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PREFACE

This volume comprises a handful of studies dealing with Graeco-Roman
(Hellenistic) religions and Gnosticism. The studies have been selected in
accordance with these two principles. (1) Ad fontes. Each study concen-
trates on a religious key-text, trying to interpret it, to discover its sources,
and to assess its value. Hence a heavy input on the Quellenforschung. (2)
Varietur. The studies included in this volume should reflect different facets
of religious beliefs in late antiquity.

Ten of the fifteen studies have been previously published in scholarly
journals. Their text appears here as corrected, revised, or updated
wherever necessary. I am indebted to the following publishing houses for
the kind permission to reprint the articles in question: J.D. Sauerlander’s
Verlag, Frankfurt am Main (for Nos. 1 and 5); E.J. Brill, Leiden (for
Nos. 3 and 8); Dr. Rudolf Habelt GmbH, Bonn (for Nos. 4 and 6);
Oxford University Press (for Nos. 7 and 9); Scholars Press, Decatur,
Georgia (for No. 14); The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore
(for No. 15).

I am grateful to Professors H.S. Versnel and F.T. van Straten for ac-
cepting this volume for the series ‘‘Studies in Greek and Roman
Religion.”

Urbana, Easter, 1986 M. Marcovich






A GOD CALLED LYCHNOS

Epigram IX Gow-Page' (= A.P. V. 7) of Asclepiades of Samos (born ca.
320 B.C.) reads as follows:

Abyve, ot yvap mapeobon tplg dposey ‘Hpdxheto
ety x00y Tixer Adyve, ob & el Bedg el

v B0AlnV dmdpuvov: Gtav giAov Evdov Exouvca
nailn, dmooPeabelc unxét pidg mdpeye.

“‘Lamp, here in your presence swore Heracleia three times that she
would come to me. And she did not. Now, lamp, if you are a god punish
the perjurer: When she next time has a friend at her home to entertain
him, put yourself out and deny her your light.”’

(1) Judging by the usual sense of the participle napeobox, ‘‘when she
was here present;’’ by the expression, #ifewv xody fixet, ‘‘that she would
come to me, but did not come;’’ finally, by the close parallelism with the
twin-epigram of Asclepiades X Gow-Page (= A.P. V. 150):

‘QuoAdéyns’ #ew el vixta pot 7 "mBoéntog
N xal sepviyy dpooce Oeopogdpov,

xoVy fixer puAaxt) 8¢ mapoiyeton. &p’ émiopxelv
7ifeAe; tov Abyvov, maideg, dmooBécarte.

—it seems safe to conclude that the deceived poet-lover is addressing the
lamp standing in his own home. This, however, contradicts the text of
lines 2-4, where clearly the lamp in the house of the hetaera Heracleia is
being addressed (notice the force of &wdov #xovoa). And yet, we must be
dealing with one and the same lamp, as it is attested by the anaphora of
this invocation—Abyve, aé... Abyve, 0.2

(2) Hugo Stadtmiiller,® Maurice Platnauer* and Walther Ludwig?®
had tried to make also the first Abyve refer to the lamp situated in the
house of Heracleia by changing the transmitted mapeoboa either into
ntdpavta (Stadtmiller) or into mapeévta (Platnauer and Ludwig, in-
dependently from each other): ‘‘She swore in thy presence’’ (Platnauer);

' The Greek Anthology: Hellenistic Epigrams. 2 vols. Cambridge, 1965.

? So, correctly, Walther Ludwig, Mus. Helv. 19 (1962) 156.

3 Neue fahrb. f. Philol. 143 (1891) 333 f.; A.G. V. 6 (Teubner, 1894).
* Class. Review 33 (1919) 25.

5 O.c., 156 and 158.
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‘“Herakleia schwur bei der Lampe gleich wie bei einem ‘gegenwartigen
Gott’...”” (Ludwig).

Now, Stadtmiller’s wtédpavta is better left aside, since Asclepiades’
lamp has nothing to do with the prophetic lamp of Marcus Argentarius,
whose Epigram XIV Gow-Page® (= A.P. VI. 333) reads:

“Hér, eiitate Adxve, tpic Emtapes 7 oy Tepmviv
el Boddpoug Tikewv Avtiyévnv mpoXéyelg;

Here the poet-lover wonders whether the sputtering of the lamp indicates
the approach of his mistress, while Asclepiades sends an imprecation on
his treacherous mistress, and the irrelevance is evident (correct are Gow
and Page, Commentary, p. 122). As for Platnauer’s and Ludwig’s mtapdv-
1o (for mapeoboa), I think it is unlikely for the following reason. An
Epiphany or Parousia is expected from an absent and distant god,” not
from a house-lamp being always present and on hand. Consequently, the
phrase, Abyvo¢ mapdv, in the sense of Oedg Emavig, deus praesens, sounds
unconvincing to me. Ludwig (p. 158, n. 11) adduces Dionysus, Deme-
trius Poliorcetes [see Article 2] and Peitho as examples of ‘‘present
gods,’’ but they surely belong to a different category.

(3) Peter Von der Miihll 8 kept the transmitted napeoGoa while taking 1t
to mean, ‘‘in Person, von sich aus, eigens, bereit:”” ‘‘Herakleia hatte sich
gestellt, hatte bereit, ins Gesicht dem Dichter-Sprecher dreimal bei der
Lampe geschworen, sie werde zu ihm kommen.”” However, the partici-
ple mapdv, which is very common in drama—sometimes in the company -
of adtdg, sometimes serving as a simple ‘‘Zeilenfiller’” (cf. LS]J, s.v.,
IV),—cannot be found in the Hellenistic epigram. Accordingly, it seems
safer to take mapeoGoa in its usual sense of ‘‘here present’”” (W.R. Paton),
“‘hier anwesend.”’” Then #fetv must imply ‘‘to come to me again’’
(= mdAw 7ifew), which does not seem to present difficulty.

(4) Mrs. N. Cistjakova® translated correctly mapeoboa with ‘‘here
present,”” but took the second Abxve to be the same lamp as the first one,
the one standing in the house of the poet-lover, while interpreting the
epigram as a humorous inscription on the lamp, and the lamp itself as the
poet’s present to the treacherous hetaera (p. 44). However, a curse as an
inscription on a gift-object (unxétt @é¢ mapexe) seems to me unthinkable.
The situation depicted in the Epigram I Gow-Page (= A.P. V. 5) of Flac-
cus 1s quite different:

& The Greek Anthology: The Garland of Philip, etc. 2 vols. Cambridge, 1968.
7 Compare F. Pfister, RE Suppl.-Bd. IV. 277-323.

® Mus. Helo. 19 (1962) 202 f.

9 Eirene 8 (1970) 41-45.
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’Apybpeov voyiwy pe cuvistopa otV EpdTwy
9 -~ ’ 7’ 97 ’
ob matf) Adyxvov DAdxxog Edwxe Némy,
i mapd vOv Aexéeaot papaivopat, elg émdpxov
moavtonadi] xodpng aioyea Sepxduevog. ..

Flaccus had given the expensive lamp to his mistress Nape as a token of
his love, before knowing that she would betray him. On the contrary, our
Asclepiades already knows that his mistress Heracleia has betrayed him
(80Ain). Thus the poet’s lamp cannot be taken as a credible gift to the per-
juring girl. And besides, who would expect Heracleia to take the harmful
present into her house as soon as she had read the imprecation inscribed
on it! If so then the epigram becomes meaningless.

(5) Gow and Page (in the Commentary, II, p. 123) offer two possible
explanations, neither of them being convincing enough to me. They

wrote:

Two possible solutions suggest themselves. The first, that lamps make com-
mon cause and that Asclepiades’ lamp may thus control the behaviour of
others; and this, though not very persuasive, may derive a little support
from e Bedg el (see 2 n.). The second possibility is that Asclepiades is waiting
neither in his house nor in hers but in a room which she uses for assigna-
tions. If that is so the difficulty disappears, but [Epigram] X gives pause,
and we know no evidence that hetaerae used, like Messalina in Juv. 6.114
ff., accommodation addresses.

The introduction of a magic Aladdin-lamp really is ‘‘not very per-
suasive.”’ For, first, how can Asclepiades know when exactly Heracleia
would entertain a client at her home, in order to activate his magic lamp
working on remote control? And second, according to the rules of the
homeopathic magic, it suffices for the deceived poet-lover to put out hzs
own lamp: the lamp in the house of the victim will automatically die out.

As for the second possibility, that Asclepiades and Heracleia were
meeting in a neutral ‘‘rented room,’” in a ‘‘Zimmer auf Stunden,’’
‘““‘chambre 4 I’heure,’’ such an ‘‘accommodation address’’ was advocated
by Giuseppe Giangrande after the publication of this article.!® He argued
against Gow and Page that such ‘‘gemietete Wohnungen’ of the
hetaerae did exist in Hellenistic times, while referring to H. Licht and
K. Sudhoff.!" However, even if they existed in the time of Asclepiades,
there is nothing in our epigram to indicate such a ‘‘chambre 4 I’heure.”’
For the most natural meaning of #ifew is ‘‘to come to my place,”” and the
usual sense of #dov is ‘‘at her own place, at her home,”” ** i1’

3 ¢

chez soi

' R.E.G. 86 (1973) 319-22, esp. 312.
. "' H. Licht, Sittengeschichte Griechenlands, 11, Dresden-Leipzig, 1926, 52. K. Sudhoff,
Arztliches aus griechischen Papyrusurkunden, 106, quoted by K. Schneider in RE VIIT (1913)
1342.65 f. (s.v. Hetairai).
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(compare, e.g., Plato Protag. 311 a 1). In addition, already Gow and Page
had referred to the close parallelism with the twin-epigram X of
Asclepiades (‘‘but X gives pause’’), and there the lamp in question is
surely standing in the house of the poet-lover.

(6) The difficulties disappear as soon as we print Adxve as Adyve. For in
our epigram we are dealing with a god called Lychnos, as it 1s attested by
the poet himself in line 2: Adyve, o0 9 el feoc el (‘‘Now, Lychnos, if you
are really a god...””). The first Adyve refers to the lamp in the house of the
poet, the second Adxve—to the one in the house of the hetaera. And since
the anaphora, Adyve, of... Abyve, b, indicates that the poet is addressing
one and the same lamp, it follows that he is talking to a god called
Lychnos. As a god, Lychnos is present wherever there is a lamp, which is
but his image or manifestation.

Now, Lychnos appears as personified and divinized already in

Comedy:

\ ’ LI ] ’ 37 ’
Boxxlg Bedv o’ évbuicev, ebdatpmov Abyve:
xel'2 1@dv Beddv péyiotog, el bty doxels

(C.A.F. III A Adesp. Fr. 152 Edmonds). In Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae
8-13, Praxagora addresses this hymn to Lychnos:

x&v totat dwyatioaty "Aepoditng Tpdmwy
TeLpwuévast TANGlog TopAGTATEL,

10 hopdoupévwy T GwrdTwY EMaTATNY
opBohpov 0bdelc Tov cov éEelpyer Sopmwy.
uévog B¢ unp@v elg dmopprtoug ULy ovE
Adpmer dpedwv v énavloboayv tpiya.'?

Of course, the patroness-goddess of the hetaerae is Aphrodite, by
whom they swear: pé& tv "Apoditny (Aristoph. Plut. 1069; Eccl. 999). Q¢
népvn v "Agpoditny 8uwusty, says a scholiast ad locum. But in the
Aphrodisia, Lychnos appears in the role of a manifestation of (Erschei-
nungsform) or a substitute for (Stellvertreter) Aphrodite, and that is why
our hetaera Heracleia could swear by Lychnos, who is her patron-god
(Schutzgott).

A burning lamp must be present in the boudoir of every hetaera. If the
lamp is extinguished the hetaera will remain without the necessary pro-
tection of her Schutzgott. Then she may not have success with her clients,

2 Edmonds: xat codd. (Plut. De garrul. 513 F).
13 On this passage compare H. Kleinknecht, Die Gebetsparodie in der Antike (TtUbinger
Beitrage, 28), Stuttgart-Berlin, 1937, 93-98.



A GOD CALLED LYCHNOS 5

and eventually may go bankrupt. We are now in a better position to
grasp all the force of the revenge on the part of the deceived poet-lover.
His curse is not to be taken for a playful joke. What Asclepiades is actually
asking the god Lychnos amounts to the following: *‘Lychnos, the patron-
god of the hetaerae, stop protecting Heracleia the perjurer: let her lose
her clients!”” (= 8tav plhov évdov Exovsa / maily, dmoaBeabdels unxét pés
TAPEXE) -

Lamp and Hetaera are inseparable friends in matters of the Aphrodisia
since the times of Hipponax Fr. 17 West (Fr. 22 Diehl):

xOdaca yée wot mpdg o Abyvov "Aphtn.

Lamps are the most common votive offering of the hetaerae to their god-
dess. After winning the affection of her master through successful
Aphrodisia, a slave-girl used to honor Aphrodite with lamp-offerings: v
" "Agpoditnv domep altinv todtwv / Adyvoig étipa... (Babrius 10.6 f.).
Similar in tone is Meleager’s Epigram XI Gow-Page (= A.P. VI. 162):

" AvBepd sor Meléaypog €ov cupmaistopa Adyvov,
Kénpl 9tAn, wdstny adv Béto mavwuyidwy.

“‘Im dritten Jahrhundert n. Chr. weihten in Ephesos ein Bruder und eine
Schwester, die sich Mysten der Aphrodite Daitis nennen, einen Eros und
eine bronzene Hangelampe mit zwei Dochten,’”” wrote M.P. Nilsson.!*
And Augustine (De civ. der 21.6) reports on a miraculous lamp in a shrine
of Aphrodite that no storm or rain could extinguish: Fuisse vel esse quoddam
Veneris fanum atque 1bi candelabrum et in eo lucernam sub divo sic ardentem, ut eam
nulla tempestas, nullus imber extingueret; unde sicut ille lapis, ita ista Aoyvog
&oBeatog, id est lucerna inextinguibilis, nominata est. In his turn, Plutarch tells
the following xpelx about Demosthenes (Demosth. 8.3):'5 ... TMuBéag
¢moxcdntwy EAAvyviwv Epnoev 8lev adtod & évBupfuata. tobtov uév olv
Nueidato mxpidg 6 Anumoshévng. ‘OY tadtd ydp,”” elmev, ‘‘éuol xal cof, ®
IuBéa, 6 Abyvog abvode.”” Of course, Pytheas had in mind the lucubra-
tiones, while Demosthenes hinted at the Aphrodisia, both connotations
being implied by the word Adyvos.

If the lamp of Aphrodite is extinguished in her boudoir the hetaera
Heracleia may have no success in bed. The same is true of Meleager’s
rival, being overwhelmed by deep sleep in the bed of Heliodora
(Meleager’s Epigram LI Gow-Page = A.P. V. 165.3-6):

'* M.P. Nilsson, Lampen und Kerzen im Kult der Antike. Opuscula Archaeologica V1 (Lund,
1950, 105 f.; Osterreich. Jahresh. 17 (1914) 145 fF.
"* Quoted by Kleinknecht (above, note 13, p. 97, n. 2).
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el Tig Umo yAaivy BeBAnuévos “HArodedpag
BdAmeTor, Smvandty xpwTi YAtouvéuevog,

xotdobw uev Adyvog, 6 8’ év xéAToloty Exelvng
prntacel xeiobw debrtepog "Evdupiwv.

Compare also Meleager’s Ep. XXIII (= A.P. V. 197.3 f.): vai gtAdypum-
vov / Abyvov, u@v xmpwv éAX’ Emdévta téAn.1® Ep. LXIX (= A.P. V. 8.1
f. and 6): NUE {epn xal Adyve, cuvistopag obtivag dAhoug / Bpxotg GAN’ Spéag
elA6ued’ Guobtepor / ... Adyve, o0 & év xbAmog adtov Opds Etépwv.
Philodemus’ Epigram I Gow-Page (= A.P. V. 4): t0v aiyovra. .. suvistopa
v dhadftwy / Abyvov...; Flaccus’ Ep. I (=A.P. V. 5): voxlwv pe
suvisTopa TiaTov Epdtwv / ... AOxvov...; Argentarius’ Ep. I G.-P. (=V.
128.3 f.):

"Avtiydvng xal xpdta Aafov Tpog xpdTo, T6 Ao
SLY®, paptug ég’ olg Abyvog émeypdpeto.'’

Martial 14.39.1 dulcis conscia lectuli lucerna.

(7) The suggested interpretation that Heracleia swears three times by
Lychnos exactly because he is her Schutzgott, finds support in Asclepiades’
twin-epigram X: Nuxw xal cepviy dpose Oespogépov. Here the hetaera
Nico swears by Demeter Thesmophoros because the latter is the Schutzgat-
tin of wives in their marital life. In Syracuse, on the main day of the
Thesmophoria women would prepare cakes in the form of épAfata
yuvatxet, to be offered to Demeter and Persephone; in the entire Sicily
these cakes are called puAhol = pudenda muliebria, says Heraclides of
Syracuse.'® ‘“‘Weil die Thesmophorienfeier sich aber mit den intimsten
Dingen des Frauenlebens beschéaftigt, ist dem mannlichen Geschlecht die
Teilnahme an ihrer Feier meist versagt.’”!°

(8) The Lychnos of Aphrodite appears as personified and divinized.
Similarly, the nuptial bed appears as personified in the belief of the
lovers. Hera swears by her nuptial bed (/liad 15.39 f.: {otw... vwitepov
Aéyog adt@v / xouvpidiov).?? And in Lucian’s Cataplus 27, Abyvog and Khivn
appear as the main witnesses against the tyrant Megapenthes. Plutarch
(De garrul. 513 F) quotes, & @uhtdtn xAivny (C.A.F. III A Adesp. Fr. 151

16 Herwerden: moAX& mbvta péAn P Pl

17 Agathias, A.P. V. 263, shows an unmistakable influence of Musaeus: alel b (sc.
Aoxve) gbovéerg 1 Kompidt, xai yap 80° "Hpo / #ppoose Aetdvdpw. ..

2 Apud Athenaeus XIV, 647 A: éx onodupov xai pélitog xataoxeuvdleaBour dpRfBota
yovouxeta, & xaAeloBon xatd mdoov Zixehlav puldodg xal mposeépesBar tals Beatg. On the
background of this custom compare W. Burkert, Griechische Religion der archaischen und
klassischen Epoche, Stuttgart, 1977, 368.

% O. Kern, RE IV. 2750.64.

20 Compare R. Hirzel, Der Eid, Leipzig, 1902, 13 and 22.
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Edm.), along with Fr. 152 (quoted above, on p. 4) dealing with Lychnos.
So does Philodemus in his Epigram I (= A.P. V. 4.5): 60 8’, & @tAepdotpra
xoitn. It suffices to compare Argentarius’ Ep. I (udptug €9’ olg Abyvog
¢reypdeeto) with Asclepiades’ Ep. XXV. 12 (=A.P. V. 181.12): o xAivy
LapTUG EMEYPAPETO.

(9) Finally, a voice of caution. The lamp of the lovers, linked with
Aphrodite and thus divinized, should not be confused with other per-
sonified lamps. For example, there is a different reason for the per-
sonification of the prophetic lamp in the Avxvopavtein. Here belongs,
among others, Argentarius’ Epigram XIV Gow-Page (= A.P. VI. 333):
7idn, eiAtote Aoyve, Tplg Emtapeg: 2! A thxa... mpoAéyels; ... &va... Compare
also Pap. Mag. Lond. 121.667 (I p. 105 Kenyon): Aéywv tov Adyov Emtdxig
mpog Tov Adxvov, dealing with an dywy7 doxétov (593). And again, there is
a different reason for the vivification of the lamp in the Seelenglauben: ap-
parently, the Abyvot in Lucian’s Lychnopolis (Verae hist. 1. 29), which
walk, talk, and have names, are no other thing than our own ‘‘doub-
les’”’—‘‘Doppelganger’’ or ‘‘Seelenkerzen’’ (‘‘the soul-candles’’); com-
pare: &fo xal Tov fuétepov Abyvov éyvdpton xal TposelTv adTov. . .22

Finally, in the signalling lamp of Hero, Musaeus seems to offer a
strange combination of the two types of Abyvo¢ mentioned above: (a) the
Lychnos of Aphrodite and (4) the Lychnos as a ‘‘Seelenkerze’” of
Leander himself. On (a) compare Hero et Leander (ed. P. Orsini) 1 Eixé,
Bed, xpugpicov Emtpdptupa Abyvov épdTwv; 6 Abyvov drayyéAlovta Sraxtopiny
"Agpoditng; 8 Adyvov, ¥pwtog dyaipa; 239-41:

c \ ’ ¥ b ’ \ ’
Hpw Adxvov Epawvev: dvamrtopévoro 8¢ Abyvou,
Bupov “Epwg Ephebev émeryopévoro Aedvdpou:
Aoyve xouopévew cuvexaleto.

On (b) compare perhaps 14 f.: plav cuvdede tehevtiv / Abyvou
ofevwupévoro xal 6AAvpévoro Aedvdpou; 217 f. and 329 f.:

uA pv drosBésowat, xal adtixa Bupwdv dAésow,
Abyvov, ¢uob Biétolo paespdpov Nyepovije.

xal 3N Abxvov dmiotov dméofBeae mixpde &ATNC,
\ b4
xod duydv xal Epewrar oAutAfToto Acdvdpou. 2

*' Compare Gow-Page ad v. 1365 (II, p. 173); Gow ad Theocrit. 7.96.

2 Compare R. Ganszyniec, RE XIII, 2116.24 ff.

** Compare now the exemplary edition of Musaeus provided by Karlheinz Kost,
Musars, Hero und Leander: Einleitung, Text, Ubersetzung und Kommentar, Bonn (Bouvier),
1971, especially Excursus ad v. 1: *‘Die Lampe in der Liebesdichtung,”” 126-32.



HERMOCLES’ ITHYPHALLUS FOR DEMETRIUS

The hymn of Hermocles of Cyzicus in honor of the divinized Demetrius
Poliorcetes, sung by a chorus on the occasion of the king’s last visit to
Athens (in 291 or 290 B.C.), deserves a fresh look for at least three
reasons. First, the Ithyphallus is one of the most eloquent documents for
the Hellenistic ruler-cult (‘‘Herrscherkult’’), rich in content. Second,
Hermocles is a prize-winning poet of paeans in honor of Antigonus and
Demetrius (at least since 307 B.C.: Athenaeus 697 A), and his Ithyphal-
lus seems to have enjoyed wide popularity (cf. Athenaeus 253 F: the
Athenians had sung the hymn o0 3nposia pévov, dAA& xal xat’ olxiav).
Third, in his effort to substantiate the worship of a personal ruler, Her-
mocles seems to borrow arguments both from the old Heraclitus and
from the contemporary Epicurus.

The hymn displays a bipartite structure. Aretalogy of the God-King, in
his Athenian Parousia (lines 2; 8; 18), comprises the first half of the poem
(lines 1-19). Prayer to the new Savior for help against the Aetolian threat
fills its second half (lines 20-34). In this article, I shall limit myself to of-
fering a critical text of the hymn (preserved in Athenaeus 253 D-F),
followed by a brief commentary on the key-ideas only.!

' The main editions of the hymn are: Athenaeus, ed. G. Kaibel (Teubner, 1887;
reprint 1961); J.U. Powell, Collectanea Alexandrina, Oxford, 1925 (reprint Chicago, Ares,
1981), pp. 173-75; F. Jacoby, in FGrH (1926): 76 (Duris) F 13 (p. 141 f.); Athenaeus, ed.
C.B. Gulick (Loeb, 1929); Anth. Lyr. ed. E. Diehl, 2nd ed., Fasc. 6 (1940), p. 104.

Here is a selection from the rich literature on Hermocles’ hymn to Demetrius. U.v.
Wilamowitz, Antigonos von Karystos, Berlin, 1881, 242 f.; O. Weinreich, ‘‘Antikes Gott-
menschentum’’ Neue Jahrbiicher f. Wissenschaft u. [Jugendbildung 2 (1926) 646 f.; K. Scott,
““The Deification of Demetrius Poliorcetes,”” 4. /. P. 49 (1928) 228-239; V. Ehrenberg,
‘‘Athenian Hymn to Demetrius Poliorcetes,”” Die Antike 7 (1931) 279-297 = Idem, Aspects
of the Ancient World, Oxford, 1946 (reprint New York, Arno, 1973), 179-198; O. Immisch,
Das Erbe der Alten 20 (1931) 6 ff.; W. Schubart, Die religiose Haltung des friihen Hellenismus
(Der alte @rient, 35.2; 1937), 18 f.; M.P. Nilsson, Gesch. der griech. Religion, 11, Munich,
1950, 143 f. (3rd ed., 1974, 151 f.); E. Manni, Demetrio Poliorcete, Rome, 1951, 93-95;
E.R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, Berkeley, 1951, 241 f.; Chr. Habicht, Gou-
menschentum und griechische Stadte (Zetemata, 14; Munich, 1956), 232 f.; L. Cerfaux et J.
Tondriau, Un concurrent du christianisme: Le culte des souverains dans la civilisation gréco-romaine
(Bibliothéque de Théologie, Série III, Vol. V; Tournai, Desclée, 1957), 180-187; Fr.
Taeger, Charisma: Studien zur Geschichte des antiken Herrscherkultes, 1, Stuttgart, Kohlham-
mer, 1957, 270-273; L. Alfonsi, “‘Sull’ “‘Itifallo’’ di Ermippo (?),”” Rhein. Mus. 106
(1963) 161-164; Cl. Wehrli, Antigone et Démétrios, Genéve, Librairie Droz, 1968, 177 f.; L.
Kertész, ‘‘Bemerkungen zum Kult des Demetrios Poliorketes,”” Oikumene 2 (Budapest,
1978), 163-175; Idem, ‘‘Religtonsgeschichtliche Voraussetzungen zur Herausbildung des
Herrscherkultes in Athen,’” Oikumene 4 (1983) 61-69; A. Mastrocinque, ‘‘I miti della
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TEXT

‘O wév odv Anuoydeng tocabta elprxe mept t7ig *ABnvaiwv xohaxeiog: Aodpig
§’ 6 Tdputog év 1) deutépa xal eixoati] tdv lotopiav xal adtov Tov (BGpailov
* KK

X —JU — X — U — X — v —
- v - v — Vv
o¢ ol péytator tav Bedv xal pidtator
7] oAl ThpeLoLY”
gvtaoBa (yap Afuntpa xal) Anufrtplov
Suo TopTiy’ 6 xoxtpos.
5 X7 wev T oepva ¢ Kdpng puatipia
€pxeh’ tva moriam,
0 8 thapde, Gaomep TOv Bedv Bel, xal xahdg
xol YEADV TépeaTL.
Sepvév © gaived’, ol pidot mdvteg xbxAe,
10 ¢v péootot & awtde,
Bpotov chomep ol eilot wév dotépec,
fiAtog & éxelvoc.
"Q 100 xpatictov ol [Tosetd®@vog Beod,
XOTPE, x&Ppoditrg.
15 “AX\ot uiv 3| poxpav yap &néxouav Beol,
7} odx €yovov T,
# odx elolv, ) ob mpocéyovoty HIv 008 Ev,
ot Ot mopdvl Gpdpev,
ob EdAwov 00d¢ Aibvov, &AL’ dAnBivév.
20 Edy6uecbo o1 sot:
np@Tov wiv elprvy mémoov, eiltate:
x0prog yap el ab.
Tav & odyl OABag, &AL’ EAnv v ‘EXAdda
Zolyya mepiatodoay,
25  Altwlév, dotig énl métpag xabfuevog,
Gomep 1 moado{d),
& gopad’ Huev mhvt’ dvaprdoac @épet,
x00x ¥y péxeshor
(AltwAxdv Yop dpmdoa & TV TEAAS,

sovranita e il culto dei Diadochi,’” Atti dell’Istituto Veneto, Classe di scienze morali, lettere
ed arti, 137 (1978-79) 71-78; F. Landucci Gattinoni, ‘‘La divinizzazione di Demetrio e la
COscienza ateniese,’’ Contributi dell’Istituto di Storia antica dell’Universita del Sacro Cuore
(Milan) 7 (1981) 115-123; G. Sommariva, ‘Il proemio del De rerum natura di Lucrezio e
'inno a Demetrio Poliorcete,”” S.I.F.C. 54 (1982) 166-185.—On the /thyphalli compare
Athenaeus XIV, 622 A, and G.M. Sifakis, in ®fktpa. Tynuxdg tépog T.I'. Kadwuivou,
Thessalonica, Constantinidis, 1975, 119-138.
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30 vov 8¢ xol T Thppw),
’ \ \ ’ k] 7 3 \ ’
pdAioto piv &7 x6hacov adtde: el O¢ pi,
Otdinouy v’ ebpé,
v Zolyyo TodTny GoTig 1] XoTaxpnviel
# onilov morjoet.

Testimonia: Athen. XV, 697 A: "Exn’’Avtiydve 8¢ xal Anuntpiw enoi Pddyopos *Abnvaiou
&ewv mandvog todg memonuévoug Omd ‘Eppoxhéoug (Schweighaeuser: ‘Epulnmov ACE) tor
Kulixnvos, Epapiihwy yevouévwy tdv mondvag motnsdvtwy (ndvtwy e.g. Kaibel), xai 100 ‘Ep
poxAéoug mpoxptBévrog. Athen. VI, 253 B-D: ®nol yobv 6 Anpoxdens &v 17 mpedtn xad elxooTi
yedowv: EmaveABévta 8¢ tov Anufitplov dmd tic Aeuxddoc xal Kepxbpag el tég *AbAvoc o
*Abnvaior €8éx0vto 00 pévov Bupidvteg xai oTepavodvTeg xal olvoxoodvteg, dAAL xai mposodiaxo
(Bernhardy: npogédia xat AC) xopol xal Bbpadiot pet’ dpyAoews xal wdTig dnfviwy adtd, xa
dpLatdprevor xatd todg ExAoug fidov dpxoduevor xal Enddovteg g ein wbvog Bedg dAnbuwéc, of &
&Aoot (H addidi) xaBeddouvaty, ¥ dmodnpmolot, % odx eloiv: yeyoveg 8 ein éx Iogetddvog xa
*Agpoditng, td 8¢ xdARet Sidgopog xai TH mpdg mavtag prhavBpwnia xowde. Acbuevor 8 adto
xétevov, enoi, xal Tposniyovro.

Apparatus criticus: Duo versus excidisse vidit Bergk (e.g.: 'Avdyete mdvreg, dvdyet
edpuywplav / toic Beolg motelte) // 3 yap Afuntpa xat suppl. Toup / AnuAterov Casaubon
Anuftprog A // 4 mopiy’ Porson, mapfy’ H.P. Richards : napfiv A : mopetv’ R. Renehar
(H.S8.C.P. 68 [1964] 381) // 6, 21 et 34 mo- scripsi : mot- A // 9 © Meineke : 86t A // U
adtog C : adtoig A // 11 8uotov Meineke : 8potog A // 21 pév G : pe A // 23 O7fag, AN 8kn
iy ‘EAN&Sa scripsi @ OnBav, dAN’ 8Ang tic ‘EAA&do¢ A, omnes // 24 nepinatotoay AC
nepixpatoboay Casaubon, omnium consensu // 25 Altwkév scripsi (cf. 3 Anuftpiog A, 1
Buotog A) @ Altwhog A : Altwiid” C // 26 mékar AC, corr. Casaubon // 31 xéhasov Toup
ox6hasov AC, def. Jacoby // 34 onilov Meineke, Bergk : omewov A : mewiv C : orivo
Schweighaeuser, agn. Powell : onodév Wilamowitz, agn. Kaibel

COMMENTARY

1-4: The Parousia of the great goddess Demeter and the king
Demetrius, who bears her name, is emphasized by the repetition of the
verb mapetut (in lines 2, 8, and 18, expressing the idea of praesens divus,
Horace Carm. 3.5.2), in addition to the alliteration of the sounds n/¢ in
lines 1-2, 9, 13 and 21.

In v. 4, Porson’s emendation of IIAPHN into ITAPHI" is convincing
enough. It 1s an imperfect standing for an aorist (Kuhner-Gerth,
Satzlehre* 1, 143 f.). Richards’ napfiy’, adopted by Powell (“‘cum perfectum
locus postulet’”), 1s palaeographically less likely. As for Renehan’s mapeiv’,
1t 1s not likely to me because the elision of the nfinitive-ending - is dif-
ficult to parallel (at Theognis 104, most probably we should read
uetadodv, and at Phoenix 2.20 [p. 234 Powell]—800v).

There 1s an inveterate—and, in my opinion, wrong—interpretation of
the couple mentioned in line 3—(A7untpa xal) Anuftpiov—as referring
to Demetrius and his fourth wife Lanassa (the ex-wife of Pyrrhus), whom
he had just married. The interpretation of a visit to Athens by Demetrius
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and Lanassa seems to go back to A.J. Reinach (1911),2 and was accepted
by W.W. Tarn (1913), who wrote: ‘‘Demetrios returned to Athens in the
summer of 290; he probably brought Lanassa with him. It appears that
she desired to be initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries; and the two
made a state entry into Athens as the divine pair Demeter and
Demetrios.”’® K. Scott (1928) too defended Reinach’s interpretation.*
More recently, it was adopted by A.-J. Festugiére (1946) (‘“When in
September 290 Demetrius Poliorcetes and his new wife Lanassa made
their solemn entry into Athens as gods made manifest (Demetrius and
Demeter), the city instituted a contest of paeans in honor of the divine
couple’’),> by C. Wehrli (1968),5 A. Mastrocinque (1979)7 and others.

Against this widespread interpretation of Demeter as Lanassa it suf-
fices to say the following. First, the Parousia of Demeter is sufficiently
explained by the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries in lines 5-6.
Second, the link between Demetrius and his patroness Demeter is well
established by the Athenian decree of 294 B.C. (the present visit is taking
place in 291 or 290 B.C.). It reads: ‘“Whenever Demetrius visits the city
he shall be received with the honors usually paid to either Demeter or
Dionysus’’ (Plutarch Demetrius 12.1: 8éxecfor Amuhtpiov, Ocdxig &v
dopixntat, totg Afuntpog xat Atovicov Eewaospotg).® Finally, the contem-
porary historian Demochares (apud Athen. VI, 253 B, quoted above, in
Testimonia) implies that Demetrius, after his wedding with Lanassa on the
island of Corcyra, returned to Athens alone.

5-8: The presence of Demeter in the hymn was necessary for the poet
to stress the 1dea that the goddess is Demetrius’ patroness, no more. Ac-
cordingly, since the hymn is dedicated to Demetrius alone, the goddess is
too quickly being sent away to Eleusis (lines 5-6). It is true that the word
oepva (5) recurs in line 9 as an adverb (seuvév ), but the reason for this
repetition is not to provide an additional link between Demetrius and
Demeter, but rather to express two different ideas. (1) As is known, the
mysteries of Demeter are holy (Hymn to Demeter 478 and N.J. Richardson
ad locum). (2) In his turn, Demetrius displays a majestic radiance of the

2 “Erolie,” Journal internat. d’archéologie et numismatique (1911) 221 f.
W.W. Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas, Oxford, 1913, 49. Idem in C.4.H. VII (1928) 84.

* A.J.P. 49 (1928) 232 f. (‘‘with great probability’’).
SlerPicure et ses dieux, Paris, 1946; English translation by C.W. Chilton, Oxford, 1955,

* O.c. (note 1) 177 f.

7 O.c. (note 1) 80 f. So also Kertész, Oikumene 2 (1978) 169.

® F. Jacoby, in his Commentary on FGrH 328: F 166 (p. 542 f.); W.S. Ferguson,
“Demetrius Poliorcetes and the Hellenic League,” Hesperia 17 (1948) 131 n. 43;
Habicht, o.c. (note 1) 50 ff.
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gods among his retinue, just as does the sun-god amidst the stars (lines
9-12).

In lines 7-8, Demetrius shows the cheerfulness, beauty and smile of a
friendly god made manifest, full of the divine grace. These traits were
well pointed out by Cerfaux and Tondriau,® and need no further com-
ment. However, I do not share the opinion expressed, for example, by
Scott, Ehrenberg and Cerfaux-Tondriau,!? that the expression of line 7,
domep tov Bedv det, refers to the god Dionysus (supposedly mentioned in
the lost two lines at the beginning of the poem). For I understand the
phrase to mean, ‘‘as it is meet for a god,”’ and to refer to the new god
Demetrius, son of Poseidon and Aphrodite, alone. Finally, let me men-
tion that Demochares (7estizmonia) was wrong when paraphrasing lines
7-8 of the poem as follows: @ ¢ x&AAer Sidpopog xal T7j mpodg mhvTog
ehavBpwmnia xowde. For his xowdg is due to the misinterpretation of 7
{Aapée, taken for Aews, ‘‘gracious.”

9-12: The majestic radiance (cepvétng) of the divinized Demetrius,!!
who appears shining in the middle of his friends just as does the sun
amidst the stars, is much more than a simple poetic simile. The preten-
sion of Demetrius to be treated as a roi solei 1s attested by his fondness of
wearing a cosmic cloak, with the universe, the stars and the twelve signs of
the Zodiac being woven in it (Duris apud Athen. XIII, 535 F; Plutarch
Dem. 41.6),'2 as Weinreich, Scott, and Cerfaux-Tondriau have pointed
out.!

13-14: Demetrius is being greeted by the Athenians as the son of
Poseidon and Aphrodite. ‘‘Everyone knew of Demetrius as the master of
the seas as well as the frequent conqueror on the battlefield of love,”’
remarks Ehrenberg.!* Indeed, Poseidon as Demetrius’ Schutzgott appears
often on his coins, since the famous tetradrachm of Salamis on Cyprus
(306 B.C.), commemorating the king’s naval victory there and display-
ing Poseidon on its reverse.!®

? O.c. (note 1) 183 and n. 4.

1% Scott, o.c., 233; Ehrenberg, o.c., 290 f. (=190 f.); Cerfaux-Tondriau, o.c., 184
n. 1.

"' Compare, e.g., ‘‘the majestic effulgence of kings’’ (10 dnadyacua t@v BactAéwy 0
yapov), standing upon the Daughter of Light in Acta Thomae 6. —Infra, p. 157.

12 Duris 76 F 14 Jacoby: af 8¢ yAapddec adtod foav Bpgvivov Exousat o géyyos Tiig xpdas,
70 8¢ mav évhgavto xpucobs datépag Exov xal T& dcdexa {dix. Plutarch Dem. 41.6: fiv 8¢ g
Opatvopévn xAavig adt@ moAbv xpévov, Epyov Umepfigavov, eixaopo T00 x6opov xal TGV xot’
obpavov gatvopévwy. Compare E. Manni, Plut. Dem., Florence, 1953 (Bibl. di Studi Sup.,
19); Taeger, o.c., I, 278 n. 151.

'3 Weinreich 647; Scott 236 f.; Cerfaux-Tondriau 184 and nn. 2-4.

14 O.c., 286 ( = 185).

s E.T. Newell, The coinages of Demetrius Poliorcetes, London, 1927, Plates II and I11.1-5.
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However, while Ehrenberg (in 1931) and Wehrli (in 1968) are convin-
cing enough in establishing a solid link between Demetrius and his
patron Poseidon on the ground of rich numismatic evidence,'¢ the fact
that Demetrius had enjoyed special favors of Aphrodite—as is reflected,
for example, in his five ‘‘legitimate’’ marriages—is less convincing to me
as an explanation of the greeting, ‘‘son of Aphrodite,”’ in our hymn.!’
Maybe Hermocles called Demetrius a son of Aphrodite because of his
‘“‘marvelous and exceptional beauiy, so that no sculptor or painter ever
achieved a likeness of him’’ (Plutarch Dem. 2.2: (8éx 8¢ xol xdAAet
npocdmou Bowpastdg xal meptttdg, oTe T@Y TAATTOVTWV xal YpapdVTwv
unbéva tiic opodtnrog Epixéafour)? 18

15-18: “‘For other gods are either far away, or lend no ear, or are not,
or care nothing about us: but thee we can see in very presence...”” This is
the kernel of the poem, a ¢ri d’esprit of the poet (and may be of the epoch
as well). What is the source of Hermocles’ inspiration? Three possibilities
come to mind—Ciritias, Plato, Epicurus (mentioned in chronological
order).

In his play Sisyphus'® Critias calls ‘‘the sweetest lie’” (25 f.) the people’s
idea that the gods have eyes and ears, and pay attention to what men say
or do (17-21):

g Eott daipwy debite 0&AXwy Biw

véw T’ dxodwv xal BAémwy, ppovidv te xal

npogéywv te tadta xal gdaty Belav popdv,
20 O¢ mav 10 AeyBiv év Bpototg dxob{aYetau,

{10) dpwpevov 8¢ mav Oty duvfoeTou.

Critias may have been a source of Hermocles. Still, the idea that ‘‘the
gods are far away from men’’ is absent in Critias, who expressly says that
the gods are believed to live in the heaven as part of this cosmos (31 7
UnepBe mepLpopd).

Wolfgang Haase has recently suggested?? the trilemma of Plato’s Laws
X as a probable source of inspiration for Hermocles. As is known, the
trilemma reads: Either the gods do not exist, or they exist but care not for

' Cf. Newell (note 15) apud Ehrenberg, Plate III, a-c; Wehrli, o.c. (note 1), pp. 226,
229 f., and Plates V, X, XVI.

'” The five ‘‘legitimate’’ wives of Demetrius are: Phila, Eurydice of Athens,
Deidameia, Lanassa, and Ptolemais.

'® Demetrius’ exceptional beauty finds its confirmation in the iconography: see E.
Manni ad Plut. Dem. 2.2, and especially Wehrli, pp. 223-230, and Plates IX-XVI (a rich
collection).

' TrGF 1, Géttingen, 1971, 43 F 19 Snell = 88 B 25 Diels-Kranz.
~* In a public lecture on ‘‘Gods—Men—Godmen,”’ delivered at the University of II-
linois at Urbana on 13 November 1985.
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men, or else they may be won over by men (edmapapifnrot, mopartnrorl)
with offerings and sacrifices.?! Again, the element, paxpav dnéxovesty ot
fBeol, of the hymn is absent in Plato as well.

That leaves us with Epicurus’ contemporary theology as the most like-
ly source of Hermocles’ criticism of the traditional gods. As i1s known, the
foundation of Epicurus’ Kfjro¢ coincides with Demetrius’ first visit to
Athens (in 307/6 B.C.), so that the Epicurean theology must have been
known enough in Athens sixteen years later (in 291/0 B.C.).

Otto Weinreich (1926) seems to be the first scholar to see in the state-
ment of the hymn, 00 wposéyovaty Nuiv 00d¢ €v (17), an echo of Epicurus’
theology: ‘‘oder die Gotter kimmern sich nicht um uns, wie Epikur
lehrt’” (p. 647). M.P. Nilsson accepted it,?? while L. Alfonsi (1963) ex-
tended the Epicurean influence to include the words poxpav dméxovatv
(15) as well. He wrote: ‘‘Colpisce Ii per Ii il chiaro contenuto epicureo
dell’inno: che si parla di dei lontani (e st rammentino petaxéspie, gli inler-
mundia in cul secondo Epicuro vivono appunto gli dei!!), di dei che non si
occupano delle vicende umane (eos non curare opinor quid agat humanum
genus, come si esprimeva Ennio facendo parlare Telamone) ...”" 23

Apparently, scholars were not impressed by Weinreich’s suggestion of
an Epicurean influence upon Hermocles’ hymn (at least, Festugiere,
Dodds and Cerfaux-Tondriau are noncommittal), while Ehrenberg
(1931) and Taeger (1957) advanced the idea of die Popularphilosophie as the
most likely source for Hermocles’ rejection of the traditional gods. And
this seems to be the prevailing sentiment today. Ehrenberg wrote: 2¢

It is therefore quite possible that among other views his [sc. Epicurus’] were
also alluded to in our song, though it seems more likely that we have here
rather a confirmation that Epicurus’ philosophy had much in common with
popular ideas. At that time quite frequently we find the view expressed that

2t Laws X, 885 b; cf. Republic 11, 364 b.

22 Geschichte der griech. Religion, 11 (1950) 143 n. 5 = 3rd ed. (1974) 151 n. 5.—Unjustly
criticized by Taeger, Charisma 1 (1957) 273 n. 115.

25 Rhein. Mus. 106 (1963) 162 and n. 3. —Apparently, Grazia Sommariva (S.1.F.C. 54
[1982] 181-84) was not aware of Alfonsi’s Note. Her suggestion that the prayer, Tp@tov
uév elpAvny ménoov (line 21), also derives from Epicurus, is not likely to me. If Demetrius
appears in the role of a Zwtp, then he must be eo ipso an Eipnvoroiés. Compare Weinreich
(647): “‘Demetrios ist elpnvomoidg, wie wir hier mit einem Ehrentitel romischer Kaiser
sagen durfen, ein Wort, das ja auch im  euen Testament wichtig ist: so heissen da die
‘Séhne Gottes’. Demetrios kann Frieden geben, denn er ist der ‘Herr’. Herr uber Krieg
und Frieden, Leben und Tod. Kbiptoc steht im Text des Athenaios, das Wort, das im
Laufe der Entwicklung Jesus Christos zum Kultgott Kyrios Christos hat werden
lassen.”’—Compare, e.g., H. Windisch, ‘‘Friedensbringer-Goéttersohne,”” Zeitschrift f.
NT Wiss. 24 (1925) 240-260; Reallexikon f. Antike u. Christentum VIII (1972) 434-505 (s.v.
“‘Friede’’); G. Kittel, Theol. Wh. zum NT II (1935) 398-418 (s.v. elpfivn [elpnvomotés, p.
417 f.]); TII (1938) 1038-1094 (s.v. x0ptog).

2% Aspects of the ancient world, 188.
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the gods neither see nor hear, and that they do not take the slightest interest
in the affairs of mankind.

In his turn, Taeger wrote:2°

Ganze Reihen, Vers 15ff., erinnern Wort fir Wort an die Popular-
philosophie der aufklarerischen Observanz und kénnen mit zahllosen
Parallelen vor allem aus Euripides und spiter etwa aus den judischen und
christlichen Polemiken belegt werden. Hier spricht trockenste und abgegrif-
fenste Schulweisheit, die jedes echte religiése Gefiihl erstickt.

I shall argue, however, that Hermocles implies three (not four)
possibilities, and that their combination is best explained as referring to the
theology of Epicurus. First, the expression, &\Aot poxpav &néxouvstv feol,
means, ‘‘the traditional gods /ive very far from us.’’ It does not refer to a
temporary absence of the gods from Olympus, as Weinreich and
Ehrenberg took it to mean. Weinreich wrote (p. 647): ‘‘eine faule Sache
mit den Olympiern! Wenn man sie braucht, sind sie fort—bei den Athio-
pern oder sonstwo.”’” Similarly Ehrenberg (p. 188): ‘‘Perhaps the gods
are too far away—among distant peoples such as the Ethiopians or
Hyperboreans.”” For when the Olympians are paying a visit to Oceanus
and the Ethiopians, sure thing they will be back to Olympus on the twelfth
day (Iliad 1.423-25).

It is true that Demochares (7estizmonia) had understood Hermocles
exactly as Weinreich did, when paraphrasing our lines as follows: of &
&Ahot (%)) xabBeddouav, # &modnuolotv, 7 odx elsiv. But how is he to be
trusted when he renders the clause, 0dx &xovatv Hra, with xafeddovav? My
point is this: the other three verbs—oidx &yovowv Gta, odx elotv, and od
TpoGéyouaty Nuiv—express permanent behavior or properties of the gods;
accordingly, the most likely sense of the clause, poxpav &méxouaty Beof, is
““the gods /live far from us,”” not, ‘‘the gods use to travel far away
from us.”’

The second member, odx &xovatv Gra, means, of course, “‘the gods do
not lend ear,”’ not, ‘‘the gods have no ears.”” For Hermocles is very far
from speaking of non-anthropomorphic gods, say, in the shape of a
globe. Consequently, the expression means that the traditional gods are
not én#xoot, as Weinreich had correctly pointed out (“‘Oder sie haben
keine Ohren—sie sind nicht émfxoot’’).26 And if the gods are not giving
€ar to the men’s prayers and needs, it follows that they simply do not care
about us at all. Accordingly, the phrase, odx ¥yovoty Gra, says much the
Same as the more common formula, 00 npogéxouaty NIV 00dE Ev.

® Charisma 1, 272 f.
* O.c., p. 647. Compare O. Weinreich, ‘‘Ocol érnfijxoor,”” Athenische Mitteilungen 37
(1912) 1-68 (138 instances listed on pp. 5-25).
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We now come to the third and crucial member, odx eisiv. In my opin-
ion, it is not a strict philosophical atheistic statement (unlike that in Plato’s
Laws X), meaning, ‘‘the gods do not exist.”” For being sandwiched be-
tween the clauses, 00x &xovsty @ta and 0d mposéyovaty Aiv (‘‘the gods lend
no ear or care nothing about us’’), our expression should be understood
as an idea exactly opposite to (18), ot 8¢ mapévl’ dpadpev, ‘‘but thee we can
see 1n very presence.”’ In other words, Hermocles wants to say the
following: ‘‘Since other gods live far away from the mankind, lend no ear
and care nothing about us, then for us it is the same as if they did not ex-
1st.”” This fine semantic nuance was correctly perceived by Nilsson, who
commented: ‘‘der Unterschied zwischen der epikureischen Lehre, die
der Ithyphallikos vortragt, und dem odx elsiv, war fur das allgemeine
Verstandnis nicht zu gross.”” %’

In conclusion, the Epicurean gods live too far away from the mankind, in
the intermundia or the spaces between the countless cosmic systems
(netaxdopiov = 10 petad xdopwv didotnua, Diog. Laert. 10.89),%8 a fact
that seems to be expressed by the words, paxpav dméxovsty Beof.
Moreover, they enjoy their peace and happiness there (according to
Philodemus, they eat, drink, and converse),? and certainly they do not
concern themselves with human affairs,?® a doctrine alluded to in the
phrases, 0dx £xovaty Gt and 0b Tposéyovaty Aty 0dE Ev. It follows that the
Epicurean gods are of no use to us, the same as if they did not exist at all
(= odx eloiv, 17). Compare the similarity of argument with Tertullian’s
Apologeticum 47.6: Epicurer [sc. deum adseverant| otiosum et inexercitum et, ut ita
dixerim, neminem humanis rebus. 3!

If the suggestion that all three members of lines 15-17 refer to Epicurus
alone 1s correct, then we may have in Hermocles’ hymn the earliest ex-
tant criticism of Epicurus’ novel theology. I shall quote here three later
sharp criticisms of this theology. Cicero N.D. 1.116 (Cotta refuting
Velleius’ advocacy of Epicurus’ theology): Quae porro pietas ei debetur, a quo
nihil acceperis?. .. qui [sc. the Epicurean gods] quam ob rem colend: sint, non in-
tellego, nullo nec accepto ab his nec sperato bono. Seneca De beneficiis 4.1.1: Ita-

27 Geschichte der griech. Religion, 11 (1974%) 151 n. 5.

28 Cicero N.D. 1.18 (and A.S. Pease ad loc.); De Fin. 2.75; De Div. 2.40; Lucret.
3.18-24; 5.146-155; Hippolyt. Refutatio 1.22.3; Philodem. De Dis 111, col. 8.31 (p. 27
Diels: Abhandlungen Akademie Berlin 1917, 4).

29 Philodem. De Dis 111, Fr. 77 (p. 67 Diels), and col. 13.36-39 (p. 36 f. Diels).

3¢ Compare Epicur. Ratae Sent. 1 (Diog. Laert. 10.139): Té poxdptov xai &pBaptov olte
adtd mpdypota Exet obte EAAw mapéxet; Cic. N.D. 1.45 and 1.102 (and Pease ad loc.). Com-
pare Cic. N.D. 1.54 (Velleius defending Epicurean theology): Quis enim non timeat omnia
providentem et cogitantem et animadvertentem et omnia ad se pertinere putantem curiosum et plenum
negotii deum?, and H. Usener, Epicurea, Leipzig, 1881 (reprint Rome, 1963), Nos. 360-366
(De vita deorum beata).

31 Epicurea, No. 363.
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que non dat deus beneficia, sed securus et neglegens nostri, aversus a mundo aliud agit
aut, quae maxima Epicuro felicitas videtur, nihil agit, nec magis illum beneficia
quam iniuriae tangunt. Hoc qui dicit, non exaudit precantium voces.3? Atticus
apud Eusebium, Praep. Ev. 15.5.11: ’'Exetvo 8" éuol xpir§ xol
aloxuvinidtepoy 6 ‘Emixovpoc Soxel memoumxévow: daomep ydp dmoyvoug
SovaaBat Tod¢ Beode dmooyéadan T dvBpddmwv xndepoviag el Tadtov EABovTag
avtote, xafdmep elg dANodamiy drxiae xal EEw mou Tob xdopov xabidpuse, o
drmévfpwmov  abtédv T Gmootdoet  xadl Tfi  7mpog  dmavt  dxoewvig
TPt TOOUEVOS. 3

19: ““Nor can the dead statues of an absent god replace a living god,
present and ready to help, just as you are now ( = ot Ot map6vl’ dpdpev).”’
The pun, 0d AiBwov, &GAX* &Anfuwév, is eloquent enough and serves as a
slogan in this programmatic poem. I think the most likely source of inspira-
tion for Hermocles here was Heraclitus’ famous criticism of the tradi-
tional religion, Fr. 5 DK (=86 Marcovich): Kal tolg dydAuact 8¢
toutéolaty elyovtal, Oxolov el Tig Tolg dopoLat Aeaymvedolto, o Tt YLwdoXWY
Beodg 000 Hpwag, oltvég elov. ‘“And they [sc. the common people] pray to
these statues, as if some one were to talk to houses, not knowing anything
about the true nature of gods and heroes.”” This saying of the Enlightener
was extremely popular and influential in antiquity.3* One example. The
anonymous author of the Fourth Pseudo-Heraclitean Letter comes close
enough to Hermocles’ pointed paronomasia, ob A{Bwog, &AX’ &An0Owdg,
when asking (p. 315.13 Tardan; p. 58.13 Attridge): 3> "AvBpwrog Aotdopiav
notettor, AiBivog el Aéyortor Beog 88 dAnbBedetar, & (Bywater: o¢ codd.)
t00t0 0 eddvupov ‘‘dx xpruvedv yewdtaw’' (dvatiBetan addidi e.g.);
"Anaidevtot, odx iote &t odx Eom Bedg yeipdxunrtog (Westermann: yetpd-
Tuntog codd.), oVdt E€ dpxiic Bdow Exet...; In view of this passage, the
possibility that Hermocles’ attack on the statues of the gods derives from
the early Cynicism cannot be ruled out, but I do not have evidence for
such a one.36

*2 Idem, No. 364.

* Idem, No. 362. Fr. 3 des Places.

** The evidence is to be found in M. Marcovich, Eraclito: Frammenti, Florence, 1978
(Bibl. di Studi Sup., 64), ad Fr. 86.

% Compare R. Mondolfo and L. Taran, Eraclito: Testimonianze ¢ Imitazioni, Florence,
1972 (Bibl. di Studi Sup., 59), 279-359; H.W. Attridge, First-Century Cynicism in the Epistles
of Heraclitus, Scholars Press, 1976 (Harvard Theol. Studies, 29), esp. pp. 13-23 and 58-61.

*¢ On the Cynic (and Stoic) criticism of the images of gods in late antiquity, compare J.
Geffcken, Zwe: griechische  Apologeten, Leipzig, 1907, pp. XX-XXII; Idem, ‘‘Der
Bilderstreit des heidnischen Altertums,”’ Archiv f. Religionswissenschaft 19 (1919) 286 ft.;
M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griech. Religion, 11 (3rd ed. 1974) 526 f.

The most eloquent examples of this criticism come from the first and second centuries
A.D. For example, Plutarch De Superstitione 167 D: Eita yohxotémorg uiv melBoviar xai
AMBoEboig xai xmpomhdotat dvBpwmbpoppa iy Bedy T £1dn mololot, xai TolGTA TAGTTOUGE Xxai
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23-24: In line 24, I keep the transmitted Zplyyo meptnatoboav while
converting the genitives in line 23 into accusatives. Casaubon’s emenda-
tion, Xeiyya nepixpatoboav (adopted by all editors), is not likely to me for
the following reasons. (1) A scribal error Il for KP seems to be less likely
than the common misreading of supralinear abbreviations (in line 23).
What is more important, (2) if we read with Casaubon mepuxpatoboav it
would mean that the Aetolian League had under its control the entire
Greece; compare Ehrenberg’s translation (p. 179): “‘Punish the Sphinx
that rules, not only over Thebes but over all Greece.”” This would be,
however, historically untrue, for around 291 or 290 B.C. the Aetolian
League had extended its control to Delphi, but no farther (compare
Plutarch Dem. 40.7-8).*” (3) On the contrary, the transmitted
neptmatoboav means that the Aetolians were crossing and recrossing the
Hellenic lands in their plundering forays and pillages, but no more. (4)
The suggested interpretation seems to find its confirmation in lines
29-30, AltwAxov Yap dpmdoat T& TV TEAXS, VOV 8¢ xal T& téppw. (5) Final-
ly, the transmitted reading is more appropriate to the traditional image of
the Sphinx. She is envisaged as a winged lioness with the human face, as
such a savage predator traversing vast fields (compare Hygin. Fab. 67.4:
Sphinx..., quae agros Thebanorum vexabat). Aeschylus (Septem 776) calls her 7
dprakdvdpa K#p,*® which matches our line 27, t& odpad’ fudv mhvt’
Qvopmdoag QEPEL.

xatooxevdfoust xal Tpooxuvolat, @Aocépwv BE xal TOAMTIX@V &vdpdv xaToppovolaty,
dmodetxvivtwy thy 100 Beod oepvétnTa wetd YpnotdTnTog xal ueyahoppooivng xal edpeveiog xal
xndepoviog. The Cynic Oenomaus of Gadara apud Euseb. Praep. Ev. 5.36: odx &Bdvator,
&AA& AlBvor xai EdAvor eombran dvBpdmwv (sc. of Beol). Athenagoras Legatio pro Christianis
4.1; 15.1: "Enel of moA)ol... mposiaat totg &md tiig UAng eldcdorg, 8t’ éxeivoug xal fuels (sc. of
Xptotiavol). .. mposerevadueba xal mpooxuvhcopey ta dyddpata; 15.3; 17.5: ' tadta xat Aibot
xal GAn xal meplepyog téxvn; 26.5.

L. Alfonsi (Rhein. Mus. 106 [1963] 162), however, scems to imply that line 19 of our
hymn too was inspired by the Epicurean theology when writing: ‘‘di dei ..., né lignei né di
pietra, come saranno accusati di essere appunto gli dei pagani dagli apologisti del Cris-
tianesimo primitivo, che recorrevano per questa parte abbondantemente a motivi, a témot
epicurei. E quell’ antitesi A{Bivov—d&AnBvév, a parte il ricercato effetto paronomastico,
ritorna appunto in testi cristiani.”’

This reasoning does not seem sound to me. A criticism of the traditional statues of gods
cannot be traced to Epicurus himself, but only to Cynicism (and maybe Stoa). It is true
that much of the polemics of the early Apologists may go back to Apollodorus, De Dis, to
the Epicureans, and notably to Philodemus, De Pietate. But the content of this polemics is
mythological: compare, e.g., A. Henrichs’ stemma in his study ‘‘Philodems ‘De Pietate’ als
mythographische Quelle,”” Cronache Ercolanest 5 (1975) 7. On the other hand, the criticism
of the statues of gods came to the Christian writers probably from Cynic (and Stoic) sources.

37 Compare G. Klaffenbach, in /G IX.1.1 (1932), p. XV f. (Fasti Aetolici, B.C. 290);
Wehrli, o.c., 177-179.

38 Compare W.H. Roscher, Lextkon, 1V, 1366 (further literature is not needed here).
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Incidentally, in the last line of the hymn Meineke’s on{Aov seems to be
the most likely reading. Hermocles prays Demetrius either to throw the
Aetolian Sphinx down the precipice into the sea or to turn her into a rock
or stone (just as is the famous Sphinx from Egypt, or any other stone-
sphinx throughout the Hellenic lands). Now, anilog seems to resume the
image of the mountaineer Aetolian, ‘‘who sits on the top of a rock, just as the
traditional Sphinx used to do’’ (25 f.: AltwAév, 8ot ént métpag xabfuevog,
/ &omep 1 madal{d), ...



DEMETER, BAUBO, IACCHUS—AND A REDACTOR

The mourning Demeter at Eleusis is persuaded to laugh, break her fast,
and drink the ¢yceon either by the ritual jesting and jeering (aioxpoAoyia,
oxdppoata, Twhasudc) on the part of lambe, or by the equally ritual inde-
cent exposure (dvédsupua, dvasupudc) on the part of Baubo. The main source
for the former is the Homeric Hymn to Demeter 202-204,' and for the
latter—Orphic Fr. 52 Kern. The anasyrma of Baubo is preserved in two
main sources: Clement, Protr. 20.1-21.1, and Arnobius, Adv. nat.
5.25-26. Now, in support of his statement that Baubo dvastéAleton &
aidota xal &modetxvier 1 Be@, Clement quotes an Orphic hymn consisting
of five hexameters. Its text, in Stahlin’s edition, reads as follows (Kern
follows Stahlin’s text):

e\ b - ’ kJ ’ b ’
&g elmoloa mémAoug &veabpeto, detbe 8¢ mavta
oWaTog 00dE mpémovta Tomov: madg 8 Aev “laxyog,
xetpl € W pintacxe yeA@v BavBole Oo xéAmorg:
€ \ T ’ ’ ’ 9 %\ —
7 8 émel obv peidnoe Oed, ueldns’ évi Huud,

5 0ékato 8 aldhov &yyog, v & xuxeov Evéxelto.

1 dveatpeto P! M : dvestpato P? Euseb. (Pragp. Ev. 2.3.34) / 8etée Eus. : et P/ 2 fixev

P ante corr. (utvid.) : fi.ev P post corr. : ilev M Eus. // 4 peidnoe M Eus. : ueidnioe P ante
corr. (ut vid.) : .e{dn.ce P post corr.

Some one hundred years later (ca. A.D. 300), Arnobius translated
Clement’s text into Latin with some rhetorical embellishments of his own
africitas.? His text of the Orphic hymn, however, differs substantially
from Clement’s version. [t reads as follows: 3

Sic effata simul vestem contraxit ab imo
obiecitque oculis formatas inguinibus res:

quas cava succutiens Baubo manu (nam puerilis
ollis vultus erat) plaudit, contrectat amice.

! See the exhaustive discussion of the passage by N.J. Richardson, in his edition of The
Homeric Hymn to Demeter, Oxford, 1974, 211-224.

2 That Arnobius is translating Clement, has been shown by A. Roéhricht, De Clemente
Alexandrino Arnobii in irridendo gentilium cultu deorum auctore. Diss. Kiel, 1892, p. 34 f. Com-
pare also Henri Le Bonniec, in his Budé edition of Arnobius: Arnobe, Contre les gentils, 1,
Paris, 1982, p. 54 if.

3 The text of Arnobius is quoted from the second edition of C. Marchesi: Arnobii Adv.
nationes libri VII (Corpus scriptorum Latinorum Paravianum), Turin, 1953.
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5 Tum dea defigens augusti luminis orbes

tristitias animi paulum mollita reponit:

inde manu poclum sumit risuque sequenti

perducit totum cyceonis laeta liquorem.
9 formatas inguinibus Sabaeus (1543) : formata sanguinibus P/ 4 ollis P : olli Sabaeus /
amice Gelenius (1546) : amicae P/ 7 poclum Sabaeus : poculum P/ risuque Sabaeus : risu
quem P

The relationship between Clement’s and Arnobius’ version of Baubo’s
anasyrma is a quaestio vexata. Earlier scholarship is in Kern (ad Orphic Fr.
52, p. 129). The most recent discussion is by Fritz Graf (1974).* He
seems to reach a noncommittal non liguet conclusion (p. 199):

So hatten denn Clemens und Arnobius jeder nur eine Facette der schillern-
den Verse des Orpheus hervorgehoben. Von Bedeutung ist jedoch, dass
sich Arnobius viel enger an das orphische Vorbild zu halten scheint, dass er
mehr weiss, als er den Worten des Clemens entnehmen konnte. ..

Baubo’s anasyrma in Clement and Arnobius deserves a closer look. In
this paper, I shall argue the following points. (1) Clement’s text as
transmitted is corrupt, but can be emended: there are seven scribal errors
in five hexameters. (2) Arnobius translates Clement’s text into Latin, but
he does not use the same text as Eusebius did: Arnobius’ copy of Clement
offered a text altered by a redactor. (3) This redactor has misunderstood the
sense of the word timog; in addition, he took 7iev for a copula, thus
understanding in line 2, tino¢ = nalg. As a consequence, he altered Cle-
ment’s text in the second halves of lines 2 and 3, in order to eliminate the
god Iacchus and make Baubo the sole subject of the sentence in line 3. (4)
Finally, since Arnobius’ version is based on a distortion of Clement’s
original text, its evidential value is null, leaving Clement as our only
source. The relationship between Baubo’s anasyrma, the Eleusinian
Mysteries and the Thesmophoria is beyond the scope of this paper.®

(1) In my opinion, Clement’s text should read:

¢ elnoloa mémAoug dveabpato, detke B¢ mdvra

sopatog 00 mpémovia témov: maig & fxev ~laxyog,
’ ’ ¥4 » ) ’ - L4 \ ’

xerpl té v pimtaox’ dpéywv BavBolbe bmd x6Amoug:

< L] \ T 3 7 ’ I3 LI T -~

7 & émel obv événoe Bed, weldns’ évi Buud,

T \

5 8éEato 8 albAov dyyog, év @ xuxedv Evéxetto.

* Fritz Graf, Eleusis und die orphische Dichtung Athens in vorhellenistischer Zeit (Religions-
%gSChichtliche Versuche und Vorarbeiten, Band XXXIII), Berlin, de Gruyter, 1974,
4-199.

> On the problem see Graf 169 n. 56, esp. 170 f.
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COMMENTARY

1. dvesbpato: Should be given preference over dvesbpeto.b First, it stands
in Eusebius. Second, it is also to be found in Gregory of Nazianzus, who
imitates the Orphic line as follows:

e b ~ AY \ bJ ’ ’ 7
¢ elmoboa Bed dotodg dvestpato unpods.

2. témov: Is the correct reading here. First, 6 témog means pudendum
muliebre (LS], s.v., I. 3), the sense which is required here. Second, it is
supported by Arnobius’ context (5.25): partem illam corporis, per quam secus
Jemineum et sobolem prodere et nomen solet adquirere gene{t)yricum...; retegit se ip-
sam (sc. Baubo) atque omnia illa pudoris loca revelatis monstrat inguinibus,
where the words, omnia illa pudoris loca monstrat, correspond exactly to deife
O mévta / adpatog 00dE mpémovta témov. It seems likely that Arnobius had
in his text of Clement both témov and timov (one of them being written
either supra lineam or in margine). Now, Arnobius translates témov as, omnia
ila pudoris loca, and tomov—as, formatae inguinibus res (in his verse 2).

2. fixev: Is the most suitable verb to go with lacchus. Most probably,
this is what the scribe Baanes wrote in A.D. 914, in the Arethas codex
Parisinus 451. Arethas then erased the x to read 7.ev. He did so probably
after collating Baanes’ exemplar either with the text of Eusebius or with
another manuscript of Clement, where stood 7ev.

3. pimrtasx’ épéywv: For the transmitted pintaoxe yeA@v. First, there is
no visible reason for the small boy lacchus to laugh at Baubo’s indecent
exposure. As an innocent Aibwoog ént t@ past®, he is too young to
understand the meaning of Baubo’s anasyrma. Naturally enough, he is in-
terested only in the breasts of his nurse (3 xéAmot), not in her aidota
yuvaixeio. Second, while we do have a verb (pintasx’) to go with ww (i.e.,
Baubo), we badly need another verb to go with BawBot¢ vmd x6Amouvg. The
participle dpéyev 1s the best candidate to yield the required sense: ‘‘while
reaching with his other hand below Baubo’s breasts.”” Xetp’ dpéywv can
be easily understood &md xowvob from the presence of etpl in the same
line. The scribal corruption seems to have developed as follows:

PIIITACKOPel'wN > PIIITACKeAel'wN >
PIIITACKel'e AwN.8

Consequently, the situation described in lines 2-3 seems to be as
follows. In the moment of Baubo’s anasyrma in front of Demeter, there

6 &vealpato has been accepted by Claude Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie, Le Protrepti-
que, 2nd edition in collaboration with André Plassart (Sources Chrétiennes, 2), Paris,
1949.

7 Greg. Naz. Orat. in [ulian. 1. 141 (P.G. 35.653).

8 pimtaoxe in this position of a hexameter: lliad 23.827; Odyssey 8.37; 11.592.
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appears (fixev) the small boy Iacchus. He is hungry. With his one hand he
starts tossing Baubo’s skirt (1 mémAot) around, while with the other he
tries to reach below her breasts (6péywv Bawfobs 6m6 x6Anoug). The reason
is clear enough: while Demeter is his mother, most probably Baubo is his
nurse. For Demeter as the mother of Iacchus-Dionysus, compare the Ox-
ford vase-fragment (IV century B.C.) showing a seated Demeter with the
small boy Dionysus in her lap.® As for the literary evidence, compare
Lucretius 4.1168: at tumida et mammosa Ceres est ipsa ab laccho (Arnobius
alludes to this verse in Adv. nat. 3.10); Diodor. 3.64.1; Schol. ad Aristid.
46, 213 (p. 648 Dindorf); Suda and Photius, s.v. "laxyog* Atévuoog éxl 16
waot®.'® As for Baubo as a probable nurse of lacchus, compare
Hesychius, s.v. Bawfc)® thfvn Afuntpoc. The change of xéAmoi into
x6Anovg was suggested already by Daniel Heinsius.

4. 7 & émel obv peidnoe Oed, pmeidns’ évi Buue: The anaphora is
pointless. Now, the second ueidne’ must be kept in view of Odyssey 20.301,
ueidnoe 8¢ Ouud / (contra Mullach’s change into y#fns’).!! Hermann’s
change of the first pe{dnoe into événoe seems to be the correct reading.'? I
think it 1s supported by both Clement and Arnobius. The former has
(20.3): % 3¢ tépmeton T7 Edet N Ancd... fobelon T Bedpatt. And the latter
offers (5.25): Atque pubi adfigit oculos diva et inauditi specie solaminis
pascitur, plus Arnobius’ verse 5:

Tum dea defigens augusti luminis orbes.

(2) Enter a Redactor. He finds in Clement’s corrupt text of line 2:
OWUATOG... Tomov: moig o 7ev “laxyog. First, he takes tdmo¢ to mean 7o
TETUTWWEVOY, 1.e., ‘‘an image imprinted on Baubo’s body.”’ Second, he
understands #ev as a copula explaining this ténog as a matg. Accordingly,
the redactor understood Clement’s text as follows: ‘“The image on
Baubo’s lower abdomen was the face of the boy lacchus’ (sduatoc. ..
Torog = maig “laxyog).

As a consequence, since lacchus no longer was a living being, able to
move his hands, the redactor saw it necessary to eliminate lacchus
a.ltogether from the text and make Baubo the only subject of the following
!lne 3. This was achieved by such a deliberate alteration of Clement’s text
In the second halves of lines 2 and 3 (the redactor’s alteration is printed
supra lineam):

'9 Ashmolean Museum at Oxford, Inv. 1956-355. M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte der
ggtechi:chen Religion, 1, 3rd. ed., Munich, 1967, p. 855 (Nachtrag ad p. 318) and Plate
1.

'* See, e.g., O. Kern in RE IX (1914) 621 f. (s.v. Iakchos); Graf, o.c., 198 et alibi.
"' Frag. Philos. Gr. 1, 175.
'? Adopted by A. Platt, journal of Philology 26 (1899) 232.
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tomov matg vmioyog & Av,!3
aopatog 008¢ Tpémovta tomov maig 8 fev " laxyoc,

¢patov Bavfer xoldgoiov:
xerpl € v pintacx’  dpéywv BavBols o x6Amoug:

The redactor understood his text as follows: ‘‘Baubo pulled up her
robes, and exposed the entire image on her body, not a decent one: it was
the face of a small child, and Baubo started tossing him around with her
hand, slapping him mildly out of love.’” For our redactor this image was
““not a decent one’’ probably because he had envisaged Baubo’s puden-
dum serving as the mouth of the face she had drawn on her lower ab-
domen. As for the expression, rnats épatdg, compare Pindar 0.10.99.

It 1s this phantastic altered text of Clement that Arnobius had in his
hands, exploiting it with all his africitas. The sense of timoc, ‘‘image of a
face,’’ 1s present both in Arnobius’ verses 2-4 and in his context (5.25):
formatas inguinibus res (2); nam puerilis / ollis (sc. formatis rebus) vultus erat (3
£.); et in speciem levigari (sc. Baubo’s pudendum) nondum duri atque hystriculi
pusionis (5.25). And since the face of a small boy has no ‘“mustache,”” Ar-
nobius’ Baubo had to engage in a novatio (5.35), she had to shave her pubic
hair: longiore ab incuria liberat (sc. Baubo her pudendum), facit sumere habitum
puriorem (5.25).

Next, the redactor’s malg vnmiayog 8’ v becomes in Arnobius, nam
puerilis [ ollis vultus erat (in lines 3-4 of the Hymn), and species. .. pusionis (in
the context). Moreover, the redactor’s change of subject and object in
line 3 (Baubo becomes the subject, and wv = ot the object) is ade-
quately reflected in Arnobius’ translation: guas (sc. formatas res) cava succu-
tiens Baubo manu (line 3). The correption of a long vowel in thesi (as here
cava and manu) is common enough in postclassical Latin poetry. Conse-
quently, no change of the word Baubo is needed (contra Baubus manu’ of
N. Heinsius, or Bacchi manu’ of loannes Auratus). Finally, the redactor’s
probable text, épatov... xohdgotsty, is supported by Arnobius’ translation,
plaudit, contrectat amice (sc. Baubo, line 4).

Incidentally, the impressive alliteration of = in lines 1-2 of the
redactor’s text (mémAoug... mévta / ... 008 mpémova tomov: mal vminyog),
as well as that of a (in line 5), was not wasted on Arnobius, who imitates
them in his lines 2 (obiecitque oculis) and 8 (laeta liguorem).'*

13 Already Leopardus had suggested the reading, maic wimiaxos 8¢, for moic & fev
"laxyog, but as the original text of Clement, not as the deliberate alteration by a redactor.
Herwerden adopted it (Hermes 5 [1871] 143).

'* More on these late Latin verses in Graf 166.
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(3) The presence of a redactor intervening in Clement’s text becomes
even more clear from his addition of the words, ainméAog 8¢ 6 AvsadArng, in
Protr. 20.2. Probably, he was inspired by such a common place as, e.g.,
Hesiod’s Theogony 445 f., BouxoAiag te Bocv te xal atmbiio TAaté’ alydv /
roipvag T elpomdxwv biwv. However, Clement’s original text has the ad-
vantage of keeping the names of Baubo and Dysaules together. After all,
they are a married couple.'® It is the redactor who separated Dysaules from
Baubo, and placed Eumolpus as the last one of the five, in order to link
him with the gens Eumolpidarum of the next clause. I doubt that Arnobius
was able of adding, aimélog 8¢ 6 AvsadAng. As a rule, Arnobius limits
himself to embellishing the material found in his source. Here is a com-
parison of the two passages.

Clement, Protr. 20.2

"Quxouv 8¢ tvixdde v "EXevaiva of
ynyevelg: Ovépata adtotg Baulm xal
Avcodhng xol Teumtéhepog, #t 8¢
Eduoinée te xal EdBoulede: Bouxdrog 6
TpuntéAepog Av, mordy 8¢ 6 Eduoimog,
ouBwtng 8¢ 6 EdBouleds: &9’ dv 1o
EdpoAmddv  xat 10 Knpdxwv 1o
{epogavtixov &7 tobto "ABMvnor yévog
Hivlnoev.

Arnobius, Adv. nat. 5.25

Qui{nque) illud temporis has
partes incolebant terrigenae, quibus
nomina haec fuerant: Baubo Tri-
ptolemus Eumolpus Eubuleus
Dysaules:  boum 1ugator Tri-
ptolemus, capellarum Dysaules custos,
Eubuleus porcorum, gregis lanitii
Eumolpus, a quo gens ecfluit
Eumolpidarum et ducitur clarum il-

lud apud Cecropios nomen et qui
postea  floruerunt  caduceatores,
hierophantae atque praecones.

There is, however, another difference between Clement and Arnobius,
which may seem to favor Arnobius’ version of the story. While in Ar-
nobius the reason for Baubo’s anasyrma is simply her desire to make her
guest, the mourning Demeter, laugh (5.25 statuit exhilarare), in his turn,
Clement—in a gloss typical of his style!6—tries to explain Baubo’s inde-
cent exposure as an expression of her feeling of being despised and even
offended by Demeter’s refusal to take food: mepladyng 1 BavBe yevopévy
(& bmepopaetion d7fev) GvaatéAhetan & aldolo xad Emdewxvier ©fj Bed (20.3).
Doubtless, Clement is improvising with his gloss, probably under the in-

B lﬁbASCIepiades of Tragilus, FGrH 12 F 4; Graf 159; Ber kleine Pauly, 1 (1964) 843-45 (s.v.
aubo).
'* The gloss is revealed as such by the phrase, é¢... 37fev. On similar Clementine
gerSSes compare M. Marcovich, Eraclito: Frammenti, Florence, 1978, ad Frr. 7; 48; 99(=8B
9, 26; 20 DK), and H. Wiese, Heraklit bei Klemens von Alexandrien, Diss. Kiel, 1963
([Ypewri(len), passim.
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fluence of such a custom in his own time (compare Artemidorus Onzrocrit.
4.44).17

This gloss of Clement, however, does not suggest that Arnobius’ ver:
sion of Baubo’s anasyrma should be preferred over the one in Clement.
For—pace Graf, pp. 195 and 197 f.,—Arnobius knew of Clement’s im-
provised explanation. In my opinion, Arnobius’ words (5.25): Rogat i/l
(sc. Baubo Cererem) atque hortatur contra. .., ne fastidium suae humanitatis ad-
sumat (sc. Ceres), reflect Clement’s gloss, ¢ Onepopadetoa 37ifev. Now, it
1s not difficult to see why Arnobius had chosen not to follow Clement’s
explanation. For the redactor of Clement’s text had provided Arnobius
with a goldmine to exploit—the interpretation of tdmo¢ as an image of a
boy’s face drawn by Baubo on her lower abdomen. Hence the words, in
speciem. .. nondum duri atque hystriculi pusionis, in Arnobius’ context; hence
the words, nam puerilis / ollis (sc. formatis rebus) vultus erat, in Arnobius’
verses, serving as a motivation of Baubo’s anasyrma (5.25): vertit Baubo
artes et quam serio non quibat allicere, ludibriorum statuit exhilarare miraculis. In
conclusion, Arnobius’ version of the story shows no advantage over
Clement’s version.

(4) Finally, I should mention two attempts at adapting Clement’s text
to that of Arnobius—by converting the boy Iacchus into a part of Baubo’s
body. Back in 1890, A. Ludwich had suggested in Clement’s text the
reading {aA)og, for the transmitted faxyog¢ (line 2 of the Orphic hymn).!®
And in 1907, Hermann Diels argued for the printing taxxo¢ (instead of
"laxxog), in the sense of pudendum muliebre.*® Both attempts, however, ran
into difficulties with the text of the next line 3. And besides, I would say,
any attempt at separating lacchus from the Eleusinian Demeter—a link
at least as old as IV century B.C.—would be only suicidal.?° Never-
theless, Diels’ interpretation was attractive enough to find a recent adept
in Graf, who writes:

‘““Hermann Diels hat gezeigt, dass "TAKXOZX mit den formatae inguinibus res
identisch ist und dass die Athenaiosglosse laxyog- yotpog diese Identifikation
sichert: Baubo gibt ihrem Unterleib die Form eines naig, eines nondum duri
atque histriculi pusionis. Das versteht man als Jux ohne weiteres, und es findet
sich dazu auch eine Parallele?'”” (p. 196).—‘‘Die Diskrepanz zwischen

'7 Correctly referred to by Graf 195 n. 5.

'8 ““‘Baubo und Bemeter,”” Jahrb. f. class. Philol. 141 (1890) 51-58, with reference to
Suda, s.v. {adkog* 6 oxwntéAng and tadlot T& oxdupota.

19 ““‘Arcana Cerealia,’’ in Miscellanea A. Salinas, Palermo, 1907, 1-14.

20 Tt suffices to refer to Graf’s exhaustive discussion, 46-69; 198; and, for a global
image, to W. Burkert, Griechische Religion der archaischen und klassischen Epoche, Stuttgart,
Kohlhammer, 1977, 127; 428, 430.

21 “‘ex Helvetiorum popularibus ludicris aut ex artificum Monacensium fescenninis.’
Diels, o.c., 8 f.; Graf 196 n. 10.

’
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Paraphrase und Versen lasst sich wohl nur verstehen, wenn man annimmt,
Clemens habe angesichts des eleusinischen Milieus (wie nach ihm Genera-
tionen von Philologen bis vor Hermann Diels) "IAKXOZX als Eigennamen
aufgefasst’” (p. 197).—‘‘Vielmehr wird man an ein Spiel mit dem
Doppelsinn von "IJAKXOZX denken missen’’ (p. 198).

Against Diels (and Graf) it suffices to say that nowhere in Greek taxyog
means cunnus. Diels’ only warrant is Athenaeus III, 98 D. We read there
that the Sicilian tyrant Dionysius the Elder reportedly was fond of
employing such strange—and insipid—metaphors as these: uévavdpog
(‘“‘man-waiter’’) for mapBévog (8tu uével tov &vdpa); wevexpatng (‘‘stand-
hold’’) for otiAog (6tt wével xal xpatet); Bakdvrtiov (‘‘against-hurler’’) for
dxbvriov (8t évavtiov BdAetan); pustipta (‘mice-keepers’’) for ol t@v pudv
Sexdlaerg (8Tt Tovg wig tnpel); Yapdtag ( = Yag dpothp, ‘‘earth-plower’’) for
Bobe; finally, taxyxog (“‘squealer’’) for yotpog.

Now, it is not difficult to see that, in this rather dull and flaccid list, the
word yotpog has its normal sense of pig, and not the Aristophanic connota-
tion of cunnus. This “‘squealer’’ (xotpog) squares with the rest of the ex-
amples—ox, mouse-holes, javelin, pillar, maiden. And if xotpog here does
not mean pudendum muliebre, neither does taxyog. It follows that Diels’
interpretation is unfounded.

In conclusion, the suggested intervention of a redactor into Clement’s
account of Baubo’s anasyrma at Protr. 20.1-21.1 best explains the dif-
ferences between Clement’s original and Arnobius’ Latin translation at
Adv. nat. 5.25-26. Since the alteration of Clement’s text undertaken by
this redactor is based upon a misunderstanding, on his part, of the words
témov and fiev (which he found in his copy of Clement), it follows that the
redactor’s interpretation—tbmog = mats, ‘‘the drawing on Baubo’s body
was the image of a boy’s face,”” —cannot be taken seriously. And finally,
since Arnobius had chosen to follow this either supralinear or marginal
alteration of Clement’s original text, introduced by the redactor, it
follows that his testimony about Baubo, Iacchus, and Demeter is equally

worthless, leaving Clement as our only source for the Orphic Baubo at
Eleusis.



4

SATOR AREPO = GEORGOS HAR PON

I. INTRODUCTION

In his recent (1978), exhaustive—87 column long—PW RE article,!
Heinz Hofmann provides the historians of Graeco-Roman religions with
a complete evidence on the famous—and elusive—Sator magic square
(=SS). The charm is a perfect four-entry palindrome—to be read either
horizontally or vertically starting from each corner of the square. It con-
sists of the magic number of five words with five letters in each (52%):

S ATOR R OT A S
AREPO OPERA
TENET TENET
OPERA AREPO
ROTAS S ATOR

It is surprising, however, to learn that Hofmann, after discussing
countless attempts at solving the SS—being advanced since 18232— in
conclusion adopts and strongly defends (558.57 ff.) the solution proposed
by Hildebrecht Hommel (in 1952)3*—as ‘‘die einzige, methodisch wie
historisch richtige und mégliche Erklarung des Satorquadrats’ (560.34
ff.). Following an old French anonymous suggestion (going back to
1854), Hommel assumes that the SS was written bustrophedon (zigzag)
and, in addition, that the middle word tenet should be read twice: Sator
opera tenet : (tenet) opera Sator, which he translates, ‘‘Der Schopfer

' PW RE, Suppl.-Bd. XV (1978) 477-565, s.v. ‘‘Satorquadrat.’”’ See also H. Hof-
mann, Das Satorquadrat. Zur Geschichte und Deutung eines antiken Wortquadrats. Bielefelder
Papiere zur Ling. u. Lit.-Wissenschaft 1977, No. 6, pp. 52.

2 -Since F. Huberti (1823) and F. Scolari (1825) around the Maria Magdalena
Monastery at Campomarzo near Verona: compare Carlo Cippola, in Atti della R. Ac-
cademia delle Scienze di Torino 29 (1893-94) 209-212; Guillaume de Jerphanion, Recherches de
science religieuse 25 (1935) 188-225, esp. 211 n. 60; Harald Fuchs, ‘‘Die Herkunft der Sator-
formel,”’ Schweizerisches Archiv f. Volkskunde 47 (1951) 28-54 ( = Festschrift Karl Meul), esp.
29 n. 2.

3 First in Theologia Viatorum 4 (1952) 108-180, then in Schopfer und Erhalter. Studien zum
Problem Christentum und Antike, Berlin, 1956, 32 {t.; 139 ff.; Idem, in Lexikon der Alten Welt,
Artemis Verlag Zurich u. Stuttgart, 1965, 2705.
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(Sdmann, Vater) erhalt seine Werke.”” According to Hommel, this
thesis, ‘‘The Creator preserves his works,’” and the SS itself, derive from
a Stoic-Pythagorean setting: ‘‘Der Erfinder ist vielmehr in stoisch-
pythagoreischem Umkreis zu suchen: etwa Nigidius Figulus, ‘Pythagori-
cus et magus’ (ca. 98-45 v. Chr.)?”’¢

The present paper has a double objective. First, I shall argue against
the interpretation of the SS advanced by Hommel and defended by Hof-
mann. In my opinion, it simply sweeps under the rug the strange proper
name Arepo (along with rotas). Second, I shall suggest that Arepo is a
latinized form of a Kurzname of the extremely popular ‘‘god of good luck”’
in the Graeco-Roman Egypt—Harpon, Arpo(cras), Harpo(crates), i.e.,
“Horus-the-Child’’ (in Egyptian Hr-p3-hrd)—, in other words, a
manifestation of the old god Horus, ‘‘the master of magic’’ (2 hk3). Ac-
cordingly, our Zauberformel, apotropaic charm, or guAaxt7pov would
mean: ‘‘The sower Horus/Harpocrates keeps in check toils and tortures’’
(e.g., “Apnwv 6 omelpwv xoat éxemdy ovgxal Tpoy 00 ¢).

Apparently, the earliest known attempt at interpreting the SS belongs
to a Byzantine scribe (end of the XIVth century), who on fol. 60V of cod.
Par. gr. 2511 (Bible) wrote:

c&ToOp 0 omelpwy

3 7 3 .

ap émo apotpov  (sic)
XPUTEL

6mepa Epyo

61T ag T pox 00 ¢

Le., “The sower holds the plough, the works, the wheels.”” Now, unless
the Byzantine scribe knew more than we do today, the most likely source
of inspiration for his interpretation *arepum = &pot povis Columella De re 7.
5.1.6 (=Isidor. Orig. 15.15.4, p. 485 Lindsay): arepennis—a Gallic word
for “‘half-acre” (compare semi-tugerum, ‘‘half-juger,”” ‘‘quarter-acre,”’
and French arpent, “‘an acre’’).

However, although this *arepum, meaning either ‘‘plough’’ or ‘‘half-
acre,”’ is to be found nowhere, it still lives, e.g., in the Th.L.L., s.v.
arepo. So does the attempt of the Byzantine scribe—in numerous modern
interpretations of the SS—from F. Scolari (back in 1825)% and Charles

* Lexikon der Alten Welt, s.v. Satorformel, 2705.

'5 Nuova dichiarazione dell’iscrizione Sator..., Verona, 1825: *‘Il seminatore di un arepo
(piccola pezza di terra) mantiene con suo lavoro il convento’ (i.e., ‘‘la Ruota’ of the
MOnastcry Maria Magdalena near Verona). Compare Cippola (supra, n. 2), l.c.
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Wescher (in 1874)¢ down to, e.g., Jérdme Carcopino (in 1948)7 anq
Walter O. Moeller (in 1973).8 I think, Margherita Guarducci, amon;
others, has been successful in putting to rest Carcopino’s shaky inter
pretation.®

II. SATOR OPERA TENET : (TENET) OPERA SATOR

The idea to read the SS bustrophedon while repeating the worc
tenet—Sator opera lenet : (tenet) opera Sator—goes back to an anonymou
French author of 1854,'% who translates: ‘‘Le semeur posséde (par consé:
quent récolte) ses oeuvres,”” i.e., “‘On récolte se qu’on seéme’’ (‘‘One
reaps what he has sown’’). Apparently, the earliest attempts to interpre;
Sator as Jesus the Sower (Mt. 13:3; Mk. 4:3; Lk. 8:5), or as the God
Creator—and then tenet as ‘‘holds together,”’ ‘‘preserves,’’—belong tc
A. Schmoéger (1917),'"" R. Sabbadini (1919),'? an anonymous German
scholar of 1926, L. Wagner (1943),'* and others.

However, a new twist to this line of interpretation was given by Harald
Fuchs (in 1951)'* and Hildebrecht Hommel (in 1952). The former
translates (p. 47): ‘‘Der Schopfer selbst erhalt seine Schopfung,’” and the
latter (pp. 36 ff.): “‘Der Schopfer erhalt seine Werke.”’!® The only dif-
ference of significance between the mutually independent interpretations

S Bulletin de la Société Nationale des Antiquaires de France, 1874, 151-54. Wescher is the
discoverer of the scribe’s note on fol. 60V of cod. Par. gr. 2511.

? ““Le  Christianisme secret du ‘carré magique’,”” Mus. Helveticum 5 (1948)
16-59 = Eltudes d’histoire chrétienne, Paris, 1953, 9-91: ‘‘Le semeur avec sa charrue tient avec
soin ses roues,’’ or rather, ‘‘Le semeur, veillant 4 sa charrue, tient avec soin ses roues’’
(p. 29). ,

8 The Mithraic Origin and Meanings of the Rotas-Sator Square. Etudes préliminaires aux
religions orientales dans I’Empire Romain, 38, Leiden, Brill, 1973, 10: ““The sower
(creator) guides (holds) the wheels carefully in (on) the field (half-acre).”’

® ‘Il misterioso ‘quadrato magico’: I’'interpretazione di Jérome Carcopino, e
documenti nuovi,”” Archeologia Classica 17 (1965) 219-270.

0 In Magasin Pittoresque 22 (1854) 348.

"' In Katholische Kirchenzeitung (Salzburg), No. 21 of 24 May 1917, p. 173: “‘Der
Samann halt die Werke zusammen.”” Compare Hofmann (supra, n. 1), p. 517.44.

'2 In Ruwista di Filologia 47 (1919) 34.

'3 In Der Tag (Berlin), No. 103 of 30 April 1926: ‘‘Der Herr hilt die Werke.”” Compare
V. Stegemann, in SB Akademie Heidelberg, Philol.-hist. Klasse, 1933-34, 79; Fuchs (supra,
n. 2), 43 n. 28; Hofmann 517.61.

" In Frankfurter Zeitung, No. 420-421 of 19 August 1943: ““‘Gott erhéalt die Welt.”” Hof-
mann 518.14.

!> Supra, n. 2, pp. 42 ff.

18 So do G. Gagov, Misc. Franciscana 61 (1961) 276 ff. (‘‘Il Creatore, I’autore di tutte le
cose, mantiene, conserva le proprie opere’’), and J.B. Bauer, in ADEVA (Akad. Druck- u.
Verlagsanstalt)— Mutteilungen 31 (1972) 7 ff. (*‘Der Schépfer, der Weltgott, bindet alle seine
Werke’’). Compare Hofmann 518.25.
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of Fuchs and Hommel is in the fact that the former maintains Jewish
origin of the SS (pp. 49-51), while the latter feels it rather reveals Stoic
heritage (‘‘Stoisches Gedankengut’’).

In favor of his interpretation, ‘‘The Creator preserves his creation’’
(e.g-, 'O [evétwp olet 1 mdvta), Hommel refers to Cicero N.D. 2.86 and
to Pseudo-Aristotle De mundo 397 b 20. This was then accepted by Hof-
mann.'” The former passage reads: Omnium autem rerum quae natura ad-
ministrantur seminator et sator et parens, ut ita dicam, atque educator et altor est
mundus, omniaque sicut membra et partes suas nutricatur et continet. The latter
passage reads: Twuip piv Y&p Oviw¢ amdviwv €oti xal yevétwp TV
onwodrmote xatd T6vde OV x6opmov cuvtedovpuévewy 6 Bede (cf. 400 a 3 f.).

Now, my objections to the bustrophedon reading of the SS, and to the
interpretation, Sator opera tenet : (tenet) opera Sator, are as follows.

(1) Why would anyone employ the zigzag-writing of secret magic for-
mulas—say, of a defixionis tabella'®*—only to express a rather trivial
““Stoic’’ thesis, ‘“The Creator keeps the world together’’? What is so
magic about this philosophical thesis? To be sure, it cannot explain the
wide popularity of the SS as an apotropaic charm, spell, uAaxtfptov,
Abwehrzauberamulet—being preserved in countless wall-graffiti and in-
scriptions, in amulets, ostraca, potsherds, papyri and parchments, from
Pompeii (as early as before 79 A.D., probably even before 62 A.D.) and
Rome to Aquincum in Hungary, from Manchester and Cirencester in
England to Dura-Europos, Egypt, Nubia and Ethiopia, from Byzantium
to Western Europe. Roman soldiers, sailors, traders, free men, freedmen
and slaves alike, were not Stoic philosophers to appreciate enough, adopt
and spread such a Weltformel as this: ‘‘Die Welt ist und existiert wirklich
so, wie sie ist.”’ 1 The point is that in such a magic charm as is the SS one
would expect to find the name of the Schutzgott.?° In the bustrophedon-
interpretation, ‘‘The Creator preserves his creation,’”’” such a name 1s
missing. [ think, however, that the name is well provided in Arepo.

7 Hommel 51 ff.; Hofmann 534-538 and 558-560.

'® For the bustrophedon-writing Fuchs (supra, n. 2), p. 45 n. 32, refers to Defixionum
Tabellge Atticae, edited by Richard Wiinsch (1.G. 111.3; C.I. Au., Appendix, 1897), Nos.
33; 34, 52; 65; 170. But the evidence is meager: Nos. 33 and 170 are the only clear ex-
amples of the bustrophedon-writing, while in No. 65 only the first line is written from left
to right, the rest of ten lines being written all from right to left.

;9 Hofmann 563.17. .

_° (?ompare, e.g., Theodor Hopfner, Griechisch-Agyptischer Offenbarungszauber, Bd. I-1I,
LelPZIg, 1921 & 1924 (Studien zur Paldographie u. Papyruskunde, 21 & 23), I, paragraphs
680-801; Idem, in PW RE XIV (1928), s.v. ‘*‘Mageia’’ (Name), 334-342; A.M. Kropp,
Ausgewdihite koptische Zaubertexte, Bd. 111: Einleitung in koptische Zaubertexte, Bruxelles, 1930,
Paragraphs 196-229 (pp. 117-133).
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(2) The earliest extant examples of the SS (at least ten of them) display
this wordorder:

ROTAS
OPERA
TENET
A REPO
S ATOR

Notably, both graffiti from Pompeii (before 79 A.D.), the inscriptions or
graffiti on a roof-tile from the governor’s palace at Aquincum (ca. 107
A.D.), on an amphora-sherd from Deansgate (Mamucium near Man-
chester, late second century A.D.), four wall-graffiti from the temple of
Artemis-Azzanathkona at Dura-Europos (ca. 200-250 A.D.), the graffito
from S. Maria Maggiore in Rome, and the wall-inscription from
Cirencester (Corintum Dobunorum?, Gloucestershire, both ca. 300
A.D.).2! Now, since the opening words of these oldest extant examples of
the SS make a perfect sense—rotas opera, ‘“tortures and toils’’ (compare,
e.g., Plato Republic 2, 365 b 6, mévor xal fnuiat; 6, 503 a 3, mévor xal
96Bot)—, the most natural assumption is that every Roman reader read
each line of the inscription from left to right alone.??

21 Both graffiti from Pompeii may be older than the earthquake of 62 A.ID.—the one on
column No. 61 of the Big Palestra (Regio II, Campus), the other on a column of the house
of P. Paquius Proculus (Regio I, insula 7, domus 1). To Hofmann 480-483 add the in-
scription on an amphora-sherd from Mamucium (Deansgate near Manchester, late II
A.D., found in 1978): ROTAS / OPERA / TENE|...: see M.W.C. Hassall and R.S.O.
Tomlin, in Britannia 10 (1979) 353.

22 The left-to-right reading is valid for the rest of the extant magic squares (listed, e.g.,
in Hofmann 539 f.). A few examples:

AAND A CYKA R OM A
Ae o’'N Y & P OL M
(Du)/NH Kw/HH M I L O
A'NHP APHC AMO R

On the first magic square see p. 38 f.; on the last one, p. 44.
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The advocates of the bustrophedon reading, however, while dismissing
the words rotas and Arepo, are forced to assume that the Rotas-square was
read beginning from right to left—Sator opera tenet. Incidentally, no Greek
dqfixionl} tabella, when it is written bustrophedon, begins from right to left
but vice-versa. The defenders of the zigzag-reading are puzzled
themselves. So Fuchs wrote (p. 46 n. 32): “‘Im Rotas-Quadrat lasst sich
die Linkslaufigkeit der ersten Zeile verschieden erklaren.”” The most like-
ly explanation to him is that the Sator-square should have been older
than the Rotas-square: ‘‘Das wahrscheinlichste ist, dass eine frithere
Fassung des Quadrates, die mit dem Worte Sator begonnen hatte, spater
umgekehrt worden ist.”” Such an assumption, however, simply con-
tradicts the rich evidence: the oldest ten extant examples of the SS begin
with Rotas, not with Sator.?3

In his turn, Hommel (p. 38) believes that the Rotas-square offers the
original version, but that it must be read starting from right to left. Later
on, somebody had changed the word-order to Sator-square—in order to
make the access to the bustrophedon-reading easier: ‘“Man wollte den
Einstieg in die Bustrophedon-Lesung erleichtern.”’

Finally, Hofmann (p. 563.40) assumes that the original sense of the
SS—i.e., Sator opera tenet—was forgotten; hence the shift to the normal
reading from left to right: ““Man muss annehmen, dass der eigentliche
Sinn des Satorquadrats, wie er von seinem Verfasser verstanden wurde,
frihzeitig verlorenging oder von vornherein einer grosseren
Offentlichkeit gar nicht bekannt wurde. Diese sah allein die vollkom-
mene Form des Wortquadrats, die zu Kritzeleien geradezu herausfor-
derte...”’

Such guesswork, however, will convince nobody. The most natural
assumption is that both versions of the SS— Rotas opera tenet Arepo sator and
Sator Arepo tenet opera rotas—were read by the Romans beginning from left
to right alone, and that in each case the sentence yielded the same (and
perfect) sense: ‘“The sower Arepo checks toils and torments.”’

(3) The defenders of the zigzag-reading of the SS simply destroy the
magic unity of the charm. It consists of the following elements. (a) Of the

** Carcopino’s criticism of the bustrophedon-reading of the Rotas-square (supra, n. 7),
p. 27, 1s valid. His objection to the repetition of the word TENET, however, has been
somewhat weakened by Fuchs’ reference (p. 44 n. 29) to the Elkasai-formula in
E_Plphanius’ Panarion 19.4.3, where the central (sixth) word ena is to be read twice: Raba
dina biom elichon misaad ena | (ena) misaad elichon biom dina raba, which is Aramaic for, ‘I
Wwitness for you on the day of great judgment.”’ See M.A. Levy, in Zeitschrift der deutschen
morgenlandischen Gesellschaft 12 (1858) 712.
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magic number of five times five letters (5?).2¢ But if we read fenet twice we
will be operating with thirty, no longer with twenty-five letters. (b) These
five words give the same sentence in a ‘‘super-palindrome’’ —starting
from each corner of the square either horizontally or vertically. In other
words, these twenty-five letters are interlocked in a crossword, thus
preventing the evil influence from penetrating the charm, and the person
or house it protects. (¢) As was to expect, the charm includes the name of
its Schutzgott ( = Arepo), along with his relevant epithet ( = Sator). (d) The
charm also displays a magic interlocking formula to serve as its ‘‘spine’’
or ‘“‘cross.”” This is the central word tenet = xatéyet, ‘‘keeps in check,”’
‘‘keeps under control,”” ‘‘binds’’—a key-word in the Bindemagie. (¢) Fur-
thermore, the charm also spells out the evils against which its Schutzgott
protects—rotas opera, ‘‘torments and toils,”” literally, ‘‘tortures on the
wheel and forced labor.”’ () Finally, our Zauberformel comprises the three
basic magic vowels necessary for the invocation of the Schutzgott. In our
case, they are—more magorum—repeated four times each: A A A A
EEEE O O O O. Usually, a magic Adyog consists of the full series of
seven vowels (A E HI O Y Q).2° But the selection of three basic vowels
A E O occurs as well; e.g., in P. Mag. Leiden 384 =P.G. M. XII. 73
(A H Q) and 102 (A Q H). In conclusion, the zigzag-reading of the SS
destroys this elaborate magic unity of the charm.

(4) Hommel’s main witness (‘‘Kronzeuge’’) for the reading Sator opera
tenet in antiquity is Pseudo-Prosper of Aquitaine (ca. 415 A.D.), who in
his Carmen de Providentia Dei®® wrote:

2* Hofmann 562.2 explains the magic power of the number five as a Pythagorean yéo¢
(compare Aristotle Metaph. 1078 b 23) of three (male) and fwo (female), while referring to
Alexander In Metaph. p. 39.8 Hayduck: ['duov 8¢ #keyov tov mévte, 81t 6 wév ydpog abvodog
&ppevdg Eatt xal BnAeog, Eott B¢ xat” adtods Sppev wiv o mepttTdy, B7Au 8¢ T dptiov mpdTog Bt
obtog ¢€ dptiov ol Bbo mpchTov xal METOL T0T Tpix MepLTTOL TV Yéveaw Exet. Compare Walter
Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft. Studien zu Pythagoras, Philolaos und Platon, Nirnberg,
1962, pp. 31 n. 98; 154 n. 25; 442 f.; 448 n. 57.

The magic power of the pentad, however, may be better explained by Egyptian or
Hebrew sources. For example, there are five supreme gods of Hermopolis (Hans Bonnet,
Reallexikon der dgyptischen Religionsgeschichte, Berlin, 1952, pp. 806 and 874). In the
‘‘Bindezauber gegen den Hund,”” London Ms. Or. 1013 A, 24, Eagle ("Aetdg) from
Revelation 4:7 is invoked as PETAGRAMMATA, which I would understand as 6 mevtaypdy-
natog dafuwv (cf. p. 39). See A.M. Kropp, Koptische Zaubertexte, Bd. 1I (Bruxelles, 1931),
No. V.24; Bd. III, paragraph 221. Compare also the pentagram, pentacle, pentalpha. Other
magic squares too consist of five times five letters; for example, the one beginning with
SATAN ADAMA (supra, n. 22), or the one starting with the word RUACH (“‘Spirit’’):
compare S. Seligmann, ‘‘Die Sator-Formel,”” Hessische Blatter f. Volkskunde 13 (1914) 177
ff.; Hofmann 539 f.; 542.

25 On which see, e.g., Franz Dornseiff, Das Alphabet in Mystik und Magie, Leipzig, 1922
(Stoicheia, 7) 35 ff. [The second edition, Leipzig, 1925, is not available to me.]

26 Migne, P.L. 51, p. 620. New edition by M.P. McHugh, Diss. The Catholic Univer-
sity of America, Patristic Studies, 98. Washington, D.C., 1964. [New critical edition by
M. Marcovich, sub prelo, 1988.|
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130 Nec mihi fas dixisse aliquid non rite creatum,
Aut ullas ausim mundi reprehendere partes,
Cum sator ille operum teneat momenta suorum
Et carptim varios in totum temperet usus.

According to Hommel, Pseudo-Prosper imitates the SS. Hofmann is
more cautious, but he too states (p. 560.14): ‘‘Es ist zwar nicht eindeutig
beweisbar, ob der Dichter des Carmen damit tatsachlich das Sator-
quadrat in einer zu einem Hexameter gedehnten Form zitiert, doch
dirfte diese Annahme sehr naheliegend und plausibel erscheinen.”’

I think, however, that this assumption is not at all likely. First, there is
a great difference between the statement, Sator opera tenet (‘‘Der Schopfer
erhélt seine Werke’’), and Pseudo-Prosper’s point, Sator tenet momenta
operum suorum (‘‘Der Schopfer enthalt die Entscheidungskraft [oder
Ausschlagskraft] tiber seine Werke.”” ““The Creator exercises the decisive
power (force or influence) over his works’”). It is thanks to this ‘‘ultimate
force’’ that the Creator is able to produce a harmonious cosmos out of the
quarrelling elements, which, as the poet says (v. 122 f.): aliis alia obsistunt,
contraria discors / Omnia motus alit. In brief, the SS and Pseudo-Prosper
speak of two different topics. And second, even if Pseudo-Prosper had
used the SS, his lines still would be no proof for the bustrophedon
reading, Sator opera tenet. For the poet may well have read the SS from left
to right alone, while skipping the words he did not need (4Arepo and rotas)
and keeping the words he needed (Sator... tenet... opera...).

(5) The Anagram. The SS yields the anagram printed below. It was
discovered independently by three scholars—by Chr. Frank (in 1924),?
by S. Agrell (in 1925 =1927),28 and particularly by Felix Grosser (in
1926).2° Since 1926, this interpretation of the SS as a ‘‘Christian cryp-
togram’’ has found wide acceptance: no less than sixty scholars are listed
by Hofmann (pp. 514-516). One example; J. Gwyn Griffiths (in 1971)
said about the possibility for the Pater Noster-Anagram of being a sheer
coincidence, ‘‘this is too much to believe.’”3° Here is the Anagram:

*” In Deutsche Gaue 25 (1924) 76. For AO Frank refers to Revel. 21:6 [add 1:8; 22:13,
and compare Gerhardt Kittel, in Theol. Wb. zum NT, 1(1933) 1 f.]. Frank also says that he
had read about this anagram in Die deutsche Warte ‘‘vor einigen Jahren.”’

(]9" In Runornas talmystik och dess antike forebild: Skrifter utgivna av Vetenskaps-Societeten i Lund 6

27) 37 f.

? Archiv. f. Religionswissenschaft 24 (1926) 165-169.

30 Class. Review, N.S. 21 (1971) 6.
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P A T E R O S T E R

A M 34 v O Z ® H H >

Now, both Fuchs and Hommel accept the Pater Noster-Anagram as
being originally intended by the author of the SS, but neither of them
ascribes it to the Christians. Hommel believes the Anagram itself is
Greek and Stoic, while referring, inter alia, to the Homeric phrase, "Q
nérep Nwétepe, Kpovidn (Iliad 8.31; Odyssey 1.45; 1.81; 24.473). In his turn,
Fuchs feels it is rather Jewish, “‘ein ererbtes jidisches Gut.”’3! But in
1973, Hommel has abandoned his interpretation of the Pater Noster AO
as being intended by the author of the SS.32 As for Fuchs’ alleged Jewish
origin of the Pater Noster AO in our charm, Hofmann (p. 558.24 ff.) was
successful 1n putting it to rest—inter alia, by pointing out that there is no
prayer in Jewish tradition called Pater Noster, so typical and fundamen-
tal as to be adopted by the author of the SS: ‘‘Aber nur eine fundamen-
tale Formulierung kann auf diese Weise, wenn uberhaupt, im Sator-
quadrat verschlisselt sein (Hommel 47...), und gerade das trifft fur die
judische Gebetsanrede nicht zu.”’

Apparently, the first scholars to reject the Pater Noster AO anagram in
the SS were E. Suys (in 1935),*® and Guillaume de Jerphanion (in
1936),%* followed by many others.*> P. Veyne?¢ even applied the theory

3! Supra, n. 2, p. 50 n. 43. On AO see Fuchs p. 50 n. 45, and Hofmann 549-557, No. 6
(a)—(j). Also Dornseiff (supra, n. 25) 122 ff., and my note 27.

32 H. Hommel, Symbola, 11, Hildesheim, Georg Olms, 1977, herausgegeben von
Burkhard Gladigow, ‘‘Nachtrag 1973.”’

33 Les études classiques 4 (1935) 291 ff.

34 Rendiconti della Pontificia Accademia di Archeologia 12 (1936) 401 ff.; Recherches de science
religieuse 27 (1937) 326 ff.
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of probability to prove that this anagram could not have been intended by
the author of the palindrome.

The Pater Noster AO anagram then must be considered as a sheer coin-
cidence. So are many other Christian anagrams obtained from our
SS—some of them going back to 1627.37 I mention five of them only:

(1) Oro te, pater, oro te, pater, sanas. (Obtained by ‘‘knight’s
move’’ in 1917).38

(2) O pater, ores pro aetate nostra.

(3) Retro, Satana, toto opere asper. (Both 2 and 3 from 1935).3°

(4) Satan, oro te pro arte, a te spero.

(5) Satan, ter oro te, opera praesto. (Both 4 and 5 from 1764).4°

III. SATOR AREPO = I'EQPIOE "APIIQN, 'APIIQE, HARPO(CRATES)

Frustrated by the strange name Arepo, some scholars go so far as to
assume that our SS is no more than a ‘‘sinnloses Wortspiel’’—a gib-
berish, abracadabra, &BAavaBovarBa, or donua dvépata and *Eeéoia ypiu-
pate.t! Apparently, the first one so to do was Athanasius Kircher (in
1665),*? the last ones—P. Veyne (1968),* H. Polge (1969),** and
especially C.D. Gunn, in his Yale dissertation on the SS (1969).%> While
Veyne applied the theory of probability, Polge and Gunn resorted to the
computer. As a result, Polge called our SS (p. 155): ‘‘une construction
phraséomorphe anacyclique a quadruple entrée;’’ and after exploring
625 applicable combinations of our 25 letters supplied by the computer,

% Listed, e.g., in Fuchs, p. 39 n. 18. Add: W. Baines, New Test. Studies 33 (1987)
469-476. Kurt Aland, Festschrift A. F. J. Klyn, Kampen, 1988, 9-23.

% Bull. Ass. G. Budé 1968, 427 ft.

_37 A total of some forty such anagrams are listed in: Jerphanion (supra, n. 2) 222; M.
Dfngler apud Ed. von Welz, Societas Latina 5 (1937) 57 f.; Fuchs, p. 36 n. 14; Erich
Dinkler, Signum  Crucis. Aufsitze zum Neuen Testament und zur Christlichen Archdologie,
Tibingen, 1967, 170 f.; Hofmann 512 f.

% First by H. Williams, in Vossische Zeitung (Berlin), No. 308 of 19 June 1917, then by
others (listed in Hofmann 513, No. 7).

** By Jerphanion 222.

. ** In  Onomatologia curiosa artificiosa et magica oder Natiirliches Zauberlexikon, s.v.

Amuletum”’ (2nd ed., 1764); G. Fritsch, Zeitschrift [. Ethonologie 15 (1883) 535-37; 40
(1917) 144 f.

*!' Such interpretations are listed in Hofmann 518.V. (‘““Nicht sinnvoll zu lesen’’) and
539-41.VI. (“‘Sinnloses Wortspiel’’). —On "Eqéow ypdupata compare, e.g., Th. Hopfner
(supra, n. 20), I, paragraphs 759; 765 f.; PW RE XIV (1928) 340 ff.; Kropp (supra, n.
20), 111, paragraphs 230-241; Dornseiff (supra, n. 25) 36; 54; 63 f., and passim.

“ Arithmologia sive de abditis numerorum mysteriis, Rome, 1665, 220 f.

Supra, n. 36.
** Revue de ’histoire des religions 175 (1969) 155-163.
* The Sator-Arepo-Palindrome: A new inquiry into the composition of an ancient word-square,

Yale Univ. Diss. 1969.
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he reached this conclusion (p. 163): ‘‘qu’aucune combinaison n’est
linguistiquement viable;’’ it follows that the name Arepo is ‘‘un an-
throponyme imaginaire,”” ‘‘un artifice lexicale,”” ‘‘une option irra-
tionelle.”” P tge closes his study with the following caveat: ‘il est ainsi
définitivement prouvé qu’il est parfaitement vain de chercher a arepo une
interprétation assise sur les données philologiques et archéologiques
classiques.’’

However, if Arepo really was such a fictitious proper name, added to
the palindrome in fine, one would expect the inventor of our charm to
write rather:

S ATOR
A RENO
TENET
ONZERA
ROTAS

This would have given the magic square even a better sense: ‘‘The sower
Areno checks any burden or torment.’’ But this i1s not the case. Conse-
quently, the most likely reason for the inventor of the SS to write down
AREP O,and not AREN O, is that there existed a real magic Schutzgott
called AREP O.

Let us consider briefly a similar ‘‘healing’’ magic square, also very
meaningless’’ word: ¢

%3

popular in antiquity; it too comprises one

Revel. 4:7 P Mag. Copt. Lond.
( Ezechiel Ms. Or. 1013 A
1:10): (=V. 24 f. Kropp):
AAODA Moéayog the face of Bull
A e oo/N Aéowv the face of Lion
O] w/N H "Aetdg ( sc) the face of Eagle
ANHP " AvBpwmog the face of Man

* E.g., in the Cairo Ostracon No. 8147 (No. 490 Crum); in the Berlin Coptic P.
11347.29 (= XXXIV.29 Kropp); in the Vienna Coptic P. 17354.1 & 7 f. (= LXV Kr.); in
the Berlin P. 8105. Compare Kropp (supra, n. 20), 111, paragraphs 221 f.; Hofmann 486;
540; 542.
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Obviously, the magic square comprises the names of the four living
creatures around the heavenly throne of Revelation 4:7 (Ezechiel 1:10).
They are identified as such by the author of the Coptic magic papyrus
London Ms. Or. 1013 A (=V. 24 {f. Kropp). Now, "AA¢a clearly refers
to Hebrew Aleph (‘‘ox’”), but why is Eagle called ®wv7? Kropp (111, p.
130 n. 1) remarks: ‘“@wvf] Stimme scheint mir aus dem Zwang des
Akrostichons an Stelle des Adlers zu stehen.’’” This is likely enough, but
does not tell the whole story. There must be something of significance in
the word @wv#| to link it to Aetd¢ in the reader’s mind. Otherwise the
author of the magic square may well had written, for example:

AANODA

A e w/N
CDw/PH

A/NH P

For the metaphor ®@wp?, ‘‘theft,”’ is more appropriate for a bird of prey
like eagle. The answer is to be found in the fact that in the Book of
Revelation Eagle plays a special role while serving as the voice of God: Kai
eldov, xal #ixouso Evog &eTOD TWETOWEVOL €V LEGOLPAVARXTL AEYOVTOG QWVT]
peydAn, Odat odat odal Todg xatoxobvrag éxl T Y7g... (Revel. 8:13).

It is thanks to this special role of Eagle that in our Coptic puiaxtfptov
(V. 24 f.) ’Aetég could be invoked as PETAGRAMMATA, which I
understand as 6 nevtaypdppatog daipwy. For the same reason Eagle is in-
voked as AKRAMATA in Coptic magic P. Berlin 11347 (XXXIV.29 f.
Kropp), and as the angel AGRAMATONAEL in Coptic magic P. Lon-
don Ms. Or. 5525 (XLVIII.113 Kropp), i.e., ’Aypdupatos, ‘‘whose
name is not to be written down.’’ In conclusion, the magic name of the
Eagle from Revel. 4:7—®wvfi—has a deeper meaning, and is not to be
explained by the exigencies of a wordsquare alone.

Back to AREPO. The most natural assumption is that it is the name of
the Schutzgott of our charm, and that SATOR is then his relevant epithet.
Now, the most likely candidate for such a magic protector is the old
Egyptian god of magic Horus. His epithets include: ‘‘master of magic”’
(“‘der Zaubermaichtige,”” <3 hk3); ‘‘averting evil’’ (hsfw); ‘‘protector”’
(8w-t); “savior”’ (8dj); ‘‘deliverer’’ (wd), and many others.*” And the

*” Compare Samuel A.B. Mercer, Horus, Royal God of Egypt, Grafton, Mass., 1942, pp.
206 f.; 212; 214.
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most popular aspect of Horus in the Graeco-Roman Egypt is Harpocrate:
(Hr-p3-hrd), i.e., ““Chorus-the-Child.’’ 8

Harpocrates’ name appears in the inscriptions from Italy as: AR-
POCRA,* ARPOCRAS,*® ARPHOCRAS,* ARPOCRATES,*? AR-
PHOCRATES.** I think AREPO is a Kurzname of ARPO(CRAS), AR-
PO(CRATES). First of all, such a Kurzname is not unusual in Egypt. For
example, Hr(*w)-m (‘‘Horus is in’’) is a short proper name for the full
one—Hr(*w)-m-wsh-t (““Horus is in the hall’’).5* Or take the Coptic
Kurznamen: 1SI stands for ISIDOROS, PUSI for PUSIRIS, APO for
APOLLO, EPIMA for EPIMACHOS, STEPHA for STEPHANOS,
etc.%® Coming to the point, I think there are two such Kurznamen of ‘Ap-
noxpdtrg in Greek papyri—‘Apna¢ and *“Apnwv. Now, “‘Apné¢ appears
In papyri at least eight times since III century B.C.%¢ Obviously it is a
theophorous proper name deriving from the god ‘Apmoxpdtrc, just as is
another popular proper name—’AnoAA@¢—such a theophorous name
deriving from 'AméAAwv. The relationship is simple enough:

"Anodka @ CAné v = ‘Aprag ¢ *“Apnwv, ‘Apmoxpding

*8 On the Graeco-Roman Harpocrates see Michel Malaise, Les conditions de pénétration et
de diffusion des cultes égyptiens en Italie (Etudes préliminaires aux religions orientales dans
I’Empire Romain, 22), Leiden, Brill, 1972, 198-203; Adolf Erman, Die Religion der
Agypter, Berlin, 1934 (Reprint, 1968), 392 ff.; S. Mercer (supra, n. 47), 130 ff.; 196;
Idem, The Religion of Ancient Egypt, London, 1949, 68 f.; 412 ff.; Hans Bonnet, Reallexikon
der agyptischen Religionsgeschichte, Berlin, 1952, 273-75.

* E.g., C.I.L. 1V.2400 and add. (p. 221) (Pompeii). Compare C. Herennius Arpocra
(C.I.L. V1.200; VI.42, Rome).

5 E.g., C.I.L. VI.31 (Rome); compare T. Flavius Arpocras (C.I.L. VI1.28.562,
Rome); P. Pomponius Arpocras (C.I.L. X1.6716.80, Florence).—(H)ARPOCRAS:
compare, e.g., the freedman of Claudius (Sueton. Claud. 28; Seneca Apocol. 13); another
freedman of Nero (Suet. Nero 37.4; Chronogr. a. 354 Mommsen, Chron. Min. I, p. 146);
the physician of Pliny, Ep. 5 (4); 7 (23); 10 (5).—'Apmoxpag, C.I.L. 1V.2481a and b
(Pompeii}.

51 E.g., C.I.L. 1IV.2191 (Pompeii); C.7.L. V1.7255; VI1.9016 (Rome); IX.136 and 137
(Brundisium).

52 Compare Aurel(ius) Arpocrat(es): C.1.L. XIV.4569, dec. XV a 2 (Ostia).

% C.1 L. 1X.4722 and 4772 (Forum Novum, Samnjum). See Michel Malaise, /nven-
taire préliminaire des documents égyptiens découverts en Italie (Etudes préliminaires aux religions
orientales dans I’Empire Romain, 21), Leiden, Brill, 1972, Index, p. 364, s.v. Har-
pocrate.

5+ Hermann Ranke, Die dgyptischen Personennamen, Gluckstadt (J.J. Augustin), I, 1935,
p. 247, Nos. 14 & 20; 11, 1952, p. 99.—On Kurz- und Kosenamen compare II, pp. 94 ff.

% Gustav Heuser, Die Personennamen der Kopten, 1, Leipzig, 1929, 56; 96 f. Also Latin
names, e.g., ANTO fer ANTONIUS, etc. (p. 105).

¢ They are listed in Friedrich Preisigke, Namenbuch, Heidelberg, 1922, p. 54, and in
Daniele Foraboschi, Onomasticon Alterum Papyrologicum (Supplem. al Namenbuch di F.
Preisigke), Milan, 1967, I, p. 53.—Add: Grenfell-Hunt XXX.28; Michigan P. Inv.
6886.8 (= P. Petaus o. 48.8; Papyr. Colon. 4 [1969]).
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Latin AREPO may derive either from ‘Apréc or from *“Apnwv. The
latter nominative-form, however, is not documented, but the vocative-
form ‘Apmov is, so that it is not difficult to assume that *”Apnwv would be
a Hellenized nominative of Egyptian ‘Apmov. This ‘Apmov (once
Apmev)—which I am inclined to derive from Egyptian Hr-ps (‘‘Horus
the’’)—appears in the combination Harpon-Knuphi, i.e., Horus-the-
Chnum,?” and is identified with the *Ayafo¢ Aaiuwv.’® ‘Apnov serves as a
vocative.

Now, the evening prayer to Horus in the Berlin magic papyrus 5025
AB (=P.G.M. 126 Preisendanz) reads: a e 7nn i 00000 wu[uwuu
wwowwwe Txé wot dyadé Yewpyé, "Ayaboc Alal]uwy, ‘Apmov [Kvot]et;
compare 1.237: “Apmov Xvougt. And in the long Paris magic papyrus
Suppl. gr. 574 (= P.G.M. IV.2433) the same god “Apmov Kvougt (or Apmev
XvouBt, 2199) is again invoked as "Ayafoc Aaluwy (2428), with the follow-
ing prayer for success, riches and bliss (2437): Aég ot obv xdpuv, épyasiov
elc TabTnY pou v ek, @épe pot &pydpla, xpusby, iw[at]ic]wéy, Thobtov
moAboABov én’ dyabé.

The transition from Greek HARPON/HARPOS to Latin AREPO is
an easy one. First, the form arepo was conditioned by its palindrome opera
anyway. Second, the anaptyxis of E is natural enough in the spoken
Latin and is common in Latin inscriptions. To mention the proper names
alone: ArEniensis (C.I.L. 11.105); CElodia (VIII.3520); CEresce(n)s
(VIIL.16940; compare II1.49082); GEracilis (VIII.6237); OcEtar
(VIII.6239); QuadErati (VIII.6255 f.); SepEtumienus (XIII.7109);
TErebonio (1.2 33; compare VIII.22424); VicEtorinus (Inscr. Gsell
1.2964).5° In Greek, compare maybe: ’Apénuiar : “Apruiat; Tepbdrwy :
Tépnwv; “Epepiic : ‘Epuf, etc.®

Let us explore now the religious background of Harpocrates. He was
an extremely popular god of good luck in the Graeco-Roman Egypt. In
our P.G.M. 1.27, Harpon-Knuphi is addressed as ’Ayafdoc Cewpydc =
"AvaBog Aafuwv, another popular Egyptian Schutzgott.®' As for the divine
epithets, Iewpyds “Apmwv and Sator Arepo are close enough.

' What is more significant, however, Harpocrates has been early iden-
tified with Eros (Plutarch Amatorius 19, 764 B), just as his mother Zszs has

*” On the god Chnum see, e.g., Bonnet (supra, n. 48), 135-140, esp. 139 f.

% COmpare Richard Reitzenstein, Poimandres, Leipzig, 1904, 143; 226; and Preisen-
fanz, apparatus ad P.G.M. 1.27.

5 Cempare Manu Leumann, Lateinische Laut- und Formenlehre, Miinchen, 1963, 97 f.
(With literature on anaptyxis in Latin).

eo Compare Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik* 1, Miinchen, 1968, 278.

" On Agathos Daimon see, e.g., Der kleine Pauly, 1 (1964), 121 f.
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been identified with Aphrodite. Compare the inscriptions in the Serapeum
on Delos: “Epwtog vixngépov (I.G. X1.4, 1304; ca. 200 B.C.);*? "Epwn
‘Appoxpdret.®?

In countless terra-cotta figures, Harpocrates is often represented as a
nude young boy with a cornucopia and either a phallus or an elongated
penis. In the ‘‘apotropaic’ terra-cotta Graindor No. 6, however, Har-
pocrates’ enormous phallus takes the place of the cornucopia.®* In the
terra-cotta Graindor No. 15,5 Harpocrates displays an erect phallus ‘‘de
dimensions inusitées.”” Doubtless, this is another example of the
Harpocrates-yepvi3onéatng,® and his enormous phallus is believed to
spread the fertility of the god Sator-I'ewpyds. For Harpocrates is believed
to be as yoévipog xal tpéguwog as is his father Osiris: IMavtayod 8¢ xal
&vBpwmdpoppov Ocipdog Syadpa detxviousy éEopBidfov e aidoiew St 1
Yovrpov xal 10 tpdgipov (Plutarch De Iside 51, 371 F).6” Compare also the
Harpocrates terra-cottas Graindor Nos. 18 & 19,58 while in the terra-cotta
Berlin No. 9181 his penis is represented as elongated.®®

Harpocrates-Eros was extremely popular at Pompeii—in wall-
painting, reliefs, amulets, jewelry, and especially in statuettes of bronze
or silver. Here his penis is not erect, but the cornucopia is his inseparable
attribute (e.g., Catalogue Nos. 104; 107; 111).7 V. Tran Tam Tinh
states about the Pompei statuettes: ‘‘En effet, ces statuettes d’Isis ou
d’Harpocrate, presque identiques a celles trouvées a Herculanum et en
Egypte, semblent provenir des mémes ateliers et ne remontent pas au
dela du Ier siecle av. J.-C. Il est probable qu’elles provenaient d’Alexan-

62 P. Roussel, Les cultes égyptiens a Délos du [11 au I*7 siécle av. ].-C., Paris-Nancy, 1916,
No. 5= Ladislaus Vidman, Sylloge inscriptionum religionis Isiacae et Sarapiacae (Religions-
geschichtliche Versuche u. Vorarbeiten, 28), Berlin, 1969, p. 63.

8 Roussel (supra, n. 62), No. 194; Vidman, p. 77; Inscriptions de Délos, No. 2132.

6 Paul Graindor, Terres cuites de I’Egypte Gréco- Romaine (Ghent Université, Faculté de
philosophie et lettres, Recueil de travaux, 86), Antwerpen, 1939, p. 75 f. and Plate V.6.

% Pp. 84-86 and Plate VII. 15

66 Compare Graindor (supra, n. 64), pp. 26 and 85 f.

67 Compare Plutarch De Iside 12, 355 E (on the Phallephoria-Pamylia); 18, 358 B (on
the holy phallus of Osiris), and J. Gwyn Griffiths, Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride, University
of Wales Press, 1970, pp. 299 f.; esp. 342 {f.; 495.—Some scholars believe that Har-
pocrates is represented as ithyphallic because of the syncretism between Horus and Min,
an old ithyphallic fertility god of Egypt; so notably Bonnet, Reallexikon der agypt. Religion,
274; 465. But Harpocrates’ father Osiris is ithyphallic himself, and Min is not represented
with a cornucopia, as is Harpocrates, i.e., ‘‘Horus-the-Child.”’

58 Pp. 88-90; Plates VIII.18 & IX.19. .

% Bonnet, Reallexikon, 274 (Abbildung 69.4) = Erman, Die Religion der Agypter, 393
(Abb. 165.4).

70 Compare V. Tran Tam Tinh, Essazi sur le culte d’Isis a Pompéi, Paris, 1964, p. 86, and’

os. 102-104; 106-108; 110-111 ter; 102 bis (p. 200); 105 bis (p. 201); Plates XII.1 & 3;
XXI1.2. M. Malaise, Inventaire préliminaire (supra, n. 53), p. 283; Plates 48 & 50a.
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drie, ou qu’elles imitaient les prototypes alexandrins.’’’* The same will
pe true of the Harpocrates-statuettes found elsewhere.”?

The role of the ithyphallic boy Harpocrates as an apotropaic god of
good luck becomes even clearer from his identification with ithyphallic
fertility god ‘‘und uberhaupt Segenbringer und Ubelwehrer”
(Herter)—-Prz'apus, the ubiquitous Fascinus deus, also a son of Aphrodite.”
On the Egyptian terra-cottas of the ithyphallic Harpocrates-Priapiscus
see Herter IV C 13 & 14 (pp. 102 and 291 f.). As for the literary sources
for this syncretism, Herter (290 f.) refers to Suda, s.v. Ilplarog 2 (2276
Adler), and to Procopius De bellis 1.19.35. The Suda-passage is self-
eloquent: T &yakua 100 Mpdmov, tod “Qpov map’ Alyurtiols xexAnuévov,
avBpwmoetdis motoboty, év tff debid oxdimtpov xatéxov..., &v Ot Tfj ebwviuw
xpatodv 0 aidolov adTob Evretarévoy, Bttt Ta xexpupéva €v TH YT oméppata
pavepd xabiotnot... And Procopius says that the Blemyes and the Nobatae
reverence Isis and Osiris, and not the least of all Priapus (xai tv te "law
tév t¢ "Oatpv oéfBovst xal ody #ixtotd ve tov Ilplamov), where Priapus is
clearly the boy Harpocrates.

Furthermore, it is because of his role as a popular fertility and bounty
god that Harpocrates is often called in monuments Koaproxpdtne—a
paretymology  influenced by  xapmopbpog, xapmodétng  (Coptic
Karpokratios).” Another Greek form of his name—’AXgoxpdtng—may also
be paretymological in origin (e.g., ’AApo-xpdtng, ‘‘healer of leprosy’’?).7®
In the famous aretalogy of Carpocrates from the marble-inscription of
Chalcis (ca. A.D. 300; No. 88 Vidman),’® the god himself reveals us
some of his powers: Kapmoxpdtng elul éyd, Sapdmidoc xat “Iadog é¢, ...
[Mag xotpde elpt eycd... ndosav Exdbnpo yijv... tdcav papuaxeiov lotpotc eig
swtnpiav [e.g. didwwt]...7”

 O.c. (supra, n. 70), p. 10.

.’ Compare Francoise Dunand, Le culte d’Isis dans le bassin oriental de la Méditerranée
(Etudes préliminaires aux religions orientales dans I’Empire Romain, 26), 3 vols.,
Leiden, Brill, 1973, I, Plates XXX (Rome); XXXI (Egypt); II, Plate XVI.2
(Thessalonica). R.E. Witt, Isis in the Graeco-Roman World, Cornell U.P., Ithaca, N.Y.,
1971, Plates 20 (London); 38 (Roman lamp); 52 (Mainz); 53 (Rome).

’® See Hans Herter, De Priapo (RGVV, 22), Giessen, 1932, p. 232 ff. (““mala omnia aver-
runcabat,”’ “‘omnia bona, imprimis divitias, afferebat’’). Der kleine Pauly, 4 (1972) 1130 f.

* See Francoise Dunand (supra, n. 72), III, 329; esp. II, 153 n. 4; For Coptic, see
Heuser (supra, n. 55), p. 60. Compare also Witt (supra, n. 72), p. 211 n. 7.

> On this name of Harpocrates see Fr. Dunand, II, p. 153 n. 4.

® See Richard Harder, ‘‘Karpokrates von Chalkis,”” Abh. Akad. Berlin, Philol.-hist.
Klasse 1943 [1944], No. 14; Vidman, Sylloge (supra, n. 62), p. 40 f. (with literature);
{‘[jem, Isis und Serapis bei den Griechen und Romern (RGVV, 29), Berlin, 1970, 25; Dunand,

» 153-155.

77 Compare the Egyptian healing Zauberspruch quoted by Erman (supra, n. 48), 297,
where the magician assumes the role of the god Horus: ‘‘Laufe aus, Gift, komm, fliesse zu
]?‘.Oden! Horus bespricht dich, er vernichtet dich, er bespeit dich. Du steigst nicht auf und
fallst herab... durch das, was Horus sagt, der Zaubermachtige.”’
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In conclusion, the *AyaBog ewpydg “Aprwy, ‘Aprdg, ‘Aproxpdtng is the
most likely source of our Sator Arepo. As Adolf Erman (back in 1934) had
stated about Harpocrates in the Graeco-Roman Egypt: ‘‘Kein Gott muss
dem niederen Volke mehr am Herzen gelegen haben, als Horus das
Kind, Har-pe-chrot oder wie man griechisch sagte: Harpokrates.’’78
While Harpocrates as a baby on the knees of his mother Zsis lactans had
greatly influenced the Christian iconography of Marza lactans,” the same
Harpocrates, now as a young boy with his cornucopia etc., had become
an extremely popular god of good luck among the poor and humble of the
Graeco-Roman Egypt—being identified with Eros, Priapiscus or ‘‘Car-
pocrates.”’

There seems to exist an indication that a Copt of the seventh century
A.D. had even identified our Arepo with Horus. The same Coptic
ostracon (Cairo Museum No. 8147) that had preserved the AADA
AewN ®wNH ANHP magic square, contains also the following magic
square: 8°

Just as in the magic square SATAN ADAMA TABAT AMADA
NATAS (note 22), only the first two words make sense—the rest being a
magic Kauderwelsch (gibberish),—so also in the Coptic ostracon only the
first two words seem to make sense. Now, CATwP is clearly SATOR,
but what is ACwPH? We know that the Copt had to start his second line
with an A, and to end it with an H, in order to provide the three basic
‘“‘vowels of invocation’’ (AA wwww HHHHHH). But what is the sense
of the remainder—CwP? I think this CwP is nothing else but another
Coptic form for Horus = 2 wP.8! It is possible that this magic name of the
god of magic Horus lives in another medieval magic square, in the form

8 Die Religion der Agypter, 39. Compare H. Idris Bell, Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman
Egypt, Liverpool U.P., 1953, 66.

79 Compare V. Tran Tam Tinh (avec la collaboration de Yvette Labrecque), Isis lac-
tans: Corpus des monuments gréco-romains d’Isis allaitant Harpocrate (Etudes préliminaires aux
religions orientales dans I’Empire Romain, 37), Leiden, Brill, 1973, 40-49; Witt (supra,
n. 72), 272-281.

8 Jerphanion (supra, n. 2), p. 197 n. 20; Hofmann 486; 540.

8 Heuser (supra, n. 55), 60 (but cf. p. 39).
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of ASORA ® If my guess about CwP =2 wP = Horus 1s correct, then
SATOR AREPO = CATwP A-CwP-H (or A-SOR-A).83

However it may be, the Egyptian origin of the Sator square best ex-
plains its wide popularity in the extant Coptic amulets, papyri and
ostraca, coming from Egypt, Nubia and Ethiopia. In my opinion, the SS
came into existence in Alexandria (somewhere between 30 B.C. and
A.D. 50), and reached Pompeii before A.D. 62—along with the cult of
Isis, Serapis and the charm-boy Harpocrates. And if the words of the
SS—rotas opera—imply ‘‘wheels of torture and forced labor’” (tpoyobg xai
névoug), then the author of the SS may well belong to those lower layers of
the society at Alexandria who had embraced Harpocrates as their charm-
boy-god of good luck—maybe even a Roman soldier, sailor or trader?
After all, Harpocrates is also represented as a boy-soldier in full Roman
panoply .

It remains to determine the sense of the words rotas opera tenet (or tenet
opera rotas). Two senses are possible. First: ‘“The Sower Harpocrates
keeps in check tortures and toils.”” Second: ‘‘“The Sower Harpocrates
keeps (maintains, protects) the carriage and the product of (agricultural)
labor (i.e., crop; compare Hesiod’s €pya).”” Both senses are possible.8
The reasons for giving the preference to the former sense may be as
follows. (1) Rotae, in the sense of ‘‘chariot,”” is a poetic word limited to
Vergil and a few others. On the contrary, rotae = Tpoyot,®® ‘‘the wheels of
torture,’’ i1s more common. (2) 7enet preserves its usual sense, ‘‘keeps in
check; controls,”’—a t.¢. in the Bindemagie ( = xatéxet). Finally, (3) the
combination, rotae opera, in the sense, ‘‘tortures and toils (such as the
forced labor),’”” seems to have been common enough in antiquity (com-
pare, e.g., Plato Republic 2, 365 b 6, mévor xai {nuion).87

8 Compare Hofmann 539.—Maybe also in the magic square beginning with the word
SA-SOR.

* Presumably, the Copt did not want to keep the Latin form AREPO for APTIwN (and
he could not make use of APTIwN because of its consonantic cluster), so he decided to in-
terpret AREPO-APIIwN as A-CwP-H, where CwP hints at 2 wP, i.e. Horus.

# Compare a stele with Harpocrates as a small boy-warrior in the Flinders Petrie Col-
lection (University College, Oxford); the picture, e.g., in J. Grafton Milne, A History of
Egypt under Roman Rule, 3rd ed., London, 1924, fig. 110 on p. 210. As for the adult Horus
as a warrior, compare the Berlin stele No. 17549; the picture, e.g., in Erman, fig. 167 on
P- 394; Bonnet, fig. 79 on p. 314.

% Rota = *‘the torture-wheel”” (0.L.D., s.v., 3); opus = “*forced labor’” (O.L.D., s.v.,
2); = “‘product of labor’’ (9); tenet=‘‘keeps in check, controls’” (O.L.D., s.v.,
19); = ‘‘keeps, maintains, protects’’ (15).

% For the plural tpoyot, in the sense of ‘‘wheels of torture,”” compare Pollux 10.187.
Latin plural rotas is conditioned by the word Sator.

¥ The suggestion advanced in this paper—SATOR AREPO = TEQPT'OZ “AP-
IION— s not the first attempt at linking the SS to Egypt. J. Gwyn Gritffiths, Class. Review,
NS, 21 (1971) 7, suggested that Arepo may derive from Egyptian Hr-Hp, probably



46 SATOR AREPO = GEORGOS HARPON

meaning ‘‘the face of the Apis.”” There are three instances of this name in Ranke (supra,
n. 54), I, p. 252, No. 11 (and three additional instances of the proper-name Hr-n-Hp,
No. 8).—Now, my objections to this identification are as follows. First, Hr-Hp is not the
name of a divinity, but only a proper name (theophorous as it may be). And second, Hr-Hp
is not documented in a Greek form. If it were, one would expect it to be *Apantig, which is
rather far from Arepo.

Moreover, my teacher fMilan Budimir, ‘‘Miscellanea,”” Zentralinstitut f. Hygiene
(Belgrade), 17 (1941) 145 ff.; Zwa Antika 8 (1958) 301-304, had suggested that Arepo may
derive from an ‘‘orphisch-pythagoreischer Heiland “Apnwv,”” while assuming such a
Greek original of the SS: ‘" Aprwv gdtwp xpatel Fépya xbxha’’ (‘‘Der Heiland Arpon halt
die Zauberhandlungen und die Schmerzen fern’’); compare Hofmann 500.20-23; 506
No. 30.—However, such an Orphic “‘Heilheros’’ is documented nowhere.

Finally, Gerald M. Browne, Zeutschrift f. Papyrologie u. Epigraphik 52 (1983) 60, in sup-
port of my interpretation of the square suggested that in the square itself AREPOTENET
hints at HARPOCRATES—‘‘on a deeper plane.””—He may well be right, but there is
no way of telling. I think we are on a safer ground if assuming that tenet is a translation of
the Greek magic technical term xatéyet, not xpatel. Browne refers to the Byzantine scribe
(end of the XIVth century) of cod. Par. gr. 2511 f. 60V (p. 29), who glossed tenet with
xpatel. But ““holds’’ of this late witness clearly depends on his understanding of the entire
sentence: 0 omeipwv EPOTEOV XPATEL Epyar TPOYOUS.
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(1) Being by nature prompt to anger (irae properus: Tac. Ann. 11.26; irae
atque iracundiae conscius sibi, utramque excusavit edicto: Suet. Claud. 38),
Claudius in heaven loses his temper (excandescit hoc loco Claudius et quanto
potest murmure irascitur: Seneca, Apocolocyntosis 6.2) and orders my lady of
Fever to be taken away and decapitated (ille autem Febrim duci iubebat. ..
wusserat illi collum praecidy).

Hercules wants to put Claudius to his place by frightening him con-
siderably (et quo terribilior esset...): ‘“Where the hell do you think you are?
In your Rome?’’ Then he produces the following threatening words
(7.1): “Audi me, inquit, tu desine fatuari. Venisti huc, ubi mures ferrum ro-
dunt. Citius mihi verum, ne tibi alogias excutiam.’’

This worked. Claudius understands at once that he is no longer in
Rome and in power, and changes his attitude of arrogance (Claudius ut
vidit virum valentem, oblitus nugarum, intellexit neminem Romae sibi parem fuisse,
ilic non habere se idem gratiae: gallum in suo sterquilino plurimum posse).

(2) Now, what is so frightening in this obscure proverbial expression:
ubt mures ferrum rodunt? (‘‘You just listen to me and stop playing the fool.
You have come to the place where the mice nibble iron’’).

(a) In 1864, Biicheler had suggested this explanation: This is a dif-
ferent world, where even a small creature like mouse may become
dangerous and frightful.!

(6) But August Otto preferred the interpretation offered by H. Genthe:
“Hier bist du gefangen, wie die Maus in der Falle, hier gibt es keine
Ausflucht,”” though there is no mention of the mousetrap in the text.?

(¢) It was an easy task for Crusius to dismiss Otto’s interpretation, and
to come back to Bucheler’s suggestion, which implied ‘‘a Fairyland of
Nowhere, where the things are topsy-turvy:”’ ““Das Jenseits wird mit

Ziigen aus den Mirchenutopien und der ‘verkehrten Welt’ ausgestat-
tet.”’3

' Fr. Biicheler, Divi Claudii Apocolocyntosis. Symb. Philol. Bonn. 1 (1864) 51 = Kleine
Schrzﬂen, I, Berlin, 1915, 459: ‘‘Hercules meint: wo es anders als im gewohnlichen
Erdenleben zugeht und auch das Kleinste fiirchterlich wird; er sucht damit den ausserst
furchtsamen (Sueton 35) Claudius zu 4ngstigen.”’

? A. Otto, Die Sprichworter der Romer, Leipzig, 1890, No. 1168.

* Otto Crusius, in Wochenschrift f. klass. Philol. 8 (1891) 432 = Nachtrage zu A. Otto,
Sprichwarter etc., ed. R. Haussler, Hildesheim, Olms, 1968, 13, and also in his Unter-
Suchungen zu den Mimiamben des Herondas, Leipzig, 1892, 72-74 (ad Herodas 3.74-76).
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(d) Continuing the line of interpretation Biicheler-Crusius, Weinreich
wrote: ‘““Wo schon angstliche Mause das Eisen fressen, was fiir Kerle
missen dann erst Hercules und die anderen Himmelsbewohner sein!’’¢
Weinreich especially stressed the adynaton-element of such an Utopia.

(e) A new twist to this interpretation was given by Morris C. Sutphen,s
who saw in Seneca’s dictum a double-entendre. Namely, in view of the
evidence that on the Cycladic island of Gyarus ( = Yaros, between Ceos
and Tenos) mice nibbled iron,® and also of the fact that Yaros was used as
one of Rome’s—and not only Rome’s!—political prisons since the times
of Tiberius,” Sutphen suggested that Seneca’s intention was to bring
Claudius to the prison of the other world.

(/) Apparently without being aware of Sutphen’s interpretation, C.F.
Russo, in his recent useful edition of the Apocolocyntosis,® advanced the
same suggestion: ‘‘Questo luogo terribile, a quanto pare, era nell’isola di
Giaro.”’

(¢) Finally, following a second suggestion offered by Bucheler:® “‘ubi
nihil est hominum neque humanitatis,”” W.H. Alexander!® referred to the
American expression: ‘‘Tough guy chewed nails’’ and took the saying to

)

mean: ‘‘Claudius... has come to a rough and tough place.

(3) We can safely discard the interpretation of the saying, ub: mures fer-
rum rodunt, in the sense of a Yaros-prison in heaven (¢) and (f). For
Gyarus is not the only place where reportedly mice gnaw iron, other such
places in antiquity being, e.g., Teredon in Caspia'! or the land of the
Chalybes in Pontus.!2

(4) As for the Bucheler-Crusius-Weinreich line of interpretation, (a),
(¢), (d), about the heaven as a topsy-turvy land of Nowhere (‘‘eine
verkehrte Welt’’), I would think it is not likely either, for the simple

_* Otto Weinreich, Senecas Apocolocyntosis. Einfithrung, Analyse u. Untersuchungen,
Ubersetzung, Berlin, 1923, 74 n. 1; 75.

5> ““A Further Collection of Latin Proverbs,”” Amer. Journ. Philol. 22 (1901)
251 = Haussler (supra, n. 3), 190.

¢ Antigonus Mirab. 18; Aelian N.A. 5.15; Pliny N.H. 8.222.

7 Tac. Ann. 3.68; 4.30; Juvenal 1.73; Plutarch De exilio 8, 602 C.

8 L. Annaei Senecae Apocolocyntosis. Ed. C.F. Russo, Florence, La Nuova Italia, 2nd
ed., 1955, p. 74.

9 In his edition of Herodas (1892), ad 3.74-76.

10 Class. Philol. 30 (1935) 351.

'' Amyntas ap. Aelian N.4. 5.14; 17.17.

12 Aristotle Mirab. ausc. 25-26 (p. 832 a 22): "Ev Kémpew (codd.: ['udpe ed. Didot.) =i
viioe Aéyetar Todg ug tov oidnpov éabiev: paot 8¢ xal todg XéAuBag &v Tive Omepxetpévey adTols’
vnowdie 16 xpusiov cuppopetabat mopd mAetdvewy etc.; Pliny N. H. 8.222: id quod natura quadam
et ad Chalybas facere (sc. mures ferrum rodere) in ferrariis officinis. Compare Kathd Sarit Sdgara
10.60; Tr. by C.H. Tawney, Calcutta, 1884, p. 41 f.
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reason that the phenomenon of mice gnawing iron is not an adynaton, but a
real fact. After all, mice and rats are rodents, and in order to keep their
teeth in good shape they just have to gnaw any hard object, even metal:
iron, '3 lead,!* silver,'® or gold.!®

I think the example adduced by Weinreich and others from Kathd Sar:t
Sagara 10.60 is misleading. For, in the anecdote about the cheating mer-
chant who claimed that mice had eaten a whole large balance, confided to
him, made of one thousand palas (pound) of iron,'” the adynaton does not
consist in the fact that mice gnaw iron (as Weinreich and others had
taken it), but rather in the merchant’s claim that mice had eaten the whole
scales, made of one thousand pound of iron.

(5) We may now ask: When is such a phenomenon of rats attacking
iron-objects likely to take place? I think the answer is obvious: When they
had eaten everything else. When the overpopulation of rats had reached
the point of famine, with no other food to eat left over, they will gnaw even
objects of metal. This seems to be typical of small islands—such as
Gyarus, Elymnium, etc.,—from which rats cannot easily emigrate, as
they usually do in such circumstances. I believe that the evidence sup-
ports the interpretation of the dictum, there where mice gnaw iron, as imply-
ing extreme hunger, famine and starvation.

(a) There is a piece of evidence which seems to have been neglected by
all scholars: Heraclidis Lembi Excerpta Politiarum 62 ed. Dilts'8 = Aristotle
Fr. 611 Rose: Kat@xioav 8¢ xai Klewvdg Xohxidelg of év 1@ "Abw,
ebavastdvreg €6 "Edvpvion, 6 uév wuboloyototy, Omd wodv, of té v dAAa
xotabiov adt@dv xal Tov oidnpov. From this testimony it becomes clear that
the inhabitants of the island of Elymnium were forced to emigrate by a
mice-plague. With nothing else left to eat rats started attacking iron-
objects.

'* The references adduced in notes 6, 11, 12 and 16.

'* Compare, e.g., Alfred Brehm, Tierleben, 4th ed., 11, Leipzig und Wien, 1914, 344:
““Sogar die Bleirohre der Wasserleitung nagen sie durch (sc. die Wanderratten)... Lan-
dois erhielt mehrfach solche Frassstiicke fiir das Musum in Minster.”’

i ® l?liny N.H. 8.221: adrosis Lanuvi clipeis argenteis Marsicum portendere bellum (sc. mures).
Cf. Cicero De Div. 1.99; 2.59: Quasi vero quicquam intersit, mures diem noctem aliquid rodentes
Scuta an cribra corroserint.

. '® Aristot. Mirab. 26 (cf. n. 12); Theophrasti Fr. 174.8 (III, p. 221 Wimmer): 87t of ubeg
t9Topodvran xal aidnpov xateabiew xal xpusiov: S10 xai dvatépvovtes abrtols ol év ol xpuatiots
TOV Ypuadv gwiudvrar; Livy 30.2.10: mures Antii coronam auream adrosere; Pliny N.H. 8.222.

'7 Arabic and Western parallels of the anecdote are to be found in Tawney (cf. n. 12),
P.- 42 n. 1; J. Bolte and G. Polivka, Anmerkungen zu den Kinder- u. Hausmdrchen der Briider
Grimm, 11, Leipzig, 1915, p. 372 n. 1; Weinreich (cf. n. 4), p. 74 n. 1; Stith Thompson,
Motif-Index of Folk-Literature, Bloomington, 2nd ed., 1966, J1531.2.

'® Greek, Roman and Byzantine Monographs, 5. Duke University, 1971.
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(6) The same will be true of Pliny’s report about the island of Gyarus
(N.H. 8.222): Theophrastus auctor est in Gyara insula cum incolas fugassent (sc.
mures), ferrum quoque rosisse eos. After driving away the inhabitants of the
island rats started gnawing even objects of iron.

(¢) What about the lines Herodas 3.74-76, adduced by Crusius in
18917 I think they too square with the suggested interpretation while im-
plying extreme poverty:

Aaprploxog:

"AAN’ €l movnpds, Kétrtake, daote xal mepvag
oVdelg o’ émauvéaetey, 008" Bxou YWpENC

ol uig 6poiwg tov aidnpov tpddyoustv.

To Crusius’ interpretation (adopted by Weinreich): ‘‘Das Land, ‘wo
die Méuse auch... das Eisen fressen,’ liegt dort, wo die Esel und Wélfe
durch die Lifte fliegen, wo die Bécke gemolken und die Kiihe gesattelt
werden,’” '° I would object: Who would think of a boy being sold as slave
in a nowhere-land? I think the saying implies the following: ‘‘Cottalus,
you are such a chap good-for-nothing that no slaves-trader (no matter
how good a lier he may be) would be able to sell you to anybody, not even
to the people of the poorest country in the whole world.”’2°

(d) We may now be in a better position to explain the belief that mice (a
Seelentier by preference?') can predict war by gnawing metal: Ante vero
Marsicum bellum quod clipeos Lanuvii, ut a te dictum est (1.99), mures rosissent,
maximum id portentum haruspices esse dixerunt (Cicero De Div. 2.59; Pliny
N.H. 8.221; Livy 30.2.10). Probably, mice gnawing the silver-shields at
Lanuvium was considered by the soothsayers as the most ominous sign of
all simply because they associated war with famine, which is when mice
would attack the objects of metal.

(6) Back to Seneca’s dictum. Desine fatuari: venisti huc, ubi mures ferrum ro-
dunt. In view of the fact that the phenomenon of mice gnawing iron usual-
ly implies famine and starvation, I would advance the following inter-
pretation: ‘‘Stop joking. This is a serious situation for you. This is no
longer Rome: you will get nothing to eat here.”’ 1 think Seneca is alluding
here to Claudius’ notorious gluttony. Cibi vinique quocumque et tempore et loco
appetentissimus. .. nec temere umquam triclinio abscessit nisi distentus ac madens. ..
Convivia agitavit et ampla et assidua (Sueton. Claud. 33; 32).

19 Untersuchungen. .. (cf. n. 3), p. 72.

20 On (5) (¢) compare also E. Wendling, Philol. 51 (1892) 180, and I.C. Cunningham,
Herodas Mimiamb:, Oxford, 1971, 122.

21 Compare, e.g., Steier, in PW RE, s.v. Maus, XIV (1930) 2406 f.; Otto Keller, Die
antike Trerwelt, Leipzig, 1909, 1, 196.
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This suggestion is supported by the fact that Seneca makes another
allusion to Claudius’ voracity at Apocol. 9.5. In the senate of the gods,
Diespiter proposes that Claudius be given the status of god, since ‘‘it is
for the public good that there be some one able to join Romulus in
devouring boiled turnips’’ (cum... sitque ¢ re publica esse aliguem qui cum

Romulo possit ‘ferventia rapa vorare,’ censeo uti divus Claudius ex hac die deus sit).

(7) Possibly, Seneca’s image of a heaven with no food for the souls of
the dead was inspired by the Stoic eschatological idea about the souls of
the dead being nourished solely from exhalations that reach them in the
ethereal regions about the moon: 016 tfi¢ Tvxoborg dvabupidoews Tpépeabon
(Plutarch De facie 943 E); animus. .. aletur et sustentabitur iisdem rebus, quibus
astra sustentantur et aluntur (Cicero Tusc. 1.43); tpopf te yp@vton olxely 7
&md viic dvaBupidaet, c¢ xal t& Aotna dotpa (Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 9.73).22

22 Compare H. Cherniss ad Plutarch De facie 943 E (Loeb, Plutarch, Moralia, XII,
1968), p. 203 n. e.



6
THE ISIS WITH SEVEN ROBES

The Isiac inscription Sylloge No. 254 (Vathy, Samos; imperial age) reads
as follows:!

Sapdmd, Eioid, "AvoiBidt, / *Algoxpdry?
AdEo¢ AnpoxAé/ovg Tdpiog 6 xal THviog
lepogb/pog Emtdatolog abv xal T yuvar/xi
‘Eoptfj xabiépwaev elg & Bt]a].

(1) On the word éntdstoho¢ Widman remarks: ““ Vox adhuc ignota.”” But
Theodor Hopfner? and recently (1973) Frangoise Dunand* referred to
the epithet of Isis éntdotohog in Hippolytus Refutatio 5.7.23. This text,
however, should read as follows:?

... lepd xal oefdopia xal dveEaydpeuta tolg un teteheopévolg & “Ioidog
€yovat puathpta. & & elaiv 00x &Aho Tt 7} (10) Mpmacuévov xal {ntoduevoy
Omo 17 Emtactdlov xal wedavelpovog, (Emep dotiv) aloydvn 'Ocipidog.
” 8\ ll (!8 . e 8\ ‘fI 6 (4 ’ l \ L4 \ 3

Ootpwv 8¢ Aéyouaty B8wp- 1 8¢ "Io1¢® émtdotohog, mepl adtiv Exovoa
xol éatoAtopévn Emta otohdg aif(edplovg (todg mAdvnrag Ydp dotépoc
obtw mpocayopedouaty dAANYOPOTVTES). ..

Now, I think Miss Dunand is right when interpreting that Auxos, from
our inscription, wears seven robes because his goddess Isis does so (‘‘a
I’imitation de la déesse’’), just as, for example, the members of the Isiac
community from Delos or Eretria wear black cloaks because their god-
dess does so (10 xowdv t®dv pedovnedpwv).” I would disagree with her,
however, in two points of significance: (1) that Auxos is a simple initiate

' Sylloge inscriptionum religionis Isiacae et Sarapiacae, collegit Ladislaus Vidman (Religions-
geschichtliche Versuche u. Vorarbeiten, 28), Berlin, 1969, p. 133. The inscription was
first published by E. Bambudakis, 'Apxaoloyixd "Egnuepic, 1931, p. 173 f.—Compare
L. Robert, Etudes épigraphiques et philologiques, Paris, 1938, 117; Frangoise Dunand, Le culte
d’Isis dans le bassin oriental de la Méditerranée, 3 vols. (Etudes préliminaires aux religions
orientales dans I’Empire Romain, 26), Leiden, Brill, 1973, III, p. 63 n. 2.

2 T.e., ‘Aprmoxpdrn.

3 Fontes historiae religionis Aegypliacae, 1-V, Bonn, 1922-1925, p. 435.

* O.c. (supra, n. 1), III, p. 64 n. 1.

* Ed. M. Marcovich, Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 1986 (Patristische Texte u. Studien,
Band 25), p. 148.

¢ @ooig P, correxi.

7 O.c., II, 24 f.; 111, 64.
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or follower of Isis; (2) that the term éxtdatodog indicates the degree of his
religious knowledge. Miss Dunand wrote: “‘I’hiérophore de Samos devait
atre un initié, et il n’est pas impossible que le terme heptastolos n’indique
le degré de ‘connaissance’ auquel il est parvenu’’ (III, 64). “‘Cette ex-
pression ‘aux sept tuniques’ doit en effet faire allusion, nous semble-t-il,
aux vétements que porte le myste le jour de son initiation; dans le récit
d’Apulée, Lucius apparait en public revétu de douze robes de consécra-
tion...”” 8 (II1, 173).

In my opinion, (1) unlike Apuleius’ Lucius, our Auxos is more than a
simple initiate or follower (‘‘fidele’’) of Isis: he may well be her lower
priest. This may be concluded from his title iepogdpog, ‘the superinten-
dent supervising the carrying of the sacred objects of Isis.”’® And (2),
Auxos wears seven robes for the same reason his goddess does. And she
does so because she is regina caeli (Apuleius Metam. 11.2), because she
rules over the orbits of the seven planets, as we read in the text of Hip-
polytus quoted above.

(2) Isis in her role of a cosmic goddess, as mater siderum, parens temporum
orbisque totius domina (Apul. Metam. 11.7), wears seven robes because they
represent seven heavens or orbits of the planets (Moon, Mercury, Venus,
Sun, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn). As for the image of heaven as a robe, com-
pare, e.g., Isaias 40:22 (Hebrew); Psalm 102:26-27 (=NT Hebr.
1:10-12); Philo De fuga 110; De somniis 1.203 & 1.207; Ps.-Chrysostom. In
venerabilem crucem (P.G. 50, 819 s.f.): (6 Bedg) Betfog xaBdmep Aetpdva ' tov
odpavév, and in general Robert Eisler, Weltmantel und Himmelszelt,
Munich, 1910, I, 87 ff.

Now, since each one of the seven heavenly bodies is thought of as
possessing a different color,!! one may imagine the statue of Isis as wear-

8 Apul. Metam. 11.24: Mane factum est, et perfectis sollemnibus processi duodecim sacratus stolis,
habitu quidem religioso satis. ..

® On the functions of a {epogédpog, tepagdpog, dytagdpog, compare L. Vidman, Sylloge, ad
No. 16; Idem, Isis und Sarapis bei den Griechen und Romern (RGVV 29), Berlin, 1970, 61 f.;
Th. Hopfner, Plutarch iber Isis und Osiris, 2 vols., Prague, 1940-1941 (Reprint Darmstadt,
1967), 11, p. 59; J. Gwyn Griffiths, Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride, University of Wales Press,
1970, p. 265 f. (ad Plut. De Is. 3, 352 B: toig dAnBig xad Suxaleg lepapdporg xai fepostéhotg
Tposayopevopévorg).

ey means here ‘‘an embroidered robe’’ = vestimentum (Latin version of
PS~'Chrysostom). The Nubian version has: T[A]KAN, ‘‘covering:’’ see Gerald M.
Browne, Chrysostomus Nubianus (Papyrologica Castroctaviana, 10), Rome-Barcelona,
1984, p. 18.6.—Compare Philostrat. Imagines 2.1.3: hewpéov te 6 mepl & €abfitag xol t& év
AUTal Ypmpata. . .

" Compare Herodot. 1.98; Plato Republic 10, 616 e—617 a; Pliny N.H. 2.79; W.H.
Roschcr, Lexikon, s.v. ‘‘Planeten,’’ 2531 f.; Ildem, Die Sieben- u. Neunzahl im Kultus u.
Mythus der Griechen, Leipzig, 1904 (= Abh. d. philol.-hist. Klasse der Sachs. Ges. der
Wiss., XXIV.1).

IR
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ing seven robes each one of a different color. Compare Plutarch De Iside
77, 382 C: Ztohal & af utv "Iodog mowxidan tailc Bagaic. If the statue,
however, wears one single robe, it is likely to be a multicolored one, just
as is the case in Apuleius, Metam. 11.3 Helm: ... {vestis) multicolor, bysso
tenui pertexta, nunc albo candore lucida, nunc croceo flore lutea, nunc roseo rubore
flammida... (‘‘a multicolored garment, woven from fine linen, now ra-
diant with snowy whiteness, now saffron-yellow like the crocus, now
flaming with roseate red’’).'?

(3) The black cosmic cloak of Isis, her pallium cosmicum, should be
distinguished from her multicolored garment, as it is clearly distin-
guished, for example, in Apuleius (11.3): palla nigerrima splendescens atro
nitore. The statue of Isis as the moon-goddess wears a black garment
(Plutarch De Iside 52, 372 D), while both types of clothing seem to be
meant by Plutarch De Is. 3, 352 B: ‘‘some dark and shadowy, others
bright and shining’’ (t& pév péhavo xai oxiadn, t& 8¢ pavepd xal Aapumpd).'?

The suggestion that our Samian lepogdpog, or a lower priest of Isis,
wears his seven stoles just because his cosmic goddess does so, finds its
support in the bas-relief of a priestess of Isis (II century A.D.) from the
Museo Pio-Clementino at Rome ( = Sylloge No. 453).'* Here the priestess
wears the same pallium cosmicum with fringes adorned with crescents and
stars that wear both her goddess Isis (at Apuleius 11.3-4) and the devotee
of Isis, Lucius (at Apul. 11.24: hanc Olympiacam stolam sacrati nuncupant).

Finally, a parallel for the sense suggested by Hippolytus at
5.7.23—"low émtdotolog = émtaodpavog—is provided by the magic
papyrus Berlin 1026.23.17 (IV century A.D.): 0eé, 0 &Gvoud cov
TAVTOXPATOPOS &m0 To0 Emtaoupdvov, where Preisigke (Wh.) correctly
translated émtaobpavog as ‘‘aus sieben Himmeln bestehend.’” !’

12 Griffith’s translation, o.c. (supra, n. 9), p. 562.

'3 Plutarch adds that the deceased devotees of Isis are adorned with such dark and
bright garments.

* Compare Vidman, p. 218; Eisler, Weltmantel und Himmelszelt, 1, p. 69 f. (with Fig.
19); Michel Malaise, Inventaire préliminaire des documents égyptiens découverts en Italie, Leiden,
Brill, 1972, Rome, No. 107 (p. 143).

15 The statue of Mary in Monte St. Giuliano (Sicily) is constantly being covered with
seven veils (except during the procession on 15 August): Eisler, I, p. 86 n. 3.—How rele-
vant this is to our "loi¢ éntdatoroc I do not know.



THE TEXT OF THE GOSPEL OF THOMAS
(NAG HAMMADI II.2)!

Prologue and Logion 1

P. Oxy. 654.1-5
B. Grenfell-A. Hunt (=0)?

Obtot of {ot} Aéyor ol [&méxpupor? obg éAd-

Aneev ’In(cob)¢ 6 Lav x[ol Eypadev "Toddat 6
\ ~ 4 \ T . er 5 \ 4 ’

xol Owpd.t (1) xal elme[v 6atig® v Epunvel-

av T@v Adywv tobt[wy edphoet,® Bavdtou

00 1 yedomron.

Coptic version ( = C)

These are the secret words which Jesus the Living spoke, and Didymus
Judas Thomas wrote them down. (1) And He said: He who shall find the
interpretation (Epunveia) of these words shall not taste death.

Right at the beginning of the Gospel of Thomas (= GTh) we see a red
light warning us of two things: (1) O and C might be two different recen-
sions, since C has Didymus Judas Thomas (as in the Acts of Thomas, 1, p.
100.4 Bonnet: *lo6da¢ Owudg 6 xai Aidupog; cf. John 11:16; 20:24; 21:2
Ouwuds 6 Aeybuevog A{dvpog),” whereas O has the more common formula,

' Lecture delivered at Oxford (Faculty of Theology) on 13 February 1968. I am in-
debted to the Coptologist Dr. James Drescher for several useful suggestions; of course, the
responsibility for any possible mistake is mine alone.

? Lines 1-5 as restored by H.-Ch. Puech, Comptes rendus de 1’Académie des Inscriptions et
Belles-[ ettres (1957), p. 153, and by J.A. Fitzmyer, Theological Studies 20 (1959) 505-560 (p.
5!3) [ = Idem, Essays on the Semitic Background of the New Testament, London, 1971, 355-433],
slightly corrected by me.

* Cf. Acts of Thomas, 39 (p. 156.14 f. ed. M. Bonnet): ... 6 Sexduevoc (sc. Owpég) adtod
(sc. ob Xptoto0) 16 dmoxpupa Abyia.

* The omission of the final -¢ is common enough: E. Mayser, Gramm. der griech. Papyri,
L pp. 205 ff.

® 8amig scripsi (cf. Matt. 5:41) : é¢ & Puech and O. Hofius, Evangel. Theologie 20 (1960),
Pp. 21 ff.; 182 ff. : omig &v Fitzmyer (too long) : é&v tig John 8:51 and 52.

® ebprioet scripsi : ebpmt Puech : ebploxnt Fitzmyer : edpfiont Hofius.

" Cf. John 14:22 and R.E. Brown, ““The Gospel of Thomas and St. John’s Gospel,”’
New Testament Studies 9 (1963), p. 158.
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"lodag 6 xal Owpdg (as, e.g., in the Acts of Thomas, 2, p. 102.5 B. and
elsewhere): there is no space for A{dupog in O.

And (2): By twisting and distorting the canonical saying John 8:52, ““If
anyone keeps my word, he shall never taste death,’”’ into, ‘‘If anyone
finds the interpretation of these (secret) words, he shall not taste death,”’
the compiler of the GTh shows us his gnostic visiting card.® Logion 1 im-
plies that all ‘‘these secret words’’ of the collection are thought of as bear-
ing a gnostic message: to find out this meaning equals to achieve the life
everlasting.

How it works, we learn, e.g., from Logion 13a. Building on Matt.
16:13-17 (Mark 8:27-30; Luke 9:18-21), the compiler of the GTh lets
Jesus ask his disciples: ‘“‘Compare Me and tell Me whom I am like.
Simon Peter said to Him: Thou art like a righteous angel. Matthew said
to Him: Thou art like a philosopher [‘a wise man’ seems to be a gloss on
@tAéo09oc].® Thomas said to Him: Master, my mouth will not at all bear
to say whom Thou art like. Jesus said: I am no (longer) thy master.”
That is it: the synoptic Simon Peter had answered: o0 el 6 ¥ptotog 6 vidg
700 Oeol, and the synoptic Jesus was satisfied with the answer. But not the
gnostic Jesus of the GTh. Now, Thomas has found the wanted gnostic
epunveio of the nature of Jesus: being the supra-cosmic Light (cf. Logia
77a; 61b; 50; 83), Jesus is both ineffable and incomparable to anything
from this perishable world (cf. Gartner, pp. 125 ff. and 144 ff.). And
Jesus’ answer implies: Since now we both are made equal in the gnosis:
Oid& oe ‘Epufj xal ob dué: &y elwt obd xal ob €yd'® (cf. Logion 108:

8 Compare, e.g., J. Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus. Translated by R. Fuller (2nd
ed., London, 1964), pp. 30 f.; R.M. Grant—D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus
(London, 1960), pp. 105 ff.; B. Gartner, The Theology of the Gospel of Thomas (London,
1961), pp. 95 ff. and 272; E. Haenchen, Theol. Rundschau 27 (1961), pp. 317 ff.; E. Haen-
chen, Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangeliums (Berlin, 1961), p. 38; W. Schrage, Das Verhaltnis
des Thomas-Evangeliums zur synoptischen Tradition und zu den koptischen Evangelieniibersetzungen
(Berlin, 1964), pp. 28 ff. (Schrage is less convincing in ‘‘Evangelienzitate in den
Oxyrhynchos-Logien und im koptischen Thomas-Evangelium,”’ Apophoreta: Festschrift fir
Ernst Haenchen (Berlin, 1964), pp. 251-268.)

° C: NHII 2, p. 35.1 f.: NoypwmMe mdiroco/bpoc NpmngHT. Compare Pahor
Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo, vol. I (Government Press,
Cairo, 1956), plates 80.10-99.28. A. Guillaumont, H.-Ch. Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till
and fYassah ‘Abd Al Masth, The Gospel according to Thomas (Coptic text and English
translation: Leiden-London, 1959).—Compare now The Facsimile Edition of the Nag Ham-
madi Codices, Codex II (Leiden, 1974), pp. 32.10-51.28. Thomas O. Lambdin, however,
translates: ‘““You are like a wise philosopher:”” The Nag Hammadi Library in English
(Leiden, 1977), p. 119.

19 Pap. Mus. Brit. 122.49 f. (Greek Papyri in the British Museum, ed. F.G. Kenyon, I, p.
118). R.M. Grant-D.N. Freedman (p. 126), and E. Haenchen (Die Botschaft, p. 15 n. 5)
offer different interpretations of Jesus’ words, ‘I am not thy Master:’’ with reference to
Mark 10:17; Luke 18:18, the former (‘“Thomas... is rebuked because of the title he
uses’’); with reference to the Acts of Thomas, 39 (p. 156.12 B.), 6 didupog t0b XpioTob (sc.
Thomas), the latter.
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«Whoever drinks from My mouth shall become like Me, and I Myself
will become he...””).

Another clear example of the gnostic remodelling of a canonical saying
we find in Logion 33a:

P. Oxy. 1r. 20 f. Matt. 10:27

20 Aéyet 'I(nool(g: (B)'" dxodetg (cf. Luke 12:3) xat ©
elic 10 B wtlov cov  xal elc 10 olc dxodete,
[ele <0 Etepov,  xmplba-] xnpdEote
[te énl t@v dewpdteov...] dwpdtwy.

C: ‘‘What thou shalt hear in thine ear (and) in the other ear, that preach
from your housetops.”’

Some scholars consider the words of C, ‘‘in the other ear,”” as a dit-
tography (cf. NH II, p. 39.11 f.: 2m nex’ maaxe 2m nkemaaxe , for
example, Haenchen (Die Botschaft des Th.-Ev., p. 21: ‘‘als vermutliche
Dittographie zu streichen’’). But others (for example, Schrage, in his
book, p. 81) think it might be a gnostic expansion of Matt. 10:27. I think
the latter are right, because C agrees here with O, since the last two let-
ters of O 1r.21 are probably ke (=xat),'? and not TO, as Grenfell and
Hunt in 1898 read them.!3

The point is that in primitive folklore each ear is thought of as com-
municating with (let us say) a separate, independent brain. The German
Odin bore on his shoulders two ravens which told him, each raven in one
ear, about all that was going on around him: the name of the one raven
was Huginn (‘‘intellectual power’’), and the name of the ether Muninn
(‘“‘remembrance’’).'* The Indian magicians must blow magic into
disciples’ both ears: thus only will it be effective.’® And the Spanish
medieval judges stopped up one ear while the first litigant presented his
case: they were saving one ear for the second litigant.'® Consequently,
the disciples of the gnostic Jesus are expected to hear canonical sayings in
one ear, and their gnostic interpretation in the other. By the way, Logion

11

0 add. Fitzmyer : & add. Hofius.

2 As Grenfell and Hunt themselves admitted in 1897 (AOT'IA THZOY, London, p.
15): ““The last letter of the line may be e, and the preceding one I' or conceivably K.

'3 Thus the restoration of the Logion by Fitzmyer (p. 543) is partly wrong: (8) dxobetg
[F]iQ 70 Ev ditiov cov, to|Gto xfpuov énl TV Swudtwy].—Haenchen’s dittography-theory still
lives in Thomas O. Lambdin (see note 9, above), who translates (p. 122): ‘“‘Preach from
Your housetops that which you will hear in your ear {(and) in the other ear}.”’ In my opin-
'en, the expression of Greek, ti¢ to &v wtiov, makes it clear that the text, xai el¢ t0 Etepov, is
to be expected. Consequently, the text of C is correct as transmitted.

'* Biachtold-Staubli, Handwdirterbuch des deutschen Aberglaubens, V1, p. 1207.

'3 Stith Thompson, Motif-Index of Folk-Literature, 11721.3.

'* Op. cit., J1289.8.
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33a seems to have been a gnostic commonplace (cf. the Naassenes ap.
Hippolyt. Refut. 5.7.28, p. 149.144 f. Marc., and Clem. Strom. 1.56.2).

In short, I shall here follow the trend of Haenchen, Gartner, Grant,
and many others, in believing that we have to do with a gnostic gospel.
The opposite view is shared by G. Quispel, who in 1967 wrote: *“...In
dieser Hinsicht haben sie sich geirrt!... Denn wenn es im zweiten
Jahrhundert in Edessa keine Gnostiker gab, kann das Thomasevangelium
nicht gnostisch sein! Von Gnostikern in Edessa wissen wir nichts.”” 7 He
was followed by T. Save-Soderbergh!® and others.

We shall now discuss the differences in the text of the Logia preserved
in G, O, or H (= Hippolytus’ account on the Naassenes).

Logion 2

A. Avémovoig as
the final goal

0O, 654.5-9
[(Aéver "In(a00)¢]|® uh moavsdode 6
Cn[r@v 19 105 {nreiv20 Ewg &v] | @ edome-
xad Grav elp[nt Boaufnbisetar, xal Houp-]
|® Bnbeic Baoikeboer, xafi Bacikedong
¢navara-| |© Aoetan.?!

A. ’Avédraveic as
the final goal

Clement Strom. 5.96.3: 00 nadoetat 6
{neédv (o Lntelv addidi) g &v ebpnt
edpcv 08 OapfPnbioetan, Boufnbelc ot
Bactkedoer, Pactheboag 8E  Emova-
noficetan (quotation); 2.45.5: 7L xdwv

B. BaostAebetw as
the final goal

C
Jesus said: Let him who seeks cease
not seeking until he finds; and when
he finds, he will become troubled
(disturbed, upset); and when he
becomes troubled, he will be
astonished, and he will rule over the

All.22

B. Baagthebew as
the final goal

17 Makarius, das Thomas-Evangelium und das Lied von der Perle (Suppl. to Novum Testamen-

tum, Leiden, 1967), p. 66.

18 ““Gnostic and Canonical Gospel Traditiens,”” in The Origins of Gnosticism (Collo-
quium of Messina, 1966), Suppl. to Numen, 12 (Leiden, 1967), pp. 552-562.

19 Cf. Matt. 7:7 f. = Luke 11:9 f.
20 10§ Inretv add. K.F.G. Heinrici.

2 gravarafoetar scripsi ex Clem. V : gvanafoetar Grenfell-Hunt, accepted by Fitz-
myer, Hoflus.

22 NH II. 2, p. 32.16-19: ... ayw  20TaN  €4WANGINE gna/!7  @TpPTP
AYW €qWANWTOPTP gNap/'® (a 12 letters blank space) wrHpe ayw gnap/!® ppo
e€xm nTHpg. The blank space in the codex does not affect the text, which goes without
lacuna.
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o xaf” ‘Efpafoug edayyediwr ‘6
fowpdoag Bacthedoel’” yéypomtar “‘xal
6 PBastheboag dvamafsetar’’ (para-
hrase).

Rev. 14:13 va dvamafcovial éx tdv

YOV AVTOV.

Clem. Paed. 1.29.3 (p. 107.25 St.):
0 B¢ mépag Thg YVOGEWS T GvaTaustS.
Quis dives salvetur? 23.3 dvéw yép oe
elg avémavow. .. 23

A. ’Avédravstig as
the final goal

Corpus Hermet. 1X.10:
xol TEPWORAoAS T TavTa xol VPV
obpgwvo  tolg  Umd  tob  Adyou
punveubeiow, émiotevse xal Tt xaAdj
niotel emaveraboato. XIII.20: &nod
g05 Al@vog edhoyiav ebpov xat (8 Intéd)
BouAfit it ofjt dvamémanpLot.

Rev. 5:10 Basthedoovaty ént T yTi¢.
(Cf. 20:4 end; 20:6; 22:5.)

The Second Apocalypse of James (NH
V.4), p. 56.2-5: ‘“‘werden (sie)
belehrt werden (dariiber) und zur
Ruhe kommen... werden sie herr-
schen (und) Koénig (werden).’” 2¢

Acts of Thomas, 136 (p. 243.8-10
B.): Kat 6 d&nbotorog elmev: To
taptelov to0 &yfov Poacthéwg dvoamérn-
tator, xol ol diwg petokopBdvoveg
v exel dyab@dv dvamadovtar  xol
dvamavdpevor Basthedovay.?®

B. Baathedewv as
the final goal

Corpus Hermet. XIV .4:
&Ewév Eatt voTicat xal vorjsavta Bavpdoot
xol Qowpdoavta foautov paxapicat, tov
yviolov  matépa  yvwploavta. IV.2:
Beatng yop Eyéveto tob Epyou Tob Beod 6
&vBpwmog, xal éBadpace xal Eyvdpioe
tov mowfsavta plus II1.3: elc Epyowv
Belwv yv@ow... xal mhvtwv TV Omo

obpavov deamotelay.

Asclepius, 8 (p. 306.6 f. Nock):
mirari atque {ad)orare caelestia et
incolere atque gubernare terrena.?¢

There can be little doubt that O and the Gospel of the Hebrews ap. Cle-
ment give the original text of the Logion (so also Haenchen, pp. 34 n. 1;
73; Vielhauer, p. 297). Now, thanks to Vielhauer (especially pp. 292 ff.),
we know what an important part is played by motif A (that of the rest as

. * Compare Ph. Vielhauer, “‘ANAIIAYZIZ: Zum gnostischen Hintergrund des
[homasevangeliums,” in Apophoreta: Festschrift fur Ernst Haenchen (Beiheft zur Zeitschrift f.
NT Wiss., 30, Berlin, 1964), pp. 281-299.

* Eds. A. Bohlig and P. Labib (Wiss. Zeitschrift der Univ. Halle, 1963, Sonderband, p.
78) = The Nag Hammadi Library in English (Leiden, 1977), p. 253. Quoted by W. Schrage
ap. Ph. Vielhauer, op. cit., p. 297 n. 75.

* Referred to by H.-Ch. Puech, op. cit. (above, n. 2), p. 165.

* Compare Ph. Vielhauer and Puech ap. E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher, N7
Aﬁakwphen, 3rd ed. (Tibingen, 1959), I, pp. 106; 216; 225; Gartner, op. cit. (above, n.
8), pp. 261 f.



60 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPEL OF THOMAS

the final goal) in the gnostic system of the GTh, which maintained that
the gnostic rest was achievable during one’s lifetime: cf. Logia 51 (and
113); 60 (end); 90 (echoing Matt. 11:28-29); 50 (end); 86. If in Logion 50
end (“‘If they ask you: What is the sign of your Father in you?, say to
them: It is movement and rest’’) we may understand this ‘‘movement’’
as a {nretv xat ebpeiv (as Haenchen, p. 73, and Vielhauer, p. 295, had sug-
gested), then its parallelism to our Logion 2 in O = Clement would be
even greater.

Nevertheless, the translator of the GTh from Greek into Coptic
deliberately changed (Quispel is right, p. 112) motif A into motif B (that of
ruling over the All as the final goal). Why did he do so? Since the existence
of the motif B is well attested (as shown above), the possibility of a cor-
rupt Greek original must be dismissed. Thus I would suggest the follow-
ing explanation.

C presupposes such a Greek text: ... xal gtav elpnt Bapfnbhsetor, xol
B Pnbetg Bovpdoetan, xal BastAeboet émdvew médvtwy (or tob mavtdc). Now, I
think: (a) Bavpdoetar stood in the Greek source of C as a gloss on
Bopuf3nb7ceton, since also in Clement II, Bowpdsag appears as a synonym
for Clement V, Oaufnbelc. The translator took over both verbs and
formed a false climax (‘‘and when he becomes troubled, he will be
astonished’’). Further, (b) he read émavamafoetor as émdvew mdv{twv)
€atat, while recalling John 3:31 (6 &vwlev €pybuevog émdve mévtwy éotiv),
possibly his Logion 77a (‘‘I am the Light which is above all things’’), and
probably motif B as well.?’” And finally, (¢) the translator knew that
Bastdeboer of Logion 2 was one of so many mnemonic key-words (or
““mot-crochets,”” as G. Garitte in 1957 called them)?® which led to
Bastheio of Logion 3. Now, he wished to bring both words even closer to
each other: thus he sacrificed xal Bactheboog énavararioetar and put the
stress on BastAeloet.

If this explanation is true, it would show us how much freedom the
Coptic translator did use: he was not translating, he was remodelling his
Greek original, and in so doing he was guided by any inspiration, even
by a gloss. Thus the probability is that the Archetype of the GTh spoke of
one single ‘‘astonishment’’ or ‘“‘amazement’’ (Boufeiv = Bavudlewv), that
belonging to the final stage of the gnosis (‘‘and when he finds, he will be
amazed’’) and probably corresponding to the ‘‘amazement’’ of the

27 Already Fitzmyer (p. 518), A. Guillaumont, Le Muséon 73 (1960), pp. 330 f., and O.
Cullmann, Theol. Literaturzeitung 85 (1960), p. 324, had conjectured dva or éxi mévra, in-
stead of avaranoetat, in the Greek original of C, but I think they thought of a mistake, not
of a deliberate change, on the part of the Coptic translator. On the other hand, G.
Garitte, Le Muséon 73 (1960), pp. 164 ff. and 340 f., was not convincing enough to me.

28 e Muséon 70 (1957), pp. 63 f.
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Greek mystat in sight of the ‘‘marvel of marvels’’ (cf. Logion 29, and Hip-
polyt. Refut. 5.8.18, p. 158.96 Marc.: Bodpar Bovpdteov).

Incidentally, I think Clement (Strom. 2.45.4) was mistaken when he
referred our Logion to the adage from the Traditions of Matthew, Badpocov
<& mapbvta. For this ‘‘wondering’ follows another motif, the Platonic-
Aristotelian pattern of to Bowpdlewv dpy pthosopiog, and belongs to a first
stage in the gnosis, as Clement himself admits: Bafuov toGtov mpddtov Tiig

LéXELVOL YVEIGEWS.

Logion 3

0, 9-212°
(a) Mye "I[n(cob)¢ éav

10 ol EAxovteg bpd¢ [eimwaty butv: {dob
7 BaotAeio év odpafvidt, phfcetor dudg
& meTetve o0 olp[avol- édv O eimwaty 8-
T 0o Ty Yijv éattv, eloeAedoovrat
ol (x00ec tii¢ Bahd[oong mpophicav-

15 1eg? dpdg xal®! 7 Boo[thela TdV odpaviv3?
¢vtog budv [éa]tt [xdxtés. (b) B¢ &v Eavtov
yv@L, tadtny edph[oet, xal Gtav? Ouelg
€awtodg yviaeahe, [eloeabe Gtu viol
éote Upelg Tob matpdg ol [@vrog: el O€ w)

20 yvo <eo >0 favtole, v [Tt Trwyelo doté
xal Opets €ate 7 mwrow|xelo.

C

(a) Jesus said: If those who lead you3* say to you: ‘Behold, the
Kingdom is in the sky,’ then the birds of the sky will precede you (be
there before you). If they say to you: ‘It is in the sea (8dAassa),” then the
fish® will precede you. But rather (dAA&) the Kingdom is inside of you,
and it is outside of you.

29

. The text as restored by Fitzmyer, slightly corrected by me.

mpopldoavteg scripsi : phdoavreg Fitzmyer.
' Read &AX’ (=C).

] °% 1@v obpavev Grenfell-Hunt, accepted by Hofius (cf. Hippol. Refut. 5.7.20, p.
47.101 Marc.: (tiv) évrde dvbpdmov Baatheiay (téov) odpavidy {nrovuévry : 1ol Beob Fitz-

myer ex Luke 17:21. C has only ““Kingdom’’ here, as in Logia 27 (against tiv BactAeiav

;%léeéou of O, 1v, 7-8) and 113a (against Luke 17:20). Cf. W. Schrage, in Apophoreta, p.
33 8wav scripsi ( = C) : 8te Fitzmyer.

. ;5§)n €Axew, ‘‘lead astray,”” “‘verfithren,’’ cf. Haenchen, Theol. Rundschau 27 (1961)
3 C omits “‘of the sea.”’
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(6) When (étav) you come to know yourselves, then (tdte) you will
become known, and you will realize that you are the sons of the Living
Father. But (8¢) if you do not come to know yourselves, then you dwell in
poverty, and you are the poverty (itself).

3 (a): O, 13, has: Om0 v Y#v éottv, whereas C has: “‘it is in the sea
(8&Aaosa),”” instead. Now, some scholars thought that the clause with
““under the earth’’ is missing in C as a result of an oversight on the part
of the translator (so, e.g., Gartner, p. 83). On the other hand, the at-
tempt by Hofius to restore ‘‘or in the sea’’ in the text of O is improbable,

because of the harsh phrase, €sovtat 9Bdsavteg. His restoration reads:

T oo TV yiv éotfw # év Tt Bakdoont,
ot txBoeg t7¢ Badd[oong Esovron @Bdoav-
15  Teg Opdg.

They all follow C. Taylor3¢ in believing that three world parts are men-
tioned here: sky, earth, and sea (as, e.g., in Job 22:7-8; Ps. 134:6).

But I think all the difficulties disappear if we bear in mind that the
Hebrew word tehom—which implies both ‘‘a bottomless pit,”” ‘‘a great
deep,”” and ‘‘ocean,”” ‘‘floods of water’’—is usually translated in the
LXX either as &Buscog?” or as BdAassa. Thus O translated tehom as
““‘underworld, the depth of the earth,”” and C as ‘‘sea.”” They both
followed the polarity idea: Heaven-Earth (as in Deut. 30:12-13; Ps.
106:26; Rom. 10:6-7), and nothing is missing in C. If this is true it might
suggest to us the following: (1) that Logion 3 (at least) was originally writ-
ten in Hebrew; and (2) that O and C definitely represent two different
recensions.

3 (b): On the contrary, I think the Coptic translator has mistakenly
omitted an entire line from his Greek original (6¢ &v éavtov yvat, tadtny
ebpfioet)—because of the similarity between O, 16, 6¢ &v and O, 17, 8tav.
For hardly could the Coptic translator deliberately have omitted the
words of O, ““Whoever knows himself will find it (the Kingdom):’’ the
ebpricet-element goes well both with his system (cf. Logia 2, p1) mavsésfw 6
{ntv 100 {nrelv €wg &v elpme; 113: ‘But rather, the Kingdom of the Father
is spread out upon the earth, and men do not see it’’) and with Hippolytus’
account on the Naassenes (5.7.20, p. 147.101 f. Marc.: {(tfv) évtog
dvBpcdmou BastAelav (t@v) odpavav {nrtovpévny).

Finally, the words of C, ““When you come to know yourselves, then
you will become known, and you will realize ...,”" presuppose such a
Greek original: xal dtav Opetg Eavtodg Yvedaeale, yvwalfaeale, xal Eoeabe. ..
It is obvious that yvwasB#sesbe is out of place in this context and that O of-
fers the original text. My guess is that the translator into C had found in
his Greek original yv&oesBe mistakenly written twice: he then took the
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second yvwaeshe for yvwobfceabe while recalling the idea, yv@vau
geov—yvewabiivar Omod Beod, of Gal. 4:9; 1 Cor. 8:3; 13:12. Thus the
arbitrary procedure of the translator into C seems to be visible here

again.

Logion 4

0, 21-27
[Aéyer *In(col)¢:
odx &moxvhcet &vB[pwmog makardg ue-
p®v 38 Emepwtiioot ma[1dlov EmTd M-
p@v mepl T00 téTOL TH[¢ Lwiig, xal adtog {h-
25 aeton 30 §t moAdol Esovron m[pdTot Eoxator {xal) 0
ol Eoxatol mpdTot, xal [elg Ev xatavTricou-
otv.

C

Jesus said: The man old in days will not hesitate to ask a small child of
seven days about the place (t6mog) of Life, and he will live. For many who
are first shall become last <and the last first> ,*! and they shall become
one and the same.

(1) Either the translator or the copyist of C has by oversight omitted the
words, xal ot Esxatot mp@dTol (so also Schrage, p. 259). C is full of such
omissions; one example: Logion 55a, ‘‘Whoever does not hate his father
and his mother (as I do=e¢ éyd) cannot become a disciple to
Me’’ = Logion 101.

(2) As for the end of O, Grenfell and Hunt suggested, and Fitzmyer
adopted, the restoration: [{wiv aidviov €ovlev. I do not think this trite
formula is likely at all. On the other hand, Hofius’ restoration, implicitly
adopted by Schrage: [elg wévog yeviisov]stv, must be dismissed because of
the form yevijgovaw. But if we restore the line so: [elg Ev xatavtiioov]aw, it
could be paralleled by such passages as Eph. 4:13: uéxpt xatavticwpuey of
Thvteg elg Ty EvbtTa Tii¢ Tlotew xal Tii¢ émiyvioewe Tob viod Tob Beod, eig

% The Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus Found in 1903 (Oxford, 1905).

3 Cf., e.g., ]. Jeremias, in Kittel’s Theol. Dict. of the NT, s.v. &Bussog.

%% makatog fpepav Hofius with reference to Dan. 7:9, 13, 22 (= C) : mAipng fuepdv C.
Taylor, accepted by Fitzmyer.

% xod adtog {oetan scripsi : xod {Aoetaw Hofius (too short) : xai {fcer efoetar, ‘‘he will
know”’ Fitzmyer (unlikely).

*© I think xai was mistakenly omitted in O, because there is no space for it.

*' ““and the last first”” addidi ex O et Mark 10:31=Matt. 19:30; cf. Matt.
20:16 = Luke 13:20.
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&vdpa téhetov, el uétpov AAixiog 100 mANpduatoc Tob Xpiotod; John 17:11
v dawv Ev xabig Nuete; 21; 22; 23 v dow tetedetwpévor elg ev. As AF.J.
Kljyn*? and H.C. Kee*® have shown, the return to the primal unity in the
either bisexual or male Archanthropus Adam, and to the original in-
nocence is one of the key ideas of the GTh (compare Logia 11c; 22; 106
[with 48]; 114,** especially 18 and 72). Consequently, O and C seem to
agree in all.

However, if we now take Hippolytus’ account on the Naassenes*®
(Refutatio 5.7.20, p. 147.102-105 Marc.):

mepl Mg (sc. tig woxaplag xpuPouévng opob xal gavepouuévng ioewg)
Otoppfdmy v it xatd Owudy émtypagopéver edayyedlwt mapadiddast
Aéyovteg oftewg ‘éut 6 Cnrdv ebprioet év Todiolg dmd draov Entd: éxel Yop
¢v Tt Tecoapeoxatdexdtwt aldvt xpuBuevog avepodpat’’

we realize at once that this saying cannot possibly go back to our Logion
4. Doubtless, the same GTh is meant, but the Naassene recension con-
tained at least one Logion which is missing in C.*® We shall call it Logion
4bis.  Hippolytus is a trustworthy source; he is quoting here
(Brpphidnyv = verbatim, expressly), as he elsewhere does.*” I shall now try
to show that the message of this Logion 4bis of H is quite a different one
from that comprised in Logion 4 of C and O.

The idea of C and O seems to be: A newly born child or suckling, a
spiritual pure being which has just come down to this perishable world
from the ‘‘place of Light,”’ knows that place much better than a man old
in days, spoiled by this material world which is but a corpse (nt®pa:
Logia 56; 80).

The idea of a ““small child of seven days’’ seems to be that the newborn
1s not yet circumcised (which will take place on the eighth day: Gen. 17:12);

2 ““The ‘single one’ in the Gospel of Thomas,”’ Journal of Bibl. Lit. 81 (1962), pp.
271-278.

# ““Becoming a Child in the Gospel of Thomas,’’ Journal of Bibl. Lit. 82 (1963), pp-
307-314.

4 On the contradiction between Logia 22 and 114, and on the Egyptian background of
the latter compare K.H. Rengstorf, in The Origins of Gnosticism, Suppl. to Numen, 12
(Leiden, 1967), pp. 564-574.

45 On the relation between the Naassenes (ap. H) and the GTh compare R.M. Grant,
Vigiliae Christ. 13 (1959), pp. 170-180; W.R. Schoedel, ibid., 14 (1960), pp. 225-234; K.
Smyth, The Heythrop Journal 1 (1960), pp. 189-198; E.M.J.M. Cornélis, Vig. Christ. 15
(1961), pp. 83-104.

46 Puech is correct, Comptes rendus de |’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres (1957), p-
151, and ap. Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NT" Apokryphen, 3rd ed., I, p. 204: “‘Ich ware
daher geneigt zu glauben, dass es sich in beiden Féllen um dasselbe Thomas-Evangelium
handelt, dass aber die Naassener eine stellenweise umgearbeitete Fassung benutzt
haben.”

47 This time contra Puech, loc. cit.: **... sehr frei zitiert und abgewandelt worden ist.”’
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it stands thus at the very beginning of the human lifespan.*® If this is true,
then the parallel material would be: Logion 18: ‘‘For where the begin-
ning (&pxn) is, there will be the end. Blessed is he who shall take his place
in the beginning: he shall know the end, and he shall not taste death;”’
Logion 22a: “‘Jesus saw infants being suckled. He said to His disciples:
These infants who are being suckled are like those who enter the
Kingdom’’ (built upon Matt. 18:1-3; 19:13-15 and parallels). The
Valentinian psalm in Hippolytus’ Refutatio, 6.37.7, p. 253.7 Marc.: éx
uhtpas O Ppépog eepbpevov, and 6.42.2, p. 259.11-13 M.: xol yap
Odakeviivog @doxet Eautov twpaxéval maida vATLOv &pTiyévvnTov, ob
mubéuevog émelArer tic &v ein, 6 8¢ dmexpivato Aéywv Eavtov elvar tov Abyov.
The Gospel of Truth, p. 19.28-30: ‘‘there came the little children also, to
whom the Gnosis of the Father belongs.”’#°

On the other hand, the idea of the Naassene Logion seems to be: The
primeval Adam, 6 téAeto¢ “AvBpwrog, is always present in man, but he re-
mains hidden in him until the man himself attains to maturity or
tehetdtng. This process begins with (&mo) seven years of age and ends at
fourteen: then Adam manifests himself in man.

The background of this idea seems to be Greek. Compare, e.g.,
Ps.-Galen, Hist. philos. 127 (Diels, Doxographi Graect, p. 646) plus Aetius
5.23 (pp. 434 f. Diels): Iléte &pxetor tfic tehewdtnrog 6 &vbpwrog;
‘Hpdoettog xal ol Ttwixol &pyeshar todg dvBpcdmoug tiig tedetdtntog mepl v
devtépav EBSowdda, mepl fiv 0 omeppatixde xwetton Oppde... "ApiototéAng
Ot mepl Ty mpw TNV EB0opdda, mepl fv Ewvora yivetar xaholb Te xal xaxoD,
xod tii¢ ddaoxariag &pyA.*® This reckoning presupposes the old folkloric
division of the human lifespan into ten hebdomads (attested in Greece
since Solon, Fr. 19 Diehl | = 27 West| ap. Philo, De opif. mundi 104 f., and
ap. Clement, Strom. 6.144). The Naassene motif stresses the fourteenth
year, i.e., the earliest age at which a man is able to beget, when he is
mature. If he becomes father at fifteen, he can become grandfather at the
earliest age of thirty: 2 x (14 + 1) = 30. Hence Heraclitus (A 18-19 Diels-
Kranz = Fr. 108 Marc.) reckoned the space of thirty years as one human
generation; i.e., as a complete cycle of the living force or soul (grand-
son = grandfather, after whom he is often named). Thus Hippolytus

" Or, as H.C. Kee, op. cit. (above, n. 43), p. 311, put it: ““The child of seven days is
living in the perfect week, and therefore before the fall.”” On circumcision compare H.
S\track-P, Billerbeck, Kommentar zum NT aus Talmud und Midrasch, IV, p. 24. Differently
G. Quispel, in The Origins of Gnosticism (Suppl. to Numen, 12), p. 628.

* Eds. M. Malinine, H.-Ch. Puech, G. Quispel (Ziirich, 1956). Cf. George W.
MacRae, in The Nag Hammadi Library in English (Leiden, 1977), p. 39. Compare Matt.
11:25; Luke 10:21.

%0 Cf. M. Marcovich, Hermes 94 (1966), p. 121 f.; idem, Eraclito: Frammenti (Bibl. di
Studi Superiori, 64), Florence, La Nuova Italia Ed., 1978, ad Fr. 108.
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guessed some part of the truth when he referred (Ref. 5.7.21) to the
Ps.-Hippocratic folkloric adage, énta ét®v malg matpdg Hutov.

Now, I think the Naassene motif stressed the phallic or procreative
aspect of the Archanthropus (compare Ref. 5.7.27-29; 5.7.21 80ev oltor
v Gpxéyovov @lotv t@dv BAwv év Gpxeydvewr TBéuevor oméppatt; 5.7.23
aloydvn 'Ocipdog; 5.7.29 aloydvn dvbpmmov; 5.8.10 xal tog aloydvog Gve
¢otpapuévag). But Leisegang’! and Puech, following the Stoic speculation
about Adyo¢ (cf., e.g., SVF, I, No. 149; Aetius 4.11.4), believed that it is
rather the divine Aéyo¢ which in the fourteenth year takes the place of the
human reason, ‘‘and the invisible presence of Christ, the perfect Man,
and thereby of the Kingdom of heaven, becomes effective in us.’’32
Wherever the stress may be, on enéppa—as I would rather think—or on
nvebpa,® the point is that Logion 4bis has very little in common with
Logion 4.

That Hippolytus’ evidence gives a reliable clue is confirmed by the
Manichaean Psalm-Book (of the Chester Beatty Collection), II, f.
192.2-3: ““The grey-haired old men,—the little children instruct them:
they that are six years old instruct them that are sixty years old.”’ %+

I would therefore suggest these two points. (a) There existed, say, in
the Archetype of the GTh, a Logion in which a seventy-year-old man was
asking a child of seven about the Son of Man or Jesus (this was then
modified by the Manichaean Psalm-Book into the relation: a sixty-year-
old man and a child of six).*® Of this Logion only the text in the first part
of Logion 4bis survived: éué 6 {ntav edpriget év moudiowg dmd dtdv Entd.

(b) What follows in Logion 4bis (éxel yap év tét tesoapesxxtdexdtmwt aiwt
xpufbuevog pavepolpat) seems to be a later expansion. It is foreign to the
system of GTh, where no aeons appear. The expansion was undertaken
by somebody who probably wished to obtain a pleroma with fourteen
aeons. The parallels would be: Jei book II, c¢. 52 (p. 327.23 f. Schmidt-
Till): ““der grosse Gott, der in dem vierzehnten Aeon ‘der grosse gerechte
(xpnotdg) Gott’ genannt wird;”’ Manichaean Kephalaia, c. X (p. 43.2 f.
Polotsky-Schmidt-Bohlig): There are fourteen great Aeons of Light; the
first hebdomad consists of five stoiyeta plus Call and Hear. (The text
with the other hebdomad of Aeons is desperately corrupt.)

51 Die Gnosis, 4th ed. (1955), p. 136.

2"Ap. Hennecke-Schneemelcher, op. cit., I, p. 201 = English translation by R. McL.
Wilson (London, 1963), I, p. 280.

53 Compare also U. Bianchi, ‘‘Le probleme des origines du gnosticisme,”” in The
Onigins of Gnosticism, pp. 9 ff.

5¢ “‘Psalms of Heracleides,”” Manichaean Psalmbook, ed. C.R.C. Allberry (Stuttgart,
1938).

%9 )I do not know why: perhaps to get two pleromas of 30 Aeons each one, according to
the Marcosian calculation? Cf. F. Sagnard, La Gnose Valentinienne (Paris, 1947), pp. 365 ff.
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The Naassene Logion 4bis—along with the Naassene version of Logion
11b (see below)—is a proof for the thesis that there existed at least three
very different recensions of the GTh: O, C, H (= Hippolytus). At the
same time, it is a good example of how variable, how much open to
modifications and expansions the Logia of a gnostic gospel might be.

Logion 5

0, 27-31
Aéyer "In(ood)¢ [yv@be t0 Eunpoo-
Bev tiic Bdecds sov, xal [tO xexahvpuuévov
&6 aov dmoxaAvg{B)foet[al sot- °® od yép éo-
30 T XpuTTOV O 00 Pav[epdv yevhoetat,>’
xal BeBoppévov 6 o[dx éyepbficetar.

Inscription on a shroud from Behnesa: 8
Aéyet *Inools- odx oty teBopuévoy
0 odx éyepbroetan. +

C

Jesus said: Know what is in thy sight, and that which is hidden from
thee will be revealed to thee. For (yap) there is nothing hidden which shall
not become manifest.

Kephalaia 65 (I, p. 163.28 f.):

Erkennt, was vor eurem Angesicht ist, und das euch Verborgene wird
euch offenbar werden.

The restoration of O, 31 by Grenfell and Hunt is now confirmed by a
(fifth- or sixth-century A.D.) inscription on a shroud (bought at Behnesa-
Oxyrhynchus in 1953). The Kephalaia have only one member of the
Logion, C has two members, O even three (and the shroud only the third
one). I think the Kephalaia offer only an abridged text of C. As for the
third member in O, it looks like a late Christian marginal gloss or a
secondary expansion—an independent ‘‘Wanderspruch’’ (Haenchen).
Hence perhaps its presence on a shroud (where it served as a magical for-
mula to assure that the shroud be unbound on the day of resurrection).
Probably, the saying, ‘“There is nothing buried which shall not be raised
up,”” was inspired by such passages as 1 Cor. 15:20: vuvi 3¢ Xptatdg

% Cf. Matt. 10:26 008¢v Yép €ativ xexahvppévov & odx &moxakvgbhcetar...; Luke 12:2.
37 Cf. Luke 8:17 ob yép éotiv xpumtdv 8 ob @ovepdv yevAcetat...; Mark 4:22.
%8 Cf. H.-Ch. Puech, Revue de I’histoire des religions 147 (1955), pp. 126-129.
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dyfyepTon €x vexp@dv, dmapyd TEV xexouunuwévev; 22 év tdr XplaTidl Thvteg
{wromondfcoval.

Thus the probability is that it never belonged to the Archetype of the
GTh. Otherwise it would have been acceptable to C, where Jesus ap-
pears in flesh. Or, as Haenchen (Die Botschaft etc., p. 36 n. 7) put it:
““‘Dass auch Gnostiker von (gegenwartiger geistlicher) Auferstehung
sprechen und darum auch dies Logion tibernehmen konnten, ist
deutlich...”” Schrage (Apophoreta, p. 256 n. 18) agreed with Haenchen
and referred to 2 Tim. 2:18 (&vdataaty 980 yeyovévar), and to the Gospel of
Philip, Logion 23 end (NH II.3, p. 57.18 f.): “‘It is necessary to rise in
this flesh (66p€), since everything exists in it.”” The opposite view (that the
version of O has preference) is shared by G. Quispel (Makarius etc.,
p. 71).%°

Logion 6
O, 32-40

¢E)etdlovaty adtov o[t pabnral adtod xal
Aé]youatv: midg vioted[sopey, xal TdG TPOa-
evEb)ueba, xal nédg [éAenpmosbvny morfco-

35  uev, x|l tf mopatnpfic[opev mepl t@v Bpw-
pdtw]v; %0 éyet "In(cob)¢: [wn eddeabe®! xat &
Tt pio]ette 82 u7 motett[e: * mavra yép ot
nAfp]n{c} &Anb[eling (Evdav[t 100 obpavol. od
Yo €att]v &[m]oxex[puppévov & 00 pavepw-

40 (Of)oetan. pa)xdpi[bg] domwy [...

C

His disciples (pafnt#c) questioned Him and said to Him: How do you
want us to fast (vnotedewv), and how shall we pray, and how shall we give
alms (éAenpootvn), and what diet shall we observe (napatnpeiv)?

Jesus said: Tell no lie, and do not do what you hate, for all things are
manifest before Heaven. For (y&p) there is nothing hidden that shall not
become manifest, and nothing covered that shall remain without being
uncovered.

The restoration of O, 37-40, is difficult, because we cannot be sure

%9 1 do not think that the adage, fabdpagov t& mapévra (7raditions of Matthew, ap. Cle-
ment, Strom. 2.45.4), belongs to the same motif as, “‘Know what is in thy sight,”” of
Logion 5 (contra Puech, op. cit., p. 128, and ap. Hennecke-Schneemelcher, I, p. 225).

60 repl @V Bpwpdtwv restored Hofius : 8tav dewtvéspev Fitzmyer restored instead.

8" Cf. James 3:14; Col. 3:9; Eph. 4:25; Lev. 19:11.

62 wo)ettan O (as in v. 18 yvboeaBou; v. 23 émcpwriioe; vv. 24 f. {foete).

83 Cf. Matt. 7:12 (Luke 6:31); Tobit 4:15 xai 6 pioels, undevi moanc.
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enough about the Coptic text either. The first difficulty consists in that
the Ed. pr. (A. Guillaumont and others) suggested the reading we
(‘Truth’) in lieu of the transmitted me (‘Heaven’). Following this sugges-
tion Hofius tried to avoid the reading 0% odpavo, and then was forced to
interrupt the text in the middle of a sentence. Thus his restoration is not
likely; it reads:

[... mhvTa y&p Eumpo-
oBev t]fig dAnB[e]iog dv[axexadvppéva Eotiv
xal 000t E]v &[m]oxexp[upupévoy Eotiv. Aé-

40 et 'In(cod)¢ paxdp[éc] ot |...

I think Fitzmyer was right in following the transmitted text of C, sug-
gesting the restoration given above, which I have improved in two points:
v. 38, read: (&v)avtt 100 0dpavod (cf. Acts 8:21; 1 Clem. 39.4); and vv. 39
f., read: gavepw{B7)setan (cf. Mark 4:22: ob yép éotiv xpumtdv édv pi e
pavepwliit), in lieu of Fitzmyer’s gavepov £otat.

Apparently, Fitzmyer was not aware of a second difficulty: C has (p.
33.20) Thpoy, which can mean either névteg or mévta. The Ed. pr.
rendered 1t as ‘‘all things,”” and I think 1t was right, conéra the same Ed.
pr., which in Logion 77a (p. 46.24) rendered tupoy as ‘‘them all,”’ in-
stead of ‘“all things’’ or ‘‘everything.”’” But O, 38 has ...]HC. If we now
read: [mévta Yép éott mAp|n{¢} &Anb[e]lag (cf. Isa. 1:21 S' and John 1:14),
we must explain this small C in wAfipnc as a lapsus calami of the copyist.
But mAfpne could be read also as mAfpeig; thus the possibility for the
restoration: mévteg ( THpoy ) Yép elot TAMpelg dAnbeiag remains.

Now, the last clause of C—‘‘and nothing covered that shall remain
without being uncovered’’—is definitely missing in O. Since this clause
obviously follows Matt. 10:26 (Luke 12:2): xal xexohvppévov 6 odx
droxadvpbfisetar,® I would rather think that the copyist of O by an over-
sight had omitted a whole line of his exemplar—because of the
homoioteleuton, ¢avepwbioetat... dmoxakvebiicetar. And since he has
omitted also the phrase, Aéyer 'In(cob)¢ after this clause, it seems very
likely that he did so by a mistake, not deliberately. Thus there seems to
be no deliberate difference between O and C in this Logion.®

Logion 7

O, 40 ff.
40 na]xdpt[6¢] Eotiv [6 Aéwv By dvBpwmog

I3

¢abiet, xal 6 AMw]y Eot[on &vBpwmog: xal éx-

** Cf. also Schrage, Das Verhiltnis, etc., pp. 34-37.
% As for the message of the Logion, compare Logia 14; 27; 104.
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[&patég dotiv 6 dvBpwmog By Aéwv éobict,]
[xol 6 &vBpwmog Estat Aéwv...]

C

Jesus said: Blessed (uaxdproc) is the lion which the man eats, and the
lion will become man; and cursed is the man whom the lion eats, and the
lion will become man.

O, 40 ff. probably contains Logion 7 (as Jean Doresse® and Hofius
had suggested); thus I give a possible restoration of O, 40-43. Fitzmyer’s
tentative restoration seems unlikely to me; it reads:

40 na]xdpt[6g] Eotiv [0 TabTo W) TOLGDV.
mhvTo Yap €v pavep]dt Eot[ot Topd T@dL TaTEl B¢
gv Tl obpovidt o).

As for the text of C, it seems obvious that the italicized words should be
transposed to read: ‘‘and the man will become lion,’’ as Doresse (o.c., p.
371); the Ed. pr. (p. 5); S. Giversen;® Hofius (p. 35 n. 54); and Haen-
chen® have already suggested. There is really no need to insist on the
transmitted text (as, e.g., Gartner did). Possibly, in such a short Logion
as this one C did not disagree with O, but one cannot be sure. The lion
stands here for ‘‘this material world, corpse and death:”’ compare Ps.
7:3;21:21-22; 34:17; Hippolyt. Refut. 5.8.15 (the Naassenes); Clem. Exc.
ex Theodoto 84; and Gartner, pp. 162 f.

Logia 30 a, b

P. Oxy. 1v, 1-21 (now Bodley MS Gk. Th. e 7 [P]), contains Logia C
26 (end): xai téte SrafAéderc éxPakelv 0 xdppog 16 Ev Tl dpbakpudrt TOD
&8edpod sovu; 27; 28 till NH I1.2, p. 38.27: xal od BAé[movatv &1t xevol
fixousty ef¢ Tov xbapov... (cf. Fitzmyer, pp. 535 f.). And O, 1r, 1-21, con-
tains Logia C 29 (end): ... tadtny )0y mrwyein(v) (cf. Fitzmyer, pp. 537
f.); 30a; 77b; 31; 32; and the beginning of 33a (discussed above, under
Logion 1, p. 57). Now, Logia 30 a, b read in O as follows:

o, 1r, 2-9

(@) [Méyler ['I(noob)¢ 6mou Eav dav
[ Oeof,] €[iolv] Beoi- xad
[8]mov ¢[ig] éattv wbvog

66 Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics (London, 1959), p. 356.
87 Thomasevangeliet (Copenhagen, 1959), p. 38.
88 Theol. Rundschau 27 (1961), p. 160.
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5 [A]ére: o elut pet’ ad-
1[05.] (b) Eyer[p]ov Tov Aifo(v)
xQxeT eVPNGELS E®
oxlgov o EbAov xdyw
éxel elt.

C

Logion 30. Jesus said: Where there are three gods, they are gods; where
there are two or (%) one, I am with him. Logion 77b. Cleave (a piece of)
wood, I am there; lift up the stone, and you will find Me there.

(1) Grenfell and Hunt restored in line 5 [A]éyw or [Aé]yw (‘““Where one
is alone, I say: I am with him’”), and this was adopted by Guillaumont,¢°
Hofius (p. 185), Jeremias (p. 107), Gartner (p. 84), and many others.
Fitzmyer (p. 539) restored [ad]tét instead (‘‘and where one is all alone to
himself’”), but his reading is linguistically weak. I myself (back in 1968)
was willing to conjecture [# 8]dw’® but C.H. Roberts”' and H.W.
Attridge’? have re-examined the papyrus (the latter using ultraviolet
light), reaching the conclusion that [A]éyw is the correct reading (cf., e.g.,
Matt. 5:22; 5:28; 5:32). C omits this Aéyw (maybe because of the cluster
AeTw e T'w).

(2) Furthermore, the Coptologist Dr. James Drescher suggested to me
that in C, ‘‘where there are three gods, they are gods,’’ seems a strangely
inept thing to say, and that there 1s possibly a dittography of the word
‘‘gods’’ in the Coptic. Consequently, we should read: ‘‘Where there are
three (sc. men), they are gods.’’ If so, then we may restore simply [tpeic]
in line 3 of O, instead of Guillaumont’s restoration [Y’ Beol].

The arguments for |tpeig] are: (a) If O in v. 4 writes ei¢ why, then, in v.
3 should it write tpeic as y? (6) What is more important, the Hebrew motif
speaks of three men: ‘‘The Shekinah is present wherever three study the
Torah.”” This becomes clear both from Matthew 18:20 (00 yédp elatv 360 7
Tpels ouvnypévol elg T0 éuov Gvopa, éxel elut év péswt adt®dv) and from Pirge
Aboth 3.7 (where this number goes from ten to one only).”® The restora-

% ‘‘Sémitismes dans les logia de Jésus retrouvés 2 Nag-Hamadi,”’ Journal Asiatique 246
(1958), pp. 115 f.

7 [# 8]6ew, e elut wet’ adt[@v]. Omicron and omega are sometimes confounded in the
Papyri (as, e.g., in Pap. Par. 50.21 80w): cf. E. Mayser, Gramm. der griech. Papyri, 1, pp. 99
N. 1.—TI now read 3 f.: xad / [8]mov (3o #) e[lg] oty wévos... (cf. p. 73).

" Journal of Theol. St., N.S. 21 (1970), pp. 91 f.

* Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 16 (1979), pp. 153-157 (p. 155).

* Compare also Psalm 82 (81):1 Targum, and Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zum NT aus
Talmud und Midrasch, 1, pp. 794 f.; Guillaumont, loc. cit.
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tion [tpetg] has been adopted both by Roberts (p. 91) and Attridge (p.
156).

I think the saying implies: ‘It is said: Wherever three men are
gathered together to study the Torah, they become the holy ones ( = they
are in presence of the Shekinah). But I say unto you: Wherever only two
or one of My disciples are gathered together, I will make the third (so that
the Shekinah may be present).”’

It seems that the medieval Cathari knew this Logion: ‘‘Where there
was one of his little ones, he would be with him; and where there were
two, similarly; and where there were three, in the same way.’’ 7+

(3) After this [tpet¢] in line 3, the surface is badly abraded, and the
traces are compatible with both readings: ¢[is]iv feol (C.H. Roberts and
the majority of scholars) or ¢[ist]y &Beot (Grenfell and Hunt, and recently
Attridge). Reading line 3 so: [tple[ts, €[lot]y &Beor-, Attridge (p. 156)
translates: ‘‘Where there are three, they are without god, and where
there is but a single one I say that I am with him.”” He feels that ‘‘the
fragment asserts that any group of people lack divine presence. That
presence is available only to the ‘‘solitary one.”’” The importance of the
solitary (povay6s) is obvious in the Gospel [of Thomas]. Cf. Sayings 11,
16, 22, 23, 49, 75 and 106. This saying must now be read in connection
with those remarks on the ‘monachos’.”’

This interpretation seems to me highly unlikely for the following
reasons. (a) The contention that the saying denies divine presence to
‘‘any group of people’’ is refuted by the words of C, ‘‘and where there are
two;”’ by Matt. 18:20 (00 ydp elow 3o 7| tpeic); by Pirge Aboth 3.7; and by
the saying of the Cathari as well. (b) Attridge’s explanation of the Coptic
text is not convincing; it reads: ‘‘The a-privative was probably acciden-
tally lost and an attempt was then made to make some sense out of the
resulting saying by specifying that the three beings involved were gods.”’
But the text, [8n]ov €av @ow [tpeis,] €[io]iv Beol, gives a good sense
(““Wherever there are three [sc. men], they are gods [or godlike]’’), re-
quiring no attempt at making some sense. And the Coptic translation is
best explained as displaying a small dittography: ‘‘Where there are three
[gods], they are gods.”’

(c) The sense of &Beog, ‘‘being without God,”’ is strange here and can-
not be paralleled for the time of GTh. For at NT Ephes. 2:12, &0cor does
not mean ‘‘being separate from God, being without God,’’ but rather,
““being without the knowledge of the true God’’ = 1 Thess. 4:5; Gal. 4:8-9

iR

7+ Quoted by I. von Déllinger, Beitrige zur Sektengeschichte des Muttelalters, 11 (Munich,
1890), p. 210, and by R.M. Grant-D.N. Freedman, op. cit., p. 141.
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7 eldoteg tov Bedv (cf. G. Kittel, Theol Wh. zum NT, III [1938], p.
122.16). (d) Finally, of the sayings of GTh adduced by Attridge, 11c;
16b; 22b; 23 and 106 are irrelevant to our case, while povayés in 49
(“‘Blessed are the solitary and elect’’) and 75 has not the same sense as
<“and where there is but a single one.”’

In conclusion, in view of the presence of the words 8o # both in C and
in Matt. 18:20, I would read O as follows: [6n]ov é&v ot / [tpeic, ] €[io]iv
feoi- xal / [B]mov <80 %> e[ig] dotv wévog, / [Aéyw: éyd elur pet’
av/t[00.] There is no substantial disagreement between O and C.

One final remark. Our saying does not imply that God would be in-
ferior to Jesus. Neither does Logion 100: ‘‘Give Caesar what belongs to
Caesar; give God what belongs to God; and give Me what is Mine.”” Cf.
Matt. 22:21 (Mark 12:17; Luke 20:25): *Anddote obv ta Kalsapoc Kaisapt
xal 16 00 Beob tét Bedt. The Gnostic has only expanded a synoptic saying
(as he elsewhere did), but the possibility for the Hebrew God to be
understood as the gnostic Unknown Father remains, and the latter is not
inferior to Jesus. (The opposite view is shared by R.M. Grant—D.N.
Freedman, op. cit., pp. 142; 178.)

Logion 30 b of O appears in C after Logion 77a, which reads: ‘‘I am
the Light that is above all (things), I am the All. The All came forth from
Me, and the All attained (reached) to Me.”” Now, some scholars follow
K.H. Kuhn? in believing that the original place of the saying was after
Logion 30a, as in O. It was then transferred after Logion 77a by the com-
piler of C because of the mnemonic key-word principle (‘‘Stichwort-
anschluss’’). Namely, the verb nwg2 (‘‘to attain or reach to’’) appears at
the end of our Logion 77a, and the verb nw2z (‘‘to cleave or split’’) occurs
at the beginning of Logion 77b, in the same line of the codex (p. 46.26),
both words being homonym only in Coptic. Kuhn adduced another ex-
ample of such mnemonic homonyms: maaxe (‘‘ear’’)in Logion 33a (p.
39.11), and maaxe (‘“‘bushel,”” Egyptian p&tiov) in the following Logion
33b (p. 39.14).

However, I would rather think that the original place of Logion
77Tb—say, in the Archetype of the GTh—was as in C, not as in O.7
Because (1) it suits better the pantheistic idea expressed in Logion 77a
(“‘I am the AIl”’), than the Midrashic Logion 30a. And (2) T think that
the vicinity of the homonyms nwz in Logia 77a, b, and of maaxe in
Logia 33a, b is a pure coincidence. Anyway, it seems strange that the

® Le Muséon 73 (1960), pp. 317 f.; cf. Haenchen, Theol. Rundschau 27 (1961), pp. 161 f.;
309 £ Schrage, Das Verhdltnis, etc., p. 82.

7% So also Quispel, Makarius, etc., p. 100; Gartner, p. 146 (cf. also Haenchen, op. cit.,
Pp. 334 £.).
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compiler of C did not apply the same principle to Logion 7, Moy,
“lion”” (literally ‘‘killer’’?) vs. Logion 11a, b wmoy, ;‘‘to die; death”
(such a welcome gnostic association!).

To make myself clear: I do not think Kuhn’s hypothesis about the
homonymic linking key-words in the Coptic recension is likely; but I do
think that Garitte’s”” hypothesis about the semantic or thematic linking
key-words (or items), such as, for example, sépk in Logia 28 and 29; or
dvémavotg in Logia 50 and 51, might work (though not all of Garitte’s
examples are equally convincing).

In short, as for the Logion 30b of O, C seems to have the preference
over O.

Logion 36

P. Oxy. 655 col. I, 1-30, and col. II, 1-22, as restored by Grenfell-
Hunt, by Fitzmyer (pp. 544 ff.), and especially by R.A. Kraft,”® com-
prise Logia C 36; 37; 38; 39; and probably Logion 24b, in the fragment d
(cf. Kraft, p. 262).

O 655 col. I, 1 ff. C 36
[ peptuvite| ... uAte [Tel Tpogel b]udv T g&ynTe Be not concerned
urte] el at[ohel bpav] tf évdd[on]sbe. (Cf. Matt. 6: about what you shall put
25; Luke 12:22.) [mok]A&t xpei[ocov]ég [dote] tadv on (wear).

[xpi]vwv, &tivo o]0 Ex[i]vet”® o08¢ v[7B]er. (Cf.
Matt. 6:28; Luke 12:27.) [&A\N’] & Exovt|eg
E]vd[v]por i &v[dette] xal Spele; Tig &v mposh{ei)n émt
v eldidav Spav; (Cf. Matt. 6:27; Luke 12:25.)
adto[¢ ]oet Dueiv 10 Evdupa Gdv.

This is a clear example of a deliberate drastic cutting of the original text
of the GTh by the redactor of C, who dropped both these passages of O:
‘‘(Be not solicitous)... either for your sustenance, what you will eat or’’
and ‘“‘Of how much more worth are you than the lilies, which neither
card nor spin! But since you have one garment, what indeed do you lack?
Who of you could increase (his) stature? He shall give you (each) your
garment!’’ 8°—in his zeal to bring Logion 36 logically as close as possible
to the following Logion 37, which reads: ‘‘When you undress yourselves
without being ashamed, and take up your clothes and put them under

77 Le Muséon 70 (1957), pp. 63 f.; cf. also Géartner, op. cit., pp. 28 f.

78 Harvard Theol. Review 54 (1961), pp. 253-262.

79 o) Eaiver J.A.H. Michelsen and T.C. Skeat, accepted by R.A. Kraft adfdvet
Grenfell and Hunt, accepted by J.A. Fitzmyer.

80 Kraft’s translation (p. 259).
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your feet like little children, and tread on them, then shall you see the
Son of the Living One..."”". Because the redactor of C saw a ‘‘contradic-
tion”’ between the words of Logion 36, ‘‘But since you have one gar-
ment, what indeed do you lack?... He shall give you (each) your garment,’’
and the lack of any garment required by Logion 37 (compare also the Gospel
of the Egyptians, ap. Clement, Strom. 3.92: 8tav 10 tfig aloybvng Evdupa
TOTAONTE).

This is the explanation shared also by Kraft (p. 254); Gartner (p. 86);
Schrage (p. 91). The explanation given by R.M. Grant-D.N. Freed-
man (p. 144), ‘‘that the editor of Coptic Thomas wanted to remove such
obvious traces of his sources’’ as are the synoptic passages quoted above,
1s not likely at all.

The Coptic redactor simply did not realize that Logia 36 and 37 dealt
with two different topics: with the attachment to earthly wealth, the
former; with the return to primeval sexual innocence in the androgynous
Adam, the latter.

This might be a good opportunity for us to reflect how much freedom
each one of the gnostic sects or communities used in adjusting its own
GTh, and how different from each other must have looked the Naassene
recension of the GTh ( = H), the Coptic one ( = C), and that represented
by the three Oxyrhynchus papyri (= O)! But let us continue.

Logion 11c
Cc Clem. Strom. 3.92.2
““On the day when you were one, xod Grov yévntan t& 800 v xal o &ppev
you became two. But (8t) when- petd g OnAeiog obte &ppev olte O7AL.
soever (8tav) you shall have Gal. 3:28 odx Ew d&poev xal OfAv.
become?® two, what will you do?”’ Philo, De opif. mundi 134 obt’ &ppev

olte 67Av.82 Et alibi.

The second clause of Logion 11c seems to imply: ‘‘Whensoever you
become again out of two one, what else will be left for you to
do?”’ = ““Whensoever you males and you females return to the asexual
Archanthropus Adam, there will be nothing more for you to do: you will
achieve the dmmpriopévn tedelwaoig (Hippol. Refut. 5.6.6, p. 142.31 Marc.).

* Or “‘when you become two.”’ The translation of Ed. pr. ““when you have become
two” is misleading.

®2 We find another similarity between Philo (loc. cit. and Leg. alleg. 1.31) and the GTh
(Logion 84) in the distinction between Adam created according to God’s image and Man
Created according to God’s likeness, as A.F.J. Klijn, Journal of Bibl. Lit. 81 (1962), p. 277,
has wel] pointed out.
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)

Doresse (op. cit., p. 371) defended the transmitted second ‘‘two’’ in
the text of C by suggesting ‘‘that the duality is in fact an aspect of the uni-
ty; for the state of ‘being two’ is a synthesis of opposites—male and
female, upper and lower, etc...”’. But the compiler of the GTh was not a
Heraclitean, and the transmitted text simply contradicts the rest of the
corresponding Logia. Thus I think the text is corrupt here: the second
“two’” (nenay, p. 34.24) was written (by analogy with the first one) by
a copyist who had found the text to be lacunose; and it was so because the
original word oya (‘‘one’’) had been mistakenly dropped before the
following oy (‘‘what’’).

If we read oya instead of Ncnay , there will be no disagreement with
the rest of the relevant sayings: Logion 22: ““When you make the two one
(menay  ova, p. 37.25)... and when you make the male and the female
one and the same, so that the male not be male, nor the female female. ..
then shall you enter {the Kingdom});”’ Logion 106: ‘“When you make the
two one (menay oya, p. 50.19), you shall become the sons of
Man...;’’8 Logion 18: ‘‘For where the beginning is, there will be the
end;”’” and (with the only exception that here the female shall return to
the male Adam):

Logion 114:

Jesus said: Behold, I myself shall
lead her (Mary) in order to make her
male, so that (iva) she too may
become a living spirit (wvebua),
resembling you males. For every
woman who shall make herself male
will enter the Kingdom of Heaven.?*

Gospel of Philip
Logion 71 (NH II. 3, p. 68.22)

When Eve was still in Adam,
death did not exist. When she
separated from him, death came into
being. Whensoever he becomes
again complete and attains his
former self, death shall no longer ex-
ist.8%

Logion 11b
H (5.8.32, p. 161.172 M.) C

In the days when you ate what is
dead, you made it (or him) alive:

Aéyouot yobv: ‘Et vexpd epdyete xal
{®vta émotioate, ti, &v {Ovta pdyTTe,

8 Compare also Logia 84; 72 (“‘I am not a divider, am I?’), and H.C. Kee, journal of
Bibl. Lit. 82 (1963), pp. 308 f.

8 Cf. K.H. Rengstorf, in Suppl. 12 to Numen (Leiden, 1967), pp. 564-574.

8 Ed. W. Till, Das Evangelium nach Philippos (Berlin, 1963). Translated by R. McL.
Wilson (London, 1962). Compare now Martin Krause, in Werner Foerster, Die Gnosis, 11
(Artemis Verlag, Zirich u. Stuttgart, 1971), p. 110 [English translation by R. McL.
Wilson, Oxford, 1974, 11, p. 90], and Wesley W. Isenberg, in The Nag Hammadi Library in
English (Leiden, 1977), p. 141. Cf. The Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammad: Codices. Codex
IT (Leiden, 1974), p. 80.
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rovjoete;”  (Zadvta 8¢ Aéyoust xad whensoever (6tav) you come to live
AbY0US xal véog xal {Tod¢ tehefoug) in the light, what will you do?
dvBpcdmovg, Tobg papyapitag éxeivou T06

dyapoxtnpiotov, €o{pdupévoue elg o

rAdopo {@g) xapmobe.)

I would like to suggest the following two points. First, the Naassene
recension seems to give the original text of the saying. (1) Because the
elegant mathematical proportion contained in it seems to reflect the more
genuine form:

vexpd goyelv @ fwomowelv :: [ovra gayelv : 1 motfoete; (= What else is left for
(cf. Log. 7) you to do? = The final fulfilment.)

(2) Because this version can be paralleled by the Gespel of Philip, Logion
93 (p. 73.19): ““This world is an eater of corpses. All the things that are
eaten in it themselves die too. The truth is an eater of lsfe. Therefore no one
nourished from (the truth) shall die...”” (3) Because I think we can ex-
plain why C (or its source) had changed the words &v {@vta @dynte into
“whensoever you come to live in the light’” = §tav 8’ év 1L gwrl Eoeabe,
but not the reverse. The redactor of C made this modification to make the
saying even more consistent with his system (as he did in Logion 36)—this
time with the important sayings dealing with the Light-essence of Jesus. I
think the version, gtav 8’ év &t gwti €seale, was inspired by John (cf. 1
John 1:7 v 8¢ év 1ot pwtl nepimatdpey, wg adtde dotv év tddt pwti...; 2:9 6
Aéywv év T gwtl elvat; John 12:36 v viol gwtog Yévnabe; etc.), just as,
e.g., Logion 77a (“‘I am the Light that is above all things’’) was inspired
by John (cf. John 8:12 “‘I am the Light of the world; he who follows Me
shall never walk in darkness, but will have the light of life;”” 12:46).8°

Secondly, I think the striking idea, {@vta gayelv, ‘‘to eat living
things,”” is also based upon John, namely, upon the well-known,
predominantly eucharistic, homily 6:31-58,%7 which gives a new explana-
tion of the manna or ‘‘the true bread from heaven’’ (cf. Exod. 16:4 and
15; Ps. 77:24). Now, in John the stress seems to be on the equation: *‘the
life-giving bread from heaven = the flesh of Jesus’” (cf. John 6:51 ““I am
the living bread which came down from heaven; if anyone eats of this
bread, he shall live forever; and the bread which I shall give is My flesh,
for the life of the world;’’ 6:55 “‘For My flesh is true food, and my blood
is true drink;"’ 6:35 and 48 “‘T am the bread of life’").

% Compare R.E. Brown, N. 7. Studies 9 (1963), p. 165.
¥ Cf., e.g., Sir E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gespel, ed. by F.N. Bavey (Londen, 1947), pp.
304 fr.
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On the other hand, in the Haggadah literature the equation: ‘‘the life-
giving bread from heaven = the true Word of God (either Torah or
Wisdom)’’ prevails (compare, e.g., Philo, Leg. alleg. 3.162: ‘“That the
food of the soul is not earthly but heavenly, we shall find abundant
evidence in the Sacred Word: [Exod. 16:4]... You see that the soul is fed
not with things of earth that decay, but with such words as God shall have
poured like rain...’”).88

Now, it seems to me that the more concrete and probably eucharistic
Johannine formula is still visible in the recension of H: compare Hippol.
Refut. 5.8.11 (p. 157.59 M.), where John 6:53 is quoted, and the phrase
itself, {@vta gayetv. That this version was the original one, and not that
represented by C, we may perhaps infer from the Gospel of Philip, Logion
93 (p. 73.19): ““This world 1s an eater of corpses. All the things that are
eaten in it themselves die too. The truth is an eater of life. Therefore no
one nourished from the truth shall die. Jesus came from that place
(=heaven) and He brought the foods from there. And to those who so
desire He gave life, so that they might not die.”” Logion 23 (p. 57.4):
‘“‘He who shall not eat My flesh and drink My blood has no life in him
(cf. John 6:53). What is it? His flesh is the word (Aéyog), and His blood is
the Holy Spirit. He who has received these has food and drink and
clothing’ (cf. Matt. 6:25). And finally Logion 15 (p. 55.10): ‘“... Man
used to feed like the beasts. But when Christ came, the perfect (téAct0g)
Man, He brought bread from heaven, so that man might be nourished
with the food of man.”’

In short, the more concrete, probably eucharistic, and more original
formula: ‘“The life-giving food or bread from heaven is the flesh of Jesus’’
seems to prevail both in H and in the Gospel of Philip, while the more
spiritual formula: ‘““The life-giving food is the word of Jesus’’ seems to
play a secondary part there (compare Hippolytus’ comment on the
Logion 11b: {avta 8¢ Aéyoust xal Abyoug xal véag xTA., quoted on p. 77,
and Logion 23 of GPh). On the contrary, in C the flesh-idea is absent:
‘““Whensoever you come to live in the light...”

The same shifting toward more spiritualism might be reflected also in
Logion 11a: ‘... and the dead are not alive, and the living shall not die,”’
which again might be inspired by John 3:6, ‘“That which is born of flesh
is flesh, and that which is born of spirit is spirit;”’ 6:63, ‘“It is the spirit
that gives life, the flesh is of no avail.”’8°

(X3

8 Compare P. Borgen, Bread from Heaven, Supplements to Novum Testamentum, 10
(Leiden, 1965), pp. 29 ff.; 147 ff.
89 R_E. Brown, op. cit. (above, n. 86), p. 161, referred to John 11:26 instead.
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CONCLUSIONS

(1) I have tried to make a distinction between a corrupt or lacunose text
in C O H due to a mistake or oversight, and a deliberately modified,
expanded, transposed, or omitted text.

A more likely restoration of O and the healing of the corruptions in
Logia 3b; 4; 6; 7; 11c; 30a; 33a have been attempted.

(2) As for the deliberate differences in C O H, they seem to suggest the
following:

(a) C does not go back to O, because C translates Hebrew tehém as
‘“sea,”” and O as ‘‘underworld’’ (Logion 3a); C has Didymus Judas
Thomas, and O only Judas Thomas (Prologue). But possibly both C and
O derive from a common source ( = X).

(6) C seems to have the advantage over O in the text of Logia 5 and
77b; on the contrary, in the text of Logia 2 and 36, O has the preference.

(¢) In Logion 11b, H seems to give a more genuine text than C, and
besides H has preserved a new Logion (4bis), which is missing both in C
and O.

Consequently, a very tentative stemma of the transmission of the GTh
would be:

C

. (3) The offered interpretation of Logion 11b suggests that the GTh was
Inspired by John, as R.E. Brown has shown, and probably to an extent
even greater than he recognized.®°

% Jacques E. Ménard, L’évangile selon Thomas (Nag Hammadi Studies, 5), Leiden,
1975, came to my hands too late to be used.
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TexT!

Népog Ay yevixdg 100 mavtdg 6 mpwtd{toxo)¢ Nbog,
6 8¢ debtepog v T00 TpwtotéHx0L T YVhEv Xdog,
totdtn(v) Woxs & Aoy’ (¢E)epyalouévn vépov:
Ot& to0T’ EAGpOu MopPTV TEPLXELLEVT
xomidit, Bavdtwr pekétnue, xpatovuévry:
note (év) Bacik(elov) Exovsa BAémer 16 @ddx,
7 nott & elg (om)NAanov éxpr{mto)wévn xAdet.

7a { (moté wiv) yaipet, mott 8¢ xAaletor,
7b  (mott wiv) xpiver, moté O¢ xpiveta,
7¢c  moté wiv Bvioxet, motd 8¢ yivetou. }

(x)&véEodov 7 peréa xax®d{v)
Ao36ptvlov EofiABe mAavwpévn.
Pf40 eimev / & 'Inoole: éabpla), matep,
Oitnuo xox@v (t68’) émi yBéva
dmo ofic mvo(L)7i¢ dmomAdleTan:
{nret 8¢ Quyelv 10 mxpdv Xdog,
14 x00x 0ide{v §)mwe Stekedaetal.

to0Tou pe Yhpwv méudov, mhtep:
oQpayidog Exwv xataffcopal,
Alévac 6houg dtodebow,
puathpte mevta 8 dvolfw
woppdg te Beddov Emidelbe:
{xal} ta xexpuppéva dyfog 6800
21 YVOGLY xahéoog Tapadow.

' Hippol. Refut. 5.10.2 (p. 171 f. ed. Marcovich, Berlin, 1986).—Select literature on
the Psalm: Adolf von Harnack, SBBA, 1902, pp. 542-545; A. Swoboda, Wiener Studien 27
(1905), p. 300 f.; J. Kroll, Die christliche Hymnodik bis zu Klemens von Alexandrien.
Verzeichnis der Vorlesungen an der Akademie zu Braunsberg, 1921 u. 1922, pp. 94 ff;
Thielko Wolbergs, Griechische religiose Gedichte der ersten nachchristlichen Jahrhunderte, 1:
Psalmen und Hymnen der Gnosis und des frithen Christentums (Beitrige zur klass.
Philol., 40; Meisenheim am Glan, 1971), pp. 6 f. and 37-59; Bernhard Herzhoft, Zwet
gnostische Psalmen (Diss. Bonn, 1973), pp. 78-142.
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1 mpwté{roxo)s H. Usener (Altgriech. Versbau, Bonnae 1887, p. 94s.), cf. v. 2 : mpdrog P :
périotog coniec. Em. Miller (Oxonii 1851) 2 16 8¢ 3edtepov P. Cruice (Parisiis 1860) 3
zpreden(v) (sc. polpav seu t&Ew) scripsi : tprtdtn P : tpitatov Miller / @A’ Miller : EAafev P
. fayev Cruice (8Aay’ A. Swoboda), at cf. fliad. 23.275 / (éEdepyalopévn scripsi :
tpyalopévny P Ev(0’) ¢pyalopévn Miller 4 tobrto P / éAdgov Miller : Eagov P : éhagpav
Gu. Harvey (ad Irenaei I [1857], p. LXI) : éAagpov Gu. Christ (Anthol. Gr. carminum
Christ., Lipsiae 1871, p. 32s.) 5 favdtou coniec. P. Wendland (1916), conl. Plat. Phaed.
glal 6 pévadd. Miller / BasiA(erov) Swoboda : Baust P : Baciheiav Miller 7 {om)AAatov
coniec. Th. Wolbergs : #\awov P : &eov Miller : éXeeiv’ Cruice, agn. Wendland /
éxpt(mto)uévn Cruice : éppiuévn P : €pprupévn Miller / xAder Christ : xAafer P 7abc del.
Cruice (1860) et Ad. ab Harnack (1902): tres dochmios anapaestis immiscuit poeta
quidam temporis posterioris, verbis vv. 6-7 moté (uév) BAémet 16 pidg, moté d¢ xAdet adhor-
tatus. 7abc scripsi ex coniectura: moté 8¢ xAafetor yaipet, moté 8¢ xAaietxpivetar, moté 8¢ xpiv-
et Bviioxer, mote 8¢ yivetor P 8 x* add. Cruice et &véfodov scripsit Christ : &véfodog P :
xavékodog Wendland / xox@®{v) Miller : xax& P 9 AoBopwbov corr. ex AaBupivBwv P /
eiofi\fe P, corr. Miller 10 8inool¢ P, corr. Miller / ésép P, corr. Miller 11 163’ add.
Miller : &’ add. Cruice 12 mvofi¢ P, corr. Cruice / dronA&letar Cruice : émmAdletat
P 14 xal obx oide mag P, corr. Miller 18 Swavoifw P, corr. Miller 19 te Harvey et R.
Lipsius (Gnosticismus, 1860, p. 56) : 8¢ P 20 xal del. Lipsius et Usener.

TRANSLATION

The universal law of the All was the First-born Mind;

the second one after the First-born was the outpoured Chaos,

while the Soul got the third rank, with the duty to fulfill the law.

For that reason she put on the form of a hind

and started toiling as a captive, being a game for Death.

Sometimes she would live in a royal palace and look at the light,
but sometimes she is being thrown in a den, and there she weeps. (7)

7a { Sometimes she rejoices, sometimes she weeps aloud;
7b  sometimes she is a judge, sometimes she is being judged;
7¢  sometimes she dies, sometimes she is being born.}

Finally, she—wretched in her sorrows—

in her wanderings entered the exitless Labyrinth.

Then Jesus said: ‘‘Look, Father:

this prey to evils is wandering away to Earth,

far from Thy spirit (or breath)!

And she seeks to escape the bitter Chaos,

but knows not how to win through. (14)

For that reason send Me, Father!

Bearing the seals I will descend;

I will pass through all the Aeons;

[ will reveal all the mysteries

and show the forms of the gods.

I will transmit the secrets of the holy way,

calling them Gnosis (Knowledge).”’ (21)
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COMMENTARY

1.vépog Yevexdg = 6 xowdg vépog, ‘“the universal law”’ (A. Hilgenfeld).
Compare Heraclitus Fr. 23 Marc. (=B 114 DK); Cleanthes Hymnus in
lovem vv. 24 and 39; Diog. Laert. 7.88; Diodorus Tarsensis Fr. 20 in
Deut. (P.G. 33, p. 1583 C) yevx?) (opp. meptxn) vopobesio.—vépog ~ véog
: Cic. De legg. 2.8: ita principem legem... mentem esse... dei; P.G.M.
5.465 6 péyag Nolg, wbpwg 0 mav drowxidv.—6 mpwtdtoxos N6og : cf.
Theodoret. Haer. 1.4 npwtéyovog Notg; Iren. Ady. haer. 1.24.4: (Basilides)
innatum... Patrem... misisse primogenitum Nun suum; 1.1.1
(Ptolemaeus) tov 8¢ Nolv tottov xal Movoyevi] xalobor xal Ilatépor xal
"Apynv todv névtwy; Nag Hammadi Codices (= NHC) 1.1 (The Prayer of the
Apostle Paul), A.38; V.1 (Eugnostos the Blessed), p. 9.7.2

2. ©6 yuBtv Xaog = Hippol. Refut. 5.7.9 (p. 145.45 M.) 16 éxxexupévov
Xéog, ‘‘the outpoured ( =boundless) Chaos;’’ 10.32.1 (p. 408.2 M.)
Xéog dnepov. Cf. NHC I1.5 (On the Origin of the World), p. 99.27 f.: *“all of
that (sc. Chaos) is a boundless darkness and water of unfathomable
depth;’” p. 98.31 “‘the limitless Chaos;’’ 1.5 (The Tripartite Tractate), p.
89.26 f.: “‘(the pit)... which is called the Outer Darkness, and Chaos,
and Hades, and the Abyss’’ (cf. Hebrew tehim); Iren. 1.30.1 (Ophites):
$8wp, oxétog, &fuscog, xdog.—As for the paretymology, cf., e.g., Zeno
(S.V.F. I, No. 103): aquam x&og appellatum &mo to0 yxéecBor.

3. (éE)epyalopévn vépov, ‘‘fulfilling the law:’’ cf. Ps. 14:2 = Acts
10:35 épyalbuevog dixatosivny, ‘‘bringing about justice.”’ Cf. Ptolemy Ep.
6.6 =Rom. 7:12 dote 6 pév vépog &ylog, xal 7 evtodn dyfo xol duxaior xol
Gy,

4. éldgou popypnv mepixetévn: cf. Ps. 41:2 ov tpbmov émumobetl 1
Elagog éml ta¢ TNYdg TOV VO&TwY, oltwe émmobel N duyA wov mpog of, O
Bedc. Hence the image of a hind standing at the right hand of Jesus during
his baptism, in an early Christian fresco.?® (A more remote possibility is
the influence of the myth of Actaeon changed into a stag.) Compare
Wolbergs, p. 45 f.—1I think the reading éAdgpou (EAagov P) is strongly sup-
ported by v. 5, Bavdtwt perétmue = ‘‘a spoil or game for the hunter
Death:”’ cf. Xenophon Cyneg. 13.15 7 perétn tdv xuvnyetdv.*

5. xomtat (SLt& tolto, i.e., éEepyalomévy vémov): ‘‘the principle Soul
works hard and toils (while bringing life to the Creation).”” Cf. NHC II.1

2 Cf. James M. Robinson, Ed., The Nag Hammad: Library in English (Leiden, 1977).

3 Cf. Joseph Wilpert, Die Malereien der Katakemben Roms (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1903),
plate 259 nr. 2; cf. plate 150 nr. 3; Wolbergs, p. 45 f.; A. van Lantschoot, in Coptic Studies
in Honor of W.E. Crum (Boston, 1950), p. 347 f.

+ On the other hand, to read with Harvey, Christ and others, éAagpdv popeny
mepuetpévy, ‘putting on a fickle form,”” weuld be insipid.
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(The Apocryphon of John), p. 20.19 f.: ““And she (sc. the luminous Epinoia)
assists the whole creature, by toiling with him...;”” Hippol. Refut. 5.7.25:
Aéyoust 0bv mepl i 100 Tvebpatog odalag, fitig éatl TAVTWY TV YIvopévey
altio, Tt TobTwv Eativ 008év, Yevvdr B¢ xal motel mévra & Ywdpevo. —Oaver-
cot eAétnpo: cf. perhaps NHC I1.3 (The Gospel of Philip, Logion 39), p.
60.12-14: “‘Echmoth is the Wisdom of death, which is the one who knows
death’”’ = Yuyx7 in Valentinus ap. Hippol. Refut. 6.32.8-9.

6-7. Tott WEv ... BAéneL TO pig, MoTE dE... xAdet: cf. Iren. 1.4.2
(Ptolemy): TToté pév yap Exhoue (sc. "Axapdd 7 éxtog tob mAnpmdpatog) xol
¢AUTETTO ... Od TO xotoheAetpBot Lovny v T@dL GXOTEL Xl TV XEVOUOTL: TTOTE
3¢ elc Evvorav fixovaa T00 xataAimévTog adTHY PwTodg dexeito xal EyéAa. .. (von
Harnack, SBBA, 1902, p. 544 n. 1).—6 astAetov, ‘‘royal palace (open
to sunshine),”” cf. Xenophon Cyrop. 2.4.3. —Eyousa = évoixoboa, ‘‘dwell-
ing in:”’ cf. Soph. El 181.—16 ¢&¢ =1 Nédog= 12 mvorj (mvedpa): cf.
Ptolemy Ep. 7.7 (nothp = ¢&¢); Hippol. Refut. 5.19.2 (the Sethians): @éx
xal ox67t0¢" TovTwv 3¢ dativ év uéowt mvedpa dxépatov (and Wolbergs, p. 48
f).

7. (em)NAarov: cf. Plot. 2.9.6.8 dvafdoeig éx t0b srnlaiov (Wolbergs,
pp. 49-51); Plato Rep. VII, 514 a 5 6 omfAaov; Iren. 1.4.2 év t@t oxdtet
xal et xevedpatt. —Matt. 21:13 = Jer. 7:11 onAlatov Anatav, ‘‘den of the
robbers;”” NHC I1.3 (The Gospel of Philip, Logion 9), p. 53.11-13: “‘It (sc.
the soul of Christ) fell into the hands of robbers and was taken captive,
but he (sc. Christ) saved it.”” Hippol. 5.6.7 (the Naassenes): xai tpetg éx-
xAnoton, dyyeAwed], duyxd, xoudr dvépata d¢ adtalg éxAextd, xAnti,
alxpudAwrog.

6-7. Bastletov : smfAatov = pid¢ : axdtog: cf. Hippol. 5.7.9 tég 3¢
alharydg tadtag (sc. Tig duxiic) td¢ moxihag Ev Tl Emiypapowévirl xat’
Alyurtioug edoyyehiwt xewévag Exovay (sc. the Naassenes); Corp. Hermet.
10.7 todtwv tolvwv t@v Quy@dv moAhai of petaforal, t@v uiv Eml 1O
edtuyéatepov, tév B¢ éml 1o évavtiov (and A.-J. Festugiére ad loc.); Cle-
ment Exc. ex Theodoto 56.3 t0 pév ov mvevpatixdv pboet swlbuevov, 1o 8¢
buxixdv adreboborov By émitnderbtnTar ExeL mpde Te mioTY xodl dpBapatov xol
Tpog dmiotiav xol ghopdv, xatd THv oixelav alpeow: to 3¢ Ghxdv @loet
&néXvrar; Iren. 1.6.1 (p. 51 f. Harvey).

7. xAdet: Iren. 1.4.2: énd yap t@v daxpdwv adtfig (sc. Achamoth)
YeYovévan macav Evuypov oboiav, &md 8¢ Tob YéAwtog THY ewtewiv...; NHC
II.1, p. 31.6: Pronoia in the realm of darkness (prison, Chaos, Hades)
“wept and shed tears, bitter tears...”” (cf. Wolbergs, p. 50 f.).

7abc: The intrusion of three dochmiacs into the anapaestic system
delates the lines as being a later expansion inspired by v. 7 xAdet (so von
Harnack)—probably by somebody who wanted to have a psalm con-
sisting of 24 (instead of 21) lines, or by somebody who wanted to
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elaborate on the destiny of Soul.—7b. woté mtv xpivet (?), moté O& xpiv-
etoe: cf. Matt. 7:1-2; Luke 6:37; Sextus Sent. 183; Papyrus Berolinensis
8502.1 [ = BG 1] (The Gospel according to Mary), p. 15.16-19: “‘And the sou]
(duxn) said: ‘Why do you judge (xpivetv) me although I have not judged
(xptvew)? T was bound though I have not bound’.””?®

‘8. dvéEodov... AafdptvBov: cf. A.G. 12.93.1 (Rhianus) XeBdpivBoc
&vékodog; Theocrit. 12.19 dvé€odov elg ’Axépovta (and A.S.F. Gow ad
loc.).—N peAéa xax@v: cf. Eurip. Med. 96 8ctavog éye peléa te moveov,

10.=15. mavep: i.e., 1 Néog. The father of Jesus, Son of Man, is
Man.

11. {Atnpa xax®v=>5. Bavatewt peAétnua, ie., ‘‘a prey to evils”
(von Harnack). (Cf. Hippocrat. V.M. 3 {itnua... ebpnua, ‘‘thing sought
and thing found’’.)

12. &xd 67 mvortig dmomAaletat: ‘‘is wandering away far from Thy
spirit (or breath):”’ cf. liad. 13.591 f.; Odyssey 1.75. —zvorng = nvebuatog:
cf. 1 Clem. 21.9 mvon Beob; Gen. 2:7; 7:22; Ps.-Clem. Hom. 16.16 duydc. ..
v 100 Beol mvony fupreauévoc.

13. <o muxpov Xdog: cf. mxpdc “Awdne W. Peek, Griechische Vers-
Inschriften, 567.4; A.G. 7.303.6.

14. obx otde(v 8)mwg dreAeboetan: the opposite is 21 yv@atg = Yv@dag
tii¢ dylag 6800, ‘‘the (secret) knowledge of the ascent (= é&vodog) of the
soul.”” Compare Aram. mas(s)iqta, ‘‘ascent of the soul’’ of the Man-
deans.®

16. sppaytdag Eywv: probably, ‘‘passes,”” or magic formulas, each
one different for each Aeon, for both the descending Redeemer (Jesus)
and the ascending Soul and the souls of the pneumatics (gnostics). Com-
pare 1 Jeu 33-38 (seven seals) and 2 Jeu 45-48 (eight seals) ed. C.
Schmidt;” Fr. J. Doélger, Sphragis (1919), pp. 160 ff.; G. Fitzer, in G. Kit-
tel, Theol. Wb. zum NT, 7 (1964), 953; Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, Gr.-Engl.
Lex. of the NT, s.v., 1 d; Wolbergs 56.

17 At@vag 8Aoug: probably, either seven or thirteen of them; cf. Hip-

5 Text and translation by R. McL. Wilson and George W. MacRae, in Douglas M.
Parrott, Nag Hammad: Codices V, 2-5 and V1 with Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, I and 4 (Nag
Hammadi Studies, 11, Leiden, 1979), p. 463 f.

6 Cf. R. Reitzenstein, Duie hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen (3rd ed., Leipzig, 1927), p-
295.

7 Koptisch-gnostische Schrifien, 1. Die Pistis Sophia, die beiden Biicher des Jeu, unbekann-
tes altgnostisches Werk, ed. Carl Schmidt; 3rd ed. by Walter Till (GCS, 45, Berlin,
1962), pp. 290-294 and 308-314. The Books of Jeu and the untitled text in the Bruce Codex, text
edited by Carl Schmidt, translation and notes by Violet MacDermot (Nag Hammadi
Studies, 13, Leiden, 1978), pp. 83-88 and 105-116.
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pol. 5.6.5; 5.7.20; 5.9.5. According to the Naassenes, Jesus himself is
uaxdpLog Alow Alwwvev (Hippol. 5.8.45).8

18. puotipta wavto: probably, a concrete thing: a secret password,
sign or symbol, different for each one of the archons (aeons). Cf. Orig.
Contra Celsum 6.31; Revel. 1:20; Hippol. 5.9.22.°

19. pop9ag... Bewv: ‘‘the shape (form) of each one of the aeons.”
Such as lion, bull, serpent, eagle, bear, dog, ass, cock, hyena, dragon,
monkey, sheep. Cf. Origen Cels. 6.30 and 6.33; NHC II.1 (The
Apocryphon of John), p. 11.26-34; Wolbergs 56 n. 95.—feol = aitveg,
dotépes: cf. P.G.M. 13.997; Hippol. 5.16.6 (the Peratics).

20. & xexpuppéve (‘‘the secrets’”) = oppayideg + LuoTApL + Loppal
ey (?).—m &yl 686g = 1) tiig Vuxdic xal v Tvevpatixév dvodog. Com-
pare perhaps The Gospel according to Mary (BG 1, p. 16.14-21): The seven
powers (¢6ousia) of wrath (dpyi) ask the ascending soul: ““Whence do you
come, slayer of men, or (3)) where are you going, conqueror of space?’’
The soul answered and said: ‘“What binds me has been slain, and what
surrounds me has been overcome, and my desire (émifupia) has been
ended, and ignorance has died...”’ '°

21. dvotEw... émdeliw... maupaddsw: sc. tolg mveupatixolg (voepols,
¢xhextolg, dyyeAixotg) wévorg: Hippol. 5.6.7.

CONCLUSIONS

(1) The Naassene psalm is a complete creed of a three-principle
Gnostic system: in twenty-one brief lines the psalm comprises no less
than thirty Gnostic key-words. Moreover, the psalm is a gem of the
Christian Gnosticism: compare Jesus in line 10 and Hippol. 5.9.21-22
(p. 170.122 Marc.): “‘For we [the Naassenes] enter in through the true
gate, which is Jesus the Blessed one [cf. John 10:9; Ps. 118 (117):20].
And out of all men we are the only true Christians, who perform the
mystery at the third gate [cf. 2 Cor. 12:2; Gen. 28:17; Hippol. 5.8.31].”

(2) The psalm consists of three hebdomads (total, 21 lines). (Incidentally,
the cosmic hebdomad of seven planets is mentioned at Hippol. 5.7.23-24;
and the Naassene Jesus reveals himself in the fourteenth aeon: Hippol.

® Cf. P.G.M. 4.2198 6 Aldwv tév Aidvwy; Synes. Hymn. 5 (2).67; A.D. Nock, Essaps on
Religmn... (Boston, 1972), 1, pp. 383 and 388; W. Bousset, ‘‘Der Gott Aion,’’ in Religions-
geschichiliche Studien (Supplements to NT, 50, Leiden, 1979), pp. 192-230.

94Cf. A. von Harnack, op. cit., p. 545; A.D. Nock, op. cit., II, pp. 798 n. 28: 889 and
n. 43,

' Text and translation by R. McL. Wilson and George W. MacRae, in NHS, 11
(above, n. 5), p. 465.
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5.7.20 [cf. 2 Cor. 12:2].) The first hebdomad (1-7), composed in six (1-3
and five (4-7) catalectic anapaests each line, states the three basic prin.
ciples of the system (1-3; notice three past tenses: 1 fiv, 2 fv, 3 €Aaf’), anc
succinctly describes the mission of the third principle, the soul, in this
world of ours (4-7; notice three present tenses this time: 5 xomét, 6 $Aéne,,
7 xAder).

The second hebdomad (8-14), composed in four catalectic anapaest:s
each line, reveals that the time for the Apocatastasis has come. Finally,
the third hebdomad (15-21), with paroemiacs in lines 17-19 and 21,
speaks of the Redemption itself. It is separated from the second heb-
domad by no less than five future tenses, each one placed at the line end:
16 xatafficopar /, 17 Bodebow /, 18 dvoilkw /, 19 édmdeilfw /, 21
Topadow /.

As a whole, the psalm displays the figure of an inverted pyramid, with the
line containing the word Gnosis (21) at its top. The intention seems to be
clear: the salvation comes from above. But maybe the psalm itself was
devised as a pustiptov, a ‘‘magic formula’’ for the pneumatics, enabling
them to achieve the ascent and the salvation? As for the figure itself, it is

Hellenistic: compare, e.g., the [IéAexvg by Simmias from Rhodes in E.
Diehl, Anth. Lyr. 2, p. 260.

(3) The three principles of the psalm (Nous, Chaos, Psyche, 1-3) seem
to be genuinely Naassene. Compare Cau-lacau, Sau-lasau, Zenodp
(Ze’er Sham) at Hippol. 5.8.4 [Isaiah 28:10; Iren. 1.24.5-6, et alibi]; or o
IMpochv, To Eéxxeyuuévov Xdog, 6 Altoyevic at Hippol. 5.7.9; or else
(CApy)dvBpwnog, 7 Bvnthy @loic 1 xdtw, Yidg 'AvBpdmov at Hippol. 5.8.2
and 10.9.1. To quote Hippolytus himself (5.8.1): ‘“He who says that the
All is composed of three (principles), speaks the truth and will be able to
give the proof about the universe.”” In my opinion, the conclusion
reached by Bernhard Herzhoff, in his dissertation on the psalm (Bonn,
1973), p. 135, that Valentinus himself i1s the author of the Naassene
psalm, cannot stand criticism. The psalm can be explained in terms of

the Naassene system alone (involving three principles) as preserved in
Hippolytus 5.6.3—5.10.2 and 10.9.

(4) In the psalm, the lion’s share belongs to the third (middle) princi-
ple, the Soul (11 lines), and to her salvation (along with the salvation of
all the pneumatics; 8 lines). The Soul ‘‘fulfills the law’’ of the All (i.e., of
Nous), by bringing life to the xtisig: ‘‘For the Soul is the cause of
everything that comes into being’’ (Hippol. 5.7.10). To accomplish this
mission (& toGt’, 4), the Soul puts on the form of a hind (probably under
the influence of Psalm 41:2), and descends to Earth (4-7).
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In other words, I think that the word véuog in line 3 has the same sense
as the word vdpog in line 1 (a kind of ring composition): ‘‘the law of the
All.”’ It does not have the derogatory connotation of 6 véuog tj¢ xticews
(contra, €.8. R. Reitzenstein, SB Akad. Heidelberg 10 [1917], p. 49;
Wolbergs, pp. 44 f.). The very fact that the Soul ‘‘puts on a form”
(opPv nepuxethév), 4) attests to a special mission of a divine principle.
That this mission is by no means limited to the xticig alone, becomes
clear from Hippol. 5.7.11-13 (p. 145.55 M..): I1aca obv gioig émovpavicwy,
gnot (sc. Naassenus), xai émyeiwv xal xatayfoviwv (Phil. 2:10) duxiig
opéyetar, where 7 t@v Umepxoopiwy xal alwviwy dvew waxapia gl (p.
146.65 M..) is being included (t& éniyeta = Agpoditn, ta& xatayfévia = [Tep-
se@bvn, T& Emovpdvia = Tekivn)

(5) Accordingly, there is no disagreement between the first and the
second hebdomad of the psalm: the former deals with Cosmogony, the
latter with Apocatastasis. In part one, xomat (‘‘works hard, toils’’) was to
be expected as part of the Soul’s mission in the xti{otg (and was authorized
by the universal law of the All, Nous). However, the Soul’s perishing in
the Labyrinth (Chaos) was not expected. As soon as the Soul reaches this
point (in part two of the psalm), the time for Redemption has come, and
the Redeemer acts: ‘“Then Jesus said: ‘Look, Father: this prey for
evils... For that reason send me, Father!”’’ This point of mortal danger
for the Soul is emphasized by the expression, 12 &nd ofi¢ mvorij
anomAdletor (implying: ‘‘wandering away too far from Thy protecting
spirit’’), which is sandwiched between four words expressing
“‘hopelessness,’”” placed at the beginning and end of the second heb-
domad: 8-9 d&véodov... Aafdpwbov, and 13-14 16 mxpdv Xdog... od
Stekedoetar.

(6) The Redeemer Jesus (Son of Man, Adamas) is a doublet of the Soul:
both are bisexual (&poevébniug), Hippol. 5.6.5 vs. 5.7.13. The Father to
whom Jesus, Son of Man, speaks (in lines 10 and 15) is Man (Archan-
thropos, Nous): here Harnack (SBBA, 1902, p. 544) is correct, contra B.
Herzhoff, op. cit., p. 110 (Jesus’ father is ‘‘the unborn Father’ of
Basilides). Again, there are only three principles in the Naassene system;
the only apparent “‘fourth principle’’ there is the Demiurge Esaldaeus
[El-Shaddai], ““the fiery god, the fourth in number”’ (Hippol. 5.7.30),
but he is equated with Chaos (Hippol. 5.8.5).

When descending to this world, the Soul takes the form of a hind: the
descending Jesus apparently takes the form of Man. While Psyche is
Predominantly psychic, the affinity between Psyche and Jesus may well
be in the fact that both share in the pneuma. Jesus is pneumatic par ex-
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cellence, while Psyche is pneuma qua Life: Aéyouvstv obv mepl tfig oG
nvebpotog odotag, #tig Eati mévtwy T@Y Ywopévwv altia, 8t Tobtwv Eotly
00dév, yewwdr 8¢ xol motel mévta t& ywépeva (Hippol. 5.7.25).

Incidentally, Psyche (and the psychics) is adtefodstog, and can choose
between salvation and perdition (Clement Exc. ex Theodoto 56.3). Hence
the Naassene 7 ¢uyuxi) =7 xAnti) éxxAnaia (Hippol. 5.6.7; cf. Matt. 22:14;
Clem. Exc. Theod. 58.1). On the other hand, Jesus, just like the three-
bodied giant Geryon (Hippol. 5.6.6; 5.8.4), comprises all three ‘““men”’
(pneumatic, psychic, choic: 5.6.7).

(7) Finally, the presence in the psalm of a pre-existent Jesus (for the ex-
pected Christ) does not prove Valentinian authorship of the psalm. For it
may be explained by strong Christian feelings of the Naassenes. Com-
pare, e.g., Hippol. 5.9.21-22 (quoted above, Conclusions, 1, p. 85); or
5.8.45 (Jesus as 6 paxdptog Alwv Aldvwv); or else 5.8.20-21 (Jesus, the
true gate, equated with the perfect Man, fully ‘‘characterized’’ from the
Uncharacterized One above).

However, pre-existent_Jesuses are known from other Gnostic systems as
well; compare, e.g., NHC IIL.2 (The Gospel of the Egyptians), p. 64.1 and
p. 65.17; VII.2 (The Second Treatise of the Great Seth), p. 66.8; I1.5 (On the
Onigin of the World), p. 105.25; Pistis Sophia, c. 81 (p. 114 f. Schmidt-Till).

Valentinian flavor may be detected in v. 7, xAdet (cf. Iren. 1.4.2), as
Harnack had suggested (p. 544 n. 1). But compare also, e.g., NHC II.1
(The Apocryphon of John), p. 31.6 f.: ““‘And he (sc. the spirit in the chains of
the prison of the body) wept and shed tears. Bitter tears he wiped from
himself...”’

In conclusion, the content of the fascinating Naassene psalm 1is
Naassene, not Valentinian.
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PHANES, PHICOLA, AND THE SETHIANS!

There is a puzzling piece of evidence about the mysteries of the Meydn
Bedg (i.e., I'n: cf. Paus. 1.31.4) at the Attic Phlya,? as reported by Hip-
polytus, Refutatio, 5.20.6-8 (pp. 194.29-195.40 Marc.). Unfortunately,
books IV-X of the Elenchos are preserved in one single manuscript, the
extremely corrupt and highly lacunose Par. suppl. gr. 464 saec. XIV.
They were then inadequately edited by Paul Wendland (then a dying
man), and posthumously published by the Berlin Academy in 1916.
Nevertheless, Wendland’s text was reprinted by Otto Kern, in Or-
phicorum Fragmenta (Berlin, 1922), Fr. 243; in his PW RE article on
Mysteries (XVI [1935], col. 1265), and recently by F.H. Sandbach, in
Plutarch, Moralia, vol. VII (Teubner, 1967), Fr. 24, as well. I am offer-
ing the following text of the passage under consideration.

[ToAX& pév obv éott o émi tiig maotddog €xeivng [sc. in Phlya] éy-
yeypouwévall)  (mepl v xad IThobtapyog moteTtan Aéyoug v taigt?)  mpog
"Epnedoxhéa 3éxa BlBAog), Zott 8¢ (8v)®)  toig mhelootdv &Ahorg)(®) xal
npeafitng T éyyeypappmévoc!) moAide, mrepwtéds,(®) Evtetapévny Exwy
v aloxbvry, yuvaixa &mogelyovsav didxwv xuvoeldd.(0) émyéypan-
o Ot éml 100 mpeaBitov: Ddog puétng, () Emt 8¢ tig yuvauxdg: T mepen T
Duxb6ha.®)  Eowxe B2 eivar xatd tov (t@v)(®)  Tmbravidv Aéyov 6 Ddog
puétne(”) 16 @i, 10 Bt axotetvdv Bdwp!?)  / [Par. f. 51V] | Db, 10
3¢ év péowt todtwv Sidotmuo dpuovie Ilvebpatog (tod)(')  petafd
tetaypévou. to B¢ Evopa 100 Ddoud¢ puétou(!?) Ty ploty dvewbey tob
Pw1hg, wg Aéyoust, dNAOL xdtw* Gate eDAGYWE &v Tic elmol Tode Enbravodg
€yy0g mou tekelv map” adrotg(!3) & tHig MeydAng Phetasiov dpya.(1)

(1 g’Yxs- P @ 14ig Em. Miller (Oxonii, 1851) : toi¢ P ¥ &v addidi post Mill. ) toic
R)\EL'OGL P : (év) toi¢ mukedot coniec. Miller, agn. P. Cruice (Parisiis, 1860) : totg xeioat
coniec. E. Maass (Orpheus, 1895, p. 302) : toi¢ nagtdar coniec. Wendland / &\Aoig addidi
conl. Hippol. 5.21.1 (p. 196.3 s. M.) et lliad. 9.639 © metpwrog P, corr. Miller ()
xwvoedd] P : xvavoetdfi F.G. Schneidewin et L. Duncker (Gottingae, 1859), agn. Cruice, P.
Tﬁnnfry (Revue de philol. 24 [1900], p. 99), F.H. Sandbach (1967) ") ®do¢ puétng scripsi :
Pxog puéving P : ®dwng pueic B. ten Brink (Mnemosyne 2 [1853], p. 383) : Ddvrg éptévtng
coniec. E. Maass (p. 303) @ 1 mepen t non sanum (an yepoud), 1.4. yepapn, ‘‘veneranda,
l’lonoranda”?) et Quebha scripsi : mepengixdha P : Tlepoegévn DAvé ten Brink : ¢piévtouv Képn

' Paper read at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, held in
Chicago, 8-11 November 1973.

? Cf. Otto Kern, in PW RE, XVI (1935), s.v. Mysterien, col. 1265 f.; Ernst Meyer, in
RE, Suppl. X (1965), s.v. Phlya, col. 537.
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coniec. Maass  t@v addidi (9 3¢ post Udwp P, transp. Gottingenses (D 1o5

addidi  '® ®do(v )¢ puétou scripsi : gdog puévtou P ; Mévnrog puévrog ten Brink (9 abroig

scripsi : adtotg P (') Ohiasiwy (PAetasiwv ego) Spyie R. Scott et A. Meineke : plougc
lovépyta P : Dhufioty (PAudowy H. Diels) 8pyte Gottingenses

1. The grey-headed, winged old man pursuing a fleeing woman 1is,
most probably, the Orphic god Phanes (as B. ten Brink, back in 1853, had
guessed), and not Boreas pursuing Oreithyia (as Paul Tannery, op. cit.,
p. 100 n. 2, had suggested). For:

(a) The epithet moAidg, ‘‘grey-headed,’’ suits Phanes well in his role of
[Tpwréyovog (““first-born’”)* and &pyéyovog (‘‘primeval:”” Nonnus, Dionys.
12.68) god.

(6) The epithet mtepwtdg is welcome too, since Phanes has golden
wings* and is so represented in art.’

(c) His membrum wvirile is erect (évtetapévnyv E€xwv tiv aloyxbvny), for
Phanes is the Orphic begetter of both the gods and the mortals: yévesig
poaxdpwv Bvntav t° dvBpddmtwv (Orphic hymn to IMpwtéyovog 6.3 Quandt).

As such he is sometimes called Ipianog (Orph. hymn. 6.9),° moAdomopog
(6.10), and Eros as well (cf. Proclus, In Plat. Tim. 31 a, I, p. 434.4 Diehl:
6 Dévng = &Bpog “"Epwg, and perhaps Aristophanes, Birds, 696 f.). In this
respect, the long Magic papyrus from Paris (Suppl. gr. 574, col. 1748
ff.=P.G.M. IV: I, p. 128 Preisendanz) seems to be of special
significance: émxadobuad e, TOv dpynYETny mdomg Yevésews, TOv dtatelvavta
TOG EQTOD TTEPUYAS ElC TOV GUUTAVTA XOGHOV... TPWTOYOVE, TavTOg XTioTA,
XPUGOTTEPUYE. ..

(d) Pévng = Pdog. The etymology of Phanes had been often deduced in
antiquity from ¢&¢. Compare Orphic hymn 6.8:

Aopmpov dywv @dog dyvéy, &e’ ob ot Ddvnto xixAfioxw.

Hermias, In Plat. Phaedr. 247 c, p. 149 Couvreur: @éyyog deAntov, and
K. Preisendanz, in PW RE, XIX (1938), s.v. Phanes, col. 1763.

(¢) As for the epithet of Phanes, puévtng, I think it must be corrupt. For,
it cannot be explained as being formed by analogy after adBéving, cuvév-
g, etc. [ would suggest the reading guétng as the easiest way out. This

3 Cf. Orph. hymn. 6.1 Quandt; Nonnus, Dionys. 9.141; 12.34; Hermias, /n Plat. Phaed'f'
247 ¢, p. 149 Couvreur; Damascius, Dubitat. et solut. de primis principiis, cc. 111 and 123 bis
(I, pp. 285.9 and 319.5 Ruelle [Paris, 1889]), and Karl Preisendanz, in PW RE, XIX
(1938), s.v. Phanes, col. 1764.

¢ Cf. Orph. hymn. 6.2: ypucéausv dyokképevov mrepbyesot (and W. Quandt, ad loc.);
Hermias, /n Plai. Phaedr. 246 ¢, p. 142.13 Couvreur ( = Fr. 78 Kern):

xpuoeialg mtepbyeaat opeduevog Evbor xai Evbor.
Aristophanes, Birds 697, and Preisendanz, o.c., 1765.

> Compare, e.g., the winged Phanes on a second-century A.D. relief, now in Modena:
Revue Arch. 1 (1902), pl. 1; W.K.C. Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion (London, 1935), pl.
12 facing p. 254.

6 Cf. Hans Herter, De Priapo (RGVV, 23, Giessen, 1932), pp. 70; 308.
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puétng was formed in the same way as were dpamnétng, Emétng, éxéng,
xpay€Tng, vouéTng; dpxmyétrg, edepyétng, bmmpétng, etc.” I think the emen-
dation is strongly supported by Hippolytus’ context, in which guétng is
explained as indicating ‘‘the shedding or streaming of light downwards”’
(o B¢ Bvopa Tob Ddo(v)g puétov TV ploy &vwbev 100 pwtdg, g Aéyouat,
Snhot xdtw).

2. Consequently, there seems to be little room for doubt that our ®é&og
puétng is the Orphic primeval begetter Phanes. But who is the fleeing
woman? Her name, ®wdéla, mentioned twice in the text, seems to be
sound. Now, the only known partner of Phanes in Orphic cosmogonies is
Nyx (cf. Orph. Fr. 98; 104; 109 Kern, and Preisendanz, op. cit., col. 1767
ff.). Thus, I would suggest that Phicola 1s a chthonic deity linked to the
Night-goddess.

(a) She is described as being ‘‘dog-like,”” xvvoetdfc = xvvdmg. This I
would understand as a woman with the face (or maybe mask?) of a bitch.
(Schneidewin’s reading xvavoetdfig = xvavér, ‘‘dark, black,’” is not likely
Greek, though it was accepted by Cruice, Tannery, and recently by
Sandbach as well.) Now, Selene is called sometimes ‘‘bitch.’” So in the
already mentioned Pap. Mag. Par. IV, col. 2279: Kuve; col. 2337: xbewv
xvéveog; col. 2251: {comdpBeve xbov.?

(b)) No doubt, the word IIEPEH is a corruption. (My guess is, of
FEPATH = yepopt}, oeasts, ‘‘reverend, venerable, august’’.) Anyway, it
must be an epithet of Phicola, some counterpart to Phanes’ own epithet
puétng (and maybe mpeaf¥tng as well). Compare perhaps NU§ iepr, in the
Orphic hymn quoted by Hermias, loc. cit.

(¢) The name itself, ®ixé)a, if correct, cannot be a Greek word. My
guess is that it 1s a Semitic word. Compare the name of the commander of
Abimelech’s army, Phicol: ®wol (LXX, Gen. 21:22 and 32; 26:26);
®ixolog (Josephus, Ant. Tud. 1.263), and ®wxdAa, name of a village in
Transjordanic Peraea (Ant. Tud. 12.160).

In conclusion, I would suggest that Phicola is a chthonic partner to the
Orphic Phanes (as are Selene, Hecate, Persephone, or Nyx), coming
from a Semitic Orphic cosmogony.

3. This hypothesis may be supported by the following facts.
(a) In Orphic cosmogonies Semitic names sometimes do occur. So in

7 Cf. Ernst Fraenkel, Geschichte der griechischen Nomina agentis auf -tp, -twp, -tng (-t-)
(Untersuchungen zur indogerm. Sprach- u. Kulturwiss., 1, Strassburg, 1910), I, pp. 165
f; 234 ff.; Ed. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik (Munich, 1939 = 4th ed., 1968), I, p. 500.

* Also in Hymni magici, ed. K. Wessely: Denkschrifien der Akademie Wien (Phil.-hist. KI.,
36.2), 1888, pp. 27-35.
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the cosmogony of Mochos ap. Damascium, Dubit. et solut. de primis prin-
cipiis c. 125 ter (I, p. 323.8 Ruelle): OdAwpdg, 6 vonrog Bede.®

(b) We may rest assured that Hippolytus did not go to Phlya to see for
himself the paintings with the Orphic cosmogony in the colonnade of the
Great Goddess Earth; nor is he copying from Plutarch (as Ernst Meyer,
in PW RE, Suppl. X [1965], s.v. Phlya, col. 537.49, suggested). Here, as
elsewhere in the Elenchos, Hippolytus is simply copying his sources, this
time a Sethian Exegesis of their doctrines. This becomes clear from the
words at the end of our passage w¢ Aéyouat (sc. ol Enbiavol), and is con-
firmed by Hippolytus’ phrasing in the immediately following sentence
(5.20.8, p. 195.41 f. M.). Here the Sethian source quotes Iliad 15.189:

o0 8¢ mhvro SédacTon, Exactov!® & Eupmope Tt
in order to prove temporal priority and universal validity of the Sethian
triad: @ax, oxdtog, nvedua. Now, Hippolytus’ introducing words—T# 8¢
Sratpéael THL TELYT]L LopTUpPElV Eotxe xal 6 Tontig Aéywv—clearly come from
the same Sethian Exegesis.

Consequently, the Sethians could have used some Near-Eastern Orphic
cosmogony about Phanes and Phicola, while attributing it to the ancient
and famous mysteries of the Great Goddess at Phlya—ad maiorem gloriam
Sethianorum.

® Cf. Hans Schwabl, in PW RE, Suppl. IX (1962), s.v. Welischipfung, col. 1497.
10 Exastov scripsi (cf. p. 195.43: toutéott TGV TELXit Sinemuévesy Exactov elAnge dovay) :
Exacta P : Exastog Homer. et Hippol. 5.8.3.
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JUSTIN’S BARUCH: A SHOWCASE OF GNOSTIC SYNCRETISM

The book Baruch of the Gnostic Justin is preserved in Hippolytus alone
(Refut. 5.23.1-27.5 and 10.15.1-7, pp. 198-209 and 393-395 Marc.).' It
displays a strong Jewish background. Nevertheless, elements of Iranian
(Persian), Greek, and above all Christian beliefs are visible enough in the
system. I think Justin’s Baruch may serve as a showcase of Gnostic
syncretism at work.

AcTt ONE: THE PRIMORDIAL STATE

Theme 1: The Three Principles of the All (5.26.1 and 10.15.1). Baruch
belongs to the Gnostic systems operating with three fundamental prin-
ciples (such as are the systems of the Naassenes, Peratics, Sethians, Ar-
chontics, Docetists, of Monoimus, and of the Simonian Megale Apophasis
as well). The three principles of the All (7joav Tpelg Gpyal TV 6Awv) are:
the Good One (6 ’Ayaf6c), Elohim CEAwei{p) and Edem (CE8éu). All three
are ‘‘unbegotten’’ (&yévwnrot), i.e., imperishable and eternal. The first
two are male, the third one is female. The supreme principle, the Good
One, alone possesses the foreknowledge about the All (tpoyvwstixog tév
dAwv), while Elohim and Edem do not (they are &rpdyvwatotr).

Elohim i1s also called ‘‘Father of all what is created’’ (rwathp ndvtewy t@v
yewnt@v), and, in addition, ‘“‘unknown and invisible’”’ (&yvwatog xol

' This article is an expanded public lecture delivered on March 4, 1986, at the Univer-
sity of Illinois at Urbana, on the occasion of the 80th Anniversary of its Department of the
Classics.—Select literature on Justin’s Baruch: Hans Jonas, Gnosis und spitantiker Geist. Teil
1: Die mythologische Gnosis, Gottingen, 1934, 335-341 (3rd ed., 1964); Ernst Haenchen,
“Das Buch Baruch. Ein Beitrag zum Problem der christlichen Gnosis,”’ Zeitschrift fir
’7718010g1'e und Kirche 50 (1953) 123-158 = Idem, Gott und Mensch. Gesammelte Aufsdtze,
Tibingen, 1965, 298-334; Robert M. Grant, “Gnosis Revisited,”” Church History 23
(1_954) 36-45 = Idem, After the New Testament, Philadelphia, 1967, 194-207; Manlio
Simonetti, ““Note sul Libro di Baruch dello gnostico Giustino,”’ Vetera Christianorum (Bari) 6
(1969) 71-89; Idem, Testi Gnostici Cristiani, Bari, 1970, 52-60; Ernst Haenchen in Werner
Foerster, Die Gnosis, Zirich und Stuttgart (Artemis), 1, 1969, 65-79 (English translation
edited by R. McL. Wilson, Oxford, 1974); R. van den Broek, ‘“The Shape of Edem ac-
cording to Justin the Gnostic,”” Vigiliae Christianae 27 (1973) 35-45; Karin Kvideland,
“Elohims Himmelfahrt,”” Temenos (Helsinki) 10 (1974) 68-78; Maurice Olender,
“Eléments pour une analyse de Priape chez Justin le Gnostique,’”” Hommages @ Maarten ].
Vermaseren, Vol. 11, Leiden, 1978, 874-897 (Etudes Préliminaires aux Religions Orientales
dans I’Empire Romain, 68). Greck text: Hippolytus: Refutatio, ed. M. Marcovich, Berlin,
1986 (PTS, Vol. 25).
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&6patog). In her turn, the female principle, Edem, is irascible and double-
minded (dpyiAn and diyvduwv or diyvwpog). Her name is also Israel
(5.26.7 and 37), and Earth (I'fi: 5.26.7; 9; 36).

Where do these three principles come from? As for Edem, already her
name tells us that she is Eden from Gen. 2:8 (Kai épitevaey x0ptog 6 Beoc
napddetsov év Edep xatd dvatolds). However, since she is Earth as well,
the possibility remains that Hebrew ’adamah, ‘‘earth,’’ had played some
part in the paretymology of the name of Edem.?

Elohim is obviously the Jewish God-Demiurge, ‘‘Father of the whc
Creation.”’” Nevertheless, his epithets, &yvwstog xal &dbépatog, have puz-
zled scholars. So Hans Jonas (p. 336 and n. 1) suggested that all three
epithets of Elohim—a&npdyvwstog xal &yvwstog xal ddpatoc—should have
active sense, while translating, ‘‘ohne Vorauswissen, Erkennen und
Sehen.”” But he appended this caveat: so ungewoOhnlich m
gnostischen Sprachkreise auch diese Bedeutung von &yvwsto¢ und
&6patog sein mag.’’ In his turn, Ernst Haenchen (p. 125 n. 4) rejectd
Jonas’ interpretation, while taking both adjectives in their normal passive
sense, ‘‘unbekannt’ and ‘‘unsichtbar.”” But then he took them fora
later expansion to be deleted: ‘‘“Wir vermuten deshalb in den Worten i
&yvwatog xal ddpatoc den Zusatz eines Bearbeiters oder Abschreibers..)’
Thus Haenchen omits both words in his translation of Baruck in V.
Foerster, Die Gnosis, p. 72.

In my view, neither is right, and &yvwatog xai &épatog, ‘‘unknown at
invisible,’’ is genuine Justin’s. For, (1) both epithets are appropriate for
the Jewish God. Noetus calls Him so at Hippol. 9.10.10 (p. 348.50 M.,
cf. 9.9.5, p. 345.19 and 21: dgavig dbpatog &yvwstog avlpddmorg). (2) At
5.26.1=10.15.1, Edem has four epithets. Consequently, Elohim’s own
four epithets serve as counterbalance. And (3), Elohim’s epithets
““‘unknown and invisible’’ form a contrast to the very nature of Edem.
She is Earth, and as such she can be known and seen, while Elohim 1s
also Sky (Odpavée, 5.26.36) and Zeus (5.26.34 and 35: xbxvo¢ and
xpvadg), and as such ‘‘invisible.”’

While Elohim and Edem (Eden) are undeniably Jewish, the Good One
1s more difficult to assess. Certainly, he cannot derive from such a late
script as Ezra (4 Esdras 7.138), ca. A.D. 100. Nor can he be explained by
means of Mark 10:18 (Luke 18:19; Matt. 19:17): T{ pe Aéyewg dyadév;
0Vdel¢ dyafog el w eic 6 Bede, as Robert Grant (p. 37) and others were will-
ing to. It is true that Mark 10:18 is a favorite Gnostic text (compare the
Naassenes at Hippol. 5.7.26; Marcion at Hippol. 7.31.6; Marcus at

(%3

2 So Jonas, p. 336 n. 4; G. Scholem, Eranos Jahrbuch 22 (1953) 242 f.; van den Broek
40.
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Iren. 1.20.2). But it hardly can be the source of the widespread Gnostic
doctrine of the Good God. At Hippol. 5.7.26, for example, the N'T say-
ing is clearly a consequence, not a cause of the doctrine: ToGrov ¢3’) elvai
gnow "Ayafov puévov, xal mepi tobTou AeAéybBor T0 6o 100 Twtiipog Aeydpevov:
[follows Mark 10:18].

In a group of Gnostic systems there is a clear opposition between the
supreme Good God and the Jewish Just God. For example, in Cerdon,
Marcion, Apelles, and, I think, in Justin’s Baruch as well (compare Hip-
pol. 5.26.16, below, Theme 8). There can be little doubt that the Just
God is the Jewish Demiurge, the God of Law, Retribution and final
Justice, while the Good God is best explained as an alien, extra-cosmic,
unknowable god, say, the Iranian Ahura Mazda (or Ohrmazd). This is not
the place to deal with this vexata quaestio. My point is this: the unknown
Good God is present in too many different Gnostic systems to be ex-
plained by any single N'T passage (Mark 10:18 being included). For ex-
ample, in the Naassene doctrine (Hippol. 5.7.26; 5.8.44; 5.9.14); the
Marcionites (e.g., Iren. 1.27.1); Valentinus Fr. 2 (Clement, Strom.
2.114.3); Ptolemy, Ep. ad Floram (ap. Epiphan. Pan. 33.7.5); The
Apocryphon of John BG 8502.2, p. 25.18 f. Till-Schenke (‘‘der jederzeit
Gute (&yaféc), der Gutes (&yafév) Spendende, der Gutes (dyafév)
Tuende’’); NHC II.1, p. 4.6 f. (‘‘a goodness-giving Goodness’’); The
Gospel of Truth (NHC 1.3, pp. 33.34; 36.35; 42.30; 43.19); The Exegesis on
the Soul (NHC 1I1.6, p. 135.26); The Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC
I1.7, p. 145.14); Eugnostos the Blessed (NHC I11.3, p. 72.17) = The Sophia of
Jesus Christ (NHC II1.4, p. 95.10); Asclepius (NHC V1.8, p. 74.32); The
Second Treatise of the Great Seth (NHC VII.2, p. 62.11), and many others
(cf. Foerster’s ‘‘Register gnostischer Begriffe:”” Die Gnosis, p. 435 =p.
331 of English translation).

Theme 2: The Shape of Edem (5.25.1-4; 5.26.1; 10.15.2). She is Stscdpatog
and pEondpbevog, half virgin and half viper (from the groin down: péxet
BouB@vog mapbévog, Extdva 8¢ & xdtw). Now, what is the likely source of
Justin’s inspiration? Hippolytus himself (5.25.1-4) suggested the
Scythian Echidna, half virgin and half viper, the mother of Agathyrsus,
Gelonus and Scythes by Heracles, according to Herodotus (4.8-10).
Herodotus’ myth remains a possibility, but a remote one. For (1) the
similarities between Justin’s Edem and Herodotus’ Echidna stop at their
identical shape: the rest of each myth is different. And (2) There are other
Greek Echidnae, closer to Justin than is the Scythian one.

In his turn, Haenchen (p. 125 n. 2 = p. 301 n. 2) suggested the zodiacal
sign Virgo as the source of Justin’s Edem, since Virgo—along with
Gemini, Sagittarius and Pisces—is called in Astrology ‘‘a double-bodied
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sign”’ (diowpov {@diov: e.g., Sext. Empir. Adv. Math. 5.10 = Hippol.
5.13.8). So in 1969, Haenchen wrote (in Foerster, Die Gnosis, p. 66): ‘.
ihr [i.e., Eden’s] Jungfrauenleib geht unten in den einer Schlange Gber,
Hier spielt die antike Lehre von den Sternbildern hinein. Sie nannte
nicht nur die Fische und die Zwillinge zweileibig, sondern auch den
Schiitzen und die Jungfrau. Denn man stellte sich den einen als Zen-
tauren, als Pferdmenschen vor, die Jungfrau aber so, wie sie hier
beschrieben wird.”’

However, the image of Virgo as half virgin and half viper is to be
found nowhere in antiquity, and long before the publication of Haen-
chen’s article W. Gundel had shown (e.g., in PIV RE, XVIII [1949], s.v.
Parthenos 1, col. 1949.41-47) that the Virgo of the zodiac is called a
dupuéc, diswpov, sbvBetov or ToAbpopgov {pdiov thanks to the identification
of this sign with the composite figure of Isis with her small boy Horus,
the famous Isis lactans (Teucer of Babylonia, ed. F. Boll, Sphaera | Leipzig,
1913]), 18: ... "Iow tpépovsay tov “Qpov; Antiochus of Athens, ibid., 58:
Ev Moapbéve: yuvr) nadiov Bastalovsa). This was well pointed out by R.
van den Broek, op. cit., p. 37.

Robert Grant (p. 41) suggested the wedding of Zas and Chthonie from
Pherecydes of Syros as the source of Justin’s marriage of Elohim and
Edem. Pherecydes and Justin seem to share the information that the
respective marriage was the archetype of all human marriages
(Pherecydes 7 B 2, col. 2 Diels-Kranz;® Hippol. 5.26.10), as Paul
Wendland (ed., ad loc.) had pointed out. But this similarity is deceptive.
All Pherecydes says is that Zas gave his wife Chthonie as gift a cosmic
cloak, woven by himself, on the third day of marriage, on the day of
anacalypteria, a regular occasion for a gift from husband to wife (West, p.
17 f.). Consequently, continues Pherecydes, this was the aittov for the
custom of anacalypteria: todté acty Gvaxalvmtipix mpdTov yevéalar, éx
TobToL 8¢ 6 vopog éyéveto xat Beotot xal dvBpdnotsty (B 2 DK). On the other
hand, Justin says that Edem brought to Elohim in marriage her entire
faculty or power (8%vaig), as kind of a property (odsia), and that is why
brides today bring dowry to their grooms in imitation of that first and
divine marriage: [l&cav y&p v Eautiic d0vauty, olovel tiva odsiav, év yauw
7 'E8¢pu npochveyxe 1 "Edweipn: 80ev, onol, xatd piuncty éxeivou tob mpwtov
Yéuov TPoTxa TPOSPEPOUGL LéXPL GNepOV ol Yuvaixeg Tolg Gvdpdat, Oefw T
xol Toatpx@ v meBopevar, 1@ yevopévew mpog (tov) "Elweln (&mod) g
"E8éu (5.26.10). In brief, Pherecydes and Justin speak of two different
things.

3 The text of the papyrus now in M.L. West, Farly Greek Philosophy and the Orient,
Oxford, 1971, 16; Idem, Class. Quarterly 57 (1963) 164 f.
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However, unlike Justin’s Edem, Pherecydes’ Chthonie is not half
virgin and half viper. And besides, there are other sources for the holy
matrimony between Heaven and Earth, more popular than Pherecydes,
or, as R. van den Broek correctly put it (p. 41 n. 20), ‘‘the marriage of
Heaven and Earth was a wide-spread mythologoumenon.”’

Following a hint of W. Weber,* van den Broek himself (pp. 38-42) has
argued for the Isis-"Thermouthis as the prototype of Justin’s Edem. She is
usually represented as half woman and half a coiling serpent.® She was
identified with Demeter and enjoyed wide popularity in the Hellenistic
Egypt. But the problem with Isis-Thermouthis is that she had never
traveled outside Egypt, and I do not find sufficient reasons to locate our
Justin in the Alexandria of Basilides, pace van den Broek (p. 42 f.): ““The
cult of Isis-Thermouthis was confined to Egypt. There are no indications
that she was venerated or even known elsewhere in the classical world.
This implies that like so many other Gnostics, Justin must have lived in
Egypt at least for some time, probably in Alexandria.”

I think the most likely source of Justin as for the shape of Edem is ‘‘the
stout-hearted divine Echidna’’ of Hesiod’s Theogony (297-299), ‘‘half a
virgin with glancing eyes and fair cheeks, and half again a huge snake, awful
and mighty:”’

Beinv xpatepbdppov’ “Exidvay,
Huton wev vipeny EAeddmdo xaAAindpnov,
fiwov 8 abte TéAwpov By Sewvby te péyav TE

This Echidna was very much alive in late Orphic Cosmogonies, e.g., in
Fr. 58 Kern, preserved in Athenagoras, Legatio 20.4 (circa A.D. 177).
Hesiod’s Theogony was a classical textbook, and his Echidna is exactly
50% virgin, and 50 % viper, just as is Justin’s Edem.

Act Two: THE CREATION

Theme 3: The lepdg Youos between Elohim (Heaven) and Edem (Earth)
(5.26.2; 10.15.3). In Theme 1, we have seen that Father Elohim is
&mpbyvewatog, i.e., unaware of the consequences of his actions. Conse-
quently, he allows himself to become victim of love-passion (émfupie) and
to fall in love with the wondpbevog Edem-Earth. Since this feeling is
mutual, Elohim and Edem contract the first holy matrimony in history
(5.26.8 and 10). The Near-Eastern and Greek (cf. Hesiod, Theog. 45;
106; 126 f.; 133 etc.) {epdg yépog between Heaven and Earth strikes the

* W. Weber, Bie aegyptisch-griechischen Terrakotten, Konigliche Museen zu Berlin, Mit-
lcilungen aus der agyptischen Sammlung, II, Berlin, 1914, Textband, p. 47 n. 37.
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eye. It is explicitly alluded to at 5.26.36, where Heaven and Earth of
I[saiah 1:2 (&xoue, ovpavé, xal évwtifov, 71 ¥7) are interpreted as Elohim’s
spirit and Edem’s soul (both being present in man). As a contrast, in the
Simonian Gnosis, Heaven and Earth from Is. 1:2 are interpreted as Nous
and Epinoia (Hippol. 6.13.1). The same tepo¢ ydpog of Greek mythology
1s present also at 5.26.34-35, where Elohim is Zeus, and Edem is Leda or
Danae (cf., e.g., M.L. West ad Theogony 133).

Theme 4. Twice Twelve Angels (5.26.3-5). In Hesiod, the first progeny of
Gaia by Uranos consisted of fwelve Titans (six male and six female, 7heog.
133-138). In Justin, Elohim and Edem beget twenty-four angels. Twelve
of them resemble the father, and twelve the mother. That means that the
angels of Elohim are pneumatic, spiritual and good, while the angels of
Edem are psychic, irascible and double-minded (cf. Theme 1). Pretty
soon we will learn that the angels of Edem are actually the evil cosmic
rulers (archons, satraps) of this world. The contrast between pneumatic
and psychic becomes clear from the role whih is played by the third
angel on each side. Baruch (‘“The Blessed One;’’ cf. Iren. 2.24.2:
Baruch = Hebraice Deus), the right hand of Elohim, is the angel of salva-
tion. Naas (Hebrew Nahdsh), the right hand of Edem, is the angel of evil.

Only the names of the first five angels of Elohim are preserved (prob-
ably because a scribe had skipped one line from his exemplar, comprising
seven names, cf. Hippol., p. 201.16 M.). They are: Michael; Amen (cf.
Revel. 3:14; NHC II.1, p. 16.1; Pistis Sophia 1, p. 2.18 et al.); Baruch
(cf. NHC IX.1, p. 6.14); Gabriel; "Hoaddato¢ ( = El-Shaddai). The
names of the twelve angels of Edem are: Babel ( = Balbel (?) of NHC
II.1, p. 16.10); Achamoth (= Wisdom, Xogia); Naas ( = 6pig, Hippol.
5.6.3; 5.9.12); Bel; Belias (cf. NHC II.1, p. 11.3; II[.2, p. 58.21; =
Belial, Beliar, 2 Cor. 6:15); Satan; Sael ( = Sheol); Adonaios ( = Adonai);
Kowifoav; Papacdd (= Pharaoh); Kapxapevdg and Adbev.©

5 Compare Gistle Deschénes, Isis Thermouthis (Thése dactylographiée a I’ Université
Laval, Québec, janvier, 1975); Idem, *‘Isis Thermouthis,”’ in Hommages a Maarten J. Ver-
maseren, Vol. II, Leiden, 1978, 305-315 & plates XLVII-LIII; Frangoise Dunand, Le culte
d’Isis dans le bassin oriental de la Méditerranée, Leiden, 1973 (EPRO, Vol. 26), I, pp. 88-91
and plates XXVI-XXVIII; III, p. 266 and n. 3: “‘Isis Thermouthis figure sur une terre
cuite et un bronze trouvés a Cyzique, mais il doit s’agir d’oeuvres d’importation; la terre
cuite, en particulier, est conforme & un modéle connu en Egypte.”’

6 More on these angels compare M. Marcovich, ad Hippol. 5.26.3-4 (p. 201); Robert
M. Grant, ‘‘Les étres intermédiaires dans le judaisme tardif,’” in Ugo Bianchi, Ed., The
Origins of Gnosticism (Numen, Suppl. XII, Leiden, 1967), p. 151 f.; J. Michl, in Reallex. f
Ant. u. Christ. 5(1962), s.v. ““Engel,”” pp. 247; 241; 209; 232 f.; 202 f. (Nos. 8 & 9); Haen-
chen, o.c., pp. 136-138 (on Baruch). On Sael compare the gulaxtfptov in cod. Par. 2316
ff. 433" and 436": ZaA), 6 éni tév dabevodvtwv xai dduvwuévewy, ap. R. Reitzenstein, Poiman-
dres (Leipzig, 1904), pp. 19 n. 0 and 297.8 f.
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While the great majority of these names are Jewish, Pharaoth is ob-
viously Egyptian, and at least Bel and Babel come from Mesopotamia:
Bel is the planet Jupiter (Marduk),” and Babel is the planet Venus
(= Aphrodite, Hippol. 5.26.20 and 28).°

Theme 5: Angels as the Trees of the Paradise. As an interlude only, Justin
reports this Haggadah (cf. 5.26.6: Todtov (ydp) 100 mapadeicov
dAAnYopdds of &yyedot xéxAnvro E6Aa). The sum of these twenty-four
angels also makes the Paradise (5.26.5: Tobtwv 3¢ 16v dyvéhwv 0pob mdv-
twv 10 TAffog 6 mapddeisog, gnoty, €atl). For that reason, Gen. 2:8, Kal
¢pvtevcev xplog 6 Bedg mapddetsov év Edep xatd dvatohdg, had to be altered
into (5.26.5): "Egbtevsev 6 Bedg mapddetsov xatd mpbowmov tii¢ "Edéu, tva
BAémy tov mopddewsov 7 "ESéu (tovtéott todg dyyéhoug) Sk mavtég. This
Haggadah may be paralleled by Psalmi Salomonis 14:3, 6 napddetsog t00
xvpiov, t& Edha T7i¢ LwTig, 8atot adtod; VT Pseudepigr. 14:2, ‘“The Paradise
of the Lord, the trees of life, are His pious ones.’”’ Jean Daniélou had
drawn attention to the twelve trees in the Paradise in 5 Ezra 2.18: Sanc-
tificavi et parave tibi arbores duodecim gravatas variis fructibus.®

The idea of a Paradise consisting of only twelve (or twice twelve) trees
may well reflect the original meaning of the Paradise as a ‘‘small walled
enclosure’’—Old Persian pairi-daeza = mepi-teiyiopa. Anyway, Baruch is
the Tree of life, while Naas is the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil
(Gen. 2:9; Hippol. 5.26.6).

Theme 6: The Creation of the World and Man. After the creation of the
Paradise (i.e., of the twenty-four angels-trees), Elohim takes care of
creating heaven and earth, and all what is in them (Gen. 2:1; Hippol.
5.26.11: KrioBévrwv 88 mdvtewv, o¢ yéypamtan mapk 1@ Mwiael, odpavod te
xal yiic, xol tév v avtol¢...). But for the creation of animals and Man,
Elohim delegates this task to his angels (5.26.7). As for the role of the
angels as demiurges, compare, e.g., Iren. 1.24.1 (Saturnilus); 1.30.5
(The Ophites); NHC I1.1, p. 15.13 ff. (The Apocryphon of John); 11.4, p.
87.23 ff. (The Hypostasis of the Archons), et alibi.

Both animals and Man are created from the clay of the earth (Gen.
2:7). Animals are created from the lower, viperous, portions of the body

7 Compare The Right Ginza 1.192, p. 28.30; 11.126, p. 46.30 Lidzbarski; A. Bouché-
Leclcrcq, L Astrologie Grecque (Paris, 1899), pp. 37 n. 2; 49; 69; 97; 632; BN\ xai Apdxcwv
(LXX and VT Apocrypha).

® Compare B&@e) in Pap. demot. mag. Lond. et Lugd.-Batav. col. 5.9, p. 46 Griffith-
Thompson; Erik Peterson, Rhein. Mus. 75 (1926), p. 398 f.

® Jean Daniélou, Revue des Etud. Lat. 48 (1970) 361. Cf. Van den Broek, o.c., 40 n.
19.—The fourteen evergreen trees from 1 Enoch 3 (cf. Geoponica 11.1) belong to a
different motif.
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of Edem-Earth, while Man is created from her upper, human, portions
(5.26.7).

Most probably, the man created by the (imperfect) angels could not
stand up and walk (compare Saturnilus ap. Iren. 1.24.1= Hippol.
7.28.3). That is why Elohim and Edem had to put in Adam and Eve thejr
respective dbvauig—Elohim spirit (nvebua), Edem soul (dux#): 5.26.8.
Compare Gen. 2:7, Kat &ndacev 6 Beog tov dvBpwmov xobv &mo tiic Yiic, xal
evegbonoev elg 16 mpdowmov avtol Tvomy Lwil, xal éyéveto 6 dvlpwrog el
duyxnv Ldoov.

Now, Adam and Eve have been created in the image (eixcv) of Elohim
and Edem, respectively (cf. Gen. 1:27, xat’ elxéva Beob Emoinoev adtdv). At
the same time, Adam and Eve become an everlasting token, warranty, seal,
memorandum or reminder (cbuforov, oppayic, bméuvnua) of the marital bond,
love and unity between Elohim and Edem (5.26.8-9). Finally, Adam and
Eve receive from their creators the commandment: ‘‘A0Edvesfe xai
nAnBveshe xai xataxAnpovopfcate thv ['fv,”” toutéott v 'Edéu (5.26.9).
The injunction of Gen. 1:28 (Adkdvesle xal TAnBveshe xal mTAnpdoate iy
Y7V xal xatoxvpteboate adTiic) was not appropriate, since Earth is Edem,
who brings Elohim in marriage rich dowry (odsia)—her entire power or
Saculty (8dvaprg; 5.26.10). It is this property of Edem (odsia) that is en-
visaged by Justin as the future inheritance of Adam and Eve.

Theme 7. The Twelve Persian Zodiacal Satraps (5.26.11-13). In addition to
being trees of the Paradise, the twelve angels of Edem are also the twelve
evil cosmic rulers of this world. Actually, they are the twelve Chaldaean
zodiacal archons or satraps. The Persian word satrap (xshathra pavan =
“‘ruler of a province’’) appears in the text (5.26.11): obtot... of dwdexa &y-
yeAot... S1ETouaL TOV XOGUOV, CUTRPATLXNY TV EYOVTES XoT& TOD XOGUOU TTapd
¢ "Edéu éfovaiav.

Now, the Chaldaean astrology teaches that the twelve signs of the
Zodiac are divided into four trigons (tpiywva, triplicitates, triquestra)—by the
construction of four equilateral triangles within the zodiac circle: 1.
Aries, Leo, Sagittarius. 2. Taurus, Virgo, Capricorn. 3. Gemini, Libra,
Aquarius. 4. Cancer, Scorpio, Pisces. Each one of the four quadrants is
called a tetaptnudplov (5.26.11 and 13; Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos, 1.19 Ilept
TPLYOVWY). 10

Consequently, the twelve satraps of Edem are also divided into four
quarters or realms. Their uninterrupted circle forms a dancing chorus,

10 Compare, e.g., A. Bouché-Leclercq, op. cit., 199 ff.; W. and H. Gundel, in PW
RE, XX (1950), p. 2125, s.v. ‘“‘Planeten;”” G.P. Goold, ad Manilius, Astronomica (Loeb,
1977), 2.273-286; pp. XLI f., et alibi.
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and they constantly circle the Earth (5.26.12: ... &AX’ olovel év x0p®
xuxALx® eumepté{pYyovtal {Taoav TV Y7jv), dAA&scovTeg TOTOV €x TéTTOL). As
a consequence, the twelve evil archons bring any kind of tripulations to
every corner of the Earth—poor crops, starvation, illnesses, sufferings
(Ads, otevoywpia, OATdLg, xaxol xarpol, véowv {ouv)atdoeLg).

The most probable means for the evil influence of the twelve archons
upon the mankind is the astrological effluence (&mébppore, emanatio). This
may be inferred from Irenaeus’ report on the Valentinian Gnostic Mar-
cus (1.17.1, p. 167 f. Harvey = Hippol. 6.53.6-7, p. 277 M.). There the
twelve signs of the Zodiac exercise an influence upon the twelve climatic
zones on Earth thanks to their &ndppota.'' The twelve signs themselves
are only the image of the heavenly Awdexds.

Now, as a surprise, each astrological tpiywvov or tetaptnudptov of the
cosmic satraps is called a river: ®eiocov (Pishon), ['ewv (Gihon), Tiypig and
Edgpdtng (Gen. 2:10-14). How was the jump from Genesis (motapog 8¢
éxmopetetan €§ "Edep) to Chaldaean astrology (tetaptnuépia) possible? The
explanation advanced by R. van den Broek (p. 42) is not very convincing
to me: ‘‘But it 1s also possible that his [Justin’s] conception of Edem’s
activity as expressing itself in four principles, was influenced by the
Egyptian idea that Thermouthis reveals herself in four separate mani-
festations.”’

In my opinion, Justin’s equation, TetapTNUOpLOV =TOTAUAE, was
facilitated by the following two interpretations. First, in Gen. 2:10,
éxetBev dpopiletat (sc. 6 motapde) elg Téssapag dpxde, means, ‘‘beyond there
(i.e., Eden) the river divides and becomes four branches.’’ Justin,
however, took the word &px7 to mean command as body of troups, realm, prov-
ince, satrapy. That is why each one of the four branches is called also a
mapdtaypa and of témor {ol) tetaypévor adrolg (5.26.12). Thanks to two
different senses of &py7 the four rivers have been converted into four
satrapies, realms of regions of the Earth. The transition from river to
land may have been influenced by Gen. 2:11-14. Much more abstract 1s
the Naassene and Simonian interpretation of the four rivers of Eden as
four senses of the Archanthopos (Hippol. 5.9.15-17; 6.15.1).

Second, the circle of the Zodiac is thought of as an uninterrupted
stream. Hence Justin’s expressions: Kal to0to (10) xatd thv émxpd{tn oty
ToV Tetaptpopiny motapdy Gamepel pedpa xaxing xatd BéAnow tiic "Edtu
dBike{mrawe tov xbopov mepLépyeTal (5.26.13); Odtor of dchdexa &yyehot...

"' On the astral dndppota, compare, e.g., Hippol. 5.13.3 dno tfig wév &otpwv droppoiag
Tag yevéserg T@v Gmoxelpévwy drotedeloBar; 5.15.3 @g yéyovev 6 xdopog dmd ¢ dmoppoiag T
W, ofitwg (xai mhvta) t& evBdde dnd tiig dmoppoiag Tév dotépwv yévesty Exev xal gBopdv;
Sext. Empir. Ady. math. 5.12-14; and, e.g., Fr. Boll, Sternglaube und Sterndeutung, 3rd ed.
(Leipzig, 1926), pp- 54 f.; 134 ff.
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olovel év x0p® xuxAx® Eumepié(pdxovion (maoav v Yiv) (5.26.12)
Compare Gnost. Anonym. ap. Hippol. 4.47.1: Eikelofow 8¢ xatd tdc
&pxtoug ot Aéyel, oldv Tt motapod pedpa, péya Oaduo Apdxovtoc
nedwpov (Arat. 45 f.; 57).

In this theme, one thing is sure. By producing the paretymology,
Deiodv = petdwAov Yap T0 Tapdtayua T@v &yYédwy Tobtwy (5.26.12), Justin
provides us with the sure indication that he was writing his Baruch in
Greek. At the same time, the ease with which he jumps from Genesis to
Persia witnesses to the agility of his syncretistic mechanism (which is the
topic of this lecture).

Theme 8: The Enlightenment of Elohim (5.26.14-18). Having accom-
plished the creation of the world in agreement with Edem, Elohim
decides to ascend above the heavenly vault or dome, to inspect his crea-
tion from above. I take the clause of 5.26.14, dvof3fivar HOéAncev elg &
OdhmAd wépr 100 0Vpavod xal BedoacBon wh TL Yévove T@v xotd TV xTiow Evdeéc,
to mean the same as 5.27.3, Omepdvew tob atepecdpatos (cf. Gen. 1:8, xad
éxdheaev 6 Bedg 10 atepéwpa odpavév). Elohim takes his twelve angels with
him leaving his wedded wife Edem-Earth behind and down.

Edem wants to join her husband in the ascent, but is not able to. The
explanation that she is by nature 7 xdtw Advopig (5.26.28), while Elohim,
as Heaven (Ovpavéc), is 7 &vw Advautg, would have done. Justin,
however, decides to combine here Greek philosophy. Both Elohim and
Edem are elementary physical forces in the All. The dynamis of Elohim is
the light pneuma, the dynamis of Edem is the heavy element earth. Conse-
quently, the former always shows an upward tendency (Av Y&p &vweepic),
while the latter shows a downward tendency (xatweepns). The same
dichotomy between Spirit as dvweeptc xal Aemtomepés, and Matter as
xoTw@epts xal mayvpepés, we find both in the system of Basilides and in an
Anonymous Gnostic ap. Hippol. 4.43.8.'2

The point is that Elohim just Aad to ascend to the Good One. First, to
be illuminated himself; second, to show the way of salvation to the future
pneumatics, members of the Gnostic congregation of Justin. Elohim’s
desire to inspect his creation from above (uf 1t yéyove t®v xatd v xTioWY
¢vdeéq) is in the text only to witness to the well-known imperfection and
ignorance of the Gnostic Jewish Demiurge (cf., e.g., Saklas = Aramaic
“‘stupid’’). He is mistaken in thinking that his creation is a perfect one,
and he badly needs illumination. Through a mystic revelation Elohim

12 Compare, e.g., Ps.-Aristotle Probl. 13.5, p. 908 a 25; Plutarch De Stoic. repugn.
1053 E.
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must recognize that he is not the supreme god, but that there is a
mightier one above him (the Good One). In brief, the enlightenment of
the Jewish Demiurge is a Gnostic common place, and the beloved
testimony is Psalm 111 (110):10, &py soglag ¢6B0g xupiov, which in the in-
terpretatio Gnostica means: ‘‘The panic fear felt by the Lord Creator of the
world is the beginning of his wisdom.”’

When he had ascended above the heavenly dome (éri 10 &vew mépag 100
obpavob, 9.26.15), Elohim sees an enormous light, much brighter than the
one he had created (p@d¢ xpetttov Omép 6 adtog EdMuiobpynaev). As a matter
of fact, Elohim had created two lights—‘‘day-light,’’ on the first day of
creation, and ‘‘sun-light,”” on the fourth day; just as in Hesiod ( Theogony
124) Day was born much earlier than Helios. But nothing of the sort
could be compared to the irradiance Elohim saw. Maybe because he saw
the old Iranian, Vedic extra-cosmic light, rokdh? Anyway, this light
resides in the house of the extra-cosmic Good One (5.26.16).

Elohim is amazed, he comes to his senses, repents, and confesses: ‘‘I
thought that 7 was the God’’ (5.26.15: €36xouvv yap €ye xdprog elvan). He
approaches the gates of the heavenly palace of God (cf. Gen. 28:17), and
quotes Psalm 118 (117):19, ’Avoifaté pov mdhag, iva eloedBov
¢Eoporoyfowpat @ xvpiw. He receives the answer coming from the light
(peoviy (8’) adt® dmd Tob Pwtog €860n Aéyousa): ‘“This is the gate of the
Lord: the just ones (dixarot) enter through it’’ (Ps. 118:20). I think it is
significant to know that Elohim is just. For this squares with the Gnostic
distinction between the supreme Good God, and the Jewish Demiurge,
who is only God of the Law, retribution and justice.

The gates open; Elohim leaves his twelve angels outside the gates,
enters the palace of the Good One, and undergoes the mystic experience
and illumination. But before doing so he swears a solemn oath, which is to
be repeated by every future initiate into the Gnostic faith of Justin. We
don’t know the text of Elohim’s oath sworn in the presence of the Good
One, and I doubt that Justin knew it either, but all he wrote down in
Baruch was Psalm 110 (109): 4, "Quooe xGpiog xai ob petopeAndijcetor
(5.24.1; 5.27.1). As for the text of the oath sworn by the initiates of the
community of Justin, there are two slightly different versions in
Hippolytus. The relevant evidence is as follows.

5.24.1 5.26.16 5.27.1-2

"Opwue 3¢, grolv "lovoti-  Kai dvedydn mapaypiipo  [éypamrar 3¢ xai Spxog év
voc, el yvavan B8herg ‘& W wOAn, xoi elofiMlev 6 1 mpdre {(adT@®dV)
0pfokudg obx elde xat ob¢  matp dixa t@v dyyéwv  Bifriw 1@ Emiypagouéve
00x  #xousev 00 Em  (adToD) TpOg wov  Bapody, dv dpxiloust todg

ceey

xopdiay dvBpcdmov  CAyaBdv, xal efdev ‘& xataxoletv péAdovtag
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I would draw the following two tentative conclusions. First, the
original text of the oath is as in column 3 (5.27.2): ‘I swear by the One
who is above all, by the Good One, that I shall keep these mysteries and
shall not reveal them to anybody; and that I shall not return from the
Good One back to the creation.”” The text in column 1 (5.24.1) is a free
paraphrase of Hippolytus (based on the book Baruch). Second, in the
middle column (5.26.16), Hippolytus has omitted the text from the book
Baruch mentioning the oath and the baptism of Elohim.

This omission seems to be confirmed by the following facts. (1) The
presence of the mystic formula (1 Cor. 2:9) in all three passages (‘‘to see
what the eye has not seen, the ear has not heard, nor the human heart has
conceived’’). (2) The reference to the oath of Elohim both in 5.24.1 and
5.27.1, xal yap 6 matnpe Huav 6) "Ewelp dpooe. And (3) the explicit men-
tion of the baptism of Elohim in the presence of the Good One at
5.27.2-3:

’ - - 24 e’ \ - €
. xol wiver dmo ‘‘tob {ivrog Udatog,”’ Emep éati AouTpodv avtolg, @S
vopifovat, ‘‘mnyn {dvrog §datog dAlopévov’” (John 4:10 and 14)... xat

13 1 Cor. 2:9, a beloved Gnostic reference to describe mystic revelation: Hippo!l.
6.24.4; The Gospel of Thomas, Logion 17 (NHC I1.2, p. 36.5-9 expanded); Clement Exc.
ex Theod. 10.5; Manich. Turfan Fr. M. 789; Acta Thomae 36; Acta Petri Gr. 39, et alibi.
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B8wp Eotly {t0) Omepdvw 100 otepecdpatoc (Gen. 1:6) tob "Ayabob, {@v
(Bv), v © Aobovrtal ol mvevpatixol {dvree dvBpwmor, (xal) Ev &
¢doboato (6) 'EAwelp xal Aovsdpevog o wetepedndn.

In short, I think the Good One would not have allowed Elohim to see
the holy mysteries before swearing the oath, and he certainly would not
have seated him at his right hand before Elohim’s baptism and purifica-
tion through ‘‘the living water,”” which is located above the heavenly
vault (otepéwpa) and which belongs to the Good One. Consequently,
Hippolytus has skipped an important text from Baruch in column 2: the
foundation of the holy baptism practised by the members of Justin’s con-
gregation (5.27.2-3).

Back to the House of the Good One. He bids Elohim to sit at his right
hand (cf. Psalm 110:1, Efznev 6 x0ptog 1@ xvpies pov: Kébou éx kv pov).
Elohim, however, who is now fully aware of the imperfection of his crea-
tion, wants to return to Earth and to destroy it (5.26.17: "Eacdv pe, xdpte,
xatootpédar TOV xOspov v memoimxa). But the Good One, being pure
goodness, would not allow him to do so: ““You may commit no evil deed
while you are with me. You and Edem have created the world by a
mutual agreement, so let Edem have the creation as long as she wishes,
and you stay with me (cf. Deuter. 5:31)"" (5.26.18). And that was the
final order. Elohim remains with the Good One, and his only com-
munication with this world is through his third angel Baruch.

One reason for Elohim would have done: ‘“The world I have created is
imperfect and evil, and I want it destroyed.’”” But Justin puts in the
mouth of Elohim a different reason: ‘‘My spirit has been tied up in men,
and I want to recover it’’ (5.26.18: 16 mvebua ydp pov évdédeton el Tovg
avBpmoug, xal BEAw adtd drolafelv). It may sound surprising to learn that
Elohim wants his spirit, present in every man, recovered even before it
has been subjected to tortures on the part of Edem. But Elohim’s wish
becomes understandable from the general tenet of Gnosticism. For
Elohim to put his spirit in Adam and Eve was a consequence of his psychic
feeling of ““love-desire’” (¢mfuuic, mentioned three times at 5.26.2) and
of his ignorance (3w Ty matpuay &yvotav, 5.26.37). Now that he has been
Uluminated, it is his duty to recover every pneumatic particle from the
Psychic and choic world of decay (cf. 5.27.3).

What is more important for the strong syncretistic tendencies of Justin
is that, in the brief statement of Elohim, he seems to combine Genesis
with Plato. For his words, 6éAw dmolafeiv t0 nvedud wou, compare Gen.
6:3, Kol elmev xptog 6 Bedg: O pn xatapeivy 1o mvebud wou év toig dvbpdmolg
Tobtorg elg Tov al®dva did o eivan adtols adpxag. As for his words, 16 Tvedud
ou évdédetar elg Tovg &vbpdmoug, compare Hippol. 5.26.37, 16 mvedud
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{uov), 10 év toig dvBpdmorg Bid Ty matpixy &yvorav évdeBév (scripsi
¢vtedfev P), and Plato, Phaed. 81 d 9 (af duyal... Ewg &v T <op
suvemaxohovBobvtog, Tob swpatoedols, émbuuie néhy Evdebday el oduq-
évdodvton 8€...); 91 e 7 (&AAoBt mpdrepov Auav elvar v Puxhv, Telv év 1g
sopott evdeBijvan); Tim. 43 a 4 (tdg tiig dBavdtov duyiig TeptéSoug évédouy ei‘g
énipputov odpa xal anépputov); 44 a 8 (&voug uyr yiyveton 10 TE@OTOV, Fray
el opa €vdelf Bvntdv), et alibi.

Theme 9: The Ongin of Evil. The Revenge of Edem (5.26.19-24; 10.15.5).
Seeing that her husband is not returning to her, Edem-Earth first adorns
herself to look well (imitating the Stoic Mother Nature), in order to at-
tract Elohim and win him back (the psychic word émifupia is employed
again). But Elohim remains under the control of the Good One (xpatnfeig
@ 'Ayaf® 6 ’EXweiyn). Then Edem, being hurt, distressed and angry,
decides to take revenge on her husband for abandoning her. Since he is
beyond her reach, Edem engages in punishing and tormenting what is
left from him in this world: this is his spiriz, which he had put in every
man and woman. The main source of inspiration for Justin seems to have
been Galatians 5:16-17.

Gal. 5:16-17 Hippol. 5.26.25
Aéyw B¢, mvebpott mepmotelte xal (Kai) 8 to0to % ¢uyn xatd tod
¢miBupiov copxde ob un teléonte. 7 Y& TVEOUATOG TETAXTOL X0l TO TVEDUAL XOT
oapk EmBupel xatd To0 mvebpatog, 6 8¢ tiic duyic: N mév Yop duyn dotv "Edéy,
Tvebpa xotd THG ocapxdg TabTa YaP 10 Ot nvebpo "Edwelp, éxdrepo dvta év
dAAANotg dvtixerton, o wr & édv BéAnTe naawv dvlpodrmorg, xal BAAest xai &ppeot.

TAUTA TOLHTE.

Edem gives order to her first angel, Babel (Venus), to bring about
adultery and divorce among men, so that Elohim’s spirit abiding in every
man and woman may suffer the same torment of separation Edem herself
was suffering. She also empowers her third angel, Naas (Snake), to
punish and torture the spirit of Elohim in men, in every possible way.
That is why Naas first seduces Eve and has intercourse with her (com-
pare 2 Enoch 31:6; Apocal. Abrahae 23; the Archontics ap. Epiphan. Pan.
40.5.3), then he does the same with Adam, thus orginating both adultery
and pederasty.

Justin quite explicitly puts an emphasis on Elohim’s departure and as-
cent as the aitiov of evil in the mankind. Consider 5.26.14, 'éyove 8¢ 7 TS
xoxfog dvdyxm éx totadtng Tvog adtiog (follows Elohim’s ascent); 5.26.21,

. o 3i& tob mvedpatog § xoAalouevos 0 "Edwein, 6 xatakimov mapd TS
ouvlrxag T Ytvopévag adt®d TNV obluyov; and particularly 5.26.23-24:
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“Evlev (88) yvéyove poixelo xal dpoevoxortia, dmod téte (te) émexpdrnoe ta
xoxd totg avBpddmorg xat {xexmpnxe addidi) t& &yads, €x uids dpxic Yevbueva
fic T00 Ilotpde dvaBag ydp mpog tov "Ayalfov 6 Ilatip 6d0v €detbe Toig
dvoBaivety B€lovoty, dmoatag 8¢ t7ic "Edéu dpyiv xaxav Emoince t@ mvebpatt
{r0b Tatpdg} @ év Tol dvBpdmols.

Two questions arise. The first one: We have already learned that the
evil came to the mankind with the twelve evil cosmic rulers of Edem: Kai
20070 {10)... pebpa xaxiog xatd BEAnaw tic 'Edéw ddtaheintwg tov xbopov
reptépxetan (5.26.13). And this was long before Elohim’s departure from
Edem. Is there a contradiction in Justin’s system?

I don’t think so. In my opinion, the word xaxia has two different con-
notations. In Theme 7, it refers to external causes, misfortunes, calamities
and disasters (such as Awdg, otevoywpla, OATdg, xaxol xarpof, véowv
ovotdaetg). On the contrary, here, in Theme 9, it refers to the moral evi!
(wickedness, depravity), caused by man’s behavior (such as upouyela,
dpoevoxottio, TapAVOio, XWPELSOE YAUOV).

The second question is more difficult to answer: How much is Elohim
to blame for the origin of moral evil in mankind? For Justin is quite clear
about the fact that Elohim, by abandoning his wedded wife, had broken
the solemn marital bond and agreement with Edem (5.26.21, nop& tég
suvlrixac).

I do not think that Isaiah 45:7—referred to by Grant (p. 39)—can help
us here (‘‘I am the One who makes well-being and creates woe’’). Two
points should be made. First, Elohim is the Gnostic Jewish Demiurge. As
such he is both just (dixatog, 5.26.16) and ignorant (&rpéyvwatog, 5.26.1;
O T martpLxv &yvotav, 5.26.37; €d6xouv Yap v xbptog elvan, 5.26.15). In
addition to possessing spirit, he must possess soul as well: he is both
pneumatic and psychic. Because of the latter, he allowed himself to become
a victim of émBupie, to fall in love with Edem, to create this world with
her, and finally, to abandon her.

In brief, by breaking his marital contract with Edem, Elohim becomes
the aitiov of moral evil (napavopia) in the mankind. And by leaving
behind his spirit in men to be exposed to the punishment on the part of
Edem, Elohim only displays his original ‘‘lack of foreknowledge.’’ All
Fhis may be explained by the imperfection of the Gnostic Demiurge, who
1s not the supreme God.

Second, there can be little doubt, however, about Justin’s mind: the
good prevails in Elohim’s behavior after all. Justin states (5.26.24):
"AvoBac yap mpoc tov "Ayabov 6 TTathp 6dov Edetke Toig dvaBaivey Béhovaty,
dmogtag 8¢ thic "Edtw dpxiv xaxdv émoinse 1@ Tveduatt @ v Toig dvBpdmorc.
The sufferings of Elohim’s spirit in men are only temporary: Jesus will
soon save the spirit and deliver it to Elohim (Theme 12). But the benefit
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of Elohim’s ascent is essential and lasting. For Elohim has shown the way of
salvation to all future pneumatics (Gnostics), and that is what matters. In
the sentence just quoted, the advantage is given to the ascent of Elohim
(although it is mentioned first). If anyone has doubts about this, let him
read Hippol. 5.26.26: ...tvo 0 veBua, t6 v ol avlpdmorg xatoixoly, gliyy
v 'Ed¢u xad thv mhdotv Ty movnpdy, domep Eguyey 0 Matip 'Edweiy.

AcTt THREE: THE SALVATION

Theme 10. Baruch three times defeated by Nahash (5.26.21-26; 10.15.5). In
the course of history of mankind, Elohim five times sends down to Earth
his third angel Baruch, to serve as his personal messenger, in order to
recover his spirit left behind in every man and woman. Elohim’s original
message is addressed directly to his spirit in men, and it is loud and clear
(5.26.26): ‘“‘Escape the evil mould () tAdoc /| movnpd) of Edem-Earth, just
as the Father Elohim did!”’ But Justin is not quite consistent here, in his
attempt to explain both Jewish and gentile history (see Theme 11).

Baruch’s first mission is to Adam (and Eve) in the Paradise. He stands
in the middle of the garden of Edem, which now consists of only fwelve
angels-trees of Edem, and delivers this command to Adam (Gen.
2:16-17): ““You may eat from any of the Trees in the Paradise, except
from the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil.”” We already know that
this tree 1s Nahash, and Justin is quite explicit: ‘‘“That means that you
may obey the rest of the angels of Edem, with the only exception of
Naas.”” For, while all twelve angels of Edem are psychic—i.e., they
possess emotions, passions and drives,—it is only Nahash who possesses
unlawful passions (such as the fornication of Eve, and the pederasty with
Adam): wdn pév ydp Exovotv of Evdexa, mapavouiav 8¢ 0dx Exovsty, 6 8¢ Néog
napovopiov €aye (5.26.22).

We know from 5.26.21 that Baruch has been sent down by Elohim ei¢
BoABetav 1@ mvedpatt (adtod), 1@ dvtt év Toig dvBpdrnotg mastv. Therefore,
one may ask: In what way is the spirit of Elohim being helped by the
command of Baruch to Adam and Eve to obey the rest of the eleven
angels of Edem, including Satan (5.26.4)? My answer is: By this com-
mand the spirit of Elohim in Adam and Eve is being saved from sure per-
dition. For the end of Gen. 2:17—74 & &v fuépa dynte &n’ adtol, Bovatew
dnoBaveiafe—is not quoted by Justin (or Hippolytus), but it is certainly
implied. At least, the sure death deriving from this Tree is mentioned in
The Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC 11.4, p. 88.30-32).

However, Baruch’s order: ‘‘Obey the rest of the angels of Edem,’
may look inconsistent with the original mission of Baruch (to save the
spirit of Elohim). I think it may be explained by two reasons. (1) By the

b
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text of Genesis, where Bpwaet @dyn implies permission; hence Justin’s in-
terpretation, meifeafe. (2) If Elohim himself experienced émfuuio, why
should his creation Adam and Eve be deprived of legitimate emotions
(1:0’(91])?

The rest of the missions of Baruch are no longer to Man directly, but
through a chosen medium: Moses, the Jewish prophets, ‘‘the prophet’
Heracles, finally Jesus. Baruch comes to Moses to use him as his own
mouthpiece, in an effort to urge the sons of Israel to turn toward the
Good One (6nwg émotpagidot Tpdg tov "Ayafdv, 5.26.24). From the ex-
pression, ol évtoAal to0 Bapody, we may assume that Justin is referring to
the Law of Moses, reinterpreted in the Gnostic way. Similarly, Baruch
employs the prophets as his mouthpiece, trying to deliver the message of
Elohim to his spirit abiding in every man.

Now, 1n four of the five missions of Baruch, either Nahash or Babel
make an attempt to thwart Baruch’s effort, to make it ineffective. Three
times they have succeeded (Moses, the prophets, Heracles). They
employ two magic, devilish, tricks: (1) émoxtdletv, ‘‘to overshadow,
eclipse or obscure the commands of Baruch;’’ (2) droslpetv, ‘“to seduce,
charm or beguile a person.’”” However, such an attempt 1s missing in the
case of Adam and Eve. But since we know that they have disobeyed the
command given by Baruch (Elohim or God: Gen. 3:6), it is reasonable to
assume that Nahash had foiled Baruch’s command given to Adam and
Eve as well—simply by beguiling Eve (Gen. 3:1-5)—and that Nahash
(and Babel) had tried to neutralize each one of the five efforts of Baruch. It
1s Hippolytus who had skipped the respective sentence while excerpting
Justin’s book (as he elsewhere does). Here is the evidence.

Action

5.26.22: Baruch gives command to
Adam (xal mopfyyeke 16 dvlpdme):
Gen. 2:16-17

9.26.24-25: Baruch speaks to the
sons of Israel through Moses.

59.26.26: Baruch speaks to the spirit
of Elohim in men through the
Prophets.

Counteraction

(Nahash counteracts by beguiling
Eve. Exspectes: ‘O 8¢ Néag Omécupe
v Edav...)

Nahash overshadows the commands
of Baruch through the soul of Edem
abiding in Moses: 6 (Néag) tdg év-
toAdg t00 Bopody émeoxiose xai Tég
{diog Emoinoev dxodeaBour.

Nahash  beguiles the prophets
through the soul of Edem in them: 6
Néag 8w tiig duyfic ... Uméoupe Todg
mpogATag, xal Umeslprnoav mhvTeg xol
obx 7xobalncav of Aéyor tob Bapoly,
obg éveteidato (6) "Edweiu.
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5.26.27: Elohim sends Heracles to
overpower the twelve angels of Edem
and free his spirit.

5.26.28: Babel, in the shape of Om-
phale, beguiles Heracles and
deprives him of power: 7 *Opgdn...

A4 ’ by ¢ z A ) ’

Omoatpet tov “Hpoxhéo xat dmodiddaxe,
v ddvapy adtod ({toutéatt) Tdg év-
tokd¢ tob Bapody, &¢ évetellato ()

"Ehweiy) ...

5.26.31: Nahash tries to beguile
Jesus as well, but does not succeed:
“YmooGpar o0v 6 Néog xal tobtov
ABéAnse(v, 00x BV 3€) - miatde yap
guewve 1@ Bopody. *Opyishelc odv o
Néag 8tt adtov dmosTpat odx Hduvidn,
¢noingev adtov otowpwhijvan. 10.15.7;
Kal todtew 8¢ émfefoukevxévor Ty
E8éu, wn  OeduviicBor 8¢ awtov
dratiioat, xal T00T0L Y&ptv TETOLXEVaL
{adtov) grovpwbijvar.

5.26.30: Baruch 1s sent by Elohim to
Jesus. He tells him: I1évteg ol mpd 500
npogiitan meabpmoav: metpdfntt olv,
"Ineod, vig dvBpcdmou, wn drogupfivat. ..

I think the above synopsis demonstrates that the motif of érioxtéletv,
Omoovpetv, &ratdy, on the part of Edem, Baruch or Babel, plays a signifi-
cant part within the Themes 10-12, and that it stood in Justin’s Baruch in
the report on the first mission of Baruch as well, but was omitted by Hip-
polytus.

Theme 11: Elohim’s prophet Heracles defeated by Babel (5.26.27-28,;
10.15.6). Since three peaceful attempts by Baruch to free Elohim’s spirit
from Edem have failed, Father Elohim now decides to employ sheer force.
He chooses a ‘‘prophet’’ from the uncircumcision (8§ dxpofustiog), the
gentile Heracles, and sends his third angel Baruch to him with the follow-
ing message (ol évtoAal to0 Bapoby, &¢ éveteihato (6) "Edweiu, p. 206.145
M.): ““Overpower the twelve angels of Edem and free the spirit of the
Father from the twelve angels of the creation of evils.”’

Heracles obeys and accomplishes his twelve labors, one after the other:
first, the Nemean Lion; next, the Hydra of Lerna; third, the Boar of
Erymanthus, and so on. Let us stop here for a moment and ask this ques-
tion: How come that Elohim had chosen a prophet from the uncircumci-
sion, and why exactly Heracles? My answer is: The Greeks had called the
constellation Engonasin Heracles, and the Gnostics identified it with Adam.

The constellation of the Northern Hemisphere ‘O év yévaotv, The
Kneeler (Ingeniculus) is situated between Ophiuchus (The Snake-holder)
and the famous Draco of the North Pole. At least since Eratosthenes’
Catasterismi 4, Engonasin has been interpreted as a kneeling Heracles
(tired after accomplishing his twelve labors). And the Dragon, just
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beneath his heel, sometimes has been interpreted as the dragon of the
Hesperides.!'* On the other hand, an anonymous Ophitic Gnostic in Hip-
polytus had identified Engonasin with Adam: Refut. 4.47.5; 48.3 and 7
(pp- 132.25-28; 133.12 and 31 M.), with reference to Gen. 3:15 (adtdg
sov TNPNoEL xepaAfy, xal ab Tnprioers adtob mwtépvav).'® Hippolytus is quite
explicit: ol alpetixol... Tov 'Ev yévasi pacv elvan tov "Addp, xatd TpéoTaypa,
enot, 100 Beod, xabax elne Mwodig, purdoaovta thv xepadnv 100 Apdxovrog,
xal TOv Apdxovta thv ntépvav adtod.

There can be little doubt that we are dealing here with an astral
Heracles, fighting against the twelve zodiacal archons of Edem. This is
confirmed by two bits of information. First, the shape of this twelve ar-
chons—1lion, hydra, boar, etc. They correspond to the usual shapes of the
Gnostic cosmic rulers (cf. The Apocryphon of John, NHC I1.1, p. 11.26-34;
Origen, Contra Celsum 6.30 and 6.33). Second, the evil influence (&mdp-
potx) of the twelve zodiacal angels upon the twelve climatic zones on earth
(Theme 7, p. 100 ff. above) seems to be present here as well. Compare
Justin’s explanation of the twelve labors of Heracles as the names of
twelve peoples on earth (5.26.28): t& ddexo &BAa to0 ‘HpaxAéoug... Tav
¢0vdv Yop elvan Tabta T& dvépatd Protv, & pETwvopacTal &md Tg évepyelog
v untpxév dyyéhwv. That is to say, under the evil influence of the
twelve zodiacal angels of Edem, the twelve peoples, or rather climatic
zones, on earth have changed their original names to be called now, for
example, the Lion of Nemea; the Hydra of Lerna; the Boar of Eryman-
thus, and so on. Compare 5.26.11: O0tot (8¢) éumepté{p)xovrat ol dcrdexa
dyyehot t& téooapo pépT... xal DETOUGL TOV XGGUOV, GATPATLXAY TV EXOVTEC
xat& 100 xbopov mapd tiig "Ediw €fousiav.

No sooner had Heracles overpowered all twelve angels of Edem than
he became victim of the charms of Omphale (mpoomAéxeton adtd 7
"Opgddn). For this queen of Lydia is no other but a manifestation of the
conquered angel of Edem—Babel or Aphrodite (the planet Venus). Om-
Phale succeeds in beguiling Heracles with her beauty (Smoglpet tov
‘HpaxAéar), and in depriving him of his power. As the myth goes,'® Om-
Phale exchanged clothing with Heracles: she put on his lion’s skin, he put
on her female garb. But the point is that Heracles’ power resided in his
““magic tunic.”’ Consequently, he is now powerless. Not satisfied with

1 Compare A. Rehm, PW RE, V (1905), p. 2564.12 ff., s.v. Engonasin; Fr. Boll,
Sphaera, pp. 100 ff.; Arat. 63-67 and 73; Hippol. 4.47.4-5. G.P. Goold, ad Manil.
Astronomica, s.v. Engonasin (and Star-chart 1).

> Cf. W. Gundel, in PW RE, 111A, p. 2423.1 ff.

'® Cf. Gertrud Herzog-Hauser, PW RE, XVIII (1939), p. 393.8 ff., s.v. Omphale;
e Gruppe, PW RE, Suppl. III (1918), pp. 973 f.; Hans Herter, ‘‘Lydische
Adelskampfe,”” Kleine Schriften (Miinchen, 1975), p. 543.
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the motif of the ‘‘magic tunic,’”” Justin interprets Heracles’ robe as the
commands of Elohim. If so, then the best explanation seems to be that
Heracles, under the spell of Omphale’s charms and being deprived of his
tunic, had simply forgotten the orders of Elohim. By putting on the stole of
Omphale, Heracles at once had become a victim of Edem, ‘‘the lower
Dynamis”’ (7 'Edéu, 7 xéto Advapig, p. 207.146 f. M.)—no longer
pneumatic, but psychic alone. As a consequence, his mission and his
deeds have been thwarted (xat o8twg &redng éyéveto (xai) tob ‘HpoxAéoug 7
npognreia xal t& Epya adtol).

The question, why did the Greek Omphale exchange clothing with
Heracles (whether reflecting an old ritual of Heracles from the island of
Cos, or following a more common marriage custom), is irrelevant for us
here. The point is that, according to Justin, through this ritual Kleider-
tausch Heracles loses his power (8évauig). What is the source of Justin’s in-
spiration? R.M. Grant (p. 45 n. 15) wrote: ‘‘According to Diod. Sic.
4.31.8, this exchange meant that Omphale took the courage of
Heracles.”” But all Diodorus is saying there is that Omphale approved of,
or was pleased with, the courage displayed by Heracles in Lydia (1} &’
"Oppddn dmodeyouévn v dvdpelav ‘HpaxAéoug...). A source closer to
Justin’s interpretation, Heracles’ loss of his robe meant the loss of his
power or faculty, may be seen in Ovid’s Heroides 9.103-106 (or in Ovid’s
Greek source). There, the loss of Heracles’ virtus bellica is clearly implied:

Se quoque nympha tuis ornavit lardanis armis
et tulit e capto nota tropaea viro.
105 I nunc, tolle animos et fortia gesta recense:
quod tu non esses, iure ver illa fuit.

Theme 12: Jesus proclaims the Gospel about the Good One, and delivers the spirit
to Elohim (5.26.29-32; 10.15.6-7). Finally, ‘‘in the days of king Herod”’
(Matt. 2:1; Luke 1:5), Elohim sends Baruch to his fifth and last mis-
sion—to Nazareth. There he finds Jesus, son of Joseph and Mary, as a
twelve-year old boy, tending sheep (cf. John 10:11).

The information that Jesus has fulfilled twelve years of age is impor-
tant: he has reached the required religious maturity enabling him to
serve, e.g., as a prophet. Justin is building on Luke 2:42 (Jesus arriving
at the age of bar mitswah), which agrees with the Jewish law: Samuel
started prophesying at the age of twelve (Joseph Ant. Iud. 5.348), and
Mani experienced his first revelation at the same age.!” In Valenti-

17 Compare Hans Jonas, Gnosis und spdtantiker Geist, 1, p. 285 n. 1; A. Henrichs and L.
Koenen, ““Der Kélner Mani-Kodex (P. Colon. inv. nr. 4780), Zeitschrift f. Papyrologie u.
Epigraphik 19 (1975), p. 15 n. 25 (with literature).
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nianism, Jesus’ coming of age is a manifestation of the Dodecad of Aeons
(Iren. 1.3.2 [Ptolemy]; 1.20.2 [Marcus]). According to Greek belief, a
boy reaches the puberty with the age of fourteen; that is why the
Naassene Jesus reveals himself in the fourteenth Aeon (Hippol. 5.7.20:
«“Eut 6 (ntev edpfoer év moudlowg &mod ét@dv EmTd éxel yap év TR
recoapecxadexdtey Alwvt xpuBouevos pavepotuar.’” (Cf. supra, pp. 63-67:
The Gospel of Thomas, Logion 4b).

First, Baruch illuminates Jesus by revealing to him the Gnostic gospel
about the Good One, Elohim and Edem, and about the creation
(5.26.29: xad dvoryyéAAel abtd mdvta Goa e’ &pxTig Eyéveto, (ToutéaTiv) o
fic 'Ed¢u xal 100 "Edwely (xal 100 "Ayafol, xal t&) petd tadto yevoueva).
Then he delivers the message of Elohim by telling Jesus: ‘“All the
prophets before you have been beguiled (cf. John 10:8; Hippol. 6.35.1).
So you, Jesus, son of man, try not to be beguiled, but proclaim this
message to men, and tell them the good news about the Father [Elohim],
and about the Good One. And then ascend to the Good One, and sit
there along with Elohim, the Father of us all’’ (5.26.30). Jesus obeyed the
Angel while replying, Kopte, motfjow mévta, and proclaimed the gospel of
Baruch.

Jesus’ mission consists of two things: (1) To proclaim the gospel about
the Good One to men, and (2), To ascend himself to the Good One. ‘O
"AyafBé¢ is mentioned four times in this text dealing with the kerygmatic
mission of Jesus (p. 207.154; 157; 163 and 166 M.). Obviously, the stress
1s on the supreme God.

One may ask now: What about the main goal of Elohim: the recovery
of his soul? As we shall see (in 5.26.32), Jesus has accomplished this task,
but not as his main duty. Apparently, proclaiming the new gospel of Baruch,
and showing the way of salvation to the Gnostics, was the main concern
of the Jesus of Justin.

Nahash wants to beguile Jesus as well, but is not able to. For Jesus re-
mains faithful to Baruch. Enraged by his failure, Nahash makes Jesus
crucified. Since the dynamis of Edem and her main angel Naas is matter
and psyche, they have power only over Jesus’ flesh and soul, not over his
spirit as well. That is why Jesus leaves his psychic and choic man by the
cross, while addressing Edem-Earth: T'dvou, &néxetg sov tov vidv (cf. John
19:26), and He himself, now a purc pneumatic man, ascends to the Good
One (5.26.31-32).

On His way to the highest heaven, Jesus delivers his spirit (belonging
to Elohim) into the hands of the Father Elohim (cf. Luke 23:46). That
means that, at the time of Jesus’ ascent, Elohim takes his usual position
between the highest heaven of the Good One and the earth of Edem.
Conceivably, what is left of Jesus’ essence is the pure pneumatic



114 JUSTIN’S BARUCH A SHOWCASE OF GNOSTIC SYNCRETISM

substance, which is inexhaustible. Probably, Jesus is being seated at the
right hand of the Good One.

Hippolytus’ excerpts from Justin’s Baruch are very fragmentary, but a
bit of information witnesses to the role of Jesus as the drapy? of the salva-
tion of all the Gnostics (cf. 1 Cor. 15:20-23). Hippol. 10.15.7 reads: (
[sc. To0 "Inoob] T mveduar dveAnAvBévan mwpog Tov "Avabov Aéyer. Kol mévtowy
¢ oitwg v tolg pwpols xal &dpavést Aéyows {adtol) [sc. 'lovativoy]
netfouévev (10 uév mvebpa 100 'Edwelp) cwbfcesbar, 16 8¢ odpa xal iy
duyiv Tic "Ediu xatakeideshour.

Justin’s Christology is beyond the scope of this lecture. It suffices to
say that Jesus remains purely a man (son of Joseph and Mary), althougha
chosen man. Probably, Jesus was envisaged by Justin as a second Adam,
The fact that there 1s no mention of the miracles, deeds and teachings of
Jesus squares with the Gnostic treatment of Jesus. In Justin, the em-
phasis is on the kerygmatic mission and on the way of salvation displayed
by this Gnostic Redeemer.

One final remark. R. Reitzenstein!® and H. Jonas (op. cit., p. 285 n
1) had called Baruch ‘‘the Third Messenger’’ (in Manichaean doctrines
this is the Archanthropos first, ‘‘The Living Spirit,”” next). E. Haencher
(p. 137 n. 2) was right when pointing out that ‘‘angel’’ does not mean the
same as ‘‘apostle or messenger.”’ One may add too that Nahash as wel
was ‘‘the third angel,”” and that Baruch was the only messenger of
Elohim, in all five missions. But one may perhaps ask: Could Jesus be
called ‘“The Third Redeemer,’’ i.e., after Baruch and Heracles? I don’t
think so. As already stated, Baruch remains as the sole messenger of
Elohim, and Heracles looks rather as an additional episode. Consequently,
Justin’s Jesus may be perhaps counted as the third prospective Redeemer
only if Moses and the prophets are considered as the previous two (com-
pare, e.g., Ptolemy in Hippol. 6.35.1: I[1dvtec oOv ol mpogpiitar xal 6 vépog
¢AdAncav &md Tob Anuiovpyod, nwpeol, Aéyet, Beol, wwpol obdiv eldbtec. A
t0070 Aéyet 6 Lwthp: John 10:8). But I doubt that Justin was aware of this
possibility.

EpPILOGUE

Theme 13: The Good One as Priapus (5.26.32-33). We have seen earlier
(Theme 1, pp. 93-95) that the alien, extra-cosmic supreme principle of the
Good One remains uninvolved in the accident of the creation of the
world, which is the work of Elohim, Edem, and the angels. Now,

'8 Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen, 3rd ed., Leipzig, 1927, p. 60. (Reprint, Darm-
stadt, 1956; English translation, Pittsburgh, 1977.)
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however, as a total surprise, Justin tells us that the Good One, this pure
pneumatic extra-cosmic supreme principle, may be identified with no other
than Priapus, the popular Graeco-Roman ithyphallic fertility-god, father of
every procreation. What a demeaning role for a manifestation of the
Iranian Ahura Mazda!

Haenchen was shocked, and declared the passage in Hippolytus ‘‘a
later addition, void of understanding.’” He wrote (pp. 143-145 = 319-321
and n. 1):

‘‘Zu diesem Bild des Guten, das der Hauptteil des Buches Baruch andeutet,
passt nun freilich der Abschnitt 26,32 f. ganz und gar nicht. Hier wird der
Gute ausgerechnet mit Priapos identifiziert...”” ‘‘Es gehort nur ein maissiges
Feingefihl dazu, um zu erkennen: Damit wird allem widersprochen, was
wir sonst im Baruchbuch liber den Guten héren. Er, der doch als der Gute
der bosen Welt ganz unbekannt ist, soll tiberall bekannt und von der ganzen
Schopfung geehrt sein!”’ ‘‘Diese Ineinsetzung des Guten gerade mit
Priapos, mit der Welt in ihrer Fruchtbarkeit, mit der als géttliche Gite
verstandenen Fruchtbarkeit, ist also eine verstindnislose spatere Zutat.’’
‘“Nein, es muss dabei bleiben: der Gute ist ein ausserweltlicher, mehr: ein
gegenweltlicher Gott.”” !9

Of course, Haenchen (p. 144 n. 1 =320 n. 1) was aware of the fact that
the supreme principle of the Naassenes too was called 6 *Aya8é¢ (Hippol.
5.7.26 and 28); that he was considered to be the cause of the entire crea-
tion, although himself remaining uninvolved in the creation (5.7.25); and
finally, that the ithyphallic herms are envisaged as his manifestation
(5.7.27-29). Still, he felt that there is a difference of substance between
the Naassenerpredigt and Justin’s book Baruch, between the Zeugungsmacht of
the former, and the Welifeindlichkeit of the latter. At best, Haenchen felt,
the Naassene doctrine may have served as a source of inspiration for the
interpolator to expand the book of Baruch with the Priapus simile:

Die Bertihrung mit dem Einschub im Baruchbuch ist deutlich. Aber tiber
thr darf man nicht vergessen: In ihm ist mit Priapos wirklich die Natur in
threr Fruchtbarkeit gemeint, und deren Lobpreis in aller Welt ist innerhalb
der sonst streng durchgefiihrten Weltfeindlichkeit des Baruchbuches ein
Fremdkoérper. Die Gnostiker der ‘‘Naassenerpredigt’’ dagegen, die sich fur
die allein wahren Christen hielten (V.9.22), deuteten auch den Phalloskult
als den... Lobpreis der wahren Schopfung des Menschen in der
Geistesgeburt des vollkommenen Menschen.

'9 Similar in tone is Haenchen’s rejection of the passage in W. Foerster, Die Gnosis, 1,
p. 71: ““Wir erwahnten schon, dass manche Stiicke des Buches Baruch wie eine fremde
Zutat wirken. Das gilt vor allem von der Ineinsetzung des Guten it dem Priapos, dem
Gotte der Zeugungskraft. Der Gute ist nach der gnostischen Auffassung ja gerade jenseits
der Schopfung und hat ausgerechnet mit der irdischen Zeugung und Fruchtbarkeit nichts
zu tun. Er ist—wenn man von der Botschaft des Baruch absieht—véllig unbekannt.”’
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Wir haben uns demnach das Verhaltnis dieser Stelle der ‘‘Naassener-
predigt’’ zu dem Priaposabschnitt im Baruchbuch etwa derart zu deuten,
dass die — in ganz anderem Sinn vollzogene — Identifikation des Guten
mit der Zeugungsmacht dazu verfithrt hat, auch das weltfeindliche Baruch-
buch mit dieser vermeintlichen Ergdnzung zu vervollstindigen.?°

In my opinion, Haenchen’s categorical rejection of the Priapus-
passage in the book of Baruch simply cannot stand criticism. Already
Maurice Olender (in 1978) has extensively argued against Haenchen’s
contention, by pointing out the role of Priapus in the late religious
speculations, and by involving the Good One from the Naassene doc-
trine, and Eros from NHC I1.5 (On the Origin of the World). While I agree
with Olender’s defense of the authenticity of the passage on Priapus in
Hippolytus, I find his arguments too complicated to convince. For one
thing, the part played by Eros in NHC IL.5 (p. 109.2; 10; 14; 16; 20; 25;
p. 111.9 and 19) resembles more an Orphic cosmogony than the role of
the Good One in Justin.

I think the authenticity of the equation, 6 'Ayaféc=Ilplaroc, in the
book of Baruch, may be proven by the following three arguments. (1) To
npro-motetv  t00  Ilptdmov =7 mpdyvworg t@v SAwv 100 ‘Ayabod. (2)
[Mvedpa = Znéppa. (3) ‘O Ayaboc (Bedg) =0 ’Ayaboc Aaipewyv (IMplamog).
But first let me quote the passage in question (5.26.32-33):

‘0O 3¢ "Ayaféc dott, (gmat,) Ilplamog, 6 mpiv Tt elval motfoag: did
tobto (xal) xaAetton [lplamoc, 61t énpromoinae 1 mwdvta. Ak todto,
onoty, elg mdvta vaoy Totaton xal év Taic 6d0ig, Vmd mhomg Tiig xTioews
TULOWEVOS, Paatdluwy Tdg dnpag Emdvw adTol, TouTésTt Tovg Xxapmolg T
xt{oewe, @v aitiog éyéveto mpromotfoag v xticty wpb{te)pov
obx obgav.

(1) The main reason for Justin to compare Priapus to the Good One
seems to be the paretymology, Ilplamoc=06 mpiv v elvon wofsag. The verb
TpLo-Totelv 1s a little convincing neologism of Justin’s. And it is repeated
three times in the short passage, for the benefit of his readers (and of
modern scholars as well). This function of the extra-cosmic Good One 1is
to be detected in Theme 1 (5.26.1 and 10.15.1; supra, p. 93). While
neither Elohim nor Edem possesses the foreknowledge (&npéyvwator), the
supreme principle, the Good One, does possess *‘the foreknowledge about the
Al (mpoyvewsTixdg or mpoyvdatng tév SAwv). And this mpdyveaots tédv EAwy

20 Similarly in Die Gnosis, l.c.: “‘Aber bei der Identifizierung des Guten mit Priapos
steht es eben doch anders: Der Gute befindet sich in seinem jenseitigen Lichtreich, und
die Behauptung, dass sein Standbild mit dem Phallus vor jedem Tempel stehe, ist gerade
von der gnostischen Grundanschauung aus eigentlich eine Blasphemie.”’
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is manifested in the fact that the Good One pre-creates this world before its
creation by Elohim and Edem (=6 mpiv 1t eivor mofoag). He does so by
pre-creating in his mind the noetic genera and species of the future real
things and beings.

I think that Justin here may stand under the influence of Basilides.
Compare, e.g., Hippolytus’ summary of the doctrine of Basilides
(10. 14.1): “‘Basilides too affirms that there is a non-existent God who had

created a non-existent world from non-existent elements by castmg down

a non-existent seed’’ (Baotkefdng 8¢ xal adrtog Aéyer elvo Oeov odx Gvta,
remoinx6to x6opov €€ 0dx Gvtwy odx Bvta, 0bx OV xaTaBaAbuevOV Tt oTépua).
Basilides is here re-interpreting Aristotle’s Categories (compare Article
11), and ‘‘non-existent’”” means simply noetic. Possibly, Hippolytus was
aware of the dependence of Justin upon Basilides, by placing Justin im-
mediately after Basilides in his Epitome (10.14 and 10.15).

However, if Justin’s teaching about the pre-creation of this world in
the mind of the extra-cosmic supreme Good One is likely to be dependent
on the noetic pre-creation of this world in the mind of the non-existent
supreme God, then Justin must be later than Basilides, contra the usual
placement of Justin’s Baruch before Basilides (e.g., in Foerster’s Die
Gnosis, I: IV. Kapitel: Das Buch Baruch. V. Kapitel: Basilides). This
dependence, however, is not a sufficient reason to locate Justin in the
Alexandria of Basilides (as R. van den Broek was willing to do).

(2) That the pure pneumatic supreme Good God may be theoretically in-
volved in the spermatic creation of this world—and thus be envisaged by
Justin as the ithyphallic god of procreation Priapus,—becomes clear from
the well-known Stoic equation, omépuo =mnvebpa. E.g., in Zeno (Galen
Def. med. 94 = SVF, 11, No. 742): oméppa = mvedpo EvBeppov év dyp®; in
Chrysippus (Diog. Laert. 7.158 =SVF, II, No. 741): dvbpcdmouv &8¢
onéppa... elvo vedpo xate v ovoiav. Cf. Galen, De usu part. 1X.4 (11, p.
12.20 Helmreich).

The Gnostic evidence is unmistakable in this respect. Compare:

Gnosticus Anonymus ap. Hippol.
4.51.11-12

The Naassenes ap. Hippol.
5.7.25-26

‘0 Y&p éyxéq;a)\og x0 pLov ;.Lépog v 100
mavtdg cwparog émixetton atpep.ng xol
Gxivnrtog, évtdg favtod Exwv o
Tvedpa... "Ofev xal & cneppom:a ¢k
EYxacpcx)\ou B tfig dogpdog Ywpoldvta
Exxpivetar.2!

Asyoucw obv Tepl T7i¢ T00 TVEDLATOG
obolag, it doti  mhvtwv  t@v
yivopévev altia, 8t tobtwv éotiv
0088v, Yewd Of xal molEl mavto T&
ywoéueva... Ak T05t6 gnov &xivnTtov
elvol T mhvto xwobv: péver Ydp 8 att,

2! Compare the Peratics ap. Hippol. 5.17.11-12 (and Article 11).
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mowdy  td  Tévta, xol 0008V Ty
vwouévwy yivetar. Tobtov (8’) elvy;
enowv "Ayabov pévov (follows Mark
10:18; Luke 18:19).

Both passages provide the link between mvevpoatixdg and omeppotixdg
Aéyog in the interpretatio Gnostica. In addition, Hermes has been inter-
preted as omeppatixdg Adyos both by Porphyry (ap. Eusebius Praep. ev.
3.11.42) and by the Naassene author (Hippol. 5.7.29). As for Priapus, he
has been equated with omeppatixdc Adyo¢ by Porphyry (ap. Euseb.
3.11.15).22 As for the MNaassenerpredigt, one cannot be sure whether its
author is talking about Osiris (cf. Plut. De Is. 371 F) or rather Priapus, as
I am inclined to believe. Anyway, the similarity in imagery and diction
between Justin’s Priapus as 6 ’Ayaf6¢, and the Naassene Priapus/Osiris
as 10 "AyaBnedpov, is striking:

Justin (5.26.33-34):

‘O 8 Ayabéc dou, (onol,)
TMMplamog... Ak vobto, ¢nalv, eig
mhvta vaov fotator xol év Talc 6d0ic,
Und mhong ¢ xtioewe TUYLMPEVOS,
Bastdlwy thg Omdpag Emdvew abtod,
TOUTEGTL TOUG XXETOVS THi¢ XTIoEWS, GV
aftiog éyéveto mplomotfisag v xtiow
npG{te)pov odx obsav.

The Naassene (5.7.27-28):

Ov8elc Ydp, enoiv, Eott vadg &v (H) mpd
tfig elodBou oby Eotmxe Yuuvov To
xexpupLpévoy, xdtwbev dve BAémov xod
névtag Tovg xapmovg tv (EE) adtod
Ywopévwv  otepavodpevov.  ‘Eotdvon
dt.. Aéyoust 1O towobtov... xol év
ndoog 680t xal mhootg dyvaig xol map’
adtats talg oixfotg, {(d¢) Spov Tvd xai

tépuo g olxiag mpotetaypévov. Kai
tobto eivar 10 Ayafév Ymd mdvrwy
Aeybpevov: Ayabnebpov ydp adtd
XotA0DGLY.

In the Naassene report, both epithets—8&pog Tig xat téppa t7ig olxiag and
70 'Ayabngbpov (cf. P.G.M. 4.3165)—hint exactly at Priapus.?* Then the
conclusion that Justin may have stood under the spell of the Naassener-
predigt 1 think becomes more likely than not. My point, however, is that
Gnostic equation of the pneumatic 6 *Ayafég with the spermatic Priapus is
utterly credible.

(3) Finally, Justin’s equation of 6 "Ayafd¢ 0e6¢ with Priapus may have
been encouraged by the identification of Priapus with the old fertility god
*AyaBog Aafpwv (cf. Cornutus De nat. deor. 27, p. 50.15 Lang). Cornutus’

22 Cf. Hans Herter, De Priapo (RGVYV, 23), Giessen, 1932, 237 f.; M. Olender, op. cit.
(supra, n. 1), p. 885.

2 Cf. A.G. XV1.86; 236; 237; 243, 260; 261; Epigr. 782 Kaibel, and Herter, op. cit.,
246.
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reason for this equation was: # mheovdlovoa év 1 0Oed omeppotixd
Sovaets.2* Justin’s supreme principle, the Good One, who had pre-
created this world in his mind, could only approve of the command given
to Adam and Eve by Elohim and Edem (5.26.9): ‘‘AdfdvesBe xoi
nAnfoveale xal xataxAnpovoutsate thv [Fv’’ (cf. Gen. 1:28).

In conclusion, far from being a later expansion, Justin’s equation of
the Good One with Priapus: (1) squares with his own system; (2) finds its
support in other Gnostic systems (Basilides; the Naassenes); (3) best il-
lustrates the range of Justin’s syncretistic drive. For, if Elohim could have
been equated with Zeus; Edem with Ge (Leda and Danae); Babel with
Aphrodite (and Omphale); Adam with Ganymede (or catamite); and
finally Heracles with the Gnostic Redeemer, then the Good One could
have been envisaged as Priapus as well.

2¢ Cf. Herter, op. cit., 238 f.; Olender, 881.
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NEW GNOSTIC TEXTS

The main objective of Hippolytus, in his masterpiece Refutatio Omnium
Haeresium, was to demonstrate his thesis that the Christian heretics in
general and the Gnostics in particular are no more than mere plagiariss
from Greek philosophy and religion. Hippolytus’ neologism, xAe¢iloyor
and xAedrhoYely, is repeated seven times throughout his book.! In order to
prove his thesis, the author felt it necessary to expand his Elenchos (Books
V-IX) by including an extensive survey of Greek philosophy (Book I),
Hellenistic mysteries (the lost Books II and III), astrology, astronomy
and magic (Books IV), called Philosophumena (Books I-IV).

This survey is presented as the fruit of the author’s own research effort
for the benefit of the reader. Now the reader is provided with a tool for a
close comparison (% Eyylwv mopdbeoic 6nod xal olyxpiog, 6.21.2) of a
plagiarizing Gnostic (e.g., Valentinus) with his Greek source (e.g., Plato
and Pythagoras). That is why the same passage from a Greek philosopher
1s repeated several times in the work.

Nobody will deny that the Gnostics were inspired by Platonism,
Pythagoreanism and Graeco-Roman mysteries (and that i1s why we find a
Coptic translation of Plato’s Republic IX, 588b-589b, in NHC VL.5 in the
first place). But the point is that Hippolytus was not successful in pin-
pointing such an influence upon a concrete Gnostic treatise. The result is
that the author’s entire enterprise with Parathesis proves to be a gross
failure. For Valentinus did not copy from Plato’s Second Letter (contrary
to Ref. 6.37); Marcion has nothing to do with Empedocles (contrary to
Hippolytus’ own Antiparathesis, 7.30); and the pure Christian modalist
Monarchianist Noetus probably had never heard of Heraclitus of
Ephesus (contrary to Ref. 9.8-10).

Consequently, the real purpose of Hippolytus in producing his
Philosophumena seems to have been to impress his audience. To present
himself as a knowledgeable and learned author with an encyclopaedic
erudition—in the eyes of his Roman congregation, of the empress Iulia
Mammaea, of the matron Severina, and the posterity in general. To the
extent that everybody could see the difference between the erudite self-
proclaimed Pope Hippolytus, and the &ypdppatoc Pope Zephyrinus and
the ex-slave Pope Callistus, Hippolytus’ archenemy.

1 KXedinoyor: Proem 11 (p. 56.65 M.); 4.51.14 (p. 139.83); 7.29.3 (p. 304.10); 10.34.2
(p. 415.8). - KXeduhoyetv: 5.4 (p. 140.10); 7.31.8 (p. 314.38); 9.31.1 (p. 378.4).
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The most striking discovery, however, when dealing with the Quellen-
forschung of the Elenchos, is the fact that Hippolytus—in his zeal to offer a
«proof”’ of the Gnostic plagiarizing from Greek philosophy—often finds
this “‘proof’” not very far: in the same Gnostic scriptures he had set out to refute.

Two remarks are in order here. First, Gnostic authors often quote texts
from Greek poets and philosophers. They do so openly and deliberately, in
order to produce their Exegesis or Interpretatio Gnostica. According to the
Gnostics, Greek poets and philosophers were ‘‘spontaneous Gnostics,”’
without being aware of that. Once ‘‘correctly interpreted’” (i.e.,
Gnostically reinterpreted), they all serve as witnesses to the universal
validity and primordial truth of the respective Gnostic doctrine. In other
words, there is no difference between Gnostic treatment of OT and NT,
and of Greek philosophers: Maptupely 8¢ gaotv adt@y 16 Adyw oby &mA&g
wévny v ‘Péav, &AXS Ydp, 6 Emog elmelv, SAny v xtiow (Ref. 5.7.16). And
that is why, for example, the Naassenerpredigt quotes Odyssey 24.1-12, or
Hymn to Attis, or else PM.G., No. 985 (Ref. 5.7.30-37; 5.9.8-9;
5.7.3-6).

Second, Hippolytus, however, copies these passages dealing with
Greek philosophers from the respective Gnostic Exegesis, and presents
them as his own discovery and ‘‘proof’’ of the Gnostics plagiarizing
Greek philosophers. In brief, a plagiarist accuses a quoting author of plagiariz-
ing. Now, that Hippolytus was able of doing just that is supported by the
fact that he has been long recognized as a reckless plagiarist, verbatim copy-
ing entire pages from Irenaeus, Sextus Empiricus, Flavius Josephus and
others without stating his source.

The fact that Hippolytus copies passages from Greek poets and
philosophers from Gnostic Exegeses is of significance for us, because we
are now in a position to include those passages into the respective Gnostic

13

treatise and thus to increase the extant Gnostic material. I shall now
substantiate my discovery on a few clear examples.

(1) Aratus (4.47-49) is copied from an Ophitic Exegesis?

Aratus The Naassenes The Peratae

4.47.1-2: Eiketofar 8¢ 5.8.34: Tov adtdv 8¢ 5.16.15: ’Exnl  <obtov,
xatd td¢ dpxtoug adtdg  TOUTOV, ¢nolv, of Pplyes gnalv, doti 1O ‘‘péya

? The term Ophitic is employed in this paper in a very loose sense—to designate any
significant role of the Serpent (Dragon), not necessarily its role as a Gnostic Redeemer. In
this anonymous Gnostic doctrine, the Serpent plays a negative role (cf. p. 123), just as it
does in the system of Justin’s Baruch (Nahash), or in the doctrine of the Ophites ap.
Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.30.7-8 and 15.—Greek text is quoted from my edition of Hip-
p()lytus’ Rg[u{a[{g, PTS, Vol. 25, Berlin, 1986.
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Aéyer, olév 1t moTapold  xakoSow aimbhov, oby 8ti, Oabpa’’ opdpevov dv g
pebpa,  “‘péya  Bobpa  grotv, ¥Booxev alyog xal  obpavéd Tolg  Suvapévor
Apdixovtog meddpov’’  tpdyoug, ¢ of uyixol  Belvc xatk Y&p, @iy,
(Aratus 45 f.; 57). Kai  dvopdlovstv, AN (8)t, adthv thv &xpav adtoj
w00t elval gnow & év 1@  gnolv, fotiv &{ehumbhog,  {tiv}  xepakiy  (8mep
Tof mpog tov (Bedv 6)  toutéotv 6 el mOA@V xal  wvtwv &mioTéTEPOV Tolc

SudBolog Fenr  ‘lumept-  otpépwv xal meptedadvwvy  odx  eldéat)  wisyovtay
natiicag thv U’ olpavov  TOv xdopov GAov GTpoed. dog  te  xad  Gvatol
xoi mepteA@av’’ (fob 1:7), dAMAag  (Arat. 6]
TouTéGTL TEPLOTPUPELG ol f. = Ref. 4.47.3). Toir
TEPLOXOTNGAG & gott, (pnotf,) mepl 00 eimey
ywépeva. TetdyBor  yap 7 &yvwoins &v  obpave
vopilovat  xatdk  ToV “eidettar péyo  Bodpa
&pXTIXOV THAov Tov Apdxov{tog)’’, ‘‘Bevolo
Apdixovta, tOv Sy, &mwod neAdpov’’ (Arat. 46).

o0 OdmArotdtou  méAou
ndvtae  EmBAémovta xoal
mévta  Epopdvta,  tva
undtv TV TpotTopéVLV
odtov AdlT.

Hippolytus’ account of Aratus is in Book IV (Philosophumena), i.e., in
the part of the work dealing with the pagan Greek, non-Gnostic, sources.
And it is introduced by these words (4.46.1-2): ... 8rw¢ 6 tetdypeda mepl
oV alpéoewv Emdeifavteg, Exdotolg te t& Bt &modolvar dvaryxdoavTes Yup-
voUg ToU¢ alpectdpyag avepsmwey... “Iva 8¢ capéotepa tolg dvtuyydvouvst T&
enBnodueva povij, doxel xal (ta) 1@ "Apdtey TEPpOVTIOUEVR TEPL THG XATY TOV
oVpavov dotpwv draBésewc Eetnelv... However, that Hippolytus is copying
from a Gnostic Exegesis on Aratus, becomes clear both from his following in-
troductory words, ¢ Tveg elg & Um0 T@V YpapdVv elpnuéva dmetxovilovieg
adtd [sc. t& @ "Apdtw meppovtiopéva] dAAnYopotst, and from the quota-
tion lob 1:7, 1n 4.47.2.

The constellation of Dragon, situated in the region of North Pole,
never sets below the horizon but is always visible. As such the Dragon
could become an ideal Gnostic Querseer (dmiotdtng): ITdvtwy Yap duvdvtwy
T@V xaTd TOV 00pavoy &oTépwv mbvog 00Tog 6 TOAog ovdémote dUveL, AN’ dvew
Omép tov Opilovra Epybuevog mavta meproxomel xal miBAémet, xal Aabelv adtov
&V TpatTopévewy, enal, ddvator 0ddév (4.47.3). This is confirmed both by
the Naassene &etndhog and by the Peratic passage.

The only difference of significance is that with the Naassenes and the
Peratics the Dragon is a positive principle (cf. 5.16.16: 6 téAetog "Oetc),
while in the anonymous Gnostic Exegesis on Aratus he is a negative prin-
ciple—Satan or Demiurge of this world, keeping under his watch the en-
tire creation (meptotpageic xal meptoxomfoog t& ywépeva). This is confirmed
by Job 1:7 (‘‘And the Lord said to Satan: ‘Whence do you come?’ Then
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Satan answered the Lord and said: ‘From roaming the Earth and patrol-
Jing it.””’), and also by the fact that at 4.47.5, the Dragon is identified as
the Serpent from Genesis 3:15.

Now, a systematic analysis and assessment of this anonymous Gnostic
system (4.47.4—4.49.4) is beyond the scope of this paper. My only pur-
pose here is to demonstrate that Hippolytus is copying from a Gnostic Ex-
egesis on Aratus. Therefore, it will suffice to add these two points. (1) In
this Gnostic system, the constellation of the Kneeler (Engonasin) is ex-
plicitly interpreted as Adam (4.47.5; 4.48.3 and 7). The first instance
reads: ol 8¢ alpetixol... tov ’Ev yévogl ooty elvoar tov "Addu, xatd
npboToYUa, Pai, T00 Beol, xabag eine Mwaiic, puldosovta thv xepaAnv Tob
Apdxovtog, xal TOv Apdxovia v mtépvav adtob (Gen. 3:15).

(2) The similarity between our Anonymus Gnosticus and a Peratic
passage—as for the role of the constellations of the Kneeler (Engonasin,
Adam), the Dragon (Satan), Crown, Lyre, Serpent ("Ogti), and the
Snakeholder (Ophiuchus)—is striking. Compare:

Anonymus Gnosticus
(4.48.4-6)

"Eowxe 8¢ 6 'Ev ydvaow éxatépwlev
EmBAA (A Yew tdg YeTpog xal T00T0 pév
t7i¢ Abpag, todto 8¢ (tob) Xtepdvou
¢pamteclat... "EmBovledetor 8¢ ouéx
xal dmoomdtat 6 Ltépavog avtod Om’
d\ov  Onmplov, (t00)  puxpotépou
Apbxovtog, 6 ot yéwnupa  TOD
puAacgouévou o t06 'Ev yévast td
m0d{. "AvBpwmog d¢ Eatnxev, éxatépaic
Tolg xepol xapTepds xaTaoPiYYWY Xl
elg & dmiow EAxwv 4md Tob Etepdvou
v "Ogw xal odx 2@{v) épdmreabat
,BLOIC(')[J.EVOV 100 Ztepdvov 10 Onplov:
Uocptoﬁxov 8¢ adtov 0 “Apatog xael,
0L xatéyel v puiv tob " Opewg, énl
T{)v Ztégavov ENBeiv metpwpévou. Adyog
§5, enaiv, €oti(v obtog, 6 &v) oyfuatt
?Wepo'mou, 0 xwAdwv ¢l tov Ttépavoy
E)\Gsiv 10 Onplov, oixtelpwv ToVv
fﬂlﬁou)\auéuevov Omd 1ol Apdxovtog,
Olob xal T00 YevwwApartog éxeivou.

The Peratae
(5.16.16)

‘Exatépwbev 8¢ adtob [sc. tob Apdxov-
t06] mapatétaxtat Ltépavog xatl Abpa,
xal xat’ adtiv &vwbev v xepaddv
dxpav éAeevog &vBpwmog, 6 "Ev [Névaaty
(xahobuevog), Eotiv Gpdpevog, ‘“Be-
Eitepob modog &xpov Exwv oxohiolo
Apdixovtog’’ (Arat. 70 = Ref. 4.47.5).
Kotd 8¢ tov vetov 100 'Ev yévasiv
, N 3N w , ,
dotiv (0) dredng "Ogug, dupotépatg
Tolg  xepol  xotesplypévog OO TOD
Ogrodyou xal xwAudpevog Epddoaahar
00 Xtepdvov, Tapaxelkévou 1@ Tehelw
"Ogel [i.e., 1@ Apdxovtt].

In both Gnostic systems Ophiuchus plays the role of a Gnostic
Redeemer (Logos, Anthropos), but while in the Anonymus the Crown is
being reserved for Adam (Engonasin: 4.48.3: 6 *Addu... mopoxe{puevoy
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a0T@ Tov Ltépavov Afdetar), in the Peratic exegesis it is being saved for the
Dragon, as 6 téAetog "Ogig. But the point is that both Exegeses of Aratus

are Gnostic.

(2) A pneumatic medical treatise (4.51.10-13) s copied from another Ophitic

Exegests

Medical Treatise

4.51.11: ‘O yap Eyxépadog xlptov
wépog G 100 TavTOg CUaTog EmixelTal
drpepng xol Gxivirtog, évtdg Eawtod
Exwv 10 mvedpa... ‘O updv  yap
dyxépahog dvatunbels Evdov Exer 10
xohobpevov  xopdplov, ob Exatépmbev
Opéveg elot Aemtol, obg mtepdyia mpoa-
ayopedousty, 7pépa UTTO T00 TVESUATOG
xwobdpeva xal meAw  dmedadvovta TO
nvebpo Emt Ty mopeyxepakide. (12) "0
dltpéyov 0& twog dyyeiou xahdpLew
gowxdtog Eml TO xwvdplov YwpEEL, ©
npdoxeLTaL ) oTépLov g
napeyxeaAidog,  éxdexdupevov 10
dtotpéyov Tvelpo xal Gvadidov émi tov
v Tioiov Aeybpevov pueddv, 80ev mav 1o

The Peratae

5.17.11: Tlpog tobtwv THv &mdekw
@épouot  (xal) Tiv TOD Eyxepdlou
dvatopfv, odtdv wév Tov Eyxépaiov
&rewxoviovteg @ Matpl dud to dxlv-
ntov (elvan), TNy B¢ mapeyxeaAida t@
Yi 8té te 10 xveloBou xal Spaxovtoeldd
Omédpxew. (12) “Hv  dppfiteg  xad
donuévtws  émondcbar S Tob
xwvaplov gaoxouvst Ty Ex Tob xapaplov
dmoppéoucay Tveupatixy xai fwoydvoy
odaiov: v brodebopévn 7
mapeyxepaAls, omep 6 Yidg, GAdAwg
petadidwot 17 UAn tag déag (toutéoTv
¢l TOV VO TITOV [LUEAOV DLappEl T& oTtép-
potor xol T YEVY] TV YEVOUEVWV Xt
obpxat)

oopo  petalopBdver TO mvevpwaTixdv,
UGV TMV &PTNEL®Y dixny xAddou éx
tobtov t00 &yyeiou Aptnuévwv. OV 1o
mépog  EML  T&  YEWNTIXX  AyYEl™
teppatiletan 80ev xai t& omépuata €€
gyxepdlov S THg Gopbog Ywpeolvta
éxxpivetat. (13) "Eott 8¢ 10 oxfjua ti¢
TapeYxepaAidog Eowxds xepai] Spdxov-
T06...

As the case (1), our pneumatic medical treatise is presented as part of
Hippolytus’ own research on Greek pagan sources of Gnostic plagiarism:
that is why it has been placed in Book IV (Philosophumena). However, that
Hippolytus had copied it from a Gnostic source is proven beyond doubt
by the following three facts. (1) Both in the medical treatise and in the
Peratic doctrine the brain plays the part of the Father. That is why we
read in the former: 6 yap éyxépahog xUptov pépog dov To0 TaVTHE GOUATOS
(4.51.11) and: Aéyovteg thv 100 mavtdg ololov xad dbvorty xod TaTPLXTY
BerdTnTa dmo THg ToO dyxepdhov SrabBéacwe dtddaxesbot (4.51.10). Both the
brain and the Father are immobile (&xivnroc), while the pneuma flows
dewn from the brain to the organs of generation. The source of the
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pneuma is immobile also in the Naassene doctrine (5.7.25, quoted supra,
p. 1171).°

(2) Equally important is the fact that the cerebellum has the shape of a
serpent: Eomi B¢ 0 oxfua i mopeyxepakidog dowdg xepali] Spdxovrog
(4.51.13). That is why it has been equated with the Son by the Peratics: it
is an ideal pesitng between the Father and the material world: (5.17.11)
grewxovifovteg. .. T 3¢ mapeyxepakida 1@ Yid ditd te o xvelshon xal Spoxov-
coe1d7] dmdpyxetv. This Ophitic element is surely Gnostic. Compare another
Ophitic simile in the doctrine of the Opbhites (ap. Iren. 1.30.15): Quidam
enim ipsam Sophiam Serpentem factam dicunt: quapropter et contrariam exstitisse
Factori Adae, et agnitionem hominibus immisisse, et propter hoc dictum Serpentem
omnium sapientiorem (Gen. 3:1). Sed et {propter delevi} positionem intestinorum
nostrorum, per quae esca infertur, eo quod talem figuram habeant, ostendentem
absconsam  generatricem Serpentis figurae substantiam in nobis. (Compare
Theodoretus, Haer. fab. comp. 1.14.)

(3) The equation, t& sméppata = 1} Tvevpatixn odaia, is well documented
in Gnosticism (cf. p. 117), and is confirmed by the Peratic passage (the
fact that the pneumatic substance is explained here as the forms or the
genera for the shapeless matter does not contradict this).

(3) Hippolytus’ report on the Mysteries of the Great Goddess at Phlya (5.20.6-8)
is copied from a Sethian Exegesis.

The text has been discussed supra, pp. 89-92. The report is clearly
introduced as Hippolytus’ own discovery (5.20.4-5). However, that it
was copied from a Sethian source, is proven (1) by the telltaling words
(5.20.7), xata tov (t@v) Enbavidv Aéyov and ¢ Aéyouat; (2) by the clear
Sethian interpretation of the Orphic divinities: ®dog puétng =10 9ig;
Dudha =10 oxotewodv Udwp; TO év péow tobTwv ddoTnme = &ppovia
nvebpatog. Notice the contrast:

5.20.4-6:

"Eoti 8¢ avtoig [sc. ol Snbavoig] 7
n&oo Sdooxakion T00 Abyou Amd TGV
TahouGy  Beokbywv, Movusafov  xai
Avou xol 100 Td¢ Teletde xoi &
Eiucrtﬁpv.a uéAiota xatade{favrtoc
Opgéwc... Tetéheaton Bt Taibta [sc. t&

5.20.7-8:

"Eowxe 8¢ elvar xotd 1oV (tddV)
Znbavidv Abyov 6 Pdog puétne 16 P,
10 3¢ oxotevoy UBwp 1| Duxdha, 16 3¢ év
péow  tobtwv  Sidotnuo  Gppovin
[Mvedpoatog (to0) petabd Tetayuévou.
To 8¢ 6vopa tob Ddo(u)g puétov Ty

* The comparison of Edem with brain in the Naassene doctrine (5.9.15) is different in
kind: "E8&u 8¢ eivor Aéyouat tov Eyxépadov, olovel dedepmévov xal xateapiypévov év toig
Tepixetpévorg yLtdoty omep obpavols. In addition to the obvious paretymology ("Edéu =16
Btﬁagévov), the Naassene author may have been influenced by an idea similar to that in
Philo, Leg. alleg. 1.64: t7ig "Edéy, tiic 100 Beob copiag.
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Boxyxd 100 "Oppéws] xal mapadédotat giov dvwbev t00 pwtés, w¢ Aéyoust,
avBpimorg 7596 ¢ Kekeob xal Mot xdtw" dote edAdYws &v Tig el
Tpmto)\sy.ou xol Afumrpog xod Kopng todg Znbiavodg Yyl mou TeAelv mop’
xal Atovioouv év "Elevatv 'csls‘mg, év abtolg ta thHg Meydhng Dhewasiwy
Deodvt tiig ATTxTig TEO Y&e TGV Gpyree.

’EXevowiwv  puotnpiov dotlv év T
Dhewodvtt  (td  tig)  Aeyowévn{g)
MevydAn(c) dpywa. "Eott 8¢ maotdc dv
a0TT. ..

Since Phicola is probably a Semitic name (cf. p. 91 f), 1t is highly
unlikely that her name was ever inscribed in the colonnade of the temple
of the Great Goddess at Phlya, but comes from a Semitic Orphic
cosmogony. Hippolytus is clearly copying from a Sethian source. Even
his claim that the mysteries of the Great Goddess are older than the
Eleusinian mysteries (5.20.5) may derive from the same Sethian source,
where it may have been intended to prove the primordiality of the Sethian
faith—of their three principles ®d¢, Exétog, [Ivedua, interpreted by them
in Orphic terms as ®dvng, Ouxdra, ddoTnua.

(4) The ““‘Pythagorean’’ (6.24-25) and ‘‘Marcionite’’ doctrine (7.29) is copied
from a Gnostic Commentary on Empedocles.

Hippolytus ascribes both to Pythagoras and Marcion a Neoplatonic in-
terpretation of Empedocles’ ®tkia and Netxog. According to this inter-
pretation, Philia stands for the extra-cosmic intelligible world of unity,
while Neikos represents the plurality of this sensible cosmos of ours
(6.24.1 and 3; 7.29.17; 7.31.3). Recently, the Neoplatonic origin of this
interpretation has been convincingly pointed out by Walter Burkert.* My
only disagreement with Burkert is in my belief that the direct source of
Hippolytus here is a Gnostic.one. This may be proven by the following
three main facts.

(1) The presence of the quotation from 1 Cor. 2:9 at 6.24.4—a beloved
Gnostic text (cf. Hippol. 5.24.1; 26.16; 27.2; Ev. Thomae, Logion 17;
Clem. Exc. ex Theod. 10.5; Manichaean Turfan Fr. M 789). (2) The role
of Neikos as the Gnostic ‘‘evil Demiurge of this world’’ (6 3nuiovpy0s
T008e 100 xbopov, 6 movnpdg, 7.29.15; 7.31.3), and of Philia as the
Redeemer both of the elements and the souls. (3) The presence of the
Christian and Gnostic term, 7 xtioi¢, ‘‘this creation of ours,”’ at 7.29.9
and 24. This cannot be a ‘‘Zusatz des Hippolytus’’ (contra Burkert, p-

* Walter Burkert, ‘‘Plotin, Plutarch und die platonisierende Interpretation von
Heraklit und Empedokles,’” in Kephalaion. Studies... C.J. de Vogel (Assen, 1975), pp. 141 f.
and especially p. 145 n. 27.—On Empedocles in Hippolytus’ Refutatio in general, compare
J.P. Hershbell, Phronesis 18 (1973) 97-114 and 187-203.
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‘‘Pythagoras’’ ‘“Marcion’’
2 . , e o, . - - P ,
EOLXE, XOTA HUGGYOPGV 7| TOL XOGUOV X0l TCPOGOLXELOL T TAVTL, VX WUEVY T
dtopLovi]. n&v v, Omd  Tig  @uhlag el
OLUXOOHODILEVOY  HOVOTEOTLG  xof

povoerdg. (12) “Otav 88 7 @uhia gx
TOAA®V  morfloy 10 Bv  xal 1
dieomaopéva TPOGOLX0O0UTNGY TR Evi,
TdAw T VETx0g &7 100 Evog AmooTd Xod
Totel ToAA&, Tovtéativ Thp, Udwe, Yy,
&épa, & {T7) x ToUTWV Yewmueva {pa
xal @utd xol Goo pépn To0 xbopou
XX TXVOOULEV.

7.29.15:  ...(‘“‘velxog) pouvdpevov’’
(Empedocl. B 115.14) xat teta-
(pa)ypévov xad &atatov TOV dMpLLoLEYOY
10(0)d¢ tob xéopov 6 ’EumedoxAfic
ATTOXUAGDV.

7.29.20 Abtn (3%) éotv M xoAaaig §
xoAdler (tag duyde) 6 dmuovpyde. ..
(21) Muwcouvpévag obv tag duyds xod
Bosavilopévag xal xolafouévag v tide
1@ x0ope xota tov Epmedoxhéa
ouvdyer N @uhio, dyab? Tic oloa xod
xotowxte{pousa TOV  GTEVAYMOV  odTRV

X3 =

xal Ty &toxtov xol movnpav ‘‘tod
velxovg T00 potvopévou’’ xatooxevry,
xal €Edyev (adtdg) xat’ dhiyov éx tob
x6opou  xoal  TPOCOLXELODY TG &Vl
omebdovoa. ..

In conclusion, the entire imagery, language and atmosphere in this in-
terpretation of Empedocles’ Neikos as the evil Demiurge of this world,
and of Philia as its good Savior are Gnostic. However, as a surprise, Hip-
polytus tells us that, in addition to Philia and Neikos, there is a third prin-
ciple both in Empedocles and in Marcion. This third Dynamis or divinity
takes the middle position between the principle of Good (Philia) and the
principle of Evil (Neikos, the Demiurge). His name is Logos. As Philia,
he too is noetic (intelligible), and he serves as the right hand of Philia in
her activity as a Savior (7.31.5: 6 Aéyog, 6 7 @thio cuvarywvi{éuevos,
tovtéort t® 'Ayaf®). It was not difficult for Hippolytus to equate
Empedocles’ Philia with Marcion’s Good God; Neikos with the
Demiurge, and this third, middle, principle, called Logos—with Jesus in
his role of 6 pweattng (cf. Gal. 3:20; Clem. Exc. ex Theod. 53.2, and Cyrillus
of Alexandria, De trinitate dial. 1 [V.1, p. 410 D Aubert]: tov &upotv
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qvapesov, Beot te prul xal xticews, Toadtn Yép Tot xal wesitny adtov xexAfiobol

QNOLY).

Two questions now arise. (1) Hippolytus derives the existence of such
a,third principle in Empedocles from his B 110 and B 131. Why? And (2)

Is Hippolytus here copying

same Gnostzc Commentary on

Empedocles, or rather another, non-Gnostic, source? But first the

evidence.

7.29.25-26:

Towdtn 3% g {f} xatd Tov
"EpnedoxAéa fuiv 1) 100 xdopov yéveotg
xal plopd xai sbotaci, £ dyabol xal
xaxo0 cuvest®don, gLAosogeltat. Eivor
3¢ gmot xal vonTiy Tpltny Twva Advoy,
fv x&v éx tobtwv {1tV TOAAGV)
¢mwvoeioBa Sovashar, Aéywv O3 mowg:
(Empedocl. B 110.1-10) ... “‘méva
vop tob @pbvnoy Exewv xal vedpatog
(a)loav.”’

7.31.2-4:

Teltnv (twvé obv) gdoxwv dixatov elvat
dpxfv, xoi péomy dyobold xol xaxod
tetaypévny, 008’ ofitwe &7 6 Ipémewv
v Eunedoxiéoug Saguyelv ioxvee
ddkav. (3) Kéouov ydp enowv elvan 6
’EunedoxAfic (tobtov), tov Omd Tl
veixoug drouxodpevov 100 Tovnpos, xol
£tepov vontéy, Tov Lo g eLhiog, xal
elva Tadtag Tag Srapepodoag dpydg 860,
dyafod xal xoxod: pésov O elvar tdV

Srpbpwv dpxdv (todtwv ToV) Sixatov
Aébyov, xaf’ Bv ocuyxpivetar ta
dpenuévee  umo  tod  veixoug  xadl
npocapudletar xatd TV @hiay T@ Evi.
(4) Tobtov 8¢ {odtov) tov Bixoov
Aéyov, 1oV 1) @kl cuvarywwi{dpevoy,
Moboav 6 'EpmedoxAfic mpocayopedet
xol  odtov  adt®  ouvvaywvileshol
Topax el Aéyowv ¢ Tws'
(Empedocl. B 131.1-4) ... ““&ufpote
Motsa, / eOYoéve VOV alTE
napiotaco, Kodhdmeio, / duopl Becdv
paxdpwv dyabov Adyov dueaivovtt.”’

(1) Empedocles B 110 and B 131 as the source of inspiration for a late
antique interpreter of Empedocles in ascribing a Logos to him. As Ettore
Bignone had pointed out (back in 1916), Hippolytus’ ¢ dixatog Aéyog at
7.31.3-4 derives from the Stoic 6 6pfd¢ Aéyog (e.g., in DL 7.54).5 This
becomes clear from the interpretation of Empedocles’ B 2 by Sextus Em-
piricus (Adv. math. 7.122-124): "AXlot 8¢ foav ol Aéyovteg xotd TOV
"Eumedoxhéa xprtfptov elvan tiic dAnfelag 0d tde alabiiserg, dAA& tov dp00v
Adyov, oG 8¢ 6pfos Aéyou tov pév Tva Belov Omdpyety, tov B¢ dvbpcdmivov.
"Qv tov utv Betov dvékoratov eivan, Tov 3¢ dvbpidmivov EEotatév. Aéyel 3¢ mepl
&V 0T w1 év 1ol alsBfceat thv xpiotv TdAnBole Smdpxety obtws: (B 2.1-8) ...,

® Ettore Bignone, Empedocle (‘Torino, 1916), pp. 637 1.; 647 f.; W.K.C. Guthrie, 4
History of Greek Philosophy, 11 (Cambridge, 1965), pp. 260 f., is in agreement with Bignene.
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mepl 88 Tob pA el t0 movtekic dAnmrtov eivor Tty GAABetav, AR’ €9’ Booy
ixvettaw 6 GvBpcdmivog Aéyog Anmedy Omdpxewv, Siacagel T0lG TPOXELLEVOLC
émpépwv: (B 2.8-9) ‘T 8’ odv, énel H8 éMdabng, / mebaear ob mAéov A2
Bpotein pijtig Bpwpev.”’

My only disagreement with Bignone and Guthrie is in this. In his
source, a late interpretation of Empedocles, Hippolytus had found prob-
ably the Stoic term, 6 dpBo¢ Adyog, understood as ‘‘the right reason, ex-
pressible by men.’”’ It is he who had changed ép8é¢ into dixatog, in order
to meet the third principle of Prepon (7.31.2): Tpitnv {twvé odv) gpdoxcwy
dixatov elvan dpyfyv, xol uéony &yabol xat xaxod tetarypévny, 008 obteg 31 6
[pénwv v "Eunedoxiéoug dapuyelv loxvoe d6av.

Back to 7.29.25-26. I think it is not difficult to see the same Stoic
‘‘reason, spread throughout the cosmos,”” in ‘‘the third, intelligible,
Dynamis, which can be perceived in the manifold particular things
around us.’”’ According to this Stoic interpreter, this universal reason
may be detected in Empedocles’ famous thesis (B 110.10): mévra yap {oft
ppdvnaoty Exewv xal vopatog alsav. While the words gpévrotg and vémpua
were interpreted as the Stoic Aéyog, the word mdvta stands for ‘‘all
manifold particular things of this cosmos.’” That is why my supplement
was necessary at 7.29.25, fiv x&v €x todtwv (t@v moAA@v) émtvoeicho
dbvasBo. Here the expression, tabta t& moAA&, means, ‘‘this sensible
world of plurality,’” and is confirmed both by B 110.10 n&vta and by Hip-
pol. 7.29.14 (p. 307.67 M.), yevésBau v toi¢ moAlotg todtoLg, ‘“to be born
in this world of plurality.”’

And what about Empedocles’ B 131? Why is the Muse there identified
with Logos? The answer is not easy. My guess is that a late interpreter of
Empedocles had understood the Muse, the source of wisdom and truth,
as 6 Betog Aéyog or 6 dAnBig Adyog, on which Empedocles’ own é&yaBog
Aéyog (B 131.4) depends. The Muse-Logos is an assistant to Philia as the
principle of Good (6 Aédyog 6 tfj euhig cuvarywvi{buevog, Toutéott 1@ Ayadd,
7.31.5). As a mediator between the goddess of Good (Philia) and man
(here, the poet), the Muse-Logos becomes an ideal assistant to man as well
(tobtov 8¢ tov dixawov Adyov, tov 17 @tAix cuvarywwi{duevov, Mobsav 6
"EunedoxAfic mpocayopebel xal odtov abtd ouvaywvileoBor  mopoxaet,
7.31.4). The interpretation of the Muse as Logos seems to find its sup-
port in Sextus Empir. 7.124, as Guthrie had pointed out (II, p. 261 n. 1).
There, the Muse, who coging én’ éxpotat Boaler (Empedocles B 3.8), seems
to have been interpreted as Logos: ‘O 'EunedoxAf... maplatnot 16

Exdotne alobioewe AapuBavéuevoy matéy Eott T0d Adyou TodTwY émtatatoly-
7o (follows B 3.1-13).

(2) It 1s more likely than not that Hippolytus here continues copying
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the same Gnostic source. For the idea expressed by Empedocles B 110.10,
and interpreted by Sextus (8.286) as: "EuredoxAfi¢ €t napadobrepov mdvra
fElov Aoytxd tuyxdvery (xad o {da wévov, dAA& xal gutd), is a beloved
Gnostic theme. And the line B 110.10 itself has been quoted by the
Simonians (Hippol. 6.12.1; 10.12.2).

(5) Aristotle (7.15-19) is copied from a treatise of Bastilides.

It is Basilides, not Hippolytus, who quotes Aristotle here, in order to
substantiate his own basic doctrine: ‘‘In the beginning, a non-existent
(i.e., pure noetic) God had pre-created® a non-existent (noetic) world out
of non-existent (noetic) elements, by throwing a non-existent (noetic)
seed, comprising the entire diversity and multiplicity of the future real
world.”” Aristotle’s genus serves as a proof of Basilides’ non-existent (in-
telligible) seed of all particular things, while Aristotle’s definition of God
as vomatg vofoews (Metaph. A 9, 1074 b 34) 1s quoted to prove Basilides’
‘“‘non-existent,’’ pure noetic God.

Aristotle’s yévog as cwpog tii¢ mavameppiog’

Aristotle

7.15.1-2: ’ApiototéAng wév obv Ty
obaiav Srotpel TpLy®dg” EoTt Y&p adTig 1O
uév t yévog, 10 Oé TL eldog, TO ¢ T
&topov... To B¢ yévoc €ativ olovel
owpds TG, éx TOAAGDV xol Sapbpwv
XUTULEMLYLEVOS  OTEPUATWY, ¢ 0L
Yévoug olovel Ttvog swpob TdvTa T TV
yeyovdtwv idn Stoxé (xpIrtar. Kol Eott
0 yévog Bv Ov mEGL TOTg YEYEVMUEVOLS

Basilides

7.22.16: ‘H 8¢ tpitn viétng, enaiv, 7
dmoxaBdpaews deopévn, pepévnxelv év)
1@ peydAw g mavomepuiong cwp@.
7.23.3: ... SibopuEev xal Eyev(v)Hin
dmo TOU Xx0OoMIx00 OTEPUATOg Xol TTIG
novoneppiog To0 owpod 6 péyog
&pyowv...

7.24.5: Ta 8 v 16 Sraotiwatt T0bTw 6
cwpdg adtdg  €ott, onol, xod 7

dpxolv
ToVeTEPMLaL.

7.25.6: oftw xdtwhev, dmo tig
duoppioag  TO0  owpod,  dufxovaty,
(pnaiv,) ol duvduers &vw uéxpr Tiig
viétnrog.

¢ The terms employed by Basilides for this purely noetic pre-creation of the world by
the ““non-existent’”” God are: mpofovAeteafan 7.22.1; 22.6; 23.6; 10.14.2. mporoyileaBar
7.27.5. mpodoyiopés 10.14.9: Tabra B¢ mdvta xata mpoloyiowdy elvan Exeivou tob odx dvtog
(Be0B) Aéyouaw.

7 Mavonepuio as a philosophical term is linked both with Anaxagoras (cf. B 1: ‘Ouod
Tévta ypApate Av) and with Democritus’ &Bpotspoc t@v dtéuwv. Compare Aristotle’s ex-
Pression, wavomeppio Tdvtwy T@v atotxelwy, at Phys. ' 4, 203 a 21 (=59 A 45 DK); De caelo
I'4,303a16 (=67 A 15 DK); Deanima A 2,404 a 4 (=67 A 28 DK), and Walter Spoerri,
Spithellenistische Berichte iber Welt, Kultur und Gtter (Schweizerische Beitrage zur Alter-
tumswissenschaft, 9), Basel, 1959, pp. 14 ff.
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Aristotle’s yévog

Aristotle

7.16.1-2: Aéyopev elvow {dov amAiég,
odxi 1 {@dov- ot 8¢ todto O {Gov od
Bolg, ody tmmog, obx &vBpwmog, {od
Bede,} odx &Ado Ti Tdv 6TdHmote Eatt
dnAoly, &AX* &ndhddg {@dov. "ATo tobtou
(8t) 100 Cpov al mdvtwv TtV xatd
népog {pewv 1déat Ty dmdataaty Exouat,
xal fott  maot totg  fowc  toig
veyevnuévog év  (e)Best tobto 16
av(edideov Cdov (dpxh), xal TdV
veyevnuévwy o0dE Ev (EoTiv).

7.17.1: Ei 8¢ odx &t todtwv 008t Ev
éxetvo 10 (@®ov, 8 odx dvtwv (ye)
véyovev xat’ ’Aptototédnv 7 tédv
veyevnuévwv tndotastg. (CExetvo) yap
0 {&ov, 80ev tabta (T [Ba) éAHeln
xotd Wépog, Eatly oUdE Ev: 0VdE Ev 3t Bv,
véyove TV Bvtwv pia Tig dpx).

Aristotle’s

Aristotle

7.19.7: ‘O vyap 8pog, 6v "Aptatotéing
dmodidwat mepl t00 Beob, yaAemog pév
odx  Eori{v  elmelv),  yvwobiva
{vonbivar} &  Eorv  Gufyovo.
“Noémat¢’” yép, enoiv, éotl ‘‘vofoewe’’
Omep éotls mavtdmacy 0dx Gv.

7.27.5: "Hv vép, enot, xat adtdg [sc. §
Zwthp] omo (tob odx Evtog Beol)... 2y
TQ LEYAAW TPoAeAoYIoWEVOS SR,
10.14.5-6.

v s
as 10 w1 6v

Basilides

7.21.4: Otwg (obv 6) obx v Bedg
¢moinoe xdapov odx Bv(ta) €€ odx Bvt-
wv, {odx Bv) xatoafaAbuevog xal
Omootioag oméppa Tt Ev, Exov mdcav év
£owTE TV 100 xdopou mavemeppiav.

10.14.1-2: Boaotheidne 8¢ xal adtdg
Aéver elvon Bedv odx Bvta, memomxdta
x6opov €€ odx Gvtwv odx Bvrta, odx Bv
xotafokduevéy Tt omépua... Kal tobto
elval ot 16 Tob xdopov omépua, €€ ob
T& mavto Yéyovev' eiyev Yap év Eautd
ta whvto {teBnoovpropéver xal xotaxel-
peve 0)iov 0dx Bvta, bmod T00 0dx Gvtog
Beob yevésBor mpoPefovkevpévar.

God as 6 p1n &v

Basilides

7.21.1: Enel (olv) 008év, (enoiv,
v, ) ody UAm, odx odsia, odx &vodaiov,
oby &mAobv, o cbvbetov, 00 vontdv, odx
aioBntév, odx &vBpwmog, odx &yyelos,
o0 Bedg, 008E BAwg L T@V dvopalopévey
" 9 b 2 ’ 2
i O aloBhcewg AauPavopévewv 7
VOTT@V TEaYHATWY. .., {6) odx v Beds
(6v  ’Apiototéhng  xakel  “‘vénowv
voroews’’, obtol 8¢ 00x Bvta) GvonTwS,
avatsBfitwg, &BovA{NTIwg, d&mpoot-
pétwg, dmabide, dvemiBupfitwg xbopov
710éAnce moifisa.?

From the close parallelism between both columns it becomes clear
beyond doubt that it is Basilides—not Hippolytus—who had attributed
to Aristotle a doctrine of a non-existent (pure noetic) God, of the univer-
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sal genus as something non-existent, and of the same genus as a huge
heap of all kinds of seeds necessary for the future cosmos (6 cwpdg T¥ig
mavoreppiag). Consequently, it is Basilides who quotes from Aristotle to
prove his own theory.

In conclusion, future scholars dealing with the Gnostic systems
preserved in Hippolytus’ Refutatio should include the respective Exegeses
on Empedocles, Aristotle, and Aratus, as well as the interpretations of
the Mysteries at Phlya and of Pneumatic medicine. They all have been
copied by Hippolytus from different Gnostic treatises—Ophitic, Sethian,
Basilidean and others.

8 QOther characteristics of the transcendental, supra-cosmic God of Basilides are not of
our concern here. I must add, however, that I am in strong disagreement with Werner
Foerster, ‘‘Das System des Basilides,’” New Testament Studies 9 (1962-63) 233-255, p. 236,
when he states: ‘““Wenn Hippolyt immer von dem ‘nicht-seienden Gott’ spricht, so ist das
wohl seine eigene, karikierende Ausdrucksweise, jedenfalls ist mit ihr gemeint: der Gber
das Sein erhabene, nicht mit Seinskategorien zu fassende Gott.”” In my view, 6 odx &v fedg
comes from Hippolytus’ source, i.e., Basilides.
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MONOIMUS’ LETTER TO THEOPHRASTUS

The Gnostic system of Monoimus the Arab, as preserved in Hippolytus
(Refut. 8.12-15 and 10.17), is highly syncretistic, with apparent borrow-
ings from the Naassenes, Peratics, Simonians, Basilides, and may be
Ptolemy as well. However, at the closing of his—very fragmentary—ac-
count of the doctrine of Monoimus (8.15.1-2 and 10.17.5), Hippolytus
verbatim quotes parts of a letter of Monoimus addressed to a
Theophrastus. The text of the letter is both lacunose and corrupt, and
scholars are puzzled by its content. The words of Werner Foerster may
best illustrate this puzzlement:'

Wenn ein Stick aus einem Brief des Monoimos zitiert wird, das dazu auf-
fordert, in sich selbst hineinzuschauen, so scheint das auf eine mystische
Frommigkeit hinzudeuten; aber das Stiick ist zu kurz, um feste Schlisse
daraus zu ziehen, zumal der Menschensohn ‘‘leidensfahig’” sein soll; das
lasst darauf schliessen, dass auch “‘Jesus’” in diese Spekulationen
einbezogen ist.

I shall try to heal the text of Hippolytus, and to offer an interpretation
of Monoimus’ letter within the frame of his teaching. But first let me
describe briefly the main points of Monoimus’ system.

(1) One Principle of the All: Man and Son-of-Man. There is one single prin-
ciple of the All (4 dpx7) t@v 6Awv), which may be thought of as twofold:
Man and Son-of-Man. The only difference between them 1is that the
former is unborn, while the latter is born. This reminds us at once of the
Naassene primeval Archanthropos Adamas and his Son (Refut. 5.9.1).%
But there are two differences of significance. First, in the Naassenerpredigt
in Hippolytus, the stress is on the primordial Adamas: in Monoimus,
however, the emphasis is on Son-of-Man. And second, Monoimus’ Son-
of-Man is born independently of time, will or plan (8.12.3: dxpdévews
yevopevov, &Boukitwg, dmpooplatws: Towadty Y& (dati), enolv, 7 Sdvauts
éxeivou 100 "AvBpdmov. .. yevéaBor v vidy Aoyiopol xal Bovdfcews tdxtov)-
This act of the primeval Man of Monoimus reminds us of a similar act of
the primeval ‘‘non-existent’” God of Basilides: {6) odx &v 0edc. .. dvotjtews,

! Werner Foerster, Die Gnosis, 1 (Zirich-Stuttgart, 1969), p. 319.
2 On the God ‘‘Man’’ see the seminal study by Hans-Martin Schenke, Der Goll
“Mensch’’ in der Gnosis, Gottingen, 1962.
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dvonaBfitwg, &BovA{(At)we, dmpoatpétwe, &mabidg, dvembupntwe xbopov
H0éAnoe motfioon (Refut. 7.21.1).

The existential relationship between Monoimus’ Man and Son-of-
Man is best illustrated by the example of the simultaneity of fire and light.
Like Man, fire ‘‘was;’’ and like Son-of-Man, light ‘‘came into being”’
(cf. Gen. 1:3, xal éyéveto @@g), but before any time and simultaneously
with the existence of fire: Kai to0té éott, gnol, 10 elpnuévov v talg Ypapais:
“Fv xal yéveto.”” “Omep dativ: {6} v "AvBpwmog, xal éyéveto Yiog adtob, 6
(Bv) g elmor v mhp, xal €yéveto @i dxpbvws xol &fouvAftwe xal
gmpooplotwe, duo t¢ elvan 10 wlp (8.12.4).3

(2) Man and Son-of-Man as Iota. Monoimus’ supreme god called Man
possesses absolute perfection (teletétng): 8.12.6 and 7; 8.13.3. This
téAetog “AvBpwmog reminds us of the Naassene téAetog “AvBpwnog Adamas
(5.8.20). And since Son-of-Man is as inseparable from Man as is light
from fire, it follows that Son-of-Man too is téAetog: such father, such son:
éx teAelov téherog 8.14.2; 10.17.3 and 5. The expression may be paralleled
by the Valentinian way of speaking (6.31.5): the aeon Stauros is péyog,
o¢ (€x) peydAov xat teAeiov IMatpée (i.e., Bubod).

The perfection of both Man and Son-of-Man is best illustrated, con-
tinues Monoimus, by the example of the letter "I&ta, which he calls: t0ob
tedelov "AvBpcdmou (7)) peyiotn eixdv (8.12.6). For in Greek alphabet Iota
(I) stands for Decad, which is called 6 téAetog dptBude (8.14.6) or 6 xbprog
&ptBude (10.17.2) because it comprises every single number (8.13.1). Of
course, the erudite Monoimus is well aware of the fact that the Decad is
called the perfect number thanks to the Pythagorean holy Tetractys or
Tetrad (since 1 +2+ 3 +4=10).* Because at 8.14.6 he mentions: 7 y&p
povag Ewg thg (tetpddog) ... éoti, (gmal,) 10 xepdAatov... TG TeAeiov
&ptBod- 16 te yap v, 8o, tpla, Téocapa yivetar déxa...

) 3 1t is by no means certain that Monoimus had in mind Gen. 1:3. In Basilides,
however, Gen. 1:3 is used as a proof of the ‘‘non-existent’’ God and ‘‘non-existent’’ seed
of the world (7.22.3): Kai 10016 éatwv... 10 Aexbiv md Mwoéwg: “‘Tevnbfitw gig. Kai éyéveto
Pic.”” T160ev, oo, yéyove t0 idg; 'EE oddevég. OO yap yéypamtar, gnat, mébev, AN adtd
E-éVOV {10 yevépevov) éx tiig pwviig To0 Aéyovtog. ‘O Bt Aéywv, gnaiv, odx fv, 008 10 Aeybuevov
v

. ' Compare, e.g., Refut. 6.24.1: Abo odv xatd tov [ubaydpav eloi xbapor elg uév vonrée, d¢
EXEL ThY povdda dpy v, elg Bt adabBntéc: Tobrou 3¢ Eatilv dpyd ) tetpaxtlc, Exovsa ‘idTa, THy
Htov xepafow’” (cf. Matt. 5:18), &piBuov télewov. Kai o1t xata todg [Tubayopixode 10 T, 7 mia
Xepaiar, wphTY Xl xLELWTATN Xl T@Y vonTdv xal 1@V wlobntdv) odaix, vontég xal alabnting
)\&Hﬁavop.évn‘ Iren. Adv. haer. 1.3.2 = Epiphan. Panar. 31.14.8.—For A (4) =1 (10), com-
Pare A. Delatte, Etudes sur la littérature pythagoricienne (Paris, 1915), pp. 249 ff.; Fr.-M.-M.
Sagnard, La gnose valentinienne et le témoignage de Saint Irénée (Etudes de philosophie
médiévale, 36), Paris, 1947, pp. 337-348; W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft. Studien zu
Pythagoras, Philolaos und Plato (Niirnberg, 1962), pp. 63 ff.; 170 ff.; Iren. 1.1.1.; 2.14.6.
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He prefers, however, to explain the Decad as the perfect number by
means of NT: “‘i@ta &v | pla xepafa’” (Matt. 5:18; cf. Luke 16:17), ““the
smallest letter or a tip (apex) of it only.”’” This he understands as a hen-
diadys (Just as the anonymous Pythagorean source at 6.24.1 did, quoted
in n. 4): i@t &, N ple xepaio or N wio to0 ldta xepaix (8.12.6 and 7;
8.13.1; 2 and 4; 8.14.1; 2 and 3; 10.17.2 and 3.

Monoimus builds his theology on the image of Iota as representing
both Man and Son-of-Man. For in Roman alphabet, Iota, interpreted as
‘“‘the one stroke,”” stands for Monad (I). As Monad, it reflects the unity of
the All in the supreme god Man. In Greek alphabet, the same [ota stands
for Decad (I), thus manifesting the plurality, multiplicity and totality of the
All, comprised in the same primeval supra-cosmic Man. Thus, Iota may
be called both &nA7j and moAveyd#¢. Monoimus is quite explicit in this
respect (8.12.5-7):

‘0 8¢ "AvBpwnog obtoc pila povég éotwv, (enaiv:) dodvletog, suvleri,
&diaipetog, dopeth, mhvta @iAn, mdvta payiun, mdvta elpnvixd, mdvta
np0g Eauthy ToAéWLOg” Gvbpotog, Opoia, olovel Tig dppoviar povsuad: S mhy-
o Exovaa v Eautd], 60 &v tig eimy () xal mapakeiny wi vofisag: ¢ mhvta
dvadetxvbousa, mdvta Yewdon: abtn whtne, ety mathp, t& 800 &Bdvata
dvépata.’ (6) Ymodelypatog 8¢ ydpwv, Tob tedelov "AvBpddmou (tobrtou)
xatovdel, gnol, (tnv) peylotny elxdva (o¢) ‘“ldta &v, v piov
xepafav’’ (cf. Matt. 5:18) #iug dotl {xepafo uia} dotvbetog, dmAd,
povag elAixpivic, €€ 008evag BAwg v cbvBeaty Exovoa (xal ab) ouvbetd,
nolvetdrg, mohvoydrg, moAvuephs. (7) “H duepne éxelvn pla {(novdg),
enoiv, €otiv 7 ToAUTPAGWTOG Xl LUPLOMILATOS Xal [LUPLVLILOG hia TOD
Todta xepatia, fitg éotlv elxmv tob tedelov "AvBpddmou éxelvov, Ttod
dopdiTov.

The same (noetic) unity and plurality of the All is comprised in the im-
age of Son-of-Man as lota, interpreted both as Monad and Decad. When
speaking of Son-of-Man, two points should be made here. (1) I think
there can be little doubt that Monoimus’ Son-of-Man is actually Jesus.
And (2), Son-of-Man—not Man—is the real source of the Creation.
Consequently, the image of lota as the totality of the Cosmos fits better
Son-of-Man than Man.

5 Compare, e.g., Ps.-Aristotle De mundo 5, p. 396 b 15: Mouawxn 8¢ 8Eets &uo xori Baipets,
paxpots te xai Bpaxels eBoyyoug pifasa v Slapbpols puwvats wiav dmetédecev dppoviav.

6 This is a beloved Gnostic phrase to express, ‘‘absolutely everything:’* compare Reful.
5.19.1 (the Sethians); 6.9.7 (the Simonians); 7.22.1 (Basilides).

7 This is another borrowing from the Naassene doctrine: compare Refut. 5.6.5;
Synesius Hymn. 5 (2) 63 f.; and E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (Leipzig, 1913), p. 229 n. 1.
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(1) Son-of-Man as Jesus. (a) Already the name Son-of-Man hints at
Jesus. To quote only Schenke: “‘Im frithen hellenistischen Christentum
ist namlich die spatjidische Messiasbezeichnung ‘‘Menschensohn”
pald zu einem kaum mehr verstandenen Titel Jesu geworden... Uber das
Christentum gelangte der Heilands-Titel ‘‘Menschensohn’ in die
Gnosis und gewann hier eine spekulativ-theologische Bedeutung, die ihm
in der Kirche vorenthalten worden war.’’®

(b) At 8.13.2, the term, ‘‘absolute fullness’” (ndv 10 TAfpwpa), clearly
refers to Jesus as the Decad (I), not to Man: Kol t00t6 éatt, {¢noi,) 10
elpnuévov: ‘8tL mav 10 TAfpwpa NOBOxnce xatoixfioa’’ éni tov Yiov Tod
"AvBpdomov ¢ ‘cwpatix®dg’’ ol yap tosabtat tdv dptBudv cuvBésets €€ amAtig
xal douvBétov thc widc xepaiog tob IdTa cwpatixal yeydvast, ¢naiv,
dmootdoets. The same quotation from Colossians 1:19 and 2:9 has been in-
terpreted as referring to Christ by the Peratics (Refut. 5.12.5; 10.10.4) and
by the Valentinians (Iren. 1.3.4; Clement Exc. ex Theod. 31.1).

(c) At 8.13.3, the allusion to Jesus is obvious: I'éyovev odv, gnalv, dmo
100 teAeiov "AvBpdmov 6 Yiog 105 AvBpdmou, ¢ ‘Ov Eyvwxev 00deis’’ (cf. Matt.
11:27)" gavtdletar Y&p (adtév), enotv, g vév{vInua (tfic) BnAeiac N xtiowg
n&oa, tov Yiov dyvoolboo.

(2) Son-of-Man Jesus as Iota. (a) The super-cosmic Son-of-Man should
be thought of as taking place beneath the supreme Man but above the
Creation (Cosmos), as kind of a Mesétng-Mesitng. This becomes clear
from 8.13.3: O0 Yio0 (8¢) dxtiveg duudpal mdvu, gumeddfovoar tdde &
x6opew, cuvéyoust, {(¢nai,) xal cuyxpatobot v petafSoAfv, (toutéatt) TV
yéveow. This I understand to mean: ‘‘The very dim beams coming down
to this world from the Son maintain and strengthen the qualitative
change (of matter), i.e., the generation.”” Now, in order to serve as
source of Creation, Son-of-Man must ‘‘flow down’’ to this Cosmos, just
as does a vertical stroke of Iota. Compare 8.13.4 (=10.17.2): "Eot vdp,
enoiv, 6 Yiog tob "AvBpdmou *lata Ev, wio xepaia, pveioa dvwbBev,? TAfpng
&nomAnpolon, mdvta Exovoa ev Eauti), Soa xal 6 “AvBpwmog Exet, 6 TatHp TOb
YioG tob "AvBpdmov.

() At 8.12.2, Monoimus says that Man is &yév{v)ntog, debaptoc, while
Son-of-Man is yev{v)ntd¢ xal mabntéds. Since Son-of-Man, as that
pleromatic Iota ‘‘flowing down to this world,’’ is the source of Creation, I
think mafntéc has here its philosophical sense, ‘‘liable to qualitative

® O.c. (supra, n. 2), p. 154; compare pp. 6-15.

® The phraseology is Gnostic. Compare the Peratics (Refut. 5.17.4): &no 105 Yiob éxi tiy
UAnv pepeuxévou g Buvépets; the Naassenes (5.8.41): #iAfopev o mvevpatixol dvebev, dmd tob
"Addpavrog puévteg x&Tw.
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change’’ (cf., e.g., Athenagoras Leg. 16.3). However, the allusion to the
passibility of Jesus is unmistakable, in view of the same terminology both
in the Simonian doctrine (6.18.1) and in Noetus (9.11.3).

(¢) The Valentinians interpreted the Decad (Iota) as referring ¢o
Jesus = I(esus), and Monoimus must have known it. Compare Irep.
1.3.2 = Epiphan. 31.14.8: Kal tob¢ déxa aidvag woabtwe dtd 100 IGHty
Yodupatog, 0 mponyeitar T00 Gvopatog avtol [sc. tob 'Ineod], onualvesho,
Aéyouat: xal Oid tobto elpnxévan tov Twtfipa, ‘‘ldTa Ev 7] pia xepaiat 0f uy
napéAby, Ewe &v mavta yévmta’’ (Matt. 5:18).

(3) Son-of-Man and Creation. According to Monoimus, this Cosmos
derives from a part of the Son-of-Man, that ideal Iota or perfect Decad,
comprising in itself the plurality, multiplicity and fullness (rAfpwua) of
this world of ours (8.13.4): T'éyovev odv, ¢nolv, dmo tob 'AvBpdmou éxeivou
0UdEv TV EvBAde, 0vd’ Eaton TdHTOTE® T& OE YeyovbTa VTR 00X &Ttd BAou, GAN’
amo pépoug Tvog Yéyove Tob Yiod tob "AvBpddmov. "Eatt ydp, gnaiv, 6 Yiog tob
"AvBpdrtov “ldta Ev, wio xepaioa, pueton dvwlev, TAHpNG drmomAnpoloa, mhvta
g€yovca év Eautij, Goa xal 6 “AvBpwmog Exet, 6 matnpe To0 Yiod tol *Avfpmov.

The image of Iota as the perfect Decad has been preserved throughout
Monoimus’ description of Creation, sometimes being brought to its ex-
treme limits. So, the world has been created in six days, which means, in
six powers being comprised in the one stroke of Iota (8.14.1: I'éyovev obv
(6) xbopog, &¢ gnor Mwiocte, év EE Nuépatg, tovtéattv év EE Auvdpeot, toig
(xotethnpupévorng) év 7 W& xepade tob "Idta). These six powers are a clear
borrowing from the Simonian Megale Apophasis (Refut. 6.13.1; 6.14.1-2).1°

The four elements too derive from the Iota-Decad. For, as Plato had
shown (7im. 55 a-56 b; Tim. Locr. 98 d [35 Marg]), earth, water, air and
fire are no other things than cubes, icosahedra, octahedra and pyramids.
Consequently, they are reducible to numbers comprised in the perfect
Decad (8.14.2): OY e yap x0Bot xal t& (elxocdedpa xal ta) Oxthedpor xoxi
(at) mopapideg xal mhvta T& TobTOK TaApanATioia axAualTa), €€ My cuvéaTnxe
nhp, &Mp, Bdwp, Y7, AmO T®V &ptBu@®y Yeyovast T@V xatetAnumévwy év Exeivn
7] &nAf tob "Idta xepafy, Htig dotiv Yidg "AvBpcdmou, (Ex) teAelov TéAetog.

Furthermore, the staff of Moses turned into the ten plagues against the
Egyptians (Exod. 7:8-11:10) also witnesses to the creative power of the
Iota-Decad. For the ten plagues of Egypt (8.14.3: 1& mdfn to xatd TV
Alyvrtov—é&tva, enaily, éott tiig xticews dAANYopod{pmeva ) obufora) refer to
the qualitative change of matter, i.e., to generation (t& ndfn = petaforn,

19 On the other hand, the explanation of the seventh day or Sabbath as deriving from
the heavenly Hebdomad (8.14.1) scems to be a borrowing from Valentinianism (cf. Refut.
6.32.7-8).
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yéveag, 8.13.3). And this generation is being caused by the blows of the
stroke-staff Iota (8.14.3-4): Atn (8¢,) enoiv, €ativ 7 dexdmAnyos 1) x0ouLxXT|
xtiolg” mhvta Yop mANGodmeva Yewdtar xal xapmoopel, xabdmep af &umelot.
«” Avhpwmog (yap) E€E dvBpcdmou EEéa(outan,”’ ¢noiv, ‘‘xal dmocmidtal,
oyl Tt peplopevog,”” (Democritus B 32 DK) tva yévntaw. Similarly,
the Decalogue of Moses too attests to the creative mysteries of the Son-of-
Man as Iota (8.14.4-5): ... 7 dexdAoyog dAAnyopoloa t& feta t@v GAwv
woothpwe. ITlaca ydp, gnolv, # yvdolg tév GAwv dexdmAnyds Eott xol
dexdhoyog v oldev oVdelc v mepl TO Yév{v)Inua Tii¢ Onhelag memAavnuévwy
(another allusion to the heavenly origin of Son-of-Man Jesus).

One question now arises. The perfect Son-of-Man possesses absolute
beauty (8.13.4): To &8 xdAdog éxeivou o0 Yiob 100 "AvBpdmov uéypr vov,
(pnot,) maolv €otwv dxatdAnmrov &vbpdmolg, Goor mept O Yév{v)nua Tiig
fnhelog elol memhavnuévor. !t If the perfect and beautiful Son-of-Man is the
source of this Creation, why the Creation itself is not perfect and
beautiful? My answer would be: the perfect Son-of-Man is only the Source
of Creation, he is not its Agent as well. The real creator of this world is the
imperfect and malevolent Jewish Demiurge: that is why his work is im-
perfect. It seems that Hippolytus is excerpting Monoimus’ treatise so
carelessly that the Jewish Creator is mentioned once only (and incidental-
ly). He must, however, have played a significant role in Monoimus’ doc-
trine, so that the latter may belong to the three-principle Gnostic systems
after all (i.e., Man, Son-of-Man, Demiurge, as ‘‘the third god”).
Anyway, the relationship between the perfect Son-of-Man and the im-
perfect Jewish Creator may be seen from the following comparison:

Son-of-Man (8.13.3):

00 YioG (8¢) dxtiveg ap.uapat mxvu,
duneddfovoon tde TG xbdopmew, GTUvE-
xovat, (gnai,) xoal ocuvyxpatobor TNV
petaBoidy, (TOU‘CéO“L‘L} v yéveotv.
(8.14.3): ... odx el¢ mAeiova 1:a91] &V
déxa cxnua'u{et [sc. Mwucmg] v p&fB-
ov, 'qng ¢otiv, (pnolv, 7N t00) ’ldta
fia xepaior, omln (xou) moLxiAn. Au-m
B¢y, qmcw, gotiv 1 OdexdmAnyog 7
xoauxn xtiotc.

Demiurge (8.14.8):

Xadper v&p 6 Bedg g xtioews i)
petafold, (enoiv,) it Omd tdv
Séxa TANYQV THC xepaiog Evepyelton THG
wag Atig dott Mwaéwg p&Pdog dnd tod
Beob Sedopévn. "Hi tolg Alyumtioug
nAfoowy (6 Bede) petafdidier ta
sopata, xabdnep v yelpe Mwoéwg
(ele yubva, xai) 10 Gdwp elg adpor, xocl
& Aoimd.

' This absolute beauty of the Son-of-Man reminds us of the similar absolute beauty of
the Naassene Snake-Nahash (Refut. 5.9.14), or of the beauty of the Great Archon,
Ogdoad, of Basilides (7.23.3): 6 péyag dpxwv, 7 xepan) tob xbapov, xdAXog te xal uéyebog 7
Abvopug o) AnBivon p7) Suvaévn.
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The clause of 8.14.8, yafpet y&p 6 Bedc e xtioews tf wetaBoAd], referg
clearly to the imperfect and malevolent Jewish Creator. It is he who hag
converted the positive Creation (8.13.3, petaoA# = yéveaig) granted by the
Son-of-Man into a negative Gnostic ‘‘constant transformation of matter”’
(petaBdAAel & ocopata, 8.14.8). The same negative activity of the Jewish
Demiurge is implied by ‘‘the transformation of the elements into flesh’’
(8.14.8: () t@v atouyeinv el odpxo petaBorn).

Strangely enough, Hippolytus embarks on an extensive explanation by
Monoimus (8.14.6-7) of the Passover (based on Exodus 12:6-20) as an
eternal cosmic feast in honor of the God, i.e., of the Son-of-Man, the
perfect One Stroke: “Olog ydp 6 xdopog xoal mavto (T&) ¢ xTicEwg
ooty et mdoyo éotiv, {pnolv,) €optn xupiov. But, at the same time, he
tells us nothing about Monoimus’ doctrine of the final Salvation. It is,
however, difficult to imagine any Gnostic system without a doctrine of
the salvation of the pneumatics, members of the respective Gnostic com-
munity. This fact cannot be explained by a negligence on the part of Hip-
polytus. The only possible explanation is that he had in his hands only the
first half of Monoimus’ treatise (dealing with Creation), the second half
(dealing with Salvation) being lost.

Armed with this summary knowledge of Monoimus’ doctrine we may
now approach his Letter to Theophrastus. Its text, as restored by me,
runs as follows.

8.15.1-2: 10.17.5:

Tovyapodv Movéipog avtog év 7
npo¢ Oedppactov Emiotord SrappRdnv

Aéyer “(El Bélewg ‘Emuyveovor 10
v, ) 12 xatakimoy ntetv Bedv xatd '3
xtioww xol t& todtolg TmapamAfote,
{htnoov adtov'* dmo (o)eawtod,!d xal
udbe tic ativ 6 mhvto dmakanAds v ol
¢Ediomotoduevog xal Aéywv: (2) {6 Bede
ou,} ' 6 vole wou, # dtdvoid wou, 7
duyn wou, 10 adud rov: xal pébe wébev
¢oti 10 AumeloBai (oe)!7 xad 16 yaipety,
xal 10 Gyoamdv xol TO MoElv: xal 10
yenyopev {oe)'? un Oélovta xal t0

2 Supplevi ex 10.17.5.
13 xota scripsi @ xad P.
44 adtov P adtov Wendland.

“El 8¢, enot, ‘‘Békers Emyvavar to
T&v, v oeaut® {MTnoov Tig 6 Aéywv: 1
duxA pov, 7 odpeE wou, 6 vobe wou: xal
(tlg  6)2%  &v  (ool)?*  ExacToOv
xatdtomotobuevog ¢ Etepog  {oe-)
awtoG- 25 tobtov {obv)26 von(aetg,)?’
téketov  éx  tehelou, mhvro (O
fyobuevov, T 00X BvTa?8 xaAolueve
xol t& {mévta}?? Gvra.’’

1 geawtob Schneidewin-Duncker (conl. 10.17.5) : éxvtob P.

16 Seclusi.
17 ge addidi (conl. 8.15.1: év gol).
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yuotdlew ph 0€hovta, xal to dpyilesbal
il Béhovta xal 0 puhetv i Béhovta.

Kai

&v  (mavta) ' tabta,’’  @noly,

cemlnriong dxpBddg, edprioetg adtov!®
¢y {o)eaut®,?® gv (Bvta)?! xal ToAAd,
xotd Ty xepafoy Exelvny (v piav, ) 22

¢’

¢avtod v diéodov ebpdv.”’
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My impression is that in Book 8 Hippolytus verbatim guotes (compare
Siopprdnv Aéyet) Monoimus’ Letter, but skips some clauses. In his Sum-
mary (Epitome, Book 10), he freely paraphrases the same passage from the
Letter, while adding the clauses he had skipped in Book 8. Consequently,
a combination of both versions would yield the following content of the
Letter.

“If you want to learn to know the All stop searching for God in the

Creation and similar things: search for Him starting from yourself. And
learn who 1is this who had appropriated to himself absolutely
everything in yourself, as somebody different from you, by saying:
my mind, my reason, my soul, my body. And learn what is the cause of
your feeling grief or joy, love or hatred; and what is the cause of
your being awake against your wish or feeling sleepy against your
wish; of your being angry against your wish or feeling affection
against your wish.

And if you accurately examine all these things you will find Him
[1.e., God] in yourself, the perfect One coming from the perfect One,
considering everything as His own—both the so-called non-existent
things and the existent ones—and being one and many, just as is that
“‘One Stroke’’ [i.e., Iota]. And you will find the explanation from
yourself.”’

(1) Son-of-Man. The first key-expression to the understanding of the

Letter is: téketov éx tehefov. From 8.14.2 (and 10.17.3 as well): ... &v
Exeivy T &mAf) 100 ldta xepada, fitg Eativ Yidg *AvBpdmou,

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Addidi.

adtov (sc. Beév) P : abtov Wendland.

ceaut® coniec. Schneidewin-Duncker : éavtd P.
Addidi.

Addidi.

Addidi.

¢v {ool) Cruice ex 8.15.1 : &v P.

(oeYautob scripsi : a0t® P : adt® Wendland.
Addidi.

vofi{aetg) scripsi (cf. 8.15.2: ebpicerg) : véer P.
obx dvta 1 P, transposui.

Delevi.

(éx) Tekelov
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té)etog, it becomes clear that the God Monoimus refers to in the Letter ig
no other than the perfect Son-of-Man (or Jesus), coming from the perfect
father, Man. It is He who is called ‘‘the perfect Iota or Decad,”” ‘‘the
One Stroke,’” par excellence. And it is He who is the source of plurality and
diversity of both this world and a man’s nner self.

(2) The Introspection. The second key to the understanding of the Letter
1s an undeniable contrast between the external Creation and the man’s in-
ternal self. The former is rejected by Monoimus (xataAimemv {ntelv fedy
xotd xtiotv xal & todtolg mapamAfsia), the latter is recommended as the
proper way of grasping the essence of the All (et BéXetg Emtyviovar 6 ntav).

As a kind of Ringcomposition, the Letter opens with the phrase, &no
(o)eawtol, and closes with the same expression, &¢’ £autod thv dté€odov
ebpwv. The result of this careful self-analysis will be the discovery of the
Son-of-Man in your own self (ebpfjoetg or vori{oeig) adrtov év {(a)eautd),
who is present in every part of your mind and body.

One may now ask: If Son-of-Man is the only source of the entire Crea-
tion—both of Macrocosm and Microcosm—why could not He be
discovered as easily in the external world, why is the introspection
specially recommended? My answer would be: Of course, Son-of-Man is
present in every particle of the external world, but it is much easier for a
man to discover His presence in our inner self. Why so? Because, at
present the external world is being dominated by the ‘‘evil ruler,”” the
Jewish imperfect and malevolent Demiurge, the Lord of Matter. It is his
hylic-choic nature that makes the discovery of the pneumatic Son-of-Man
(Jesus) more difficult.

In my view, the presence of the Jewish Creator may be discovered in
the expression, xataAtmow {ntetv Beov xatd xtioty xal & TodTOLE TUPATATGLA.
Here, the phrase, 0ed¢ xatd xtiow, says much the same as, yafpet yop 0
Bedc tiic xtioewe 7 uetaBoAij at 8.14.8, while referring to the ‘“third god,”’
the Demiurge of the Old Testament. At present, he may have power over
the Matter (compare 8.14.8: (1) tév ototyeiwv el sdpxa puetaforr), but
not over a man’s Spirit as well. And that is why the spiritual Jesus, the
perfect Son-of-Man, the noetic Iota-Decad, may be discovered much
easier in a man’s inner self, through the process of introspection and self-

13

analysis.

(3) Jesus is every part of your mind, soul and body. The third keyword to the
understanding of the Letter is a complete expropriation of a man’s entire
mind, soul and body. Everything in our self without exception belongs
actually to Jesus-I(esus)-Iota: mind, reason, soul and body. This ap-
propriation of a man’s entire content by the Son-of-Man is clearly ex-
pressed by such terms as: 6 ndvta dnoafanids év ool eEdlomotodpevos = (0)
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v (ool) Exaatov xatidromoloduevoc or mdvta td Nyoduevoe, in addition to
the anaphora, ‘‘my mind, my reason, my soul, my body.”’

The presence of an agent different than ourselves in our self is em-
phasized by the repetition (four times) of the phrase, wn Béhovra, ¢‘against
your own wish or will,”” and by the telltaling expression, ¢ Etepog
(oE)auTOL.

In order to demonstrate the presence of an agent (God) different than
«“1,”” Monoimus—at least in this part of the Letter—concentrates on
psychological phenomena (feelings and emotions): grief-joy; love-hatred;
anger-affection; being awake-feeling sleepy. They are arranged in pairs
of opposites, maybe imitating Plato? Compare, e.g., Republic, 4, 437 b 1:
70 dmvedetv 1@ dvavedew xal 10 épleabai tivog Aafelv t¢ dmapveiohor xal to
rpoadyesBoun T@ dnwbelabor, based on 16 émBuuntixdv and w6 Bupoetdéc pépog
tiig guxTic.

This special attention paid to ¢uys is puzzling. One would expect from
a Gnostic to pay more attention to vod¢ and diévoia. Anyway, these feel-
ings and emotions seem to be understood in the expression of 10.17.5: ta
odx Gvta xalobpeva, ‘‘the so-called non-existent things,”” which Son-of-
Man considers as His own property. In brief, Son-of-Man is present in
everybody’s self in the form of that perfect and simple ‘‘One Stroke’’ or
Iota, which is the source of every single feeling, emotion, affection or
disposition (ebpficetg adtov év (o)eawt®d, Bv (Bvta) xal MOAAGL, xotd ThHY
xepaiov €xelvny (thv piav)).

(4) The Source. One final question: what may be the source of inspira-
tion for Monoimus in his Letter? The answer is not easy. My guess is: a
Stoic source, similar to Marcus Aurelius. (a) God i man’s self: M.A.
3.5.2 6 év cot Bedc. (8) God as the only owner of everything ‘‘ours’’:
12.26.2 "EneAdfouv 8¢ xal 100, 81t 6 éxdotov vote Bedg xal éxetlev Eppbmxe:
100, 6Tt 008Ev 1Btov 0Udevée, dAAG xal TO Texviov xal T0 cwdTiov xol adTO 10
duydptov éxetbBev EAAAuBe. (¢) Call to introspection: 4.3.2 ... &by, Tig &v Spag
&Bedfiong, eig Eavtov dvaywpetv; 7.28 Eic altov suvethod. (d) Finally, the four
parts of man: vobg, Sidvota, puyr, sdpa (8.15.2). At 10.17.5, Hippolytus
mentions only three parts: guy#, odp€, vobs. These three parts correspond
to the terminology of M. A.: adpa (or 66pk), ¢uy# (or mvevpdtiov), voig (or
ﬁYep.ow.xév): 2.2.1; 3.16.1; 12.3.1; 12.14.5. Now, if didvota in Monoimus
is genuine, it too may be Stoic in origin. For at M.A. 12.3.1, the source
of A (=Vaticanus graecus 1950 saec. XIV) glosses mvevpdtiov with
Stdvoia, and at M.A. 6.32 idvora stands for puys. >

** Marcus Aurelius, ed. J. Dalden (Teubner, Leipzig, 1979).—Some Stoics explained
Stdvowx as o fyepovixév: SVF, 1, p. 50.6; 111, pp. 75.9 and 111.19.—Monoimus employs
the word Bidvoia at 8.14.6.—Plate, e.g., Republic 6, 511 d 2-5, seems to be a less likely
source. for Monoimus’ dtévota here.
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THE ESSENES AS CHRISTIANS

In his account of the Essenes (Refutatzo 9.18.2—28.2), Hippolytus is
evidently dependent on Josephus (Bellum Iud. 2.119—161 Niese). This
fact has been correctly recognized by Emmanuel Miller (1851) first,! by
Christoph Burchard (1974) last.? After the exhaustive study of Burchard,
“‘Die Essener bei Hippolyt,’’ I think the suggestion advanced by Kauf-
mann Kohler (1903),® Matthew Black (1956),* and particularly Morton
Smith (1958)>—that both Josephus and Hippolytus go back to a lost com-
mon source—may be put to rest.

The question now arises, how to explain the differences between
Josephus and Hippolytus. Burchard’s answer seems to be that Hip-
polytus alone is responsible for all the alterations of Josephus’ text and
the additions to it. Burchard concludes his study as follows: ““... fur die
Abweichungen ist niemand anders verantwortlich als Hippolyt selber’
(p. 33). ““Hippolyt als Autor des Textes... Grade die grossen Anderungen
gehen sicher auf sein Konto, von den kleineren mindestens ein Teil. An
der starken Christianisierung ist er an wichtigen Stellen beteiligt, so dass
man thm die ibrigen auch zutrauen kann’’ (p. 38). Finally: ‘‘Eine
Zwischenquelle bleibt theoretisch mdéglich; viel mehr spricht nicht fir
sie’” (p. 39).

Judging by Hippolytus’ methodology throughout the Refutatio,
however, I have the feeling that he is unable of deliberately altering his
source so as to involve misrepresentation. As a rule, Hippolytus either
verbatim copies whole pages from his source, or excerpts it. His occa-
sional expansions are easily detectable as such: sometimes he is being car-

' In the Editio princeps of the Refutatio, Oxford, 1851.

2 *‘Zur Nebeniiberlieferung von Josephus’ Bericht {iber die Essener Bell. 2, 119-161
bei Hippolyt, Porphyrius, Josippus, Niketas Choniates und anderen,’” in_Josephus-Studien.
Untersuchungen zu Josephus, dem antiken Judentum und dem Neuen Testament,
herausgegeben von Otto Betz, Klaus Haacker und Martin Hengel, Gottingen, 1974, pp-
77-96, esp. 78-84, and particularly Idem, *‘Die Essener bei Hippolyt,”’ Journal for the Study
of Judaism 8 (1977) 1-41, esp. 23-41.

3 In The_Jewish Encyclopedia, 5 (1903), 224-232, esp. 228 (s.v. Essenes).

+ ““The Account of the Essenes in Hippolytus and Josephus,’”” in W.D. Davies and
D. Daube, Eds., The Background of the New Testament and Its Eschatology, Cambridge, 1956,
172-175 = Matthew Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins, London-New York, 1961,
Appendix B, pp. 187-191.

5 ““The Description of the Essenes in Josephus and the Philosophumena,’ Hebrew
Union College Annual 29 (1958), pp. 273-313.
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ried away by his heresiological zeal, more often his additions are mere ex-
planatory glosses. In brief, Hippolytus may well be called a plagiarist, but
there is no solid evidence to accuse him of forgery as well.

Accordingly, I would like to suggest that the relationship between
Josephus and Hippolytus, as far as the account of the Essenes is con-
cerned, is not as simple as scholars seem to have assumed hitherto. In my
opinion, the differences between Josephus and Hippolytus are best ex-
plained by a strange combination of the following four factors.

(1) Hippolytus uses a manuscript of Josephus which is different from the
extant textus receptus. (2) In addition, Hippolytus copies not directly from
Josephus but from an Interpretatio Christiana of Josephus’ Bellum
2.119-161. This fact has been first recognized by Patrice Cruice (1860).°
Later on, A. Berendts and K. Grass (1925),” and more recently Solomon
Zeitlin (1958),8 have suggested Hegesippus as the most likely source of
Hippolytus here. (3) Furthermore, Hippolytus uses a source supplementing
Josephus—not only in the chapters dealing with the Essenes (9.25.2;
26.1-3; 27.1-2), but also in those speaking of the beliefs of the Pharisees
(9.28.3-4), Sadducees (9.29.2-4), and of all the Jews in general
(9.30.1-8). My guess is that this source coincides with that mentioned
under (2), probably Hegesippus. (4) Finally, Hippolytus’ own rhetorical
embellishments and heresiological remaniements of his respective source
can be easily recognized as such and, after Burchard’s study,® need no
special attention. I shall now substantiate—as briefly as possible—the
existence of each one of the four factors.

(1) Hippolytus uses a different manuscript of Josephus

(a) Josephus 2.137 Hippolytus 9.23.11°
Totg 8¢ {nlobow v alpesty adtdv 0dx Totg 8¢ Poulopmévolg tf oupeaet
e000¢ 1 mhpodog. .. pabntedety odx edBéwg thg mapadboetg
TOLOUVTAL. ..

‘‘Candidates who are anxious to join the sect of the Essenes are not im-
mediately admitted,’’ states Josephus. ‘“The Essenes do not immediately
reveal (or hand over) their doctrines (or traditions) to those wishing to be in-

¢ In his edition of the Refutatio, Paris, 1860, p. 460 f.

7 In their translation of the Old Slavonic version of Josephus into German: Flavius
Josephus, Vom jidischen Kriege. Buch I-1V, Dorpat, 1924-1927, pp. 31-34 and 252-264.

8 The Jewish Quarterly Review 49 (1958-59), 292-299, esp. 295-297.

¢ JSJ 8 (1977), p. 25 and n. 190.

'* The text of Hippolytus is quoted from my edition of the Refutatio, PTS, Vol. 25,
Berlin, 1986.
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»

structed by the sect,”” says Hippolytus instead. Obviously, the source of
Hippolytus’ inspiration about ‘‘The Essene traditions’’ (al mapaddoeig) is
the wrong reading of two old MSS of Josephus— nap&doaic P A, for the
correct 7 m&podog of the majority of MSS (i.e., M V L R C, and Por-
phyry, De Abstinentia 4.12 p. 248.9 Nauck?). Incidentally, it may be in-
structive to remark that the Old Slavonic version of Josephus (p. 254.6
Mescerskij),!! and Georgius Monachus (Chronicon 8.5 p. 330.20 de Boor)
presuppose a different text of Josephus here. For the former reads: Xot-
jaséemu Ze komu k’’ Zityu ix pristupits, ne skoro priembut’... (‘‘If somebody
wants to join their way of life, they will not admit him at once...’’), while
the latter has: T® 8¢ npocepyopévew nidcat tov Blov 0dx e000¢. .. mapadéyov-
Tal...

(b) Josephus 2.140
(The oath of allegiance)

Kév adtog &pxm, undémote EEufpioev
el v éEousiav und bt # T
mAelovt xdopew Todg Umotetaypévoug
OmepAapmpuve (T)abo.

Hippolytus 9.23.4

Ké&v odtog &pxn, undémote Omepm-
gaveboachor év (i) '? éEovaia, wnde
&y {Aaotg) éobAce(a)v? # vt xdopew
mAelov(1)'* 100 (ouv)Hfoug!® ypho-

agfat.

The old Slavonic version has here (p. 254.23); ... ¢ ukrasitsja izlixa odéZdeju
‘... nor to adorn himself above the rest with a
shining raiment or with any other ornament’’). Hence my emendation in
Hippolytus, &y{Aaoic) ésBfce (s, of the corruption, &netbfcewv P. Hip-
polytus then seems to be in agreement here with the Slavonic version, but
not with the textus receptus of Josephus.

svétloju, ni inoju krasotoju (

(¢) Josephus 2.143 Hippolytus 9.24.1

El 3¢ i &v dpaptipati T (peydiw
AneB8)T,'¢ dmoRdAketar Tob ddpatog. !’

Todg & én’ &Eoxpéols qpapthpacty
GAévtag  ExPBdAlovst tob  Tdypatog.

"' N.A. Me3erskij, Istorija iudejskoj vojny losifa Flavija v drevnerusskom perevode, Moscow,
1958, pp. 252-257 and 492-494.

12 77} addidi ex lIosepho.

13 gy (Aol ) éabfoe (o) scripsi ex versione Slavica: &metffigewv P.

4 scripsi ex losepho : wAeiov P.

15 (ow)Afoug scripsi (cf., e.g., Georgii Monachi 8.5, p. 330.13 de Boor: xol
deimvoavteg etk tig suvABoug clwniic [sc. the Essenes] = Jos. 2.132; Hippol. 9.21.5) :
#ouve P.

16 (weydAe Angb) 7 scripsi : (litterae evanidae 8)7i P : (xatayvwad){ Miller : (xotadngd)i
Wendland.

17 Bcopatog scripsi ex versione Slavica : 36yuatog P : tdypatog ex losepho scripsit Miller
omnium consensu. Compare already Burchard (JS/, p. 13 n. 70): ‘‘tdypatog : 8éypatog P;
vgl. iz domu ‘“‘aus (dem) Haus’’ Altruss. (fiir o0 ddpatog?). Wie lautete Hippolyt
urspriinglich?”’.
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“Those who are convicted of serious crimes they expel from the
order,’’ says Josephus. But Michael, the scribe of the Parisinus suppl. gr.
464 (the only extant MS of Hippolytus, Books IV-X), writes 8éypatog for
Josephus’ tdypatog. Now, all editors were quick to emend the mean-
ingless d6ypatog into t&ypatog, but the Old Slavonic version has here (p.
254.31): ... to i2denut’ iz domu (**... they throw him out of the house or con-
vent’’). This fact indicates that Hippolytus’ source read Swuatog for
Josephus’ tayuatos.

I think this assumption is confirmed by two facts. First, two folios
later, at Ref. 9.28.1, Michael correctly writes ’Ec{s)nvéav téypa
( =Josephus 2.160). And second, eight folios earlier, at Ref. 9.11.1—in a
passage in which Hippolytus says Callistus used to give bribes to the
Pope Zephyrinus,—Michael again mistakenly writes 86ypaot for the cor-
rect d6pact (Schneidein-Duncker): 8v (sc. Zephyrinum) meffwv (sc.
Callistus) d6pact xal drattiisesty dmetpnuévang fyev elg & (¢)BobAeto, Gvra
dwpodAmTny xal prAdpyvpov.'®

As in the case (), here again Hippolytus agrees with the Slavonic ver-
sion, not with the extant text of Josephus. And since the Slavonic version
does not depend on Hippolytus, the most natural conclusion is that both
Hippolytus and the Version had used a manuscript of Josephus different
from the extant textus receptus.

(2) The ““Christianization’’ of Josephus’ Essenes is prior to Hippolytus

(a) Josephus 2.128 Hippolytus 9.21.1
(The worship of the sun by the
Essenes)
IMpdg ye wnv 10 OBetov edoefels Blwg: IMopapévoust 8t edtdxtws xol Emtpdveng
Tplv Yap Gvoayelv TOv HiAtov 00dev pBéy- edyOpevor  Ewlev, upndév  mpdrepov
yovtan tév BefrAwv, matplovg B tivag oBeyEduevol el un tov Bedv SuvAowat
ele abtov edydg, omep ixetebovreg
Gvartetho.

The phrase, edtdxtwg xal émudveg, is one of Hippolytus’ rhetorical
embellishments (in view of Ref. 9.30.4, evtaxtwg xal mopapdveg
kettodpyouy, sc. all the Jews).!® So may be the words, el wn tov Oedv

'® There are two additional scribal errors in the cod. Par. suppl. gr. 464 saec. XIV, in-
volving the Christian keyword 86yua. But they seem to be due to wrong transliteration of
the uncial script rather than to a ““‘Christian’’ mistake on the part of the scribe Michael.
At Ref 5.6.4, P has Swxgbporg 86ypaat for the correct duagépotg dvépast (Usener, conl.
5.11.1), and at 9.9.1 we read in P 8éypatog for the correct Aéyov (Bernays = Heracliti Fr.
50 DK = 26 Marcovich).

1 Cf. Burchard, supra, n. 9.
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Suviiowat as well (in view of Ref. 9.21.3, Suvobot tov Oebv [sc. the Essenes],
and Acts 16:25). As for the more substantial matter of the Essenes ‘‘en-
treating the sun to rise’’ (&omep ixetedovteg dvatetAan), Hippolytus is not
the only author to get rid of it. For Georgius Monachus too omits it (pp.
329.22-330.2 de Boor): Kai mplv pév dvaayetv tov 1ikiov 000év dpyov ¢Béyyoy-
oL, mpoceuydg 08 xod dahpuediog mpog Tov Bedv Ex péang vuxtos uéxeis adyiic
dvopépouat et edhafeiog xal sepvdntog.

Now, while Georgius’ account of the Essenes is in part dependent on
Porphyry as a Zwischenquelle between Josephus and Georgius,?° there is
no evidence that he knew of Hippolytus’ account as well.?2! The most
likely conclusion then is that both Hippolytus and Georgius go back to an
Interpretatio Christiana of Josephus’ account of the Essenes which was
careful enough to omit the Essenes prayers to the sun, entreating him to
rise, by cleverly replacing Josephus’ elg adtév [sc. Tov HAtov] with tov Bedv
[sc. the Judeo-Christian God].

But there seems to be more to it than that. Hippolytus’ phrase,
nopapévouat Bt. .. edyduevol Ewbev, and Georgius’ wording, paduwdiog wpog
tov Bedv €x péong vuxtog wéypis adyiig dvagpépouat, seem to indicate that each
had used a Greek text of Josephus different from the extant textus receptus.
I think this is confirmed by the OIld Slavonic version, which reads (p.
253.6-10): 1 £ boZestvu blagoc’stivi sut’ pace vséx. Malo Ze pocivajut nos¢’ju ¢
v’ ’stajut’ na pénie, slavjasce 1 moljasce Boga. I prez s’’In’¢’nago v’ ’sxoda nicto Ze
ne glagolyut’, no tokmo molitvy ot’¢’skia k nemu vosylajut’, jako moljascesja o vo-
sianit ego. (‘“To the divinity they are devout beyond anybody else. During
night they sleep little, rising to sing, praising the Lord and praying to
Him. Before the sun is up they would utter no other word, but only offer
to him [i.e., to the sun] the prayers of their forefathers, as though praying
him to shine.””).

The Slavonic version is independent of the Christian version of
Josephus, since it preserves the Essene prayers to the sun to rise and
shine. On the other hand, it shares with Georgius the prayers to the God
starting at midnight, which are missing both in Josephus and Hip-
polytus. The conclusion is that Hippolytus cannot be held responsible for
the Christianization of Josephus.

(6) The Essene Superiors. While at Ref. 9.19.2, Hippolytus retains the
term of émueAntai, taken over from Josephus (2.123, ol t@v xowév
¢mpeAntai, compare the Qumran mebagger), elsewhere he either omits it

20 On this relationship see Burchard, josephus-Studien, p. 87.
21 Burchard’s stemma too shows no dependence of Georgius Monachus on Hippolytus:
Josephus-Studien, p. 92.
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(as at 9.21.1 = Jos. 2.129) or rather replaces it with a Christian term—o
rpoeat®s (9.22.1 = Jos. 2.134, ol édmpeAntal), or 6 dpxwv (9.19.1).
Josephus’ term 6 xndepv (2.125) also becomes a mpoestas in Hippolytus
(9.20.2), as Burchard has convincingly shown (p. 34 f.).

Furthermore, a gross Christianization of the Essene congregation,
present in Hippolytus, becomes obvious by the following comparison:

Josephus 2.146

Totg 8¢ npesfutépolg Smaxodety xal tolg
nheloow (= harabbim, cf. 1 QS 6.1 et

Hippolytus 9.25.1

Totg 8¢ dpxouvst xal mpesPutéporg (cf.
Acts 4:5 4:8) dmoxodetvy diddaxovrar.??

alibi) &v xoA@ tifevtan.

Now, my point is that Hippolytus 1s not the only one to replace
Josephus’ Jewish terms for the Essene superiors with Christian ones. For
Georgius too replaces Josephus’ term of émpeAntal (2.129) with the Chris-
tian term 6 npoests (p. 330.3 de Boor), and he is not dependent on Hip-
polytus. Consequently, there must have existed an Interpretatio Christiana
of Josephus’ account of the virtuous Essenes prior to Hippolytus: it served
as a source for both Hippolytus and Georgius Monachus.

(¢) The ‘‘Christianized’’ Brahmans. There 1s another similar case of
““Christianization’” of a pagan sect in Refutatio for which Hippolytus
should not be blamed. Speaking of the sect of Brahmans in India
(1.24.2), Hippolytus says that they call God both Light and Logos. The
influence of John 1:1 and 1:4-5 on this report on the Brahmans seems to
be evident. However, the same ‘‘Christianization’’ of the Brahmans we
find in another source, independent of Hippolytus. It follows that Hip-
polytus is faithfully copying his source, where this Christianization was
already accomplished. Compare:

Hippolytus 1.24.1 Collatio Alexandri cum Dindimo p.

14.35 Pfister:
“Eott 3¢ xal mopd ’Ivdoig afpesig
@hocogovpévey &v Tolg Bpaypdvas.
(2) ObroL tov Bedv padg eivar Aéyouaty,
o0y 6oty Tig 6p& 0Ud’ olov fAtog 1 whp,
GAX’ Eotv avtoig 6 Bedg Adyog, oby 6
Bvaplpoc, GAN’ § Tiic Yvoewe, Ot ol t&

Deus... per Verbum exaudit
orantem hominem, quia de Verbo
tantummodo homo simile est Deo, ut
Deus Verbum est. Et Verbum istum
mundum creavit, et per Verbum vi-
vunt omnia. Nos autem [sc.

22 The Old Slavonic version (p. 255.4) is of no avail here. It has only: A4 star#siny
poslusajut’ (“*And they obey the superiors’’), which seems to correspond to the corrupt text
of Josephus’ codd. P A: Totg 8¢ mpesfutépors tmaxobousty xal toig TAeioaty év xaA@, with the
second clause being omitted probably as being incomprehensible to the translator.
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XPUTTA TH¢ QUCEWS MUGTTpL OpdTot
cogoic. Tobto 8¢ t0 9, 8 paat Adyov
xal  Bedv, abtodg pévoug  eldévor
Bpaypavee Aéyovatv. ..

Bragmani] hoc Verbum colimus ¢,
hoc adoramus et hoc amamus.

(3) Hippolytus’ material absent in Josephus derives from a source supplementing
osephus (probably Hegesippus
phus (p by Hegesipp

(a) Josephus 2.147 Hippolytus 9.25.2
(Strict observance of Sabbath by
the Essenes)

. &AN’ 0088 oxelbg Tt peTonLvioon GAXN’  008E  oxebdg  (TL) 23
Boppobov 08¢ dmomartelv. netatBéacty 008E dmomatiicovat,2t
Twvig 8¢ 00BE xAwidiov ywpilovtal.

‘“‘Some of them do not even leave their couch on Sabbath,’” adds Hip-
polytus. This bit of information looks like a gloss, added by an expert in
matters of Jewish customs.? Hippolytus was no such expert (and could
not add this gloss), but Hegesippus—a _Jew converted to Christianity and
writing in Rome ca. A.D. 180—was such an expert and could provide
this gloss (compare Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.7).

(6) Josephus 2.150 Hippolytus 9.26.1-3
Avfiprvton 8¢ xotd Y pbvov Tiig &oxfigews (1) Avfprvron 8¢ xata ypévov xad ody,
elc polpag téocapag, opolwe Ty doxnoty guldttovsy, Elg

téocapa wépn Sraywptabévreg.

“Etepot yap adt@dv ta Omép 10 déov
doxoloty, ¢ undé véuwope Postdlev,
Aéyovteg w7 Betv elxdva 3 pépewy 7 bpav
7| Totetv-...26

(2) “Etepor 8¢, émav dxobswst tivog
mepl Beob Srakeyopévou xal Tdv TobToU
vopwy, el dmepltuntog eln, mapa-
purdEac (tig adtadv)?? tov TotobTov Ev
TOTe Tl ovov, povebety dmethel el i
nepttunfein: 00,28 el u7  [BodAoito
neifeabat, o geidetar GANG xal o@dlet’

23 1t addidi ex losepho.

2t dmomatficoust scripsi : &momatifovast P. Compare 9.25.3 d&momatficar Miller :
amomaticat P.

25 As for the custom itself, Kohler (supra, n. 3, p. 229°) refers to Targum ad Exod.
16:27; Mek., Beshallah 5. In his turn, Burchard (JS/, p. 38 and n. 198) quotes Jerome,
Comm. in Esaiam, 15 ad 56:2 (ed. M. Adriaen, C. Chr. 73A, p. 630.23 .): neque enim prodest
sedere in sabbato, sive dormire, et epulis inhiare.

26 Compare Jos. Bellum 2.169-174 and Exod. 20:4.

27 addidi conl. 9.26.1 et 4.

28 00 scripsi : o¢ P.
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80ev éx tob cupfaivovrog (xad)?? 1o
Svopa mposéAafov, Znhwtol xaAhod-
pevor, Omé Tvewv 3¢ Zixdptol.

“Etepor 8¢ odt@v obdéva  xbprov
ovopdlovst ANy tov  Bedv, el xal
afxifortd tig {adtdv) 20 5 xal dvatpotto.

xol TOGODTOV Ol WETHYEVEGTEPOL T®V (3) Tocobtov 8¢ ol petémeitar EXdit-
npoYevesTépwy EAattobvtat, @ot, el Toug t7) doxdoel yeyévndv)tan, (oTe
Jadoetav adtdv, Exeivous dmolodeshat, tobg tolg dpyaiog Efeotv Eppévovtac
xaBdmep dAAoplAe cuppupévrac. undt  mpocdadety  adtdve v el

(b 7’ 31 ’9/ 3 )\ ’ e/

adoatey,?!  edBéwe dmolodovrar, &g
3 ’ ’

twvog &AhogdAov adsavteg.

Hippolytus’ account of the division of the Essenes into four classes is a
deliberate reinterpretation of Josephus’ account, as Burchard had shown (p.
29 f.). Most probably, Josephus here refers to the distinction of four
classes within a given Essene congregation, such as Qumran. For in-
stance, a division into ‘‘the priests,”” ‘‘levites,”” ‘‘laics’> (‘‘the
Israelites’’) and ‘‘the proselytes.’’3?

Hippolytus, however, takes the Essenes described by Josephus in
2.119-149 to form the first class, adding in 9.26.1-3 three additional
classes of Essene ‘‘fundamentalists’’ (Etepor Y&p adtdv..., €tepor dt...,
grepot Ot adtdv...), i.e., (1) those who shun any image; (2) the Zealots (or
Sicarii), who do not tolerate any uncircumcised talking about God and
His laws; (3) those who would call no one lord but God alone.

Again, Hippolytus is not likely to be the author of this considerable ex-
pansion, involving a specific knowledge about the Essenes-Sicarii and
others. But the Jew Hegesippus is. Now, the phrase (9.26.3), t& &pyoic
€0, recurs at Ref. 9.30.7, where Hippolytus speaks of the Messianic ex-
pectations of all the Jews: el #v (sc. Jerusalem) émcuvééer (sc. the
Messiah) &nav o0 €0vog (lovdaimv)®® xal mdAwv émi ta& &pxolo &0y
aroxatasthicet. Hippolytus® source for 9.30.5-8 is a Christian one (cf.
9.30.5), being well acquainted with the Jewish Messianism. Again,
Hegesippus is the best candidate.?*

2 addidi.
% addidi.
H. Sauppe : ¢aboorev P.
To mention only Otto Michel’s interpretation of Josephus 2.150, based upon
Qumran CD 14.3-6; 1 QS 2.19-23 et alibi. Compare A. Pelletier, in his edition of Bellum
II-TIT (Paris, Budé, 1980), p. 36 n. 3.

** addidi ex Hippolyto.

** At Ref. 9.30.7, Hippolytus seems to refer to the restoration of the kingdom of David.
I think Burchard (p. 30 and n. 157) is wrong when referring to 9.18.1 ('lovBaiwv piv
GpxiBev Ev v #Bog: eic Yap 6 TobTog Bobelc mapd Beot Biddoxaroc Mwafi...) or to % &pyaia
napgdosig of the Pharisees (9.28.4), a completely different subject (cf. Jos. Ant. Iud.
13.297).
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37 Gvagépeaon xai éxel supplevi conlato losepho.

3¢ zodtwv addidi conlato Hippolyto.
39 moAA{&) ol scripsi : moAdoi P.

0 gogol addidi conlato Hippolyto.
1t mepl P.

2 1&g &pxd¢ supplevi conlato Hippolyto.

3 ydp scripsi : 8¢ P.
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Hippolytus’ account of the Essene eschatology is a pastiche deriving
from three sources—from Josephus (2.153-156), from a Christian supple-
ment to Josephus (probably Hegesippus), and from Hippolytus himself.
Now, what goes back to Josephus can be easily recognized as such by
comparing the coinciding passages of both columns. The Zwzischenquelle
between Josephus and Hippolytus is responsible for the attribution to the
Essenes of a belief in the resurrection of the body—(9.27.1) 6puohoyobot yp xol
v odpxa dvasthceshor xal Eseclar dBdvatov, against Josephus’ text (2.154)
plapta pév eivon t& odpota xal thy GAnv 0d pévipov adtdv, Tdg O Quxdg
&Bavdtoug del Srapévery.

The suggestion advanced by Jean Carmignac**—that Hippolytus had
read in his text of Josephus &pBapta for ¢Bapté—I think cannot stand
criticism. For then we would have to assume that Hippolytus read
ooy for od wéwipov as well, and that he had missed the construction
wév...8¢, which is highly unlikely. Hippolytus’ addition at the end of
9.27.1—&w¢ xpicewec—attests to the fact that we have to do here with a
deliberate alteration of the original text of Josephus.

The question now arises: Who 1is the author of this alteration? O.
Michel-O. Bauernfeind (1962),* and especially Burchard (1977),4¢
believe it is Hippolytus himself (‘‘Das ist nun nicht die einzige Passage,
die von Hippolyt selber ist,”” says Burchard 32). I feel, however, that
nowhere in the Refutatio did Hippolytus engage in a deliberate alteration of
his source so as to involve misrepresentation. But Hegesippus, in his zeal
to present the Jews as pre-Christians, may have engaged in such a
misrepresentation.

I think that this Zwischenquelle (probably Hegesippus)*’ had deduced a
belief in the resurrection of the body from Josephus’ statements about the
eternal physical punishment of the wicked in the hell, which he thought to
take place only after the Final Judgment. Consider the following passages in
Josephus and Hippolytus.

# “‘Le retour du Docteur de Justice a la fin des jours?,”’ Revue de Qumran 1 (1958),
235-248, esp. p. 238 f.

* Flavius Josephus. De bello Iudaico. Der jidische Krieg, I (Minchen, 1959), 2nd ed., 1962,
p. 438 n. 82.

* JS] 8 (1977) 31-33.

*7 An Essene belief in the resurrection of the body may be supported by Qumran 1 QH
6.34-35; 11.12-14 (in the same way in which their belief in a world-conflagration may be
supported by 1 QH 3.24 ff., and their belief in the Final Judgment by 1 QS 4.11-14; 1
QM), but the point is that it is questionable whether Hegesippus knew of the Qumran
Community.
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Josephus 2.155

Hippolytus 9.27.1

The Essenes
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Each time Josephus mentions tag xa8’ &dov ttwplag, the source of Hip-
polytus deduces from this a capxd¢ dvdstasts, as he believes that there can
be no punishment of the flesh before a resurrection of the flesh for the
Final Judgment.

Finally we come to Hippolytus’ own expansion of the text of Josephus
at 9.27.2-3 (p. 152). It deals with the trite subject of both Greek
philosophers and Barbarians borrowing their wisdom from Jewish
theology and cosmology.’® This expansion can be easily recognized as
Hippolytus’ own work thanks to two elements in it. First, it shifts from
the Essenes to all Jews (u7 étépwbev mapetdngévar tég dpxdg §| &mo T¢
Tovdaixfi¢ vomobesiag). Compare Hippolytus 10.30.8: ...govep@ds
¢midédeixtan 6 t@v BeoceBdv yévog (sc. the Jews) dpyatdtepov (Bv) mavrtwv
Xoardaiwy, Alyurticwy, ‘EAAAvwy. And second, it mentions the example of
Pythagoras as a student of the Egyptians, being envisaged here only as
transmatters of the Jewish wisdom: this example Hippolytus employs also
at Refut. 1.2.18 and 9.17.2.%1

* addidi.

+ dpvobvtat ob pdvov P, transposui.

50 Cf. Burchard, p. 32 n. 165.

5t Hippolytus probably saw a connection between the Stoic and Jewish cosmology 1N
their assumed common beliefs in Final Judgment and Ecpyrosis (world-conflagration):
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In conclusion, we have tried to prove the existence of four factors
responsible for the differences between Josephus’ and Hippolytus’ ac-
count of the Essenes: (1) fluctuations in the transmission of this extremely
popular text of Josephus; (2) the author of an Interpretatio Christiana prior
to Hippolytus; (3) the author of substantial alterations and expansions of
the text of Josephus (probably identical with 2); (4) finally, Hippolytus’
own expansions and embellishments. Now, it seemns safe to conclude that
Hippolytus had used Josephus’ account of the Essenes through a
Zwischenquelle, which is responsible for both the Christianization of the
Essenes and for the alterations or expansions of the text of Josephus.
Hegesippus seems to be the most likely candidate for the author of this
Interpretatio Christiana of Josephus.>?

compare Refut. 1.3.1; 1.21.4, and especially 9.10.7, where Hippolytus copies a Stoic com-
mentary on Heraclitus in an attempt to link this stoicized Heraclitus to the Christian
Noetus.

52 | think Hegesippus is Hippolytus’ source also for the chapters dedicated to the
Pharisees, Sadducees, and the Jewish Messianism (Refut. 9.28-30), but to discuss this
would go beyond the subject of relationship between Josephus and Hippolytus as far as
the Essenes are concerned.
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THE WEDDING HYMN OF ACTA THOMAE

The puzzling and elusive Wedding Hymn of the Acts of Thomas 6-7—first
published back in 1823—has not yet found a satisfactory interpretation
and assessment.! I assume that the lost original was written in East-
Aramaic or Syriac: the Semitic Doppeldreier of the original—a distich with
three beats in each line—still seems to be detectable in the extant Greek
version. This couplet meter was popular in Aramaic and Syriac poetry,
notably in the Psalms of Thomas.? Compare, for example, line 1 of our
Hymn, ‘“The Bride is the daughter of Light,”” with Ps. Thomae 1.1, ‘*“My
Father, the joyful Light.”’

' The Greek version of the Acts of Thomas was first published by J.C. Thilo, Acta §.
Thomae Apostoli (Lipsiae, 1823). Thilo’s Commentary (pp. 121 ff.) is still valuable. The
best Greek edition so far is that of M. Bonnet, in R.A. Lipsius and M. Bonnet, Acta
Apostolorum Apocrypha, 1.2 (Leipzig, 1903), pp. 99-288.—The Syriac version was pub-
lished by W. Wright, Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles (L.ondon-Edinburgh, 1871), I, pp. 171
ff. (Syriac text); II, pp. 146 ff. (English translation). A recent English translation of the
Syriac version with a Commentary was provided by A.F.]J. Klijn, The Acts of Thomas
(Supplements to Novum Testamentum, 5, Leiden, Brill, 1962).

Here is a select bibliography on the Wedding Hymn. K. Macke, ‘‘Syrische Lieder
gnostischen Ursprungs,’” Tubinger Theol. Quartalschrift 56 (1874) 1-70. R.A. Lipsius, Die
apokryphen Apostelgeschichten und Apostellegenden (Braunschweig, 1883), I, 301-311. G. Hoff-
mann, ‘‘Zwel Hymnen der Thomasakten,”” Zeitschr. f. die neutestamentl. Wiss. 4 (1903)
295-309. E. Preuschen, Zwei gnostische Hymnen (Giessen. 1904). Wilhelm Bousset, Haupt-
probleme der Gnosis (Forschungen zur Religion u. Lit. des Alten u. Neuen Testaments, 10,
Gottingen, 1907), 68-70. Idem, ‘‘Manichdisches in den Thomasakten,”” ZNTW 18
(1917), 10 f. and 20-23. Especially Gunther Bornkamm, Mpythos und Legende in den
apokryphen Thomas-Akten (FRLANT, N.F. 31, Gottingen, 1933), 68-81; 82-89 and
103-106. Idem, in: Edgar Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, 3., véllig neubearbeitete
Auflage herausgegeben von Wilhelm Schneemelcher (Tibingen, Mohr, II, 1964),
297-372, esp. 302 f. = New Testament Apocrypha, English translation edited by R. McL.
Wilson (Philadelphia, The Westminster Press, 11, 1965), 425-531, esp. 432 f.

2 A Manichaean Psalm-Book, Part 11, edited by C.R.C. Allberry (Manichaean
Manuscripts in the Chester Beatty Collection, Vol. II; Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1938),
pp- 203-227.—For a list of Aramaic and Syriac poems composed in the Doppeldreier see T
Sive-Séderbergh, Studies in the Coptic Manichaean Psalm-Book: Prosody and Mandaean Parallels
(Uppsala, 1949), 88-90.—Of course, I am aware of the fact that some couplets seem to in-
dicate four beats (instead of three) in the lost Syriac original, notably 13 and 15. But the
difference may well be explained by expansion on the part of the Greek translator. So 1n
couplet 15, the Syriac original might well have read: ‘‘Her groomsmen surround-her,/
seven-of-them, elected by-her,”” and in couplet 13 the phrase douy N3¢t “‘sweet odor’’
may well mean the same as edwdix of couplet 3, while napméAAwy in 13b could be an addi-
tion of the Greek translator. I trust that the Semitic Doppeldreier are visible enough in the
rest of the couplets (with the exception of the last couplet, which is evidently spurious)-
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If so then the 4:4 beat in the last couplet (27) of the Hymn alone speaks
against the authenticity of the closing distich. And Wilhelm Bousset was
right in detecting Manichaean theology in this couplet, notably in ‘‘the
Living Spirit,”’3 as was Gunther Bornkamm—in seeing in this couplet a
later Manichaean addition (Zusatz).* As a matter of fact, 27 é86fasav tov
natépa is redundant in view of the presence of xal Sofdsovst Tov natépa T@V
hwv in 23.

The translator of the Hymn into Greek sometimes uses two words to
translate one single word of the original: 1 évéotnxe xal Eyxettor; 10
onuaivouaty xal brodetxvdouaty; 18 tov oxomodv xal 10 Béapa; 23 év xapd xal
GyorAdoet.

As is known, the extant Syriac version departs considerably from the
original text—due to its systematic catholicizing effort. It tries to remove
every trace of Gnosticism from the Hymn. Accordingly, ‘‘the Bride’’ (1)
is replaced with ‘‘my Church’’ (with far-reaching consequences).®> The
aeons are eliminated: ‘‘the place of the blessed aeons’’ (10) is replaced
with “‘the place of life;”’ the thirty-two (7) are replaced with the twelve
apostles and the seventy-two envoys (borrowed from Luke 10:1, and be-
ing popular later among the Manichaeans);® in 15-17, the figures twice
seven and twelve are eliminated; finally, in 20 and 21, ‘‘the great ones
(grandees, princes)’’ and ‘‘the eternal ones’’—i.e., the Gnostics—are
replaced with ‘‘the just ones’” and ‘‘some,’’ respectively. In brief, the
Syriac version must be used with extreme caution. But occa-
sionally—where there 1s no reason to suspect its catholicizing zeal—it
proves to be a helpful means in restoring the corrupt Greek text.

The Greek version of the Hymn is preserved in sixteen manuscripts. I
retain Bonnet’s MSS sigla (p. 99). Here is the text of the Hymn as
restored by me.

I. Greek TEXT AND TRANSLATION

'H z ~ \ 6 ’
x6p7 t00 Qwtdg Ouydmp,
7 évéotnxe xal Eyxeltal 10 dmbyavopa T@V Pactiéwy

2 10 yabpov, xal émitepmic tadtng 10 Héapa,
Putdp@® xdAAeL xatavydfovoa.

ZNTW 18 (1917) 10 f.
Mpythos und Legende, 88.
Compare, e.g., Klijn’s Commentary, pp. 168-179.

¢ Cf. Manichaean Psalm-Book, pp. 22.24; 140.38 f. Allberry; Kephalaia, p. 12.27 f. H.].
Polotsky (Manichiische Handschriften der Staatlichen Museen Berlin, Band I, Stuttgart,
Kohlhammer, 1940); Augustine De haeresibus c. 46.

@ e W
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coniec. Usener : éx’ codd. /6 ‘‘Da sie lauter Loblieder (mit ihm) spricht’’ ex vers. Syr.
add. Bornkamm /7 {év) tabty scripsi conlata vers. Syr. (in ea) : tadtny codd. / totum
versum delet Macke, vix recte : XII apostoli filii et LXXII tonant in ea vers. Syr. / 7b unum
versum intercidisse vidit Lipsius : exspectes dofdGovteg tov matépa tav 8Awv conl. v. 23b
/I 9 Eyxevtan : sunt scalae arduae vers. Syr. // 10 y@pov coniec. Bonnet (locum vers. Syr.) :
x0pov codd. (cf. c. 54, p. 171.9, et c. 57, p. 174.6 x@pov codd. : xopdv P; et praesertim c.
148, p. 257.6 xwpdv locus vers. Syr. : xop@v codd.; c. 156, p. 265.2 xwpddv in regionem vers.
Syr. : xopév codd.) / xnpldacovteg codd. praeter A (cf. Apocal. 11:4) : xnpbocouvoar A (ft.
recte) /11 3éxa ex vers. Syr. addi suad. Bonnet / &votyvioustv coniec. Hoffmann :
dmodetxviouvsv per dittographiam codd. (cf. v. 10a) / 12 énoBadsduov Hoffmann : énd
Badodpouv codd. # 13b xal dvBéwv mauméAiwv HBumvéwv post v. 14 dméctpwvtar 3¢ évtdg
pupsivar codd., huc transtulit Hoffmann : “‘aliquid intercidisse videtur velut stéppoata’
Bonnet / 14b x\iewdec coniec. Thilo (ianuae vers. Syr.) : xAewstddeg codd. / 15
mapaviugtot coniec. Thilo, mapdvupgol coniec. Bonnet : sponsi comites (‘groomsmen’) vers.
Syr. : wougiot codd. #/ 16b ot Thilo : ot codd. / 26a adtob addidi (cf. v.25 oG) /27
delevi post G. Bornkamm, ut additamentum Manichaeorum

TRANSLATION

1. The Bride

The Bride is the daughter of Light:

the majestic effulgence of kings stands upon her;
2 delightful is the sight of her,

radiant with cheerful beauty.
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Her garments are like spring flowers:

sweet fragrance spreads around from them.

On the crown of her head sits the King,

feeding with his ambrosia those who sit beneath him.
Truth rests upon her head,

(the movement of) her feet makes joy appear.

Her mouth is open, and it becomes her:

(for she utters with it all songs of praise.)
Thirty-two are they who sing praises {in) her,

(e.g., glorifying the Father of all.)

Her tongue is like a door-curtain (cf. Hebrews 6:19; 9:3; 10:20)
that is moved aside for those who enter it.

Her neck 1s shaped like the (lofty) steps

that the first Demiurge created.

Her both hands make signs,

proclaiming the place of the blessed aeons.

Her (ten) fingers

open the gates of the City.

2. Her Bridal Chamber

Her bridal chamber (cf. Matt. 9:15; 22:10) is full of light,
breathing a scent of balsam and every spice;

giving off a sweet fragrance of myrrh and silphium,

and of all kinds of sweet-smelling flowers.

Its floor is covered with myrtle twigs

and the portals are adorned with wands of reed.

3. Her Attendants

Her groomsmen keep her surrounded,

seven in number, whom she herself had chosen.
And her bridesmaids are seven,

who dance before her in chorus.

Twelve in number are those

who serve before her and are subject to her.

4. The Bridegroom and the Elect Ones

They have their gaze toward the Bridegroom (cf. Matt. 9:15;
John 3:29),
so that by the sight of him they may be enlightened
(cf. John 1:7-9; 2 Timothy 1:10; Hebrews 6:4).
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19 And they shall be with him forever
in that eternal bliss;
20 And they shall be present at that wedding (cf. Matt. 22:2)
at which the great ones are assembled (cf. Mark 6:21;
Apocal. 6:15; 18:23);
21 And they shall attend the banquet (cf. 4pocal. 19:9)
of which the eternal ones are deemed worthy (cf. Matt. 22:14).
22 And they shall put on royal robes (cf. Matt. 22:11-12)
and be arrayed in shining cloaks (cf. Apocal. 3:4-5; 3:18; 4:4; 6:11;
7:9; 7:13-14; 1 Cor. 15:53; 2 Cor. 5:3-4; 1 Enoch 62:15-16; 71:1;
108:12; 2 Enoch 22:8-10).
23 And all of them shall be in joy and exultation,
and they shall glorify the Father of all.
24 (For) his majestic Light they have received,
by the vision of their Lord they have been enlightened.
25 His ambrosial food they have received,
which is free of all decay;
26 Of ¢his) wine they have drunk,
which causes them neither thirst nor desire.
27 {And they glorified and praised along with the Living Spirit
the Father of truth and the Mother of wisdom.}

II. INTERPRETATION

1. The Structure of the Hymn. The text of the Hymn, in the reconstruction
offered above, easily falls into four parts: 11 +3 + 3 +9 couplets. The
lion’s share (couplets 1-11) belongs to the description of the Bride, i.e., of
the Lichtjungfrau (1 700 @wtog Buydtne). She appears in the role of a
Mediator between the Heaven (in 11 she opens the gates of the Heavenly
City Jerusalem) and the pneumatics on earth. That is why her neck has
been shaped by the first Demiurge (i.e., by the Father of all, cf. 7b and
23b) as “‘a lofty flight of steps’’ (9a), leading to that City.

Consequently, Part I (1-11) anticipates Part IV (18-26): the redemp-
tion of the pneumatics (Gnostics), ‘‘the great and eternal ones’’ (20-21).
It also anticipates the description of the Bridegroom (in 18-26)—by in-
dicating his place both at the wedding banquet and in the Pleroma: 4 “‘on
the crown of her head sits the King.”’ Here, by 6 BactAet the Bridegroom
(Savior or Christ) must be meant (as already Thilo had suggested), and
not ‘“‘the Father’” or ‘“‘ein dominierender Stern’’ (as Lipsius 305 and
Bousset, Hauptprobleme der Gnosis, 69 n. 1, respectively, had thought). For
the ambrosia of this King is nothing else but the ambrosia provided by
Christ (in the closing couplets 25-26), i.e., eucharist. Compare Acta
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Thomae 25 (p. 140.13 Bonnet) and 36 (p. 154.2), where 7 duBpostddng
nnyH of Jesus and 7 &uBpostddng tpoey, along with 6 motov THig dunéloy
ti¢ &Anbuwiig, clearly refer to eucharist.

Part IT (12-14) briefly describes the Bridal Chamber. Such Bride, such
her bride-chamber—full of light, sweet fragrance, spring flowers, myrtle
twigs, chastity and purity. Add to this that her bridesmaids are cheerfully
dancing in chorus before her (16), just as she herself seems to be cheer-
fully moving her feet (in 5).

Some of the wedding customs taken from the real life seem to be detect-
able in this Interpretatio Gnostica. For example, the place of the bridegroom
at the wedding banquet was really ‘‘above the bride’’ (as Bousset, ZNW
18 [1917] 21 f., had correctly pointed out): that is why the King sits ‘‘on
the crown’’ of the Bride’s head (in 4). Moreover, it was the duty of the
groomsmen to serve as the groom’s ‘‘guardians of the bride:’’ that is why
the seven groomsmen (i.e., the seven planets) keep the Bride ‘‘surround-
ed’’ (in 15). Furthermore, Miss E.S. Driver had drawn attention to the
similarity between the bride-chamber of our Hymn and the bride-
chamber of the modern Mandaeans of Iraq: it is adorned with fresh
flowers and myrtle, and with tree-twigs of every kind.” Finally, the
apotropaic decoration of the house entrance with myrtle twigs (dedicated
to Aphrodite: Athenaeus XV, 767 AB) during a wedding ceremony was
common enough in Greece (Plut. Amatorius 755 A; Stobaeus IV.222.24
[IV, p. 506.19 Hense]).®

Part III (15-17) resumes the spatial location of the Bride from couplet
4. She is totally encompassed by her seven groomsmen (i.e., by the seven
planets), being entertained by her seven bridesmaids (i.e., by the seven
archons of these planets).® In addition, the twelve archons of the Zodiacal
Circle serve before her (17).

Couplet 18 serves as a ‘‘bridge’” between Parts III and IV: The
attendants have their gaze fixed on the Bridegroom, who is probably
seated above the Bride (cf. 4), in order to receive light from him and thus
become ‘‘enlightened.’”” The aeons are the dmapy# of the ultimate
redemption, a guaranty for the redemption of the pneumatics, who are to
be understood under ‘‘the great and eternal ones’’ of couplets 20-21.

7 E.S. Driver, The Mandaeans of Iraq and Iran (Oxford, 1937), 63, quoted by Geo
Widengren, Mesopotamian Elements in Manichaeism, Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift 1946:3, p-
113.

8 Cf. J. Kochling, De coronarum apud antiquos vt atque usu (RGVV XIV.2, Giessen,
1914), 64 f.; R. Ganszynicc, in PW RE, X1 (1922), 1594.40 ff. (s.v. Kranz); K. Baus,
““‘Der Kranz in Antike u. Christentum,’” Theophaneia, 11 (Bonn, 1940), 61-71.

9 Cf. Origen Contra Celsum 6.31. Thilo 144; Bornkamm 83 n. 1.
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The nine couplets of Part IV (18-26), dealing with the Savior, serve as
a counterbalance to the eleven couplets describing the Bride in Part I.
The Savior is able to enlighten both the aeons and the pneumatics (18
and 24b) because he himself is Light, as Son of the Light (the Father of
all). In 24, Light is best explained as a synonym of Lord, referring to the
Savior-Christ (cf. John 1:9, "Hv 16 ¢é¢ 16 &Anfwév, 6 ewrtilel ndvia dvlpw-
mov, €pybuevov elg tov xdopov). In brief, Light is the essence of all three
divine persons—the Father of all (1, ‘‘the daughter of Light;’’ 24a, ‘‘his
Light”’), the Bride (1; 12), and the Bridegroom (18; 24).

Couplets 19-23 are strongly liturgical (or macaristic) in character
(‘““‘And they shall...””). Their content is explained by the closing couplets
24-26. The redemption of the pneumatics will be achieved through the
following sacraments, mysteries and Gnostic enlightenment: the
eucharist (25-26); the enlightenment through Christ (18 and 24); the ac-
quisition of the ‘‘royal raiment’’ (22); and, above all, through a Marco-
sian sacrament (?) of the Bridal Chamber (20-21).

The elaborate structure of the Hymn is enhanced by the fact that the
same keyword has been placed at different strategic points (including a
kind of Ringcomposition). A few examples. The expression, 1-2 16 ¢&¢ and
t0 dmadyaoua tO yabpov, 12 @wrtewds, 18 va gwrtishdoy, 24 10 ede 10
yoOpov and épwtichnoav, serves as a thread linking the Father of all, Bride
and Bridegroom. Moreover, 10 of eddaiuoveg aldveg, 19 elg tov aldva and
atwviog, lead to 21 ot alcdviot, by implying, ‘‘the elect Gnostics as the par-
takers in that eternal bliss.’”” Furthermore, 2 émitepméc, 5 xopd, 19 yopd
and 23 év xopd xal dyaAAidaet Esovtan (in addition to 16 yopedouav) link the
Bride with the pneumatics in the everlasting joy and exultation. Finally,
4 dpfposio anticipates the eucharist of the closing lines (25-26), 1 dufposio
Bedatg, and the Father of all seems to be glorified by both the Bride (in 6b
and 7b) and the pneumatics (in 23b; couplet 27 is a later Manichaean
expansion).

2. Exit Bardesanes and the Manichaeans. The opening word of the Hymn,
7 x6pn, means both ‘‘Maiden’’ and ‘‘Bride’’ (it means ‘‘bride’’ at Odyssey
18.279; Theopompus Com. 14 ap. £ Aristoph. Plut. 768). Since bridal
chamber (12) and Bridegroom (18) are mentioned in the Hymn, the
sense ‘‘Bride’’ is the most natural. If so, then Klijn’s commentary: ‘‘She
[i.e., the daughter of Light] is never called bride’’ (p. 177), must be
wrong. Now, the key-problem of the Hymn seems to be to identify the
Bride, since it may lead us to the very Gnostic system from which the
Hymn originally had derived. Who is the Bride: the Near-Eastern
‘““Maiden of Light’’ (napfévog tob pwtds); the Jewish Sophia-Achamoth;
or rather a combination of both?
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A. Dieterich'® brought our ‘‘daughter of Light’’ in connection with the
Lichtjungfrau of the Pistis Sophia (pp. 126.14 ff.; 212.12 ff. ed. C. Schmidt3
et passim). She is accompanied by seven maidens (i.e., seven planets: pp.
138.26; 188.16 ff.; 211.33; 212.25; 216.7), and by twelve 3tdxovot (1.e.,
by the twelve zodiacal signs: pp. 9.3; 126.18; 138.27; 148.24), just as is
our Bride. Then Bousset enriched the picture in the classical opening
chapters on ‘‘Die Sieben und die MAtnp’’ of his Hauptprobleme der Gnosis
(pp. 9-91, esp. pp. 62 n. 1 and 69).

Lipsius (305 and 309 f.), Preuschen (75 f.), and especially Bornkamm
(Mpythos 85 f.) brought Bardesanes (Bardaisan, A.D. 154-222) into the
picture. However, in my opinion, the enigmatic text of Bardesanes’
psalm ap. Ephraem the Syrian (Psalms 55.5 ed. Beck) is irrelevant to our
Hymn. It reads:

‘When shall we see thy wedding feast, o youthful Spirit?’ [asks the mother,
the Holy Spirit, her daughter, either Earth or Water]. She [i.e., the

youthful Spirit] is the daughter whom she [i.e., her mother, the Holy Spirit|
set upon her knees and sang to sleep.

To be sure, a ‘‘Bridal chamber of light’’ does appear in Bardesanes.!
It 1s the Crossing-place at which the departed souls are being hindered
because of the sin of Adam (‘‘because the sin of Adam hindered
them’’)—until the coming of the Savior Christ: ‘“Therefore, everyone
that keeps my word [says Jesus: John 8:52] death forever he shall not
taste,—that his soul is not hindered when it crosses at the Crossing-
place, like the hindrance of old...”” But, as H.]J.W. Drijvers had pointed
out in his dissertation on Bardesanes,!? this idea is not Gnostic. For the
souls are being stopped at the Crossing-place not because of a primordial
Gnostic “‘fall’” of the soul, but because of Adam’s original disobedience
of God’s command. In conclusion, Bardesanes cannot help us in assess-
ing the Wedding Hymn. His influence, however, seems to be detectable in
the Acts of Thomas, but this is a different matter. For there is a strong
possibility that our Hymn had been composed long before the Acts of
Thomas: it was then inserted into the Acts by its author (Bornkamm 86 f.
seems to confuse the two issues).

As for the Manichaeans, expressions like these: ‘‘Jesus Christ, receive
me into Thy Bride-chambers of light’’ or ‘‘into Thy Aeons’’ do occur in
Manichaean Psalms (e.g., on pp. 54.5; 63.3; 79.17-20; 80.18 and 20 f.;

19 Abraxas (Leipzig, 1891), pp. 101 ff.; 104 ff.

"' Ap. Ephraem the Syrian, Prose Refutations of Mani, Marcion and Bardesanes, ed. C.W.
Mitchell, vol. IT (London, 1921), p. 164.32-40 (Syriac text), p. LXXVII (English transla-
tion), completed by A.A. Bevan and F.C. Burkitt.

12 H.J.W. Drijvers, Bardaisan of Edessa (Assen, 1966), 155.
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81.13 f.; 117.29 f.; 150.18?; 197.5 Allberry). But the point is that the
Manichaean sources cannot help us in explaining our Hymn for
chronological reasons—they are much later than our Hymn (contra the
approach of, e.g., Geo Widengren'?).

3. Enter the Valentinian Vogue. With the {epd¢ ydpo¢ between Sophia-
Achamoth and Savior-Christ of the widespread Valentinianism we are on
safer grounds (as already Thilo and Lipsius had recognized). The locus
classicus is Irenaeus Adv. haer. 1.7.1: ... thv pév  Axopwd thy Mntépa adtav
wetaotiivon 100 Tfi¢ Meadtntog témov Aéyoust xal évtog ITAnpeuarog eloeAbety,
xo Gmodafetv tov vupglov adtiig tov Lwtijpa..., va culvyle yévntar tob
Swripog xal t7i¢ Voglag thg "Axaunml. Kol tobto elvar ‘vopgiov xai vipeny’’
(cf. John 3:29), “‘vupgéava’’ 8¢ (cf. Matt. 9:15; 22:10) 16 n&v [TAApwpa.'*
(Compare Hippolyt. Refut. 6.34.4.)

There can be little doubt about the identity of the Bridegroom in our
Wedding Hymn: the Savior-Christ s the Light and the Enlightener in
couplets 18 and 24 (cf. John 1:4-5; 1:7-9), and certainly He is the giver of
the holy eucharist in couplets 25-26. After all, the Father of all is &yvwotog
and invisible, while the Savior-Christ is visible: ‘‘by the vision of their
Lord they have been enlightened,’’ (24).

But the striking similarity between our Hymn, the Acts of Thomas and
the Valentinianism is in the sacramental character of the Bridal Chamber. It is
expressed 1n the closing liturgical formulas of the Hymn. There are no
less than seven future-tenses (‘‘and they shall...””) in couplets 19-23
(xod... Eoovtor; xal... Foovtan; xol Topapevodoly; xal évdboovtan; xol
GupLécovtar; xal... Esovta; xai dokdsousty), capped with four explanatory
aorists in couplets 24-26 (10 @éc... ¢8é6avro, xal épwrichnoav; thv Bpdav
¢0ékavro; Emov 8¢ xal dmd tob oivov).

Doubtless, the redemption of the Aeons attending the sacrament of
matrimony between Sophia and Christ serves as a guaranty for the future
redemption of the pneumatics. This expectation is clearly expressed in
the Acts of Thomas 12 (p. 118.7): mpocdoxivteg (sc. Ouelg) dmorAdesar
¢xetvov OV yépov tov dpbopov xal &AnBvév, xal Eoeobe év adtd mapdvuppot
cuvelgepydpevor elg TOV vupp@va Exeivov tov Ti¢ dBavasiog xat Puwtdg TATE.
Compare also c. 14 s.f. (p. 120.8), of the same Act 1, where the heavenly
wedding is preferred to ‘‘this marriage that passes away from before my
eyes”’ (Koi 8t éEovBévica tov &vdpa tobtov xai Todg Yduoug Ttobtoug Todg
napepyopévoug &n’ EumpooBev tdv dpbodpidv pou, Emeldn étépw Yopw

'3 Especially in Mesopotamian Elements in Manichaeism (supra, n. 7), pp. 109-112.
1+ A solid critical edition ef Irenaeus’ Adv. haereses Book I has been provided recently by
A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau, S.]J., in Sources Chrétiennes, Vols. 263-264 (Paris, 1979).
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Npwbésbny); and especially the elaborate speech of Mygdonia in c. 124 (Act
10), rejecting her marriage to Karish (Charisius) and defending her
wedding to Christ (p. 233.18):

... Eide¢ éxetvov tov mapehBévta ydpov {@de xal wévov seclusi, om. U

habet P}, 6 8¢ ydpog oltog elg tov aldva pével: 7 xowvwvia éxefvy
SrapBopdc fv, altn 8¢ Lwiic atwviov: ol mapdvupgot Exetvor &vdpes ity xat
yuvaixeg Tpdoxatpot, ol 8¢ viv elg Téhog mapapévousty: Exetvog O Yauoc i
7 Totnow, (6mov BATic ot dmavatog, oltog 3¢ éml yepbpag mupdg!s
totnowv, explevi exempli gratia conlata versione Syriaca)
plavBpwriov Sposilwv: éxelvog 6 maotog Abetow ThAw, obtog OF Ok
navtog wéver ... ab [sc. Charisius] vopgiog el mapiwv xal Avduevog, 6 3¢
’Inootc vupeiog éotiv dAnBvég, elg 1ov aldva mapapévev dbdvatog (xal
dpbaptog)- Exelvo 10 Gvoxadumtiplov xphAuate fv xod mémho maAotodueva
[cf. Psalm 102 (101):27; Hebrews 1:11], tobto 8¢ {®dvteg Abyor undémote
Topepy OpLevoL. 6

The renunciation of the carnal, earthly (choic and psychic) perishable
marriage in favor of the spiritual (pneumatic) everlasting wedding in
heaven is one of the key-motifs of the Acts of Thomas, as Bornkamm
(68-81) had well pointed out. First the king’s daughter in the city of An-
drapolis!’ renounces her earthly marriage in Act 1 (cc. 4-15). Then—and
especially—Mygdonia does the same in Acts 9 and 10 (cc. 88; 93; 98;
117, culminating in the mapdfesig of c. 124, quoted above). Next, the
queen Tertia (in Act 11, esp. c. 135), and finally the king’s son Vizan
(Vazan) and his wife Mnasara (Manashar) follow the trend (in Acts 12
and 13, esp. c. 150). Most probably, this prevailing motif of the Acts of
Thomas—the spiritual marriage to Jesus—uwas the reason for the author to
insert our Wedding Hymn in Act 1.

The sacramental character of couplets 19-23, referring to the
pneumatics (couplets 20-21) and being echoed in c. 12 s.f. of the Acts, 1s
best explained by the sacrament of the ‘‘Bridal Chamber’’ as being prac-
ticed by the Marcosians:

!5 Compare the éinvat-bridge of the Iranian religion—the way to heaven for the vir-
tuous souls (Vd. 19.28-32): Geo Widengren, *‘Iranische Religionsgeschichte,”” Numen 1
(1954), 35 f., and n. 99 (on the 7oten-Briicke).

¢ Cf. Lipsius 303 f.; Bornkamm 77 f.

17 For the identification of 'Av3pdmoAtg-Zevadpwy (Syriac SNDRWK, cf. pp. XXI and
104.4 app. Bonnet) with Hatre & Sanatrik, a *“trading city in the desert between the Tigris
and the Euphrates on the caravan route from the middle Tigris valley to Edessa,’” com-
pare George Huxley, ‘‘Geography in the Acts of Thomas,”’ Greek, Roman and Byzantine
Studies 24 (1983) 71-80, esp. pp. 72 f.
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‘‘Edtpémicov seavtiv tg vopuern éxdexopévn tov vouppiov Eautiic, va Eor 6
¢yo xal éyw 0 ob. Kabidpusov v 1@ vopp@vi cov 1o onépua 100 petée.
Adfe map’ ol tov vupelov xal xwpnsov adtov xal xweRbntt év adtd.”’
(Iren. 1.13.3). Ol upév y&p adt@v vupgdva xatasxevdloust xol
puotaywylov émitedolor Wet Emipprioeldv Tvwv Tl TeEAoupévorlg xoal
TIVELRATLXOV YELOv @doxousty elvor TO O’ adT@v Yvbuevov xotd THY
opotdtnTa T@V dve ouluytav (1.21.3).

The redemption of the pneumatics through the Bridal Chamber was
well known to the Valentinians, as Irenaeus (1.7.1), Clement (Exc. ex
Theodoto 63-65; 68; 79), and Heracleon (Fr. 12 Brooke) attest. The sacra-
ment of the Bridal Chamber (or the spiritual marriage for the consecrated
ones) is prominent also in the Gospel of Philip (Nag Hammadi II.3),
Logia: 61; 66; 67; 68; 73; 76; 79; 80; 82; 87; 95; 102; 124-127. In Logion
76 (p. 69.23) we even read that the Bridal Chamber is the highest among
the sacraments (‘‘Redemption is ‘the Holy of the Holy.” “The Holy of the
Holies’ is the Bridal Chamber’’). It also occurs in the Exegesis on the Soul
(NH II.6), pp. 132.13 ff.; 132.25 {f. Both gnostic treatises are Valen-
tinian in character.'®

In conclusion, the Valentinian background of the Wedding Hymn
seems to be undeniable. If so then the Hymn may be dated at the end of
the second century A.D.

4. Back to the Lichtyungfrau. At the same time, there are differences of
significance between the Hymn and the Valentinianism. Apparently, we
are expected to envisage the Bride (Sophia) as restored to the Pleroma
(Bridal Chamber). But it is disturbing to find the seven planets (and their
seven archons) in her company, ‘‘keeping her surrounded’’ (15). In the
Valentinian system, they belong to the Hebdomad (our world), along
with the twelve zodiacs. Moreover, it is unthinkable of the Valentinians
to call the invisible Father ‘‘the first Demiurge’’ (as our poet seems to do
in couplet 9). In Valentinianism, the first Demiurge is the Savior: ITp&Tog
1ev olv Snutoupyds 6 Swthp yivetow xabohudg (Clem. Exc. 46.2; cf. Iren.
1.5.1: ... & mopd 100 Twriipog pabApate; ... tov Zwtfipa &’ adti).

'® Also in Nag Hammadi VI1.2 (The Second Treatise of the Great Seth), pp. 57.13 ff.; 66.1
ff. Cf. Kurt Rudolph, Die Mandier, 11 (Gottingen, 1961), pp. 317 f.; 318 n. 3.—The
Valentinian {epd¢ yéog between Sophia and Christ may well have its source in the Ophitic
System ap. Irenaeus 1.30.12: £t descendentem Christum in hunc mundum induisse primum serorem
suam Sophiam, et exsultasse ulrosque refrigerantes super invicem. et hoc esse ““sponsum et sponsam’’ (cf.
John 3:29) definiunt. Now, it is not difficult to see how different this account is from the one
in our Hymn: The union between Christ and Sophia in the Ophitic account forms part of
Christ’s descent (in <quem> [i.e. lesum| Christum perplexum Sophiae descendisse, et sic_factum
esse Jesum Christum), not of their ultimate redemption in the Pleroma (Bridal Chamber), as
in the Valentinian account and in our Hymn.
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In addition, Bornkamm 83 had remarked that our Bridegroom does
not show the characteristics of the Valentinian Zwt7p, nor is there in the
Hymn any hint at the ‘“fall’’ of Sophia. On the other hand, the presence
of the seven attendants (and twelve servants) around the Lichtjungfrau
(e.g., in the Pistis Sophia) is established. Hence I would assume that our
poet is combining the Valentinian Sophia with the Near-Eastern Maiden
of Light as a Himmelsgittin. Manichaean Kephalaia p. 24.18 f. Polotsky ex-
plicitly state: ‘‘Wisdom (Zogia) is the Maiden (napfévog) of Light,”” but,
again, Manichaean sources are posterior to our Hymn.

5. Enter Jewish Wisdom Poetry. But there is more to it than that, when
speaking of Gnostic syncretistic drive: our Bride displays some striking
similarities with the Jewish Wisdom. Here are some of them.!®

1. dmadyaspa: In Sap. Salom. 7:26 Sophia is called dnadyaspo pwtog
&wdfov. In 7:29 she is described as being fairer than the sun, and above all
the constellations of the stars; being compared with the light, she is found
to be before it (pwTi suyxpopévn ebpioxetar mpotépa). Compare Philo De
migrat. Abrahami 40: cogia... Beol 10 dpyétumov @éyyog, 00 wipmme xal elxcv
#Atog. Hence she is the enlightenment: Philo De spec. legg. 3.6: wtl 16
coplag evavydfopar. 1.288: Savolag Ot @ax ot sogia. De congressu erudit.
gratia 47: Sophia is ga¢ duyiic.?°

1. xépm: In Sap. Sal. 8:2 Sophia is compared to a beautiful bride. At
8:3 she lives with God (as a spouse?): suuBiwow Beob Exovsa. In Philo De
Cherubim 49, God is called Husband of Wisom (sogiag &viip).

3. dmopopd ebwdtag: In Sirach 24:15 Wisdom gives forth a scent of
perfumes as cinnamon and aspalathus (sweet balm), and as a choice
myrrh, galbanum, onyx and stacte. Compare couplets 12-13 of our
Hymn.

5. yoapa: In Sap. Sal. 8:16 Sophia is the source of joy and gladness (cf.
Sirach 6:28).—aAn0eta: cf. Proverbs 8:7 (Wisdom speaking): 8tu dAnfeiav
nekethoetl 6 pdpuyE pov, / EBSeAuypéva 8¢ évavtiov éuol xethn euvdd.

6. Mg td otépa &véxton: In Sirach 24:2 Wisdom opens her mouth in
the assembly of the Most High, and is honored in the presence of His
(heavenly) hosts. Cf. Prov. 8:4 ff.—As for the place of Wisdom (compare
couplets 4; 9; 11 of the Hymn), in Sap. Sal. 9:4 (cf. Iren. 1.13.6), Sophia
sits beside the God on His throne (86¢ pot thv tdv s@v Opbvwy mhpedpov
sopiav). In Sirach 24:4, she dwells in the highest places, and her throne is
on a pillar of cloud (i.e., in heaven).

19 Many of the parallels between our Hymn and Sap. Sal. and Sirach have been pointed

out by Klijn, in his Commentary, pp. 170-178: I have enlarged the list within the allotted

space.
20 Cf. also Philo De sacrif. Abelis et Caini 78, and H. Leisegang, in PW RE, 111 A (1927),
1033.
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15. olg adt™) éEeAéEato: Sophia herself chooses her attendants (in our
Hymn: her groomsmen): Sap. Sal. 6:16, &t tod¢ &Eloug adtijc adth
nepiépyetar {ntodoa xtA. Cf. Proverbs 9:1-6, where Sophia is described as
inviting people to her feast.

6. Three Problems.

(a) The Shining Royal Raiment. The elect ones—implying both the Aeons
and the pneumatics—who are present at the heavenly Wedding Banquet
shall put on two kinds of raiment: first, royal robes (BastAuxa évddpata);
second, shining cloaks (togas, mantles, stoAd¢ Aapunpdg, 22). And that
reminds us at once of the Hymn of the Pear! in the same Acts of Thomas (cc.
108-113). For its poet seems to be insisting on the fact that the royal gar-
ment of the King’s son consists of two pieces—=Eab¢ plus atoA#: c. 108 (p.
220.3 and 8 Bonnet); c. 110 (p. 222.1); c. 113 (p. 224.9 f.). Notice that
the poet of the Wedding Hymn does not call the raiment of the wedding-
guests &vdupa yduov (from Matt. 22:11-12), as one would expect him to
do in view of the use of this phrase by the Gnostics—by the Valentinians
(ap. Clem. FExc. ex Theod. 61.8, t& mvevpatixd... ogletan, ‘évdbparta
youwv'’ tag duxds Aafdévta; 63.1) and by the Naassenes (ap. Hippolyt.
Refut. 5.8.44). Nor does he call it ‘‘robes that never grow old,”” mémAa u7
nahatobpeva, as the author of the Acts of Thomas does (c. 124, p. 234.3, in-
spired by Psalm 102:27; Hebrews 1:11); hence in Manichaean Psalms 146.42
and 155.10 Allberry: “‘I have received my washed clothes [cf. Gen. 49:11;
Apocal. 7:14; 22:14), my cloak (stoA) that grows not old.”’

Our poet calls it royal raiment, and that links him with the Hymn of the
Pearl, where the name €s07¢ BastAixf may be explained by the fact that the
prince’s raiment has the image of ‘‘the King of kings’’ (Parthian sahinsah)
embroidered all over it (c. 112, p. 223.19 f.: xal 7 elx®v 100 @V Basthéwy
Basthéewg 6An 8 8Ang; cf. c. 110, p. 221.19). In addition, the peywotaves of
our Hymn (20) may be paralleled by the peyiataves, BactAets, ot év télet, ol
npwredovteg and ol duvdston of the Hymn of the Pearl, c. 109 (p. 220.22); c.
110 (p. 221.16 ff.). Now, Geo Widengren has convincingly shown that
the Hymn of the Pearl is best explained in the geographical, political and
cultural background of the Parthian dynasty of the Arsacids (whose fall
was in A.D. 226).2' And I wonder whether the poet of the Pearl Hymn and
the poet of the Wedding Hymn may well be one and the same person.

2t In “‘Der iranische Hintergrund der Gnosis,”’ Zeutschr. f. Religions- u. Geistesgeschichte 4
(1952) 105-114. Cf. R. Reitzenstein, Das iranische Erlosungsmysterium (Bonn, 1921), 70
ff. —The same idea in Th. Noldeke, Zeitschr. der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 25
(1871) 676-679, and in F.C. Burkitt, Urchristentum im Orient (Tubingen, 1907), 152. Cf.
Bornkamm, in Hennecke-Schneemelcher (supra, n. 1), 11, 303-305 = English translation
11, 433-437; Klijn (supra, n. 1), 273-281.
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To the question about the nature and origin of the heavenly ‘‘royal
garment’’ of the pneumatics in our Hymn I have no positive answer,
However, if, on the one hand, Light dominates the entire Hymn (Father
of all, Bride and Bridegroom are all light; both the Aeons and the
pneumatics receive light from them, 24), and if, on the other hand, the
‘‘gluttering robe of splendor’’ of the Hymn of the Pearl seems to be no other
thing but the primordial Lichtmantel der Seele, then it is an educated guess
to assume that the ‘‘royal robe’’ of our Hymn suggests the Gnostic
ultimate return of the spirit to the everlasting realm of Light.

If so, then the Manichaeans have correctly understood the Hymn of the
Pearl: compare the role of the ‘‘raiment of light’’ in Kephalaia, p. 36.24
Polotsky; Manichaean Psalms 50.25; 81.9; 193.10 et passim; probably also
in the Psalms of Thomas 2.32; 2.37 and 11.7.22 Other possible parallels
may be: ‘‘Kleider (évdduata) des Lichtes’’ in Pistis Sophia pp. 227.5 and
11; 6.9 et passim; évduua odpéviov of the Sethians (in Hippolyt. Refut.
5.19.21); Gospel of Philip, Logion 24 (p. 57.19): “‘In this world those who
put on garments are better than the garments. In the Kingdom of heaven
the garments are better than those who have put them on.”’?* The
Ophites ap. Iren. 1.30.9: Adam autem et Evam prius quidem habuisse levia et
clara et velut spiritalia corpora, quemadmodum et plasmati sunt. venientes autem
huc, demutasse in obscurius et pinguius et pigrius.—The Qumran Manuale
disciplinae, col. 4.7 f., ‘‘every everlasting blessing and eternal joy in life
without end, a crown of glory and a garment of mayesty in unending light.”’. 1
Enoch 62:15-16 (Garments of glory and life from the Lord of spirits for the
righteous and elect ones risen from the earth); 71:1; 108:12 (Those who
love God’s holy name will be clad in shining light... “‘and they shall be
resplendent for times without number’’). 2 Enoch 22: 8-10 (The raiment
of the blessed, composed of God’s glory and light, ‘‘shining like the rays
of the sun’’). 1 Cor. 15:53; 2 Cor. 5:3-4; Apocal. 3:4-5; 3:18; 4:4; 6:11;
7:9; 7:13-14; Ascension of Isaiah 4:16; 7:22; 8:14 (about the spiritual bodies
of the blessed); Isaiah 61:10; et alibi.

(b) The Thirty-two. The text as transmitted reads (7): tpidxovro xai 800
elolv of TabTnv Suvohoyobvtes. Lipsius (306) had suggested that the thirty-
two Valentinian Aeons are meant, praising the Father of all through the

22 Cf. Alfred Adam, Die Psalmen des Thomas und das Perlenlied als Zeugnisse vorchristlicher
Gnosis (Beihefte zur Zeitschr. f. die neutestamentl. Wiss., 24, Berlin, 1959), 66 f.; Peter
Nagel, Die Thomaspsalmen des koptisch-manichdischen Psalmenbuches (Quellen, N.F., 1;
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt Berlin, 1980), 102 f.; G. Widengren, The Great Vohu Manah
and the Apostle of God, Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift 1945:5, pp. 76 ff.

23 Here ends Logion 24. Cf. Martin Krause, in Die Gnosis, 11 (Artemis Verlag, Zirich
u. Stuttgart, 1971), p. 165 n. 28.
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mouth of Sophia. Since then this interpretation has become the communis
opinto. But, first of all, the Valentinian Pleroma consists of thirty—not
thirty-two—Aeons: an Ogdoad, a Decad, and a Dodecad. The Valen-
tinians supported their Triacontad by means of Luke 3:23 (Kai adto¢ v
"Inoots &pyduevos wael E1@v tptdxovra): ‘“That is why the Savior, they say,
did nothing in public for years, thus setting forth the mystery of these
Aeons’’ (Iren. 1.1.3; 1.3.1).

I think Lipsius’ number thirty-two is due to a misunderstanding of the
text of Hippolytus (Refut. 6.31.3), which reads:

Kai yivovtar tpidxovta (of) Alwveg peta 100 Xpiotod xal tob ‘Ayiov
[Tvedpatog: tivég wév odv adt@v tadty (scripsi : tadtmv P) elvar B€hovat
v tpraxovtdda TV Aldvewv, Tvig 8¢ cuvurtdpyety @ [latpl Tiyny xal
obv avtole xataptbuetofot todg Aldvag Béhovotv.

All Hippolytus seems to be saying here is that one Valentinian school of
thought counted thirty Aeons by including the pair Christ-Holy Spirit
(but excluding the pair Father-Sige), while another Valentinian school
counted Father-Sige as one pair of Aeons (while excluding the pair
Christ-Holy Spirit, probably as being an additional emanation outside
the Pleroma): in each case the total number of Aeons is thirty, not thirty-
two.

Back to the text of our couplet 7. In couplet 6 we read that the Bride’s
mouth is open (because she utters all songs of praise, most probably of the
Father of all). And in couplet 8 we learn that her tongue is like a door-
curtain in a temple. Now, sandwiched between the Bride’s mouth and her
tongue is our couplet 7. Therefore, it must refer to something in her mouth.
Certainly, the Bride has not opened her mouth in order to listen to the
praises of the Thirty-two—contra the translation of Werner Foerster:
““Her mouth is opened and (it is) becoming to her. There are thirty-two
who sing her praise.’” ?* I think the Syriac version can help us in restoring
the text; it reads: ‘‘The twelve apostles of the Son, and the seventy-two
thunder forth in her.”” ‘‘In her’’ (in ea) means ‘‘in her mouth.’” Thus read:
(v) tadty for Tadtny.

Now, Thilo (p. 136) had suggested that thirty-two feeth are meant here.
But if our Bride is Sophia, then the later Jewish speculation of Sefer
Yezirah (‘‘Book of Creation’’) may be a closer parallel. The Book opens
with the statement that God created the world by means of the thirty-two
secret paths of Wisdom, which consist of the twenty-two elemental letters

24" In Werner Foerster, Die Gnosis, 1 (Artemis Verlag, 1969), p. 441: ‘“‘Ihr Mund is
gebffnet und (steht) ihr auf geziemende Art. Zweiunddreissig sind es, die sie besingen.”’
English translation edited by R. McL. Wilson (Oxford, 1972), I, p. 345.
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of the Hebrew alphabet plus ten Sefirot beli mah, total—thirty-two.?® If so,
then Sophia seems to be using all the sounds available in her mouth to
praise the Father of all (cf. 6b; 7b), in the same way in which she is using
all her ten fingers to open the gates of the heavenly city Jerusalem (in
couplet 11).

(¢c) Her neck is shaped like the lofty steps (9). The comparison is puzzling
and unparalleled. My guess is that this image should be brought in con-
nection with the gates of the Heavenly City (in 11). The vertebrae of
Sophia’s neck are envisaged as the steps of a lofty stone-stairway leading
to that City. Lipsius (p. 306 f.) referred to Canticum 4:4 (‘‘Your neck is
like David’s tower girt with battlements’’) and 7:5 (‘“Your neck is like a
tower of ivory’’). A closer parallel may be found in the later Acta Philipp:
(composed ca. A.D. 400, referred to by Lipsius), c. 138 (p. 70.6 Bonnet),
where the Savior’s cross of light, reaching down to the Abysm, has the
shape of a ladder provided with steps (xol fiv 6 otawEdg év dpoLdmatt xA{Loxog
¢xobene Babuodc), so that the masses of people may be saved and see again
10 @i 700 Beol. Bousset (Hauptprobleme der Gnosis 68) thought that the
steps of the Bride’s neck ‘‘sind nichts anderes als die etagenmaissig
Ubereinander gelagerten Himmelssphéren.”’

7. Conclusions. Starting from the assumption that the extant Greek ver-
sion of the Wedding Hymn still reflects the meter—the Semitic Dop-
peldreier—of the lost Syriac original, and using the extant Syriac version
wherever it seemed reliable, I was able to offer a reconstruction of the
corrupt Greek version of the Hymn. It displays an elaborate structure (of
114+ 3+ 3+9 couplets), and attests to a skillful poet. As a matter of fact,
our Hymn proves to be a gem of Gnostic poetry, comparable only to the
Naassene Psalm in Hippolytus, Refut. 5.10.2.26 The Hymn of the Pearl
belongs to a rather different literary genre—a Hellenistic romance in
verse, 105 couplets long.

The popular Valentinian {epdg ydpog between Sophia-Achamoth and
Savior-Christ makes the core of our Hymn. The Marcosian sacrament of
the Bridal Chamber seems to have been known to our poet, while the in-
fluence of Bardesanes (and of Manichaeism) is not detectable in the

2 Cf. G. Scholem, in Encyclopaedia_Judaica 16 (1971) 783-786. Bousset (Hauptprobleme det
Grosis, 69 n. 1) was the first to refer to Sefer Yezirah (cf. also Klijn 171). I am well aware of
the fact that the “‘Book of Creation’’ is later than our Hymn (it may have been written
somewhere between 3rd and 6th centuries A.D.), but its Pythagorean and other sources
are much older. Cf. Franz Dornseiff, Das Alphabet in Mystik und Magie (Stoicheia, 7; Leip-
zig, 1922), pp. 35 and 140.—Compare also the thirty-two hermeneutic rules of the
Talmud.

26 See supra, No. 8, pp. 80-88.
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Hymn. The very theme of the heavenly ‘‘spiritual marriage’’ which
dominates the entire Acts of Thomas seems to have been the reason for its
author to insert our Hymn in the Acts.

At the same time, the Wedding Hymn shows a certain influence of the
Near-Eastern Maiden of Light (such as is present in, e.g., Pustis Sophia),
and it reveals a strong inspiration coming from the Jewish Wisdom
poetry. Finally, if I am right in seeing some common motifs in our Hymn
and in the Hymn of the Pearl, we may posit one and the same poet for both
Hymns.

In brief, the Wedding Hymn is a classical example of the Gnostic syn-
cretism. Most probably, it belongs to the Syrian Judeo-Christian
Gnosticism, and is slightly earlier than the Acts of Thomas (end of the
second century A.D.).

The Fortleben of the Hymn is of interest, attesting to its importance and
popularity. First, a Manichaean poet had added a clumsy couplet (27),
trying to adapt the Hymn to the Manichaean creed. Then a Syriac redac-
tor undertook major surgery and rewriting, in a futile effort to eliminate
the Gnostic elements of the Hymn and convert it to Catholicism. Of
course, he had replaced the Manichaean closing couplet with the
orthodox Trinitarian dogma.

However, once restored to its original shape, the Wedding Hymn
shines in its pristine beauty—as far as it is reflected in its Greek transla-
tion,—just as does the Bride the Hymn so vividly depicts—qot3p& xdAXet
xatavydlovsa (2).



15

PYTHAGORAS AS COCK

Micyllus, the poor cobbler of Lucian’s Gallus, has had the overwhelm-
ing desire of becoming rich since his boyhood (28). To acquire gold has
become an obsession for him (6-7, with reference to Midas), and that is
why he is told that he was an Indian ant in one of his previous lives (ubp-
ung "Ivdwxde, t@v 1o ypuaiov dvoputtévtwy, 16: compare Herodotus 3.102).

But Pythagoras, the master of transmigrations, reincarnations and
dvapviicerg of his previous lives, appears to Micyllus in a dream in the
shape of a cock, and succeeds in curing him of his obsession (éye oe
tdoopat, & MixvAde, 28)—first, by telling Micyllus of his own former
unhappy existence as a rich and powerful king, poisoned by his own son
(21-25), then by showing him (by means of magic) the wretched way of
life of his rich neighbors Simon, Gnipho, and Eucrates (who in reality
proves to be an éxpatfc) (28-33).

The question is now: Why did Lucian’s Pythagoras choose the shape
of a cock for his apparition and revelation? Why did he not appear as
Pythagoras himself, or as the Cynic Crates (20), or else as a prophesying
horse (for Pythagoras was that too: 20; 26; 27, with reference to Achilles’
Xanthus in 2)?

Rudolf Helm (Luctan und Menipp |Leipzig, 1906] 334), after referring
to Tereus of Aristophanes’ Birds and to the dialogue Jackdaw of the Cynic
Diogenes (Diog. Laert. 6.80) as examples of speaking birds, left the ques-
tion unanswered. Pythagoras himself had been a jackdaw in one of his
former lives ( Gallus 20 and 27); nevertheless, he did not choose to appear
as such to Micyllus.

Otto Skutsch (‘‘Notes on Metempsychosis,”’ Class. Philol. 54 [1959]
115b) first pointed out the link between Pythagoras and the peacock (cf.
Ennius Annals 15; Persius 6.11 pavone ex Pythagoreo and Schol. ad loc.),
and Lucian’s allusion to a Samian peacock (i.e., Pythagoras) converted
into a Boeotian rooster (&Aextpuov QtA6c090g... dvtl wév dvBpwmou Bpvig,
dvtt 8¢ Zowlov Tavaypatog dvaméenvag, 4); then he dismissed this possi-
bility while stating: ““This interpretation, however, seems entirely
forced.”” With good reason, for Lucian certainly did not introduce the
cock into his dialogue just for the sake of a pun.

Jacques Bompaire, in his inspiring book Lucien écrivain: imitation et créa-
tion (Paris, 1958) 697 n. 3, thought of the proverbial cock as prophet of
evil (oiseau de malheur), while referring to Petronius’ Satyrikon 74.1-4. This
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is not likely either, for Micyllus respectfully calls his enlightening cock-
teacher @ cogdrtate dAhextpuav (7).

The Socratic cock as a customary offering to Asclepius in gratitude for
a cure (Plato Phaedo 118 a 7, @ *AcxAnmi&® dpethopev dhextpudva; compare
Herodas 4.11 ff.; Artemidorus 5.1.9; Aelian Fr. 186 Didot = 98 Teubner)
is out of place here. For neither is Micyllus a patient, nor is the sage cock,
a leading character in the dialogue, a simple sacrificial animal.!

Furthermore, the link between the cock and Hermes cannot explain
the leading role of the cock in the dialogue either. For this link is used by
Lucian to explain only two secondary achievements of the cock: (1) the
ability to speak (‘‘I am a friend of Hermes, the most talkative and elo-
quent of all the gods,”” 2); and (2), the magic power of the cock’s feather,
given to him by Hermes (‘‘Hermes, to whom I am consecrated, gave me
this privilege,”” 28).

As for (1), Lucian himself dismisses this explanation while stating that
the real reason (7 &Anfeotépa aitia, 2) for the cock’s ability to speak con-
sists in the fact that he was a man not long ago (odtost y&p 6 viv cot
dAextpuav Qavipevog ob Tpd moAkob dvBpwnog Av, says the cock in 3. Com-
pare Stith Thompson, A Motif-Index of Folk Luterature, D166.1.1 ‘Man
transformed to Cock’).

As for (2), the cock’s right longest tail feather having the magic power
of (a), Opening every door, and (b), Making a man invisible (dvolyetw te 6
totobtog macav Bpav dbvatan xal Gpdv t& wavta 0vY Gpwdpevog adthg, 28),
neither power is due to a cock’s tail exclusively, but rather belongs to the
motif of magic feathers (Stith Thompson, D1021) or hair in general. Com-
pare, e.g., D1562.2 ‘Hair from fox’s tail opens all doors;” D1361.10
‘Magic feather renders invisible;” B172.4 ‘Bird with magic bones and
feathers;” D1313.10 ‘Magic feather indicates road;’ D1323.16 ‘Magic
feather gives clairvoyance;’ D1380.22 ‘Magic feather protects.’?

Finally, one may think it only natural for a household rooster to
engage in a dialogue with his master, being ‘‘a close comrade and
messmate of men’’ (2). Perhaps so, but Lucian uses the cock’s close rela-
tion to men only as an opportunity for the cock to learn the human
language without difficulty, no more (2). In addition, the dog is an even
closer friend of man. Pythagoras himself was a dog in one of his previous

' Compare, e.g., Isidor Scheftelowitz, Das stellvertretende Huhnopfer (RGVV XIV.3,
Giessen, 1914), 19.

? Compare H. Béchtold-Stiubli, Handwérterbuch des deutschen Aberglaubens, 11, 1282; 111,
1327; Stith Thompson, D1400.1.19 ‘Magic feather defeats enemy.’—The examples ad-
duced by Tadeusz Zielinski, “‘Die Mérchenkomédie in Athen,’’ Jahresbericht der St. Annen-
Schule (St. Petersburg, 1885), 22 and 58 n. 18, are irrelevant, since they deal with the
motifs of the woodpecker’s mandrake (Springwurzel) opening every door (Bachtold-Staubli
VIII, 140 f.), and of the siskin’s stone rendering a man invisible (B.-St. IX, 888).
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lives (20 and 26). And indeed the dog is the oldest Pythagorean reincar-
nation of a man in our sources (Fr. B 7 of Xenophanes, a contemporary
of Pythagoras). And nevertheless, Pythagoras does not choose to appear
to Micyllus in the shape of a dog, but prefers that of a cock instead.

Consequently, there must be a special reason for Lucian to make
Pythagoras appear as a cock. Micyllus keeps addressing the cock as
Pythagoras (4; 6; 7; 20), but Pythagoras prefers to be addressed as cock:
““Of late I have often been a cock, for 7 liked that sort of life’” (t& teAeutaia
¢ dAextputv ToAAdxg fiabny yap Td totodte Blw), and ‘‘you had better
call me a cock, so as not to slight a bird usually held in low esteem, though
it has in itself so many souls’’ (... &Aextpuéve dvoudlewv &uetvov &v mototg,
¢ wn duwédlorg edtedic elva Soxodv to Bpveov, xal tabta TocadTag Ev AdTR
duydg Exov, 20).

Accordingly, since the genre of the Cynic satire required an animal to
serve as the leading character, I would like to suggest that the cock was the
only such animal to serve as a link between Pythagoras and Apollo, all
three of them being considered in antiquity as diviners by preference. Let
me now substantiate this suggestion.

1. Cock-Apollo. It is only just lately that Pythagoras took the shape of a
cock (xal mhvu Evaryyog elg dhextpudvar cou petaféBnxa, 4). His first life,
however, was as the god Apollo: ‘“How my soul originally left Apollo,
flew down to earth and entered into a human body... would make a long
story’” (‘Qc udv €€ *AnéAAwvog t0 Tp@ToV 7 Puyh ot xaTamTapévn é¢ T Yiv
¢védu é¢ dvBpddmou sldpa... paxpdv &v el Aéyew, 16). Hence the ability of
the cock to prophesy. He knows Micyllus’ past (‘‘Formerly you were an
Indian ant,”” 16); he knows his future (‘‘For you too will become a
woman... many times,”’ 19). Cock is known as a prophetic animal by
preeminence (cf., e.g., the dAextopopavreia).

The link between Cock and Apollo-Helios is well established too. The
cock is often represented as sitting on Apollo’s arm (shoulder or head):
Plutarch De Pythiae oraculis 400 C, 6 tov dAextpudva morfioag émi tiig Xelpds
105 "ATéAAwvog Ewbiviiy SmedHAwaoey dpav xal xatpov émoborng dvatoAfic. The
cock is Apollo’s sacrifical animal: 4.G. 6.155; 12.24; Pausanias 5.25.9;
Aelian Fr. 98 Teubner.?

2. Apollo- Pythagoras. The identification of Pythagoras with the Hyper-
borean Apollo can be traced as far back as Aristotle’s Ilept t@v

3 Compare P. Boyancé, ‘‘Apollon solaire,”’ in Meélanges J. Carcopino (Paris, 1966)
149-170.
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[TuBoyopeiwy Fr. 191 Rose ap. Aelian V. H. 2.26 ('ApiototéAng Aéyet 6md
v Kpotwviatdv tov Mubaybpav "AndéAdwve “YrepPdpetov mposayopedeshar).
Compare also Diog. Laert. 8.11 and 13; Porphyry Vita Plotini 2;
Iamblichus Vita Pyth. 5; 8; 92; 135.* As for Lucian, Pythagoras is being
addressed as @ "AmoAlov at Mortuorum dial. 6 (20).3.

Pythagoras’ renown as diviner is well established too (Diels-Kranz 14
A 7;71 A6). Aristippus of Cyrene (ap. Diog. Laert. 8.21) explained even
the name of Pythagoras as deriving from 166 (to¢) and &yop(edewv): 8t thv
GAfBetav 7ybdpevev ody Attov tob [Mubiov. In Lucian’s Vitarum auctio 2
Pythagoras is introduced as pdvtig &xpog (so also in Alexander 4 and 40).

3. Pythagoras-Cock. This link may be due to the fact that a white cock
was taboo for the Pythagoreans: dAextpudvog un &nteaBar Aevxol, Gt {epog
100 Mnvog xai ixétng Diog. Laert. 8.34; Aelian V. H. 4.17; Suda, s.v. 3124
Pythagoras [4.266.40 Adler].

In conclusion, the role of the cock in Lucian’s Gallus seems to be of
greater importance than hitherto believed. For the cock acts as a reincar-
nation of both Pythagoras and Apollo. In addition to possessing magic
powers (28-33), the divine cock through his persuasion and revelations
succeeds in converting Micyllus to a Cynic adept of the vow of poverty.
So effective and lasting was this conversion that Micyllus remained
faithful to his vow even after his death. For in Lucian’s Cataplus 14-17 we
find him appearing in Hades as a laughing scorner of the powerful and
rich: fuetg uév Ydp of mévnreg yeAdpey, dvi@vrar 8¢ xal olwdouatv of mhobatot
(15); yeraoduea olumdfovtas adtovg dpdvreg (17).

* Compare I. Lévy, Recherches sur les sources de la légende de Pythagore (Paris, 1926) 10 ff.;
W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft (Niurnberg, 1962) 27 n. 77; 80; 117 n. 126.
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Timaeus
43 a 4 106
44 a 8 106
55 a-56 b 138
Plinius, Naturalis historia
2.79 51 n.11
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Achamoth : 83; 165. As angel : 98. Cf.
Sophia

Adonaios, as angel : 98

Aeons, Gnostic : 64; 66; 84-85. Thirty (not
thirty-two) Valentinian Aeons : 171

Agathephoron : 118

Agathos Daimon : 41; 118-119

Agathos Georgos : 41

Agrammatos Daimon : 39

Ahura Mazda : 95

Amazement, Gnostic : 60-61

Amen, as angel : 98

Anagram Pater Noster AO : 35-37

Anapausis as the final goal : 58-60

Anasyrma, of Baubo : 20; 21; 24; 25-26

Andrapolis : 166 n.17

Angels, twenty-four, in Justin’s Baruch
98-99. As trees of the Paradise : 99

Anopheres Dynamis : 102

Apocatastastis, Gnostic : 86

Aporrhoia : 101

Archanthropus, Naassene, as procreative :
66

Arepo < Harpon : 29; 40-41

Aristotle’s genos as soros, in Basilides
131-132; as to mé on : 132

Aristotle’s god as ho mé on, in Basilides
132-133

Asclepiades of Samos : 1; 5

Babel (the planet Venus), as angel 98;
99; 111-112

Baptism of Elohim : 104-105

Bardaisan : 164

Baruch, as angel : 98; 108-109; 110;
112-113

Basileuein as the final goal : 58-60

Basilides, Gnostic : 117

Baubo : 20-21, 23

Bel, as angel : 98-99

Belias, as angel : 98

Brahmans, as Christians : 149-150

Brain, as symbol of the immobile Father :
124-125

Bridal Chamber,
165-167

sacrament of : 163;

Catholicizing, of the original Syriac Wed-
ding Hymn : 157

Cerebellum, as Serpent,
(Peratics) : 124-125

and as Son

Chaos, as Labyrinth : 84. To chythen chaos
: 82

Cinvat-bridge : 166 n.15

Claudius as a glutton : 50-51

Cock : and Apollo : 176; and Asclepius :
175. Cock’s feather opening every door
1 175

Cosmic cloak : of Demetrius Poliorcetes :
12; of Isis (pallium cosmicum) : 53-54

Crossing place, for departed souls : 164

Demetrius Poliorcetes : 8; 11; 12-13

Demiurge, Jewish, in Gnosticism
102-103; 139-140. As ‘‘the third god”’
139. As ‘‘the fourth god” : 87. Cf. also
El-Shaddai, Just god; Neikos; Saklas

Den, of Soul : 83

Disomon zéidion (Virgo) = Isis with Horus
: 95-96

Dog-like (kynoeides) Demon : 91

Doppeldreier, Semitic : 156-157

Dragon, Constellation, as Satan : 122-123.
As Redeemer (Naassenes, Peratics) :
121-122

Dysaules : 25

Eagle of Revelation 4:7 : 38-39

Eater of life, Gnostic : 76-78

Echidna : 95-97

Edem, in Justin : 93-94; 97-98; 99-100;
106. The shape of Edem : 95-97. Edem
als Physis : 106

Eirénopoios : 14 n.23

Elohim, in Justin : 93-94; 97-98; 99-100;
102-106; 107-108; 110; 112

El-Shaddai : 87; 98

Empedocles, Gnostic commentary on :
126-131. Empedocles’ noéma (B 110.10)
in  Gnostic interpretation 130.
Empedocles’ Muse (B 131.1) as Gnostic
Logos : 129-131

Engonasin, Constellation, as Adam
123-124. As Heracles : 110-111

Enlightenment, Gnostic, of Elghim
102-103; 104-105. Of Jesus : 113

Ephesia grammata : 37, 44
Epicurean gods : 14-17
episkiazern : 109-110

Essenes, Christianized ; 147-149. Essene
eschatology, in Hippolytus, a pastiche
152-154. Four classes of the Essene con-
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gregation (Qumran), reinterpreted by
Hegesippus (?) : 150-151. Essenes and
Sabbath : 150
Evil, origin of, in Justin :
Euphrates : 101

106-108

Final undressing, Gnostic : 74-75
Fire and light : 135
Fourteenth Aeon : 64; 66

Gihon : 101
Gnosis, definition of (Naassene) : 81; 85

Good God (ho Agathos), Gnostic : 93;
94-95; 103; 105; 113; 116-117. As
Priapus, in Justin : 114-119

Gospel of Thomas : Gnostic : 56-58.

Homonymic linking keywords in G. Th.
: 73. Semantic linking keywords in
G.Th. : 74. Transmission of : 79

Harpocrates : 40; 44. As boy-god of good
luck : 42-43. As Eros : 41-42. As Priapus
: 43. As chernibopastes : 42. As Car-
pocrates : 43. As Alphocrates : 43; 52

Hebdomads : 85-86

Hegesippus, Christianizing the Essenes in
Josephus : 145; 150; 151; 153; 155

Heptaouranos : 54

Heptastolos, Isis : 52-54

Heracles, as Gnostic Redeemer : 110-111

Heraclitus, Life-cycle of thirty years
65-66

Hermocles of Cyzicus : 8

Herrscherkult, Hellenistic : 8 n.1

Hierophoros, of Isis @ 52-53

Hiaeros gamos : 97-98. Of Sophia and Christ
0 172-173

Hind as Soul (Psalm 41:2) : 82; 86-87

Hippolytus of Rome, a plagiarist but not a

forger : 144-145
Horus, as ‘‘master of magic’’ : 39-40
Hyposyrein : 109-110; 111
Iacchus : 22; 23; 24; 26-27. taxxog is not

cunnus : 26-27

Introspection leading to the knowledge of
God : 142-143

Iota as perfect number (Monad and
Decad) : 135; 136. As perfect Man
135. As Son of Man (Monoimus)
137-138; 141

Isis Thermouthis : 97

Ithyphallus 9 n.l
Ithyphallus, text of : 9-10

Hermocles’

Jesus : of Gospel of Thomas : 56. Naassene
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:87. In Justin : as a twelve years old boy
: 112-113; as Redemeer : 112-114; as
aparché of the Gnostic redemption : 114.
In Monoimus as Son-of-Man
136-137; as every part of a man’s mind,
soul and body 142-143. Jesus as
Bridegroom in the Hymn of Acta Thomae
6-7 : 161-162; 165; 166

Josephus, transmission of Bellum Iudaicum :
145-147

Just God, Jewish : 95; 103

Karkamenos, as angel : 98

Katopheres Dynamis : 102

Kauithan, as angel : 98

klepsilogos, klepsilogein, in Hippolytus : 120
Kurznamen : 29; 40

Lathen, as angel : 98

Lichtjungfrau : 161, 163; 164; 167-168; 173

Lichtmantel der Seele : 169-170

Light : and Christ : 163. And Sophia :
168. Extra-cosmic : 103

Lion as a symbol of the perishable world :
69-70

Lithinos : o ABwog, AN &Anbwég : 17

Logos as Mesités : 125; 128-131

Lychnomanteia : 7

Lychnos as god : 4-6

Magic squares : SATOR AREPO : 28;
32; 38. AADA A€wN : 32 n.22; 38-39.
2YKA YAwP : 32 n.22. ROMA OLIM
: 32 n.22. SATAN ADAMA : 32 n.22,
44. Coptic CATwP ACwPH : 44-45

Man, the supreme god of Monoimus
134-136

Man, creation of (Justin) : 99-100. Man'’s
maturity at seven or fourteen years of
age : 64-66

Mandaean wedding customs : 162

Manichaeans : 157; 164-165; 170; 173

Manna from heaven as the words of God
: 78. As the flesh of Jesus (cf. John
6:37-58) : 77-78

Marcosians : 166-167

Marcus Aurelius, and Monoimus :

Mas(s)igta (Aramaic) : 84

Mebagger (Qumran) : 148-149

Mice gnawing iron, a consequence of
famine : 48; 49; 50

Monoimus’ Letter to Theophrastus, text :
140-141

Moses : 109

143
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Naas (Nahdash), as angel (Justin) : 98; 106;
108-109; 113

Naassene Psalm : 80-81; 86

Netkos as the Jewish Demiurge : 126; 128

Noetic, pre-existent, universe (Basilides)
117; 131-133

Nomos - noos : 82

Nous, as Naassene supreme god : 81; 82;
87. As Father of Jesus : 87

Oath of Eléhim (Justin) : 103-104
Omphale, in Justin : 111-112

Ophitic Exegesis of Aratus : 121-124

Ophiuchus, Constellation, as Gnostic
Redeemer : 123-124

Orthos logos : 129-130

Oulomos : 92

Pairi-daeza : 99

Parusia : 10

Passover, Monoimus’ explanation of : 140

Pelekys : 86

Pentad : 34 n.24
Pentagrammatos Daimon : 34 n.24; 39

Personification : of Lychnos : 4-7; of nup-
tial bed : 6-7

Phanes, as Phaos : 90-91; as Eros : 90; as
Priapus : 90

Pharaoth, as angel : 98

Pherecydes : 96-97

Phicola : 91-92

Philia, as Gnostic Redeemer : 128

Phylactéria = 31; 38

Pishon : 101. ®egidv -

Plato : 13-14; 105-106

Pneuma : 87-88; 102. Pneuma as sperm :
117-118; 124-125

Pneumatic medical treatise, Gnostic re-
interpretation of : 124-125

Pre-existent Jesus : 88

Priapus : as Harpocrates : 43; as the Good
One (Justin) : 114-119. Priapos and prio-
poteten : 116-117

Pythagoras : as Apollo :
: 1765 177

PetdwAde : 102

165-177; as cock

Raiment, Royal : 169-170
Redeemer, Naassene, Jesus : 87
Resurrection of the flesh, belief attributed

to the Jews by Hippolytus : 154. Resur-
rection, spiritual : 67-68
Return to the asexual Adam : 75-76

Le Ro: Soleil - 11-12

rotae et opera, ‘‘tortures and toils’’ : 32; 34;
35

Royal palace, of Soul : 83
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Sael (Sheol), as angel 98

Saklas : 102-103

Satan, as angel : 98

Sator, as God Creator : 30-31

Satraps, Zodiacal : 100-102

Schutzgott = 4-5; 6; 11; 31; 34; 39

Seal, of marriage between ElIohim and
Edem : 100. Gnostic seals as ‘‘passes’” :
84

Seelenkerze : 7

Sethians and the Mysteries at Phlya : 89;
92; 125-126

Shekinah is present wherever three study
the Torah : 71-72

Six : asix years old boy is wiser than an old
man : 64; 66

Son-of-Man as the supreme god of
Monoimus : 134-140; as the perfect Iota
: 135-138; as teleios : 141-142; as the ab-
solute beauty : 139; as the source of
Creation : 136; 138-139

Sophia : as God’s bride : 168; as the bride
of Christ : 161; 165; her eloquence :
168; as the Mesites : 161; her neck is a
ladder leading to heaven : 172

Sor (Coptic) = Horus : 44-45

Soul, as life-giver (Naassene) : 82-83

Sphinx : 18-19

Spirit, of God (Nous), Naassene : 84; 87.
Of Elohim, being tied up in every living
man : 105-106; 108; 113. Spirit vs. soul
: 100; 108

Spontaneous Gnostics : 121

Stereoma = 104-105

Syncretism, Gnostic 93; 98; 100;
110-111; 117; 119; 134

Tehom (Hebrew) : 62; 82

teXelwatg, dnnptiopwévn, Gnostic : 75-77

Tetartemorion, as a river : 101-102

Beol émnxoot : 15

Third God : 139. Third Messenger : 114

Thirty-two teeth as the paths of God’s
wisdom : 171-172

Three-principle Gnostic systems : 85; 86;
92; 93

Tigris : 101

Trigons, Zodiacal : 100-102

tomog = pudendum muliebre : 22

Tunic, magic, of Heracles, as his dynamus :
111-112

tmog = 10 tetumwpévoy, ‘‘tattoo’’ : 23-24

Two ears - two brains : 57

Valentinianism : 165-167

Vowels, of magic invocation : 34; 41; 44
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Wedding, spiritual in heaven, a key-motif ~ Week : the perfect week of a newly born
of Acta Thomae : 166 child : 64-65

Wedding Hymn of Acta Thomae 6-7 : Text
161-163. Its Zauberformel (Charm), its magic unity

157-159. Structure :
author : 169; 173 33-34
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