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- BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH '

P

3y -

f/‘.Amoﬁg the vricfhgs'agcribed to Hetmbs‘Trismegi;tus, the most
interesting ;re those which deal uifh topics of a rel@gious or philoso- - -
phical nature, These writings; once belle;ed to be the wisdom ;f an; |
cient Egypt, are now more commonly thought té have originated within the;

N 1 : .
Greek speaking part of the Roman empire, put at a date which, as we

shall see, remains in disput I, Thus we have in the movement responsi-
ble for these writings one of the competitors of Christianity.

This dissertatidn ‘deals with two sources for these religious

or philosophical Hemmetic wriiings. the Corpus Hermeticum and the frag-

_ments given in Stobaeus® Anthology. These two collec;ions.fprm a natu-

s ral starcihg point, since it is the Corpus Hermeticum which has attrac-

ted the most attention from students oq\the Hermetic movement, and since
' ‘ ' -

many of the Stobaean fragments overlap to a large degree with the docu-

ments of the Corpus Hermetié%h. The question discussed in this disser-
“tation is basic to any further discussion of the matefial; How relia-
ble #re.these collections both as witpesses to the text of the writings
of the Hermetic movement and as witnegses to the movement uhich.gave-us
thqsé texts? Any discussion of théée iritings must presuppose an an-.
swer to this question, As this questioé has not previously receivea ,
disciplined treatment,-ip is hoped that ;Pg résulté of this dissertation
will Frovide a .sounder basis for future é£udies in these writings.

The answer given in this dissertation is somewhat conplicated,

-,
Neither collection is in itself a reliable witness to the Hemmetic

1is
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both Of the text of these uritinés and of the movement which produced

- vill, ix, x, xi, xii, xlv,\:;d (with reservations) xiii. A ‘ T

H

——

movenent. The, Corpus Hermeticum, it will be seen, is a 1ate-camp11atlon,'

.r‘“_-

and is ;&\be dated between the ninth and the eleventh centuty.- The

) quallty of the tranmission of the text of the doct-en*ts included in

the Corpus Hermecx“ﬂm is very uﬂ:sahz noreover, some of the documents

were urongly 1nc1uded. There is, however, n delibernte attempt to give

af 180 picture of these uritings.‘ Therefore, if the Corpus Hermeticum

is used crltically, it is possible to gain a reasonably accurate picture -

them. The tractates which are useful in that respect are ii, iv, v, vi,

The Stobaean fragments, on the other hand, seem to be quite

~

cnreliable in both respects. Not only do they have tﬂeir share of manu-

script errors, but it would appear that certain Hermetic doctrines,

.notably the doctriné that apotheosis is the proper goai of man, are sys- -

‘tematically excluded. In addition; there is good reason to believe,that .

the style of the Hermetic ntitings'is emended in the Stobaean fragments. -
The most probacle explannticn of these facts is chat Stobaeus was using
a Christian anthology of Hemet;e writﬁlge.l Therefore the Stobaean
fragments mﬁsc be used uith_greiﬁ\caupion as evidence for the writings
of the Hermetic movement. In tractates in which these-tvoasourcei

ovprlap. it is the Corpus Hermeticum which is the xore trustworthy,

spart from manuscript erTors. Accordingly. Nock's " edition of tractates

ii, iv, and X needs revision. . : ' . "\\
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ABSTRACT

2

Two major sources of. the He;metic literature ate'aaseséé& for

- " v e

‘reiiabili;y in this diséertatﬁon, the Corpus Hermeticuﬁ.iﬁd Stobaeus’
Anthology. Included in this assessment are both the accuracy of the
text given by those two collgctions anﬁ the accuracy of the picture
which those two collegtions give of the religious movement responsible

for the Hermetic writings. It is discovered that the Corpus Hermeticum

does not in itself provide an accurate picture. Reasons are given to

'suggest that the Corpus Hermeticum was compiled in the Byzantine period,
between the ninth and the eleventh century, at a time when the move—

ment responsible-for the Hermetic writings is likely to have become ex-

tinct. Much of the material in the Corpus Hermeticum, moreover, seems
. :

not to have been the product of the movement responsible fos the bulk
of the religious and philosophical Hermetic yritings. However, there
is no evidence of deliberate alteration of this material. Therefore the

~

Corpus Hermeticum, if used critically, can provide a reasonably rella;

ble plcture of the Hermetic movement. Typical tr;ctates include C, H, ii,

iv, v, vi, viii, ix, x, xi, xii, xiv,. and (with reservations) xiii, ' 7
' Stobaeus’ material. on the other hand, suffers not only from |

textual corruption, but also from deliberate alterations. ‘Central-

_ Hermetic doctrines, notably the doctrine that apotheosis is the proper

goallof man, are systematically excluded. The dtyle of these writings,

moreover, seems to have been revised in the Stobaean fragments., It is

suggested that the most probabie explinatioﬁ off these facts is'that

N ' . : T
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Stobaeus was using a Christian anthology as his source for Hermetic

fragments. In those instances in which the text-of Stobaeus overlaps’

with the text of the Corpus Hermeﬁicum, the text of the Corpus Hermeti- b

cunm 1§'norma11y to be preferred, apart from manuscript errors. As a

.
> - S

- - “ N ' . .L /
resgult, Nock's edition of tractates ii, iv and x should be revised. <
In the process of examining the rangefof possibilities with re-

, specfAto tge;treatment of classical authors IQ Stobaehs; Stobaean fr;g—

ments from Xenophon, Platg,ﬁﬂérodotus, Homer,:Thepcritus, and Epictetus

. -
are discussed. ' _ \ -
r
_)‘
-
LN
I




. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

o . ~
This di;seifatim was mdet:tikm in partiai fulfilment of the
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy ‘at McMaster Univer-
‘slt:y. Accordingly, I aust thank the ‘Department of Religilous Sciences af:
McMaster both for accep;al;ce of my candl’daéy and for guidant:e an.d support
n carrying out these mquim@ts, I oust also expteés in this place
gratitude to the Canada Council for material assist:ance during the
.completion of a large part of this project. While it would scarcely be
possible to en}ntz‘rate all those who have assisted in one way or another
during my sttﬂi;:s, I may '1;erhaps_ mention here those who have participa-
.ted directiy in the supervision‘of this dissertation, that is, my su-
‘pervisor, Dr. B. F. !'ley.et of the Depa.rtnent. of Religious Sciences,
Dr. E. P. Sanders, also of the Department of Religious Sciences, and
Pr. P. Kingston, of the Depnrt:n‘ent of Classics. In addition, I must
‘ thank Rr. W. J. Slater of the Department of Claasicg, who has read and
criticised a large part of this dissertation. * '
1 may also here thank Mrs. Ruth Ard, who has not- only typed ny
thesi; very accurately, but has saved me from stylistic bonmers. In
addition, 1 may thank ;y wife, Magdalene, and my children for their

patience while I have been involved with this task,

John Horman

L 4




INTRODUCTION : )

-

This dissertation grew out of a desire to understand the rela=-
tionsh?plbetueen the Hermetic literature and early Christianity. This
problém, first raised in the garl} seventeenth century by Isaac Cau;aubon‘::r
who held that Ebe author was a ”seni-Chriatian,"I and debated in a des-'}
‘ultory manner during the late eightéenth and nineteenth century.? was
raised in a radical manner at the beginning of this century by -R. Reit-

zepstein. who declared that the Poimandres, that 1s, Tractate i of the

Corpus Hermeticum. was, in an earlier, more complete form, a source for

the Pastor Hermae, therefore no later than the first century A.D.,B'and

11. Casaubon, Exercitationes XVI, ad Cardinalis Baronii Prole-
gomena in Annales (Londini, MDCXIIII), pp. S51-65.
4
2D1eter1ch Tiedemann, in Hermes Trismeqist,'Poemander. tr.
D. Tiedemann (Beriin und Stettin: Friedrich Nicolai, 1781), p. vi,
intro., concurred, calling the author of the Poimandres a Half-Christian
Gnosticy so also J. D. Chambers, tr., The theological and philesophical
works of Hermes Trismegistus, Christian Neoplatonist (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1882), gave an extremely turgid translation from the viewpoint
that “Hermes™ was a Christian apologlst} on the other side, L, F. O,
Baumgarten-Crusius, De litrorum Hermeticorum origine atque indole (Jenaet
Prostat in Libraria Braniana, 1827), p. 7f., held that the Hermetic writ-
ings were anti-Christian, coming from the school of Porphyry; both R,
Ménard, in Hermés Trismegiste, Ar. R. Ménard, 2nd. ed. (Paris: Librairie
~Académique. Didier et C°, Libtaires éditeurs, 1867), pp. lvi-1lviii,
intro., and B. J, Hilgers, De Hermetls Trismepistl Polmandro Commentatio
(Bonnaet ' Litteris G, Georgtanis, 1855), p. 17, apparently independently,
ascribed the Poimandres to Philo's Therapeutae, ' .

3R. Reitzenstein, Poimandres (Stuttgartt B, G. Teubner, 1966}
reprinted from the edition of Leipzig, 1904), p. 32.

Cviit
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. Accordingly, the ‘Poimandres, in Reltzenstein's view, was influential in

. 4
/ ' :
indeed was itself related to the so-called "Memphis Theolo&!,"1 a

docunent which, altﬁough irnnsnitted to us only on a stele dated to the

eighth century B.C., is thought on lingulstic grounds to be much enrlier.z

the development of earij Christianity, and was itself related to a very

- early stage of Egyptian religon.

Not everyone who has followed Reltzenstein has accepted his chro-

nology. His account of the relationship between the Poimandres and the

: 3
Pastor Hermae was soon attacked by G. Bardy. J. Kroll, on the basis of

an exanination of the teachings of the Corpus Hermeticum, found that a.

date earlier than the middle of the second century A.D, was out of the
question.& W. Scott, using the same method, found that the majority of
the Hermetic documents were written in the second and third century A.D.5

Similarly, A.-J. Festuglére assumes a date no earlier than the second or

1Ibld., p. 67, Reitzenstein later came to consider Iranian in-
fluences to lie at the root of the basic concepts of the Poimandres. See
below, p. 157, n, 2.

_ ) ~
ZReltzenatein, on the authority of Breasted, believed the text to

be elght centuries older than our exemplar, 1b1d., pe. 60, n. 13 J. A,

Wilson, however in the introduction to his translation of this, text in

The Anclent Near Eastern Texts,-ed. J. B. Pritchard (Prtnceton, N. J,t .

Princeton University Press, 1955, 2nd. edition), p. 4, believes it to

have been composed two- thousand years before our exemplar.

3G. Bardy, "Le Pasteur d'Hermas et les livres hermétldues”
Revue Biblique, N,.S,, VIII (1911) 391-407,

.

83. Kroll, Die Iebyed dés Hermes Irismesistos ("Beltrige zur
Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalterst Texte und Untersuchungen,
Bd. XI1I, Heft 2-43;" Minster i. W.t Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung,

191&)] p. 389, N

SHetmetica, tr. and ed. W, Scott (4 vols.; Oxford: At the
Clarendon Press, 1924-1936), I, 10.

ix
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third ceatury A.D.1 Others have, however, accepted Reitzenstein's datihg

of the Poimandres, as for éxanple F.=N, klein,z and C, H., Dodd (who

f_r:egarda Valentinus as.the terminus ante quen)3. As a result, Rettzen-‘
stein's dating rmt}na in dispute, . o ' o

It is probadble 't'hl.t: the question of dating, and other questions <
concerning the relationship betw;en r.hel Hermetic literature and early
Christianity, might more easily be resolved if ve. knew more about the de-
velopment of the Hermetic literature. This'question, whiie discussed to‘ -

4 was first given disciplined treat- .

some degree in the nineteenth century,
ment by R, Beifienstein. He 'pést.ulated two communities, a schismatic ' L.
Polmandres-comuunity founded by the author of the oﬁginal document be-

hind C, H. 1, and a Hermes-community from which it had geparate;l. These’

two communities were re-united in the second century, as can be seen ‘

: - . . >
. from C. H., xiii, The Corpus Hermeticum was an apologia for the re-united

community, compiled for the emperbr Diocletian according to the plan in-

3

dicated in the Kore Kosmou, Stobaean fradnent xxii1.6,7 (Nock).

7 . 5

' . — .
JRTVOR X Festugidre, La révélation d'Hermés Trls-égiste (4 vols.} ‘

3rd ed.j "fFtudes Bibliques;™ Paris: Librairie LeCoffre, 1950-1954); :

although Festugiére does not argue speciflcally for any date, his lntm—

duction to volume one clearly presupposea the date indicated. ) -

2 I

2F.-N. Klein. Die Lichtteminologie bei fHlon von Alexandrien und
in den Hermetischen Schriften (Leulem E. J. Brill, 1962), p. 82. -

30. H. Dodd, The interpretation of the fourth Gospel (Cabridge:
At the University Press, 1968 = 1953), p. 12, n. 2. ‘ -

"In addition to the works discusaed above. p. 1, n. 2, ve may
poim: to the indications given by Tiedemann, op. cit., that many of the
tractates in the Corpus Hermeticum are inconplete.




C. H. xvill was, according to this plan, a concluding address made to
=

-qapture the bendvolence of the intended reciple t.l
| Thia outline has generally been disbelieved. Theé Hemetic docu-
ments have been divided by Zielinaki,z Bousset.3 Brauningei;a.and_F.-N.ff'
Kleins‘into'tuo or more mutually exclusive groups. Clearly aucﬁ a view

creates difficulties for those who wish to believe in the exis-

. tence of a Hermetic community. In any case, whether or not .one accepts

such a strtct.ﬁlviaion of the tractates into mutually exclusive grouﬁs,

o

it is difficult to avoid seeing, with Festugiére, that the various trac-
X :

tates hold contradictory views on a number of subjects. He, for this
" . " " “ -
Teason, is also_unwilling to believe in the existence of & Hermetic .

i

. 6 :
community which was responsible.for the Corpus Hermeticums C. H. Dodd

also dismisses this notjon.?. Reitzenstein'’s date for the formation of

.fhe Corpus Hermeticum, while accepted by W. K:oil on the basis of a

. quot;tlon by Zostmus,8 has been rejécted both by W. Scott9

.and - by .
op. cit., pp. 190—21&.
. 2m,; zielinski, "Hermes und die Hernetlk,” rchiv fur Religions-

wiasenschaft. VI1i, 321-372.

3H. Bousset,.PBesprechung von Krolls Lehren des Hermes Trismegpis-
tos,“ Go:tinglsche Gelehrte Anzeliger CLXXVI (1914) 697-755,

4Fr. Braunlnget. Untersuchungen-zu den Schriften des Hermes
Trismegistos (Diss. Berlin, 1926),

“SKlein, op. cit., p. 80 f. | o
. ) . o , 7 . : .

GFestugi.&te, op. cic., I, 5 ff, Dodqd, op. 01to, P 12. ‘

BH; Kroll s. v. "Hermes Trismegistos,” R.E. V1II, 795,

. 9On the basis of ‘a scholion ascribed to Michael Psellus, Scott
regards ‘the eleventh century A.D.asa mobable » terminus ante quen for the

formation of the Corpus Hermeticum, .o
: xi '
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Festugiere.l Klein's views in this regard are bewildering: he ascribes
the prese;tdredaction of the Eg;ngg to Psellus, but belleves that Zosi-
mﬁs "hat allerdipgsfﬁlelleicht unsere oder eine dér unseren weltgehend
ahnliche Sammiungiharmetischer Schriften gekannt."2 But his views about
the disunity gf thopgh£ in the Corpus should perhaps suggest a fairly
late date of compoéition, as Brauninger B, .
However, these;questions can scarcely be answered until we have
_more information aﬁout the reliability of our sources for the Hermetic
literature, Under the term "reliability," two separate but related ques-
tions are posed: 1) to what extent do our sources for the Hermetic
l}torature present us wit? accurate texts? Under this queétion We mu#t
consider not only manuscrigt defects and errors in copyiﬁg, but also,
as we shall see, dellberate alterations of the iext; 2) to what extent ‘
do our sources permit us an accurate picture of the original nature ;f
the Hegmeticlliterature?. Do our sources, for example, glve us a suffi-
clently reliable'blcture to enable us to answer the question whether
" there was a Hermetic movement which produced the Hermetic literature?

Now, qnestibns about the reliablility of sources arise nmaturally -

-

A 1Festugiére considers the quotatlon ‘from Zosimus, below, p. &n.3
as insufficlenl evidence to assign such an early date to the Corpus
Hermeticun, especially since Stobaeus, who, in Festugiére's view, showed ‘m\\
wide acquaintance with the Hermetic literature, does not cite the Corpus '
Hermeticum, op, cit, II, 2 f, Hence, he would place the date of the
Corpus Hermeticum between the sixth and the eleventh century, I1I,’5, .

. “ . '2023 cit,., De 82. : ) ) - - &
302,'cit.,fp. 39 f. . Brauninger finds the time of Diocletian too

“‘early, that of Psellus. too late,

: 11
u &
a2 , .t - :
. . , - - 3
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in our study of any ancient religfous movement or body of literature, )

Without denying the legitimacy of imaginative reconstruction, it must be

affirmed that we are, in the final analysis, limited by the evidence at

our disposal. In the case of the philosophical Hermetic literature,
the question of reliability of. sources is crucial because our sources

are fairly haphazard in nature., Fortunately for us, most of these sour—

.
-

ces have been collected, first in the ‘unserviceable edition of Walter

1
Scott, and then in a much more useful form i{n the edition of A. D. Nock

and A.~J. Festugiére.®

~
~ -

Thege sources may be divided into five parts. Perhaps the best

known of tbese is the Corpus Hermeticum, given in volume I and part of

volume II of the Nock-Festugiére edition. This is a collection of seven-
teen tractates, written in Greek. It is represented by manuscripts dat-
ing back to the fourteenth century.3 This collection will be the subject

of our Part One, T

Overlapping with this source to some degree are the fragments

transmitted in the Anthologium of Joannes Stobaeus. These fragments,

printed in volume III and part of volume IV of the Nock-Festugiere-edi-
tion, are the subject of Part Two of this dissertation,

&Our third major source is the Asclepius, which survives in Latin,
N~ ' | 7

1See above, p. 3, n. 2. This edition is unserviceable because .
of the large number of arbittary corrections made by Scott in\the text,

2A. D. Nock, ed., and A.-J. Festuglére, tr,, Corpus Hermeticum
(4°vols.3 vols. I & II, 2nd. ed.} "Collection des Universités de
France3™ Paris: Société d'Edition "Les Belles Lettre®, " vols, I & II,
1960, vols. IXI1 & IV, 1954). '

38&@ Nock's discussion, ibid., p. xi £ff., intro.

xiii
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and is printed in the second part of volume II of the Nock-Festugldre

-

edition. This source overlaps only slightly with the Stobaean frag-

ments, and not at all with the Corpus Hermeticum. To be properly

evaluated, it must be compared with the fourth major sourc;. the Her-
metic material in Coptic discovered at Nag Hammadi, This material, re-
cently published by M. Krause and P, Labib,-contains 2 gréat deal of
material already known from the Asclegius,l as well as one tracta'te

| which shows a fascinating resemblance to C. H. xii1.2 Hhile it was not
possible, becauge of considerations of time, to undertake this wvork in

v - )

the course of this dissertation, it is hoped that such work will not
. }

&

long be delayed.

The final souxce for. ,thg. Hermetic literature is made up of a
group of miscellaneous fragments from various sources, mainly Christian,
These are given in the second part <;f volume IV of the Nock-Festuglére
edi_tion. While many of these fragments ov‘rerlap with one or more of the
above named sourceﬁ. some hw,e.nqt beeq associated with any known Her-

‘hetic docunment.

This documént will concern-ipself with the rellability of the

-

first two above mentioned sources,’ tj.hé Corpus Hermeticum-and the Sto-

baean fragments. The choice of these two sources suRgests itself because

lu. Krause und P. Labidb ed., Gnostische und hermetische. Schriften
aus Codex II und VI (Gluckstadt: Verlag J. J. Augustin, 1971). 1Iwo
separate tractates overlap with the Asclepius, "Das Gebet, das sie
sprachen,* V1,63,33-65.7 and "Auc:le!pi.ua.3 vVi.65.,8-78,43, pp. 185-206.

ZIbido. “.5201"63.32. ppo 170~184.

xiv-
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parts of tractates 1.1.-!.11, and x are also glvgn by Stobaeua;‘ The text
‘of these fragments is not given separately by Nock and Festugidre, but
is integrated into?the ltexl: of those tractates, so that, if one wishes
_rto compare the tex-t of Stobaeus with the text of those trac;:atea, it is
necessary to recover the two texts f;-m Nosk's apparatus. In this task
the apparatus of Wachsmuth in the Wachsmuth-Hense editiot; of Stobaeu§1
Serves as a useful supplement. This I have done below, ppy 280-334, khen
the two manuscript traditions are compared, it becomes ciear that, while
there is no doubt that both go back to the same documents, nevertheless
the divergence betweén the t’wo texts is far greater than can be explained
o; the ;asis of mere scribal error. Nock believes that the version given

l by Stobaeus is the more faithfuf,‘ and that the text given in the manu-

scripts of the Corpus Hermeticum "a été le résultat, non pas d'une copie

—

mécanique, mais d'une reproduction assez libre de groupes de mots, od
l'oﬁ a interchangé des'mg_t':-g,e't des pln#asea de méme sens.”? This view,
if correct, would have 5eﬁous !.mpucationsr for our _evaluatibn of the
two documents as sources for the Hemetté literature, Khile transposi-
tions of the sort supposed by Walter Sc.éot:t:3 are slcuﬂcely supported by

. comparison of the two text‘.s,a it is evident that, if the text of the ' 2

L.

lIoan_nis Stobaei Anthologium, ed. C, Wachsmuth & O. Hense (5 voh\._; )
Berolinls apud Weidmannos, 1884-1923, reprinted 1958).

2Ndck, loc. cit., p. x1iv, intro.j cf. pp. xli-xlvi, iatro.

- 3Bxalp1es may be found on virtually every page of his text. As
noted in his introduction, I, 24, he gives falr warning in the Greek text
(but not in the translation) by his use of square and pointed brackets.

r

l‘Nock, 1oc. cit., p., xliwv, n. 1.

]
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Corpus Hermeticum has suffered corruption to such -a degree, at the very

e
.duct of a community.l or as A. D. Nock believed probable, the work of

least it furnishes an extremely untrustworthy witness to the text of the <;&
original documents. As will be seen, some doctrines present in the manu-

script tradition of the Corpus Hermeticum are absent in the corresponding

passages of Stobaeus. If the text of the Corpus Hermeticum has suffeféd
such violence, them the Stobaean fragments are a mo;e reliable guide for

* —
the Bermet#c liﬂerature, and the Corpus Hérmeticum can be used only with

caution, except when it can be supplemented from Stobaeus, However, as
will be seen..ihere is,‘I believe, sufficient reason to suppose that the
opp&site is the cise.\and that it is Stdbaeus' text which is a ﬁara—
phrase. ' .

However, it seems to me to be insufficlient merely to say that the

text of the Corpus Hermeticum is more reliable than the text of the Her—

metic fragments in Stobaeus. In addition, it seems necessary to say some-
thing about the nniure of the documents, to show what sorts of variants
may be expebted in them, First it will be necessary to say something

about the date and provenance of the Cdgbus Hermeticum. These questions

are to some degree related. If the Corpus is as early as Reitzenstein

supposed, -then it is much more ltkély to be, as he suggested, the pro-

"mn dévot."? If on the other hand the Corpus was compiled at a later 7\

date, then Festuglidre's scepticism in this regard is justified, The date

I propose is, as will be seen, very late. It is also necessary to say

\

Mo
—_—

lsee .m'ep Pe X f. ZLOC. C1to’ Pe x1v11--

'va




-

something about the qualtf?‘u{;g%i;gtansminsion. I believe that it can

be shown that the text of the Corpus Hermeticum suffergﬂgore from care-

lessness than from deliberate alterations. These~considétations will

all occupy Part One. - C .

=3
.

Part Two will concern the text of Stobaeus, But first, in order
fo investigate Stobaéus"’ credibili;y i; a witness, it will be necessary
to examine Stobaeus' treatment of other ancient authors. It will be
seen from the selection given, that Stobaeus® treatment of these authors

is quite variable, being quite reliable for Xenophon's Memorabilia, but

absolutély‘unreliable for the Encheiridion of Epictetus. It will be

necessary to investigate the causes for such variability before pro-

[y

ceeding to a study of Stobaeus' treatﬁent of the Hermetic literature. °

:
It will be found that the variants in tractates if, iv, and x are by no
mea@q)ill arbibrary,'but that many are best explained as shéwing sign
ofliéﬁdentiéus alterations on the part of Stobaeus, or,rqore likely his
source. Many of these variants are best explained under the supposition
that‘Stobaeus used a Christian collection of Hermetic documents revised
and paraphégsed for apologetic purposes.

No detailed study will be given here of the relation of the

other thrge above gentioned sources to the Corpus ‘Hermeticum. However,

{
it is to be hoped that such work will not long be delayed. I believe

that, when the mutual relationship of these documents is better understood,
then we will be in a better position to undertake a history of the Herme-
tic documents, and will know more about the origins and development of

o

that literature. Then we will perhaps be in a better position to see how

~

that literature is related to early Christianity.

xvii
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PART I

THE CORPUS HERMETICUM

[




CHAPTER 1: THE MANUSCRIPTS

The best account of the wmanuscript tradition of the Corpus

" Hermeticum is given by Nock in his introduction to the Nock-Festugidre

edition. It will be sufficient for our present purposes to sumaarize
Nock's account, supplemented where necessary from Reitzenstein, Scotr,

and our own oYservations, N

A

. ] .
. o . I R .
* Nock, followinpg Reitzenstein, insists on the unity of the

mgnuscript tradition of the Corpus Hermeticum, which appears to ro

back to a siﬁgye Byzantine archetype.2 The reasons for this suppo-
sition are given by Nock on pages xifi-xv of his introduction; the
strongest~of these will furnish the startiné point for our n6x£
chapter. Nock thinks that this archetype Eon;ained a number of vari-
ant feadings; these/fre'p{ven on pages xiv £, Since many of the -
variants given tﬁ;re could easily be the result of conjecture, it is

perhaps wise to maintaim a certain agnosticism in that regard,

A list of the manuscripts of the Corpus Hermeticum is given by

Nock on pages x{ and xii of his introductton. ¥o useful purﬁose would

be served by repeating his whole list here; héQ%@er, it might prove

useful to say something aﬁduE those manuscripts Hhich_Nock finds the . .
most valuable, ’ L x

Op. cit., p. 3192 . .

In Nock-Festugidre, op. cit., p. xiii

1
2




Y

They are;

A. Laurentianus 71.33 (l4th cent,; €. H. i-xiv)
B. Parisinus gr, 1220 (mid lé4th cent,; complete)
C. Vaticanus gr, 237 (14th cent,.; complete)

M, Vaticanus pgr, 951 (14rh cent.; complete)

D. Vindobonensis phil, 102 (15th cent.j complete)
1297, Parisinus 1297 (16th cent.; Co H, i-%xiv) .
N, Neagglitanus I1 ¢ 32 (l4th-15th cent,.; extracts).//) ™~

et

4

Most of the other manuscripts can, according to Nock, be closely

identified with one or another of the above.

A, the first of these, represents a relatively isolated textu- ' :
. !
"~ al tradition, Readings peculiar to A are given=by Nock on page xvi.

According to Nock, A was taken from an exemplar in which severatl

letters in tractates i and xi had becbme-illegible.1 A group of
manuscripts listed by Nock reproduces the peculiarities of A.2 Apart
from these, the text of A seems most closiely related to that of N3

and of 1297,4 and

B has suffe
<::iirtheless retai

by Nock oh page xvii, B tendé:jo apree with A apgainst CM, and with C

quently to ree with B’against CH.5

ands of a corrector, but

-

liar readings, which are given

- 6 '
against AM, The corrector or correctors of B use, apart from a

Ped
rather fruitful imagination, a manuscript of the group d, B2 or BC -
was tﬁE\Bnurce of many of the defects in Parthey's edition, since
Parthey did not trouble to distinpuish between B,VBc and Bz.
\' - ' 1
' 1. : : 2.0 .
Ibid., p. xvi. Ibid., p. xvii,
‘ 1
3See below, p., 4 £, aNock, op. ¢it,, p. xxxiv,

SIbid., pe xx . 6

o

Ibid., p. xix f.

Y.
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C has, according to Nock, little to offer in the way of inde-

pendent readings.1 It is of interest chiefly because of its relation

hl

to B and M.

Thg fourth of these, M, contains several interesting readings
f of its own, as well as several that are shared with C, The réadiﬁgs
pecul}ar to M are given by Nock on p. xviii f. These ineclude scme
. that are supﬁorted by B2 and D, both of which, according to Nock,
are based on a manuscript closely associated with H.z M also has
some fairiy important agreéments with Stobaeus, including the retention
L of 11.11.6-8.3 While M's text differs ﬁo some degree with the téxt of
E Stobaeus for these lines, it agreeé ﬁith Stobaéus in reading an erro-

neous uerd for ucaﬂd.a These agreements indicate that M tends to offer

a more faithful version of the archetype of the Corpus Hermeticum,

notithat he interpolated from Stobaeus, since in most places M agrees in

E errgr with the Corpus Hermeticum against Stobaeus.5

Hhile‘Noc? does not attempt to give a diagramme of the rela-

tion\between ABCY, perhaps it may be possible to do so, partly on the

4

basis of thq above mentioned reading. According to Nock, C agrees

1Ibid., p. xvii f, _ 2Ibid.. Pe xxv f., xxxV.

3A11 citations for those parts aof tractates ii, iv, and x for .
which Stobaeus also gives a text are prihted below, pp. 280-334, Trac-
" tate and chapter numbers are as in Nockj verse numbers have been given
to facilitate cross-reference. Citations from these passages are given
by tractate, chapter, and verse, not by tractate, chapter, page, and
line in Nock—Festugiére.’

)
AIbid., p. x1lvi. S1nd., p. xix, n. 1.
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1

"with B against AM abour 21 times, frequently in very striking error, >

and with M apainst AB about sixty times, including the instances
which will be discussed in the following chapter.1 It wquld appear
that A is relativély independent of M, since the agreements of BC are
mostly in_errors.2 It would seem most reasonable to suppose that

- .
B and C come from a common source which is reproduced with considerg- : -
bly more fidelity by C (perhaps B is intéﬁpolated from A), that this -
conmen source has in £urn a common source wfth M, and that this‘cqmen

source in turn has a coﬁmon.source with A, But thi§ would not in it=

-~

self account for the coincidenge that ABC in this and other ;nstanFes'
agree in error against M and Stobaeus, Perhaps Nock is correct in
saying that in the archetype the lines in ii,11 uére first omitted,
ﬁhén written in the hargin.3 Perhaps if that feature were continued
to the ancestor of BCM, then a scribe could have reintrodiced £hose
words into the text, as he did with a note of Michael Psellus which

>

was written into the margin of B, and which appears in the text of M
in 1.18, _ -\ :
. A ) ' .
N, according to Nock, supplies a relatively independent al-

though heavily {nterpolatéd text for the Corpus Herrnet:icum.[l Unfor-,

tunately these conclusions are but poorly supported by the readings’

wiich Nock gives in their favour, That X is heavily interpolated will

be easily granted. But the most important of the shared readings

given by Nock on pages xxiii f concern only two manuscripts, A and B,
¢

2

1 . .
Below, p, 12 £, Ibid., p. xx, n. 1.

3Ibid;, p. xix, n. 1

“1bid., p. xxii £f:




The three readings’ shated with CM, ¥xetv for ¥xet in iv.8 and again

in x.17, and gavepdrepa for ¢nv¢pmraﬂ; in iv,9, could easily be the

result of coincidance. More likely N comes from a manuscript related
to eithér A or B, but intérpolated from the other,

¢ Thié leaves gssentially'D and the group d, a group. of manu-
fcripfs associated with D, listed by Nock on page xxv, Nock is of the ’
opinion that the readings of this group are the results of an edition,1
based on M, but containing readings from other manuscripts,2 as well as
many conjecturés.3 In his appafatus, Nock cites D only rarely; some
other readings of D are given in ﬁis introduction on papges xxv;i—xxxii;

\

comparlson wlth a photocopy of D sugpests that even these read1ngs

arg a relatively small sample of the peculiar readings of D. This

procedure is in my view jusgified, since the majority of these read-

- Fln,
&

ings are almost certalnly WIOong. “That D 1s not likely to‘fépresent

an independent source is further verified, as Nock notes, by the lack

“of significant agreement with Stobaeus against the other manuscripts;a

Nock might have added that also the.large number of cases..in which

ABCH agree with Stobaeus against D supggests that D's special readings

are for ‘the most part conjecturals” It is of course possible that some
of the readings peculiar to D are the result of collation with manu-
sbfipts now lost, Therefore D may perhaps be -of limiteg use in fixing

the text, as long as it is used with cautioh, >

| I,

2

- B 1Ibid.,. p‘o Xxy_. o N " Ibid-g p- XXVivii'. " .t

i

Ibid., pp. xxx £f. Ibid., p. xxxii. =

¢ . .
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»

This leaves 1297, associatéd by Nock with Vaticnnus\gr. 914 o <

' (Vat.) and Matritensis gr. 84 (Matr,), the latter two being quite frag-
E mentary.. Reitzenstein thinks it possible, “aber fur die Kritik gleich4

: ‘ ¥
. giltig,? that B2 goes back in part to an interpolated manuscript at the® '

" base.of 1297.1 Nock tdentlfieé this mandbcfipt with a supposed interme-
" diary stage between d and i a poétulated ancestor of M and d.2 The evi-
dence for this stage is, however, as he adajts, 1ight.3 : 4

These are the manuscripts which Nock finds the most valuable,
Scott would add to these Bodleianus 3388 (Q), Bodleianus#lﬁQB?, Bodlei-
anur B827 (R) and Bodleianus 3037.(8)1 most of these are subsumed by

L] .
Rock under group d,S although R,follous A for tractates i-xiv, joinxng
" -~

groupd for C. C. H, xvi—xviii. For the most part Nock ignores these in

-his apparatus.

[

Finally, B2 cannot be 1gnored. It has sources whlbh are no lon-

get.extant, as is proved by the scholion attributed to Psellus 1n i.18,

also inc}uded in the text of H.7 It also has many_shreud textual emenda-
lttons. Nock cites Bz only sporadically.8 ' .
Thus the manuscripts most useful for establishing the text of

the Co:pus Hermeticum:are ABCM, Most 1mportant for our present pur-

poses, C and M are especially reliable.sources, ~

N\

(&} Y

_ }Reitzenstein, op. cit., p. 323, n. 4.

ZNOCk’ OE. 01t.’ Pe xxxiii.

3Ibid., De xxxiv. In fact, Nock makes little use'of'these manu-
crlpts in his apparatus. : .

QScott. op. cit., I, 21 f. ~ Sﬂock, op. cit., p. xxv.

!
3

61bid., p. xvii. O T T — 81bid., p. ooy £

4
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CHAPTER TWO

THE DATE OF THE FORMATION OF THE CORPU'S HERMETICUM

As was noted in the introduction,l there is little apgreement

amonp, scholars concerninp the date of the Corpus Hormeticum., As we

hﬁve seen, dates between 300 A,D. and 1050 A.D. have been sugpested,

s s 2 : y
As indicated,” the date of the Corpus llermeticum would give
¥ ) -

; i . .
an important clue about the purpose'qf this collection, A very }at%
date would render implausible.the hypothesis that the Corpus
Hermeticum is the product of a religious community or that it was
‘ 3 : o
collected by a devotee, An early dat% would at least leave this

»

question open, although it would not settle it, sipce even if an early
date is indicated, the possibility remains that the documents were
collected for other purposes, as for example scholarly interest}in a

IS
.

1Aboqe, p. x ff, 2Above, P. xvi £, . ", _ i
. - ’ /‘/_‘\\

3Unless, of course, we accept Scott's suggestion that the

Hermetic documents reached Byzantium by way of the pagan community of

Harran., According to Scott,‘og..cit., I, 97-109, following D, Chwohl~ g

sohn, Dia“Ssabier und der Ssabismus,St. Petersburg, 1856, the

Harranians, when faced by the Moskems with g-ehoice between extirpation

and conversion if they could not give an account of themselves, said

that they were Sabians, their Scriptures were the Hermetic writings, ‘

and their prophets were Hermes and Agathos Daimon. He thinks that ‘

some of these, facing religious persecution, fled with their sacred ‘

writings to Byzantium during the eleventh century., But if that is so,

then it is curious that Agathos Daimon appe y in two tractates,

x and xii. In any case, other means of tréismissibn, for gxample,

through a few scholars with esoteric tastes, are 4lso possible, and

perhaps more probable,
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fore-runner of Plato, or Christian apologetic putposes,

In addition, of couﬁso, a date for the Corpus would provide a

-

sort of terminus ante quem for the literature inside the Corpus, unless

there should be some reason to suppese that some parts have been inter-

polated,

The literary evidence for the date of the Corpus is, unfortu-
nately, inconclusive. As already indicated, Reitzenstein places the

compilation of the Corpus Hermeticum in its present form (except for

the loss of one tractate and part of another)1 in the reipn of Dio-

s ] . ‘ '

““#letian, This conclusion is based on his interpretation of C. H.

xviii, which he interprets as a document commending the Epyptian “
religion to a monarch on the prounds that it promotes loyalty to a
ruler. The reipn of Diocletian, he urges, forms the best Sitz im
Leben for such a document. It was written by the compiler of the

* 4

Corpus Hermeticum to capture the benevolence of the .emperor, its

; intended reader.3
This collection was, accordinpg to Reitzenstein, formed ac-

'cording to a definite plan expressed in Stob, Herm, :ncxi_:'L'll.G,?.[I

[

1Reitzenste'in, op. C€it., p. 193, \A
2 ' o
Ibid., p. 207.

3Ibié. Surprisingly enough, he does not use for this purpose

the r®ference in Zosimus (xal xavabpapolon &ni vdv Notpfvavbpa xal Batie
rio8eTon wp xparifjpt , in Berthelot-Ruelle, Collection des anciens
alchimistes grecs (London: The Holland Press Ltd., 1963; Paris:

G. Steinheil, 1888), p. 245, which he does, however, quote in another

context on p. 214, n. 1. \

\

- A
aI use Nock and FestUgiére(s numbering system for convenience,

-




1

. According to this passage, when Hermes ascended to the stars, he
left Tat and Asclepius as the inheritors of his teachings. This,
according to Reitzenstein, explains why, after C., H, xiv, the dia- !

logues are ascribed to Tat and Asclepihé rather than to Hermes.1 The

N ~ T
NS
dialogues in the Corpus are'deliberately made to alterpate between Tat

-

"‘ . 13 - - - - - :

and Asclepius; the introductiens are artificial, and are intended to
' : 2 - . .

connect the dialepgues.” ,An introduction to the series 1s supposoed to

have been found between the title and thé'beginning'of the text of

C. H. ii.>

A similar date is suppested by W. ¥roll. On the basis of the
LA .
citation from Zosimus noted above, P. 8, n. 3, he concludes that the

t» Cornus Hermeticum was known to Zosimus, and was therefore compiled by
the fourth cenLury.a In addition, he c¢laims that the Corpus may have
-been-known to Fulgentius,. and perhaps also to Stobaeus.5 For these
last two statements he gives no eviderce; presumably the grounds for
'thé first are those given by Reitzenstein:6 Fulgentius citeé.QL_ﬂ. i.l
(p. 26;18 Helm), and, under the impressibﬁ that he ;s quoting from
Plato, gives a line which may be paraphrased from é;_g. xii.l;Z:

.voﬁq dvopdmvog Broge obrog tav dyadds, Bed¢ €d Eparal>Suevoe
(p. R8,3 Helm); cf. E;_Eﬁ xii.1 obrog 62 8 volc 2v uté dv8pdmoig Bebg
torg C. H. xii.2, § y@p voO¢ yuxiiv 2oriv edepyemg dvopdinmv: ¢pydle-

{

1Reitzenstein, op. cit,, p. 191 £,
21 bid., pp. 194-196 , 3bid., p. 193,

“W. Xroll, loc. cit., p. 795.  “lIbid. S

—————_

Op. cit., p. ZTB.

6
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vat ydo almdc efc vd dyaBoy, However, the case is somewhat weakened
by the fact that, of the other two references, one (p. 85,21, Hélm)

is so vague that it can be assigned to several places inside and out-
»

side the Corpus, and the other (p. 74,12, Helm) cannot be assigned to

our Corpus except on the hypébhesis that it belongs to a passage

- which has dropped out of the text, Therefore it can be proved that

Fulpentius knew C. 1!, i, and it is possible that he knew €., H. xii,

-

but it cannot be proved that he knew the Corpus Hermeticum. And of

course, there is no reason to belicve that Stobaeus knew the Corgus.
Hermeticum, QSpecially_sinpe he cites tractates ii, iv,'and x"as
coming from other collections.,!

Since Ehe references to Stobaeus and Fulgentius lack pfobative
force,2 therefore the only extecnal_evidence in favour of an ecarly
date is the cig;tion from Zo#imus. But neither FestugiéraB nor Scotta
accept this evidence as conclusive, In the case of Scott, the solu-
tion is agnosticism: “In'shorc, the Corpus may have been put ébgether
at any time between A,D, 300 énd 1050. Or again, it may not'hg;e been
put topether at anyrone time, or by any one person, but may have been

Y
formed gradually, byhappending to Corp. I a series of other libelli

1As pointed out by Festugiére, op. cit., II, 2 f,, and by
Scott, op. cit., I, 28 f, <

2In fact, Festugiérejiinds that the lack of reference to the
Corpus in Stobaeus® citations is positive proof that the Corpus Herme-
ticum was not available to Stobaeus, "qui avait accés 3 une ample
lit€érature hermétique," op, cit., II, 2 f. .

3

‘ . 4
Ibid., II, 4, . Op. cit., I, 29,

B ]




(or small groups of libelli) in succession, and at various date_s.“1
Festugiére; on the other hand, finds that the .lack of reference to

the Corpus on the part of Stobaeus indicates a date later than the °
sixth centﬁry, but‘th%F the scholion by Pseilus does not permit a date
earlig; than the eleventh ceﬁtury.2 Nor.is Festugiére satisfied with l]
the plan alleped b; Reitzenstein, since he fails to find evidence of |

any sort of plan’in the Corpus: "“En effet, soﬁ ca}actére le plus
saillant, c'est qu'il est aussi divers que possiblé. et tout d'abord, > ) )

: . 3 . . . . .
quant aux titres des opuscules," Support for this viewpoint is piven,

" .
as we have seen, by Zielinski, Bousset, Brﬂunlnger, and F,-N, Klein,

all of whom see in the Corpus Hermeticum two or more mutually exclusive

- (l - N
tendencies =~ although Klein at least agrees that the Corpus was
¥ " 9

. o 5
known in some form to Zosimus.

These arguments are, so far, quite inconclusive, Festugitre

was undoubtedly correct, as we shall see, in stressing the diversity

' of the Corpus Hermeticum. On the other hand, the reference by

Zosimus is very striking, and almost certainly connects tractates i
and iv, since the name Poimandres appears im extant literature only in
‘this place in Zosimus, in Fulpentius Mythographus (p. 26,17 Helm),

. 6
citing €. H. i.1, and in C, H, i and xiii, and the reference to

Ibid, ) 2Festugiére, op. cit,, II, 5:
3;93g., P. 5; sée also II,‘G;IB.

aSee above, p, intro., and notes, ) a
5Above, P intro,, and n.

6See Scott, op. cit., II, 14 f.

»

.
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- .
baptlsm in a- crater in C. H. iv is otherwise pract1cally unparalleled 1

YBut there is little to connect €. H. i with C. H, iv except the fact

that both are included in the Corpus Hermeticum, Is the disunity with-

Fl

. .
in the Corpus Hermeticunm sufficiently great to overrule the conclusions

. \
suggested by the citation from Zosimus? © A way out of this dilemma is

sugpested by the following set of interesting- readings from the Corpus

Hermeticums

xii.8(177.10, 11) d¢ ofv Suvardv volv , . s To1eTy. 8nep Bodheras,
(& elvar éwurdv tjnzcnstem niic ofrv 3&0varov [-erbuson)

xii.9(177.1’7,18) xal odb2y déo6varov, oBre tfuopuéqu OnepdvoBey -

yuxily dvBponfvny (Snepdvudev oly mss.: fmepdvw BeTvat
Plussas- malim dmepdvwdev efvas ) :
\

xii,9(177.18,19) olire duelﬁbqpuv o o » O3 viv elpapptvnv olv,
: (oBv CMaelvar  AdB®; 8eTvar  Flussas)

- x31.13(179.13,14) § Ydp ptog Bedg ’lwuaag Aai v Mﬂv gv év
: ofpart ¥en olvo CM: glvas  ADBS)

xii.15(180,13,14) IFow ydp j0finoey 8 mrlp adrd ofv Yor’ 3% O'UVCcI'ﬂ'ptt'
(oﬁv CM: efvar  ADB )

xii.1_5(180.1a,15) 813 xal 6edv o'av dvﬁYuq. ¥y CM: ¢lvay  ADBS)

xii, 16(180 15-17) ni¥c By oly dem-ro o o o vEXpA OV  ; (vexpd
N ofv CMivexpd elvar  ADBS)

xii.17(181.4,5) nik olx Bv Eclo;ov e¥n v tpogdv ndvrov dulwnrov oy,
, (o%v ACM, elvas

xii.18(181.11,12) 13 &2 [Pov nllv odx dvdyny 13 adrd ofws  (odv CM:
t_Tvm ADB®) | ¢

x11.22(183.3) rf 62 odouv § ompdv ui'rrﬂv ofet otv, (o¥es olv CM: ofis
' ¢lvar DB B elvar A)

1See A,=J. Festugidre, "Hermetica," in HermBtisme et mvstique®
- palenne, (Paris: Aubier-Montagne, 1967), pp. '100-112, reprlnted from
the Harvard Theological Review XXXI (1938) 1-20,
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xi1,23(183,16,17) Opnoxela 82 o0 6eol pfa torl, uf) ofv xandv.
(o8y CM1 efvar  ALB j cultus autem dei unus est, malum non
esse, Lact., Div. inst, vi.25.10)

- xvii(243.2,3) Ta iv dodnrpot¢ quivipeva ouara od Sonel cot ¢
dofuard odv  (olv M3 efvat p5<) o7

- xvii(243,5) ofovcuf t6€at od Sonel olv ?o:, doduarot ofcut (Soxet
- oLV CMDB™: Bome? 1, SoxoToiv efvai Reitzenstein} dowparos
slvar R; dofuaror efvas ologt  Bodl. lLeus?)

Ahd for completeness we should add the following;

xi1.22(183,4,5) ¢ Yp vepyelpg ¥qupev elvar pepn 1ol Beol,

This last citation is the only context in tractate xii con}aining the
forin efvut_in which that form is not confused in at least two of thej
manuscripts w{th ofv. 1In addition, there are sixteen cases in C. H,
xii and one in C., H. xvii ir which ov is usecd but is not confused with
elvat, They are xii.1(174.5); xii.3(175.6); xi1.3(175,13); xii.11
(178.10); xii.11(178,17); xii.13(179.15); xii.14(179.17); xiill&

y (179.18); xii.16(180,15); xii,16(180,18); x1i,16(180,20); xii, 16

(181.1); xii.21(181.17); xi4,21(182.18); xii.22(183.1); x11.22(183.5);
F -
[3;vii(2&3.12). It is also possible that, in two of the contexts which
. have been quoted above in full, xi1.8(177.10,11) and xvii(243,5), the

otv may be origidal.l

/
AN
In the first of these, either reading makes excellent sensc.

As often in Hellenistic Greek, d( is wriften for 8ore . One would ex-
pect an infinitive after dc; but SuvardvVis frequently used absolutely
in the Hernetica, as an impersonal verb, On the ather hand, if the obv
is ‘original, then it is strictly speaking redundant, since the preced-
ing &¢ already indicates that Suvatdv is the result of what precedes,
Also, if elvat is the original reading, then this is just the sort of
circumstances under which an unfamiliar abbreviation might be misunder-
stood, ) . )

In the example in xvii(243.5), if Reitzenstein is correct, two
errors were made: 8ouel for Sowolotv and odv for elvas, It is possi-
ble that od Soxel olv oot is parenthetical, in which case either
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The rcading for B (before correction) is not in Nock's
apparatus. Although I have not be&n able to consult B directl?, I
have been able to make some conjecture about the original reading of

B in most of these cases with the ald of a microfilm, First, normally
both odv and clvat are written in full in B without any use of com-
pendia whatsoever, In fact, typically e;en the ¢ and the { are written
aéparatélf, although occaéionally the two are joined thus: ¢ or‘d.
However, in ii.l&(B?.iS), where -BS inserts wvolv after clvat, the elvas
is rewritten thusfggﬁ, to provide room for the voOv.

l In trabfates xii and xvii,lin the plnces.citcd, the situation
"is as followst in six cases, xii.§(177.19), xii;13(179.1&) x$1.15(1.60.15),
x11.16(180,15), x11.22(183,3), xvii(243.3), the ei are joined thust.q
the v u&itten immediately after (in the latter five, an uncial N is
used.) Thus the etv take the space of two letters. In the first of r
theaé, the at is represented by'ﬂp written above elv in the other cascs,
Gt is written above the line. Since the eiv take the spnce-of only two
letters, it is possible to see that the space‘of one leccqr remains bare
on the line. ¥n each of those cases that space is smudged; in the first
two it seems jus? possible to detect™a ¥ in the bare space., This is ‘
consistent with the supposition thaf"B, like C and M, once read oliv in

thesc cases.

In three cases, efvai is written entirely on the 1line, but in

odv or elvai is tolerable, It is also-possible that a more serious
corruption, for example a lacuna, may be involved, However, Reitzen-
stein’s emendation does make excellent sensd, i

-

"
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such a uay.that it is apparent that it is not the original reading.,

In each of these cases ¢ is joined thus: 4 . In xii.lf(lnl.S),'chut

is slightly crammed and studged,  In xii.17(181412), it is smudped but :
not apparently crammed, In xii,23¢1£3.16) it is onlf very slightly
smiidged, but it runs into the next word,
In xii.15(180.14), it is uritt'en thus, ?[,va,{ «  There is lit;}_'e
sign of smudg;ng. Since it appears at the end of the line, there

would not be evidence of cramming in any case; however, it fits very

well 1nto&he avallable «:paco.

In xii.22(183.5),_uhere glval is written correctly in all

manuscripts, it is written in full, with the ¢ and the scparated, as

L

is the usual custom in B.

In xvii(243.5), ofiv is omitted by B, but is written in thuss ¥ ,
s

above the line by €. -

While -certainty is clearly impossible, it seems most plausible

to suppose Fhat in all 6f these cases, with the possible exception of
xii;la(lso.lé), the originél reading in B was ofv, This is indicated
by the evidence of cramming and by the faintly v151%}e v in.x1i.,9(177,19),
Th15 reading would be ;on51stent with the close ‘relation be-
tveen B and.CM noted in the last'chapter.
It is noteworthy that B retains oy in xi1.8(177.10) and
xif§9(177.18). Thus B¢ corrects ofv to e?vut in all cases -in which A
reads ;?bu;, but in additiod reads efvut in xii.17(181,5), where A

d

reads oav; and makes the correction in xvii(243,3), which of course is

-

missing in A, since A contains only tractates i-xiv, This in itself

is scarcely remarkable, since it is a rather kbvious correction, What

Fl
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is remarkable is that B 1ike A gives olvin xi1.9(177.18), where an -
: \
infinitive is obviously required, Therefore it seems likely that

-~

collation with a manuscript like A Played some part. If Nock is right

about the place of 1297 in furnishing ev{dence for an'interpolated ) )
manuscript which cduld have;suppiied the basé for(some of the readings

of Bz, then ‘that manuscript wﬁuld have been the source of most of the
above-meﬁtioned corrections in B,

Therefore for these two tractates we have thq'followlng cir-

cumstancest in sixteen cases, or at best eighteen, ofv is written ‘,/\\\d,/)

:correctly in all manuscripts, In eleven, perhaps thirteen cases, olv

is written either in some mangscripts or in all where we would expect
another word, In nost of these cases, perhaps in'all, that other word
is elvar (for the two instances in xi1i,9 I would read, respectively
SnepdvwBev elvat and 6nd v etpapplvyy efvar) !l 1 no case is

elvat uritten where we would expect ofv. In one caée, c?vut is written

correctly. ) _ . : .

w

In the Hermetic literature, d60varov normally governs either
an infinitive alone or an accusative with infinitive. To be sure, the
dative and infinitive does occur in 1i.6.6 in the manugceripts of the

Corpuss that it was not the normal use is shown by the fact that in

Stobaeus’ version, the offending adr( 1s removed, If Flussas' con-
jecture for xii.9 is correct,-then this is another instance in which
dédvarov is construed with dative and infinitive. But it is clear
that the normal use is with accusative and infinitive, Examples 1in
tractate xii are xi1,15(180.5) and xi1.17(181.6). If we, read efvas ¢
for ofiv in the two cases -in xii.9, then ¥UXfi¥ is the subject for each
elvaty and adwfis a dative of reference depending on d60varov. More
important, it seems more economical to suppose that the two cases in
which an impossible olv is given in this sentence goe back to the same
original reading as the other impossible cases of this same word in
this tractate,




17
\ W

It will be noted that in one certain (xii,9(177,18)) and two

plausible cases (i,8(177.10) and xvii(243,5)), the confusion is

.

found in al1l Mmanuscripts; in most of the remainder, it is found ai
cH

least in C.and M (and so presumably in the manuscripts allied to

and also, perhaps, in B; and in one case it is found not only in C and

M, but also in A (and presumably in the manuscripts allied to A).

These are all, if Nock's evaluation is correct (summarized in chapter 1,
pages 1-7), extremely valuable manuscripts. Indeed, this distribution
of readings seems to me sufficient reason to suppose, with Nock, that

the werror in.question goes back to the archetype of all our existing

manuscripts,
K,

These facts become interesting when it is pointed out that
this confusion between c?vqt and ofiv occurs nowhere else in the Corpus

Hermeticunm; on the following pages I give an index of all the uses of

elvar and ofv in all of the tractates except xii and xvii, for which

they have already been given; whoever wishes may ascertain that in none

‘of’ these cases is there any possibility of confusion, 1In tractates ii,

iv, and x I have given in brackets thgse instances which occur only in

o

L )
Stobaeus, since these are irrelevant for our present purpose, This

leaves us, as our table shows, with 87 cises outside of tractates xii

and xvii in which ofv is written correctly, and 51 cases in which efvas
is written correctly, Presumably the strong contrast between these two
tractates and the othgrs in this regard is not altopgether the result

of chance,

1Nock, op. cit., p, xiv, intro. i
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TABLE ONE

USES OF EINAI AND OYN IN THE CORPUS HERMETICUM APART
FROM TRACTATES XI1 AND XVII

C. Hc {:

C. H.

C. ‘H,

C., H,

EINAI: 10(10.5) .
OYNz:  6(8.18); 8(9.12); 15(11.22); 17(12.16); 21(l4.6).

its

EINAT:  [1(32.8)T; [3¢32.17)]; [10¢36.1)]; 10(36.6); 11(36.16);
e 12(37.8); 13(37.14); 14(37.14); 14(37.15); 14(37.16)=
L4(38.12; 14(38.5);_16038.18); Lef. ns. 4, 16(38.17)).

OYN: [2(32.12)5; [3(32.17)]; 4(33,1)1; 5(33.3); 6(33,14); )
7(34,1); 8(35.3); R(35.4): 0(35,10)- 9(35,15); 10(36.3);
11(36.10); 11(36.16); 12(36.18); 12(37.2); 12(37.7);
14(37.14); 14(37.15); 15(38.12); 16(38.14); 16(39,4);
16(39.5),

iti: no examples
jve
EINAI: no examples

OYN: 3(50,2); 3 50,6}); 4(50,14); 7(51.19); 9(52,13); 9(52.15);
10(53.4); L11¢53.11) |, ‘ .

EINAI: 8(63.18); 9(63.22).
OYN: 2(60.16); 10(64.11), -

vizg
EINAT:  1(72.5); 2(73.11); 2(73.14); 3(74.12); 4(74.17);
OYN: 3(74,2); 3(74.6); 5(75.13).

viiz no examples

viiizs

EINAI:,. no eiamples
OYNZ 5(89t9)-
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C. H. ixs:

EINAI: no examples .
OYN: 2(96.16); 5(98,13); 8(99.16); R(99.22); B(99.24);
10(100,24),

4

; “C, He xz
EINAT: 1(113,9); 2(113,12); 2(113.,14); 2(114,5); 3(114,10):
3(114,14); 4(114,15): 9(117.16); 10(118,5); 13(119,11);
16(121,7); 25(126,10); 25(126.10mp). .
OYN: 1(113,5); 7(116.11mg); 10(118,3); 10(119,6): 11(118,17)
~ 11(118,21); 17(121,16); 18(121,20); 0(123,7);
1 22(124.,4); 22(124,10); 23(12s,3).

Co H. xi:

EINAT: "8(150.21); 9(150.24); 11(151.128); 11(}51,19);
L 12(152,9); 13(152.13); 15(153,8); 16( 53.21);
20(155,21); 20(155,22). °
OYN: 1(147.2); 2(148.2); 3(148.7); 3(148,14)4 8(150,20);
- 10(151.10); 11(151.18); 12(151.26); 16 153.17);
 16(153,20); 16(153,22); 20(155,9); 20£155,11), o

-

C. H, xiii:s - . - .
= s

EINAI: no examples o
OYN: 6(202.14); 7(203.3); 10(204,24); 12(205,15); 12(206,1);
16(207,10), VP

h

C. H. Xivg

EINAT: ©2(222,18); -5(223.19); 5(223,24); 6(224.6),
OYN:  3(223.5); 4(223,7); 5(223.27). ° .

’
4 N\

Co Py xvi: _ ; . ;
CEINAT: 1(231,14); 3(233.6); 3(233.9); 4(233.16)., o
- OYN: | 2(232.9); 4(233.12); .7(234,15); 13(236.7); 15(236.22); .
©16(237.1); 16(237.8); 17(237.11); 19(233.3).

C. H. xviii:_

B A
EINAT: 12(253,18) ' . | S
OYN: 7(251.7); 8(251.18); 14(254.11). ‘ C
. N
TOTALS - o ‘.

EINAI: 52 examples (plus three in Stabaeus but not in mss., and one
only in ms. A,

OYN: 89 examples (blus four in Stobaeus but hot in the mss,).

.
. . w .
- . . i o .
. . )
~ -
| o . , -
. i+ . N
( . - \ éa
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Now, to write'oav for chu} is clearly'nn egreglous blunder.

“ Apart from the more obvious reasons why the two words are not inter-

changeable, it is necessary to bear in mind that odv normally occurs

TN
¢/~ as |the ‘second or third word in a sentence, But in this gallery of

/
eggpples. there is only one case, xii.8(177.10,11),’noied as uncertain,
in]which the offending olv appears in the proper pos{tion, unless

od Soxel olv ooi, xvii(243,5) really is parenthetical; in another
case, xii.lS(fZO.la,IS), the incorrect odv occurs as the fourth word,
but has already been made fedundany-by the opening 6§10, If we add

to this coﬁside;ation the fact.that in all of the cases givggAexcept
xi1.8(177.10,11) and perhaps xvii(243.5) the contexéicléarly demands’

an infinitive, we can see that this is a very grave blunder indeed.

Now it is to be assumed that any scribe, if sufflciently wgery .

- and alienated, 'is capable of making virtually any mistake once, But that

a scribe should make such an error at least eleven, perhaps ihirteen

times in krgctates twelve and seventeen, in fact omitting only one

opportunitﬁ to make the error, but should make the mistake nowbere else™”

in the Corpus.Hermeticum, clearly calls for a sufficient explanatlon.
N
AN

Nou A. D. Nock, in his introdudtion to the Budé editlon,

draws one 1mportant conclusion from these facts, namely that all our’

manudcrip:s have a common miniscule archetype. That this error goes .

back to a common ‘ancestor is proven by the diastribution of the error

e

among the manuscripts, since even though the error is regular in only

tuo_manuscripts, it appears sporadically in all of them. That the

_ ancestor was in miniscule is proven by the kind of errori ,an error

which makes.so little sense demands an orthographical explanation, and

£,

& <
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the only explanation which seems to fit demands a miniscule oripinal, i

“si elvatl dans l'arcﬁstype pouvait ®tre lu comme oav, une 16pdre

contraction dans 1'écriture (miniscule) a d8 dtre la cause de 1la

1
-

corruption, car on n'en voit pas d'autre raison Gviduntu."l
Unfortunately, he does not inform us what sert of abhrLV1at1on
he had in nind., The problem evxdently does not concern the forn of ofv:
although odvis written cleven to thirteen times for GTVUI, elval 1s
o { C .
not written for ofv even onces In any case, the abbreviation for ofv
in miniscule seems to have been fairly stable, if we are justified
. - S -2
in making such a judgement from the exaimples piven by T, W, Allen.
But~Allen pives a rather preater variely of examples for elvat .3 none
¥
of which on the surface appear to be very likely to be mistaken for odv.
Now, Allen's lists are by no means cxhaustive, Indeecd, B. A, van.
Groningen gives the discouraging information that abbreviations in
miniscule are "countless and occur in as many forms as there are hand-
- 4 c . : . . <
writings." Therefore it is possible that Nock did not point to an
example of the abbreviation which caused the confusion bimply because
' o . Lo
no example is extant; 1f, however, any of the examples presented by.

Allen is likely to have caused the trouble, it is his example number

e
three under c?yuc on plate IV (=), If the first, dot in this sign
. ‘ < '

"

 bid, '

Zjbbreviations in Greek manuscripts (Amsterdam: Adolph M,
Hakkert, publisher, 1967, reprinted from Oxford:s at the Clarendon
Press, 1889), p, 21 and plate VI,

3

Ibid., p. 14 and plate v,

. aB.-A. van Groningen, Short manual of Greek palaeopraphy
(Leydens ' A, W, Sijthoff, 1967), p. 47. ) &

.
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were drawn with too heavy a hand, so thi% it almost closed a circle ’
with the hookrabove it, itemight be thought to resemble Allen's first
examﬁle under ofy on plate VI (g ). Given that the fjrst”cxampln of
this abbreviation, Xii1,£(177,10,11) if Réirzcnsngjn's emendation is
correcg, could easily have been undersrodd in its context as ofey, it is
quite possible that a seribe could have innocently supposed that this
abbreviation stood for ofv, and have rone on makinﬁ that misrake
unswaved by the fact that the supposed interpretation in most cases

did not fit the context. .7 -

At any rate, as Nock points out, no alternative explanation
exists, There is, for example, no dialectal form of ez{vas which is
Spell(WloaY.- In any case, tractate xii shows no trace of any dialect
other than the standard Hellenistic Egigé. It is true that one may
discover around the first century A,D, forms of E which could conceiv-
ably be mistaken for 0.1 Hoﬂglﬁiﬁ this would explain only part of the
offending‘form. and in any'case one would expéct confusion with @
‘rather than with 0. Also, the abbreviations éor elvat and olfivused on
papyri.'\ and o resx)ecti‘_vely.2 would not readily-be confused by any
scribe, however careless., So also the shorthand. forms given by Milne

for ov (F) and elvat (Q,)3 seem sufficiently distinct to allow aven

. . 130e E. M. Thompson, An ihtrnductinn[to Greek and lLatin pale-
opraphy (Oxford: at the Clarendon Press, 1912), facsimiles 8, 9, 12,
and 16, pp, 123, 124, 129, and 138,

21bid., p. 81.°

3H, J. M. Milne, Greek shorthand mdnuals, svllabary, and

commentary (London: Egypt Exploration Society, Y934), p. 42, 7400,
and p, 63, #740,

- /’b\
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‘the most careless secretary to distinguish them, It is to be granted .

- E

that there were probably other conventions which aré now unknown to us,
and that some of these might have been more liable to confusion; but

at any rate the error in question probably should not be attributed to
incompetent stenography, since, because of the ambiguous nature of so
many of these forms,l it is likely that a secretary who confused his
lsymhol“‘%r elvar with.his symbol for ofv would have made many more
mistakps. ‘Thorefore it seems most likely that the mistqﬁe in question
did originate in’the process of transcription from a miniscule manu-
"script.

Now, if the conventional-date fof the beginning of the miniscule
hand at arpund the be;in#ing of the ninth or the end of the eighth
edntury is t.:orrect,2 and if we suppose that some Eime mGst have elapsed
for tqe offending version of efwvat to be so thoroughly mistaken for
ofv , ‘it seems that we are compelled to place the misinterpretation of
the offending form well into‘the miniscule pFriod. Perhaps a date in

. .
the ninth century is tolerable, if‘ue suppose that one scholar borrowed
from another a document containing abbreviations some ;¥*hhich he did
not understand. But Tone'likely the error‘was made no earlier than the

tenth or eleventh century.3

1

IIbid., P. 5. 2Van Groningen, op. cit., p. 34,

) 3The confusion between elwat and olv is in any case more easily
explained on the supposition of a medieval date, Given the propressive
obsolescence -of the Greek infinitive documented by P. Burpgidre,
Histoire de 1'infinitif en Grec (“Etudes et Commentaires;" Paris:
Librairie C, Klincksieck, 1960), it is possible that the scribe simply
did not instinctively know where to expect an infinitive in a sentence
in Hellenistic Greek,

»
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Therefore in our manuscripts of the Corpus Hermeticum we have

-

an error which is best explained as having first been made from a mis-
reading of a miniscule manuscript, therefore no earlier than the ninth
century, but more probably in the tenth or eleventh century. The dis-
. . . 1 R : . .
tribution of this error makes it probable that it appeared in the
ancestor of ABCM, therefore {most likely) of all our manuscripts, But

then we must exnlain why this error occurred only in tractates xii and

xvii, in spite of B7 cases of o and Sl cases’ of elvat elsewhere in
\ .

the Corpus Hermeticum, The most natural explanation appears to Me to.
be that the abbreviation responsible for this confusion was given only

in these two tractates and nowhere else in the documents which now

make up the Cornus Herreticun, BRut. such a circumstance would be most
likely if these two tractates had not been incorporated into a single
manuscript with the others until at lgdst the ninth century,

It is, of course, possible that these two tractates were in-

serted into an already existing Corpus Hermeticum at a very late date.

However, it is very difficult to show a motive for such an insertion;
In the case of C. H, xvii we have apparently oqu a very small frag-
me'nt;2 however, we do have all of tractaée xii, and we may say with
confidence that it is not very different from the bulk of the trac-
tates, especially the-two which immediately precede it, e;cept in the ' ‘//

.

interesting hint trhat perhaps for the enlightened gross immorality does

\ :

1See abéjé\‘p. 16 f.

' RN .
2Festdgi§re, in Nock-Festugicre, op. cit., p. 242,

'
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_Lot stain the essential person: W'AAA® & dAr6yipog, & réxvov, od poiyed-
oug neloerat, A’ d¢ poixedouc, géﬂoe govevoug, dAA® &¢ qovedoag,”
x11.7(176,23,24) and in the utter confusion shown in its eleventh chap-

ter, T 1n which every inportant statement is either directly controverted

or indireetly subverted by some other statement made in the same para-
graph.  Moreover, apart from the error in question, the text of €. H,
xii is not exceptionally insecure in cemparison with the other trac-

tates. In other words, there is little likelihood that only tractates

P oxil and xvii were inserted intu the Corpus Hermeticum at the date sup-

gested ty this particular errvor.

A more probable explanation, in my view, is that the Corpus

Herreticum itself was compiled at the same time that these two trac-
—_—

tates were associated with the others. The confusion between elvat

and ofv existed only in tractates xii and xvii because only those two

- .

]

were taken f*om manuseripts containing abbreviations likely to Se mis=-
understood in that way. Perhaps the documents existed either in

separate collections or in smali booklets until, some time in the per- 3
iod spanning the ninth to the eleventh century, somecne decided to make

a ncew collection, .This makes better sense than gquuppose that someone
arpicrarily inserted tractates xii and xvii inthg an already fdrmed

CarEus at that late date.

(A date later than the eleveﬁth century is probably to be ruled

' ’ IIbidu’ po 19‘] fo

2cr, Festugidre, "Je renonce 3 entqndfe ce #11 que Tat jupe
‘parfaitement c¢lair'", ibid., p. 187, n, 28.




26

out because of the scholion given in B? under the naﬁe of Psellus, Had
{the collection been made much later than Fsellus' time, it is scarcely
likely that this note would have found its way into the Corpus.)1

: Thus, the repeated confusion between olv and efvas in two

tractates of the.Corpus Hermeticun gives us warrant to suppose that the

Corpus was formed at a very late date. If so, then the Corpus is not

likely to have been made by a Hermetic community, but was more pro-

3

| bably compiled by a scholar.
i 1If the collection was made during the eleventh century, it is
quite possible that the documents from which it was taken, now in any
case becone oﬁsolete, should simply have diéappeared during the Frankish

" occupation resulting from the fourth crusade. This would explain why

' only one collection of Hermetic literature in Greek was handed down to
: .

This 1e§ve§ the quotapion fron Zosimus, who urged Theosebela to
hasten to Poinandres andnbe baptized by the crater (nal xaradpopoloa
tal v3v Noipévavépa xal ﬁgnr;oﬂe?ou ] uparﬁpt).a Now the name of
Poinandres occurs nowhere else excépt in this passage, in Fulgentius

Mythographus, p. 26, 17 Helm, citing C, H., 1, and in tractates 1 and

x111 of the Corpus Hermeticum.- Also, the conception of baptism by (?) -

1)s adnitted by Scott, op, cit., I, 28.

2Above, p. 8, n. 3.

3Avove, p, 11, n. 6.
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a crater is sufficiently uncommon, although Festugidre points to a simi-

lar example in the fourth book of Pistis Sophia, cp. 142, and in the

second book of Jeu, ‘cp. 65.1 “Zosimus himself, in his surviving works,

uses the terr Bamrflw once apart from Chths passage. In this other
instapco it is a synonym for Bdmrw , a technical term for the process
of changing the substance of mogalg. Lhe ilso uses, apart fron this pac-
sape, the word wparfp once and its derivative xparnpfa 0nce.2 In each.
of these cases he isg describing equipment, and says that it is a Food

j idea to have a wpatfp arcund containing water and a sponge to wipe off
the Hyyog (™Exerv 82 8e7 &n) Brarv xparijpa Usarog nal nepiydv oméyyy
_.76 ¥yyog | ) In other words, the reference within a sinple sentence
te Poimandres and ﬁ;ptism involving a crater can be explained neither
by reference to the genéral Zeitpeist nor by.én appecal to Zosimus®

- extant works. Hence the most probable explanation-for this passape is

that Zosimus read and associated with each other our present tractates

}

i and iv. VWere it not for the evidence pointed to earlier in this
chapter, this passape might be taken to demonstrate that the CorEhs

Hermeticum was extant in Zosimus®' time. As it is, however, we can only

say that Zosimus read these two tractates, that he valuyed them hiphly, .

s

i and that he associated them with each other.

\

! Libove, p. 13, n. 1,

2For Panrflw see Zosimus in Berthelot, op.: cit., p. 155. For
uparfip see ibid., p. 224. For wupamqpfa sce ibid., p. 234.

;T

/




CHAPTER THREE

THE DATF OF THP FURNATIU? OF THE CORPUS HUEMETICUM:

l

LORE FVIDFNCE FEuM THE MANUSCRIPTS

In the 1last chapter, a surprisinply late date was suppested for

the forration of the Covpus lermeticum, On the basis: of an error vhich

occurs repeatedly in only twoe of the tractares, an error which ecan beset

be explained as havine arisen from the misreading of an unfamiliar {oer-
. ™

in a wanuscript from the niniccule period, a date within the period

fror. the ninth to the eleventh century has been suppested for the for-

ration of the Corpuc Horpoticum. Tt may now be asked whether the Corpus

ieoneticun as ve now have it supports this supposition. - In the newut

two chappers ff will be our task to investipate this question, -
:

. . . . . . v
This question nay perhaps be divided inte two parts. One part

is essentially literary in nature, dealinp with the thoupght and form of

each traccate, the way in which it is unique and the way in vhieh it

represents the sort of ltiterature found insthe Corpus Herreticun pener-
ally. It will be aslked whether a date similar to the one sugpested in
the last chapter is not strongly supported by the extreme variety of the

literature in the Corpus Herreticum. This part of the quéstion will

foria the substance of our fourth and fifth-chapters.

The other part of the question concerns the nature of the text

of the Corpus Hermeticum., If it was compiled within the time period
suggosrod in ;he llast chapter, then it is reasonable to suppose that.
théro might be some differences in the quality of transmiﬁsiqn of the
various tractates. In this chapter it will be our task to investigate

whether or not this isg thr/;:;e.

28
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It should be noted in advance that unevenness in transmission

b docs not in itself prove that the Corpus Hermeticum was compiled at a

late date unless, as I believe is the case with the errors discussed in il

the last chapter, the difference in quality of transmission is caused

by factors which could be - present enly at a particular period, and un-

less the ervors in question are extremely prevalent in certain tractates

. . .

even though the possibilily of their-nccqrriﬁg is present in others.

As we shall sce in the next Part , older collections such‘as that of
Stobaecus are also quite variable in the quality of their transmissica;
roreover, such factors as scrital fatipue and manuscript damageAcould
also cause uneven transmission, althoupgh perhaps the results would ﬁét
fall quite so neatly into tractates. For tﬁesé reasons, the evidence
noted in this chapter is not likely to be as striking as that discussed

in the last - although it is interesting that in the text of C, Il. xi,

[

there is sdme evidence to supggest that unfriendly plosses probably writ-

3
ten by a Christian scribe had intruded themselves into the text, sce

below, p.73 £f. As we shall see, the evidence from the manuscripts of
the other tractates is at least consistent with the views advanced in

the previous chapter. ' :

The text of the Corpus Yemeticum will be evaluated in the

.

following way: with the aid of Nock's apparatus, those passapes will
>
be investipgated where there seems reason to suppose that the archetype,

either in the sense in which A, Dain wishes us to use the term, i.e.
-
“le plus ancien témoin de la tradition ol le texte d'un auteur se

>
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trouve consignf dans 1la forme’' qui nous a {th transmise,"1 or in the
rore usual sense, what Dain prefers to call "le-plus-proche-comrmun-
A PR "2 . ) . . s
ancetre-de~la-tradition, appears to have been unintellipible. In each
case, an attempt will be made to determine the sort of error, In'‘order
to do this, ir_is necessary to exanine at least the more plausible so-
lutions offered in each case, since in order to determine the sort of
CTYOr, WC rmust have some idea of what the original text must have Jookcd
~

like, From time to time it will be necessary for me to advance my own

proposed solution. While it is hoped that many of these will mect with
# .

- general approval as contributions toward Pstablishing the text of the
1

documents in the Corpus Hermericum, their more specific purpose in the

present context lies in their contribution tfo our understanding ‘of the

nature of the archetype of the Corpus Hermeticun.

Not all the passages which according to Kock are in need of cmen-
datioé will be investigatod‘in this @a}. "In some égses the mahuscript
reading can be retained in spite of apparent difficulties, On the other
hand, there are cases in whicﬁ Nock apparently sees no qiffiCUICy, but | .
where the manuscriptg appear to me to be corrupt. &

Because of considerations of space, credit for proposed emendations

will be given only‘ay appending the name of the author of the proposed
. A ? .

emendation. In any case, the bulk of these are in Nock's apparatus,

:

1A.,Dain, Les manuscrits (*"Collection d'ﬁtudes Anciennes;" Paris:
Société d'Edition "Les Belles Lettres," 1964), p. . 108.

2Ibid., p. 122, If our proposed dating for the Corpus Hermeticum
is correct, this distinction may be unnecessary. . An error of the sort,
postulated in the last chapter would tend very soon either to be ¢or-
rected, as apparently happened in most instances in AB®d, or to result
in further crrors. '
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Emendations which seem to have no likelihood of being correct will fre-

quently be passed over in silence, Most of Scott's emendations fall

under this catepory, especially those which involve éompletely rewriting

- L
the text. _ Tk
' Yo : .
It is no reproach to the excellent 'edition of Nock and Festupiere,

but rather a comment on the unfortunate state of the manuscripts of the
F} i

Corpus Hermeticum that more werk must be done on the text of the Corrus.

. T m . - . . .
In many cases the text as 1t appears 1n the manuscripts 1s Slmply unin-

telligibie: either a large number of words has dropped out, -or some |

nonsense word has been inserted in a key place., In such cases it is un-

. likely that the text will ever be settled for all times,
<

Since our purpose is to discover the peculiar features of the
text -of each tractate, it will be necessary to discuss the text trac-

tate by tractate., When the text of -a tractate differs markedly from

the normal pattern of the Corpus Hermeticum, attention will be called
to the fact, Then it will be possible to ask whether the text of the

Corpus Hermeticum supports the findings of the last chapter,

C. H, i
Beginning then at thé beginning;.it is clear that there 4g a
large number of instances in which the text of C. Ho i is clearly cor-
Tupt.,. Some of. these corruptions are of a fairly elementary nature,
such as qmcr'tv dne fo_r qn]ct\; tuot (Flussas) in i.3(7.13), no cdoubt the -
result of itaci;m; nrijoty %pr-uffdlv (given correctly in Par. 1297) in
' ki

1,13(10.10) from the same cause; murp{ probably for mupi (Zielinski;

here Festugidre defends marpf, La révhlation d'Hermds Trismépiste, 1II,
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86, n. 2), also in 1.13(10.20), and mrpdg for mupdg (Patritius) in i.16
1
(12.8), both errors having been made by ‘an absent-minded Christian.
Three times in C. M. i, ¥f is clearly demanded by the context
but is omitted: in 1,5(8,12), supplied by Reitzenstein, in i.11(10.13),
supplied by Patritius, and in 1.17(12.17), where it is inéertcd in dif-
" ferent places by ‘Nock and Scott; Reitzenstein, following Bz, reads yij
for de_iﬂ this sentence, It i1s, however, used cofroctly in i.5(8.9),
1.5(8.10), 1.11(10.12), 1.,14(11.13), and i,15(11,18). .Note that in two
of the three cases where it is omitted, it is correctly piven inmediate-
1y before in the manuééripts. It may be that, in the three cases where
Y] is incorrectly omitted, an earlier scribe had used the alchemic svibol
-~ for yi}, and that a later seribe, perhaps the conpiler, did not
recopnize itf' At any rate, the confusion appears nowhere clse in the
Corpus.,

AIn 1.21(14.4) and 1.22(14.11), the manuscripts pive an impossible
£ gmut.  Nock, following Reitzenstein, pives e3 Pic for the first of
these, andigﬁ¢ﬂugg, also given by B2 and 1297, forAthP second. I would
prefer, following B2 (and Parthey's edition), to read edpffues in both

‘ instances, seeing a distinction between God, whoris light and life, and
man; who consists of lipght and life. This errof‘would also be due to
itacism. Since the other tractates always use gdpfijunoov rather than

edpfiuet, it is not possible to decide 'whether this error is attributable

1See M. Berthelot, Iptroduction a 1'¢tude de 1a chinie des

. anciens et du moyen dge (Paris: Georpes Steinheil, 1889), pp. 110,
L 118,
&

i




c.falrl_)_.co.nnon confu51on, perhaps due to abse
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to a tendency of the compiler,

-

In i.13(10. 20), s‘.g dv -rﬂv niouv #Lousfav, probably the original
I

read ngv Hthe (Reitzenstein); no doubt an unaccented text provided the

occasion. If that is the case, then this crror is likely to have been

connitted beforke our postulated date for the conpllétion‘of the Corpus

# .

Hcrmvt1¢un, presumably at an earlier stage of the manuscript tradition

of C. H. i. -' ' K

»
¥

In 1.13(11.3), perhaps ‘fautdv is erronecous for u&rwv (H ), simi- .

larky in i, T4(11.14) we have Euufm for abfn (.01Lzenst01n) This is a
. )
nt—mindednese.

-
- » a

- In i, 10(10 1). an pxtraneous “roll SeoU (Tlederann) was ‘inserted

.before- § 1ol BEOU Xd?oq. L am unable to suppest a cause, Lnlesq there

was a partially obscured 100 8e00 in a manuscrlpt eXplalned by a glncg

kthh was later 1ncorporated 1nto the text along ulth the orlglnal

’

readxng. L : 3

. The oblique ééses'of dppevéOniue cause trouble in j.15(12.,1),-

"where the correct form is gfveﬁ in Par. 1297 and B, r.16(12.10), where

_Bc gives the correct fonn,land the others a varilety, and in i. 18(13 5),

~

where Bc correctly gives &ppsvnﬂﬁlca while the others glve;dppcvdenlu.

Pprhaps this errer ought to be charged to the author of tractate i,
Tf Nock is correct, the strange read&ng &n 82 'purdc f leoq

in BCY (A leaves a space of six letters where the others “have ff) in

1.5(8.5) 1ndlcate; a mlqunderstandlng of tho archetype, wh1ch he sy.-

cests, read qurde <f00 npﬁfou>, 951ng the abbreviation aovu .for npdrou,

: P .
‘There are some indications that in several cases cither a let-
~. - - 8

ter or a group of letters or even a whole word has been obscured or
_ . : 2 ?

’

L4 * - a




obliterated, Thus we hgvé od for o¢ (Keil) in i.16(12.8), ro0 ror
rodrwv (Nock) in 1.20(13,19,20), and Bpforet for perhaps tirpPonet (Nock),
1.23(15.2), unless in this last case awe should read @Gpfonet <in’> adrdv

(Leitzenstein).
- [}

A parl.inllly ‘wbscured letter wiongly interproted may have been re-
r;pur%:s:il'lv t;(:r. !vofimq for émﬂo'u.g (H(‘il.;’f?llh‘tlt‘ill) in Ai.21(1(;.1); a
aimilar (_:au.‘:(‘ may h\avo p,iynn us mpab® for mpabolvat ) in 1.22(14.17).
- In 1.22(14.18), pucdrrovreg (apS; puodgoovreg B; pouodocovreg CD; |

pUovreg Bz).for puodrrovrat (Tu;nvbus) could result éirhep from similar
:caus;s or from a misread abbreviatiod. So also in 1.,20(13.27), npo=
ua:l'épxcml . . for  mpoxardpyevat (ll{c'itn*nst-"i}\) may have resuleed from
a partially nbécurvd letter, but may also have resulted from absent-
.mi%dodnvss, because of Ehe similarjuy of the two words.
In i. 1!‘(1; 9,10), fiv légflon dudpearov mﬂloq niocay &vepretay
‘ !v tavry éudvng at least two eTTOrs are to be suspected: BXOVYG for

!xovnz(ﬁ ) will surprise no one, because of tho_similariﬁy of the two

. - - §
“words; Av for By (Turncbus) may have been caused by a partially ob-

scured letter, or attracted by the immediately précching1&op¢ﬂv.‘u 1f. ‘
T we a;ccept that reading, then we need not, with Patritius, supply nal
afrer KQLOC,Since d.n.dpsa‘rov‘ KdAhog would be in apposition to Bvp for
.that teason I do not favour Hrig (B‘z)'orﬂ 62 (Reitzenstein), .
"~ In several cases, a word scems to have drubﬁed out, Thus in
i‘.lB‘(16.9,10‘)'; natl dmmplo&mdgwow, pre ujmably ) ha;'s been omitted
before ¥vvoug (Turnebus); similarly in i.24(15.8), ﬁepf_(BZ)'has been

: bmit;nﬁ bufore «fig dvdbou, I suspect that the same is the case in

‘ i.la(18.5,9), wal ¥6e1fe v raruwpep pootv v xaidy 1ol ‘Deol popypfv.
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- ~-

1 2 4 - 3 . w
Here % pives m mmfptt (Pmll; I would prefer ((‘Q fﬂv mw.xpcpﬁ
@doty as note easily explainable on the basis of rho present state of

the panuseripts,s So also in 1.17(13, M, mat (8- ) hias bvnn onitted be-

\
N \

twoen fﬁAoug and ¥pywv (for vhich read with Nock dpxliv (B ) Lach of

-

thvs“ cases can b attribured cither Lo manuscript damape or carelons-

ness,

Thorv'is one cortain and at least rwo prnbhﬁle major lacunae in
the texts  The certain one is in i.415(12.1,2), where the msse pive
dép:vﬂeqluq L} 4 5v; € dppevobriuog idppcv§BQAeoq 1297, 1) gy mrpdc
xat qimvoc dmd dfnvou Kpatetvat, Of the many solutions proposed for.
thi« tcyt; for upich-svﬁ Nock's apparatus,” the méit likely if the ane
éhich he ascribes LB Rﬁitxnnstvin, who inserts after dﬁnvou the words

on’ ¥pwrog xat Ynvou, since a serive could vng!qy lcap from dlfmvou to
rvou. | © |

' A similar acc1dvnt scems to have occurred in the - fOI]OhlnL 11nn,
'1 16(12.3), where the text as it now stands is needlessly abrupt: wmat
perd valra, Nofc & 2uéce nal adrdg 2pd 1ol A6you,  althouph Nock
prints the manuseript tradition as it stands. Here apgain, Réitzvn-
stein's emendation: wal pevd tralra <dy®* 4f8af6v pe ™ivras, Nolc &
#udc nrh, pives the most plausiale readin&f 31thbugh I would prcf&r
to read ralra rather than ndwvea, |

Perhaps a similar explanation is demanded in i.a(s.a;s), where

the manuscripts read elva Poi) Eé Fﬁfﬁ( dauvdpﬁpmq‘éitﬂfﬁnero, d¢
elndoat quvliv Quwtdc, The ditfficulty concerns the last two words:
puviiv has no plausible grammatical relation to the context, and the

shout in question comes from nature, which in turn evolves from

!
¥
!
3
i
N




darkness-(aucfoq). the opposite of 1ight. These two words have .been
variously emended to read quwjj mupbg (Nock), quvl] mupég (Reitzenstein),
quvi} veduarog (Einarson), and guvi] qursc (Festugiére; Festugidre also
reads 2Eaurfig for £ adrij¢l).. Scott rewrites these words 'as follows:

be elndont que> quvily <efvat 10> quréq, and tramsposes them into the .

- next sentence after &néBn <«fj <bvpd> puoet. This last solution seens

quite arbitrary.-since it supposes four apparently deliberate altera-
tions in a single sentence, Festugidre's solution is better, although
strictly spéaking his éEagrﬁq, which is necessary tS‘;etain PuwTég s0
that the voice of light does not come from nature, :;ﬁld be Itdu;%ant
bepause of efta. I would prefer to believe that something has been °
onitted after quvilv, as e,g, quvilv <pdorwg updlety &€ dvave fou 100>
PuTECy perhaﬁs because of the repeated initial ¢ in @doewg and gurég.
But then it would be necessary, with Scott, to rcad pe after elxdoui:
&g elndout que> @avily <§ﬁaew< updleiv & vavrlou vol> qurdc,

Perhaps no major change is needed for QL;E. 1.4(7.18-8.2),
which reads in the manuscripts: oxoliilc ncﬁc:pautvov, B¢ elndoat e

elésra (BC 166vra) perapaldbpevovy 13 onbrog elg Sypdv Tiva @loty,

except Reitzenstein's reading of tometpapévov for an impossible i

" menelpapévov, However; Reitzenstein and Nock emend the text further to A

read respectively, d¢ eludoar pe <bpaudvri> and bg <opeis eludoat pe,
and also to read elva for e_! 66ra, But perhaps the manuscript reﬁding

(accapting the emendation of fonetipapévov for nenetpautvov)'gould make

111'7‘1331;ug;l‘ere. La révelation d'Hermes Trisméziste, IV, 4, n, 1
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1 ...
sense  if it were translated as follows: ‘“coiled in a tortunus manner,
*
as far™s 1 could puess, since I saw (accepting the probably conjectural

. c
reading of B )} the darkness chanping into some kind of a moist na$urv."

By the standards of the Corpus Herneticum, the text of traghﬁfg\i

is moderately Corrupt._ Perhaps the most strikihg feature is the tﬁnduh-
¢y to omit yij. Also noteworthy is the number of cases in which it ap-
pears that one, two, or three letters in a manuscript had become ob-
scured. This could surpest eitﬁer that the exemplar used by tho'com-
piler (if not one of its ancestors) had been old and in frequent use,.

or that this tractate, beinp both Fhe first and the most intermestinp

document in the Corpus Hermeticum, had received more than ité share of
use since the Corpus was compiled. While the larpge number of major
lacunae in this tractate is typical of many of the otﬂers as well, it
15 to be noted that none of thgﬁgést in which a major lacuna occurs in

this tractate is to be explained by the supposition of physical damage

’
I

to the original; in all cases the resemblances of the words at the be-
ginning and end of the lacunae are sufficient to explain the texi as we
have it;

l_ It should be‘added, for ghe sake of the discussion in part two
of this thesis, that while"thcre is considerable evidence of mistakes

due to carelessness or to light damage to the manuscript in this trac-

tate, there is no convincing evidence of deliberate alteration of the

1Dodd also hesitatingly‘gccepts the manuscript tradition here, o
although he speaks of “languape whose obscurity may be partly due to :
textual corruption,® in The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cam=-
bridre: at the University Press, 1968=1953), p. 37. He translates &g
elndoxt pe $88vra as "I seemed to see;" but should not elwdogt then
be passive?




texty It is true that Christian rlosses have been suspected from time

to time:  thus according to Reitzenstein, in the text in his Pofmnndrnﬁ,

Aéyp in 1.9(9.17) is a Christian rlossi however, it is reinstated in hi ow
- L3

later edition., H0o also Hilpers w#shes to remove as a Christian inter-

. 29

polation the words Supooloiog ydp v 1.10010.3).° But Spooboiog i« nnt

exclusively Christian property; see Nook in Nock-Festupidre, op. cit.,

1,20, ne 29, Of course it is to be admitted that deliberate alteration

of a text is very difficult to uncover, at least if it is done well,

~

The text of tractate ii will be discussed in gronrvr detail in {
»

Part I1 of this dissertation, below pp. 280—306 On pares 280-306 wo

have separated the text of the manuscripts of the Corpus Hermeticuwm

(after Nock's) apparatus from the toxt riven by Stobacus. To facilitate
cross~reference, those parts of the tractate which are also piven in

Stobaeus have been supplied with verse numbers in adﬁition to tractate

and chapter numbers, éinee the manuscript readings of the Corpus Horme-
gicum are readily available in those tables, reference to these pas-
sapes will be given by tractate, chapter nqd verse rather than by trac-
tate, chapter, page and line of Nock-Festugidre. The same procedure will

be followed in tractates iv, and X¢ In this chapter, as already notcd,

- .

R. Reitzenstein and H. Schaeder, Studien zum 1nt1kvn Synkretismus
aus Iran und Griechenland (“Studien der Bibliothek Warburp;™ Lo
Teubner, 1926, p. 156,

2B, J. Hilgers, De Hermetis Trismepisti Poimandro Commentars
(Bonnae: Litteris C, Georgianis, 1855), p. 8 f,
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we are concérned only with those variant readings in the Corpus which
: =l
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can be explained only on the supposition of toxtual_corruptioﬁ in the

manuscript tradition of the Corpus Hoermeticu,

The most'intriguinn difficulty in the manuscript tradition of this
tractate meets ys right at the beginﬁing. This tractate in the manu-
seripts is giveg the title ‘EpuoG mpd¢ Tar Ayog u&gﬁilxdq, which is
sinpularly inapproprinte since it is Asclepius whom Hermes addresses
in this dialopue, and he is addresspd with nrvat‘frequoncy. In addi-
tion, there are several lines miss{ng at the beginning of this trnct;lu.
In the manuscr@pt tradition of the Corpus, this tractate bngins:vory‘

‘awkwardly with § (§ om AC) geé¢, 13 BeTov Aéyw viv, od 13 vevvnroy
(= sulphur?), diAd 3 dyfvvnrov, ii.4.3, 4. A context is supplied by
Stobacus i.18,2; but,thislexcorpt does not itself appear, as Tiedermann

s

saw, to have started at the original'boginning.l It does, howevor,;aﬁ :
least give us an intelligible starting point. Reitzenstein's theory,

that the manuscript title originélly applied to a tractate which had
dropped out along with the Leginning of our present tractate ii,2 is ,
interesting, and has been generally accepted, but is not the only pos-
sible explanation of the facts, It is also possible that the compiler i
todt’lht tractate ii grom another colchtion in which a tractate bearing,
the present title stood first, If he had intended to copy out ogiy one

excerpt, and if he had thoupht that this excorpé had come from the first

item of the former collection, the same results would have followed,

1 E it JE
Tiecdemann, op. cit., P. viii, intro.

2_ . . . =
Reitzenstein, op. cit., p. 193,

i
!
)
g
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At any rate, it is a rerarkable blunder.
A blunder on the same 16vel oeccurs in 11.12,1,) Apparenrly some

sevibe, risled by a repeated & Tptoulyiore, had started to write out

chapter 11 a second time, and had evidently caupht himself in tine to

avold writing out the whole chapter apain. Ar any rate, thenec warde,

which do not occur in Stobacus, make no sense in their present contoext

. . 1 * B ‘I ~ - r "
In the nanuseripts of the Corpus Hermerticym,  Fvidently it did not eross

. . | - . . .
hic mind to crane or even to cross out the of fending 1ines,

Tn i1.6,%,4 there appears to be some minor corruption iy the

{62

&) 6Bede,
I .
oty &¢ vomog AL’ &¢ 9&6{' Xthe  Sock, onthe advice of Puech and of ab®,
: [

text broucht abeut by a repeated confusion between &q and 8%

vontdg 8 rémog, oly & 4:6;,'dlk’ 8 tomog® el 82 nat &  (an©

reads, in part, odx &g 8edg, AL &¢ romog, el 62 xal & Bebc wrh.  Tiu
advantape of thi;ﬁ criendation is.thnt thesre two statenents ‘.\'()l_lll'. he fully *
parallel to each other, At any rate, althouph it is difficult to ac-
count for the repeated confusion of d&¢ and 8, I have none bertor to of-
fer, |

There ate a ;larno number of minor difficulties in the text
which suppest that s;no copyvist cared little fér accuracy. In ii.10.1,
nevy (Flussas) evidently became Emefwp because of the sinilarity a7 the
tvo words; so also in 11.10.9, ul:tﬂ'dmﬁ (Stobacus; Einarson would :l
cinend to yeptord, which however would not explain Stobaecus' reading)
became p(flm for the same reason. In 1i,12.4, 310‘; (Stobaeus)

became A6yoq¢ and in 11.12,4, &AeGBepov (Stobacéus) became EAeudepoc,

So also in 11.12,9, presumably Patritius is right in reading

i
¥
g
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&vi for Enf, cf. Stobacus' reading, v, All of theso errvors can be
scen as simply the result of carelessness in transcription,

Pisteading of an unacecented riniscule original could have given o
us adm) for abr Citobacus) in ii.6;9 and Bv* dAAorpidraroy for
dvarlorpidrarovy (Nock) in 11.16(38,18),

There are a larpe nunber of omissions in this tractate wvhich nay
also have been caursed by Cnrolvssnéss. Tn 11.14037,15), voOvis up-u-
doubtoedly missing fron affloq GE'TOU-sTvulg no doubt, with Scott, ve
should place it before gfwar  and not, with BC, after. In the same
chapter {(38.6), a nepative is missing from @ 62 #\ka mvra xwpnrd Eori
fic vol dfuﬁoﬁ'qﬁccm(, and 1s to be supplied by writing etther dydpyra (5°)
or od xwpnrd (Tiedemann) or, less plausibly, od xwpnvind (lock). In
ii.7.6, ¢3 should be inserted béforo adrd (1%; Stobavus has adrd;

N :
T3 is also nissing before dya®6v (Scott) in 11.16(39.5),

In ii.7.8, ¥orn f§ for iornutv glven by Stobacus is most casily
accounted for if we. supposc that K was misrvad for B in a niniscule
exemplar in which the last two letters were qbscured.

That the comptiler should not be made to bear responsibility for
all of the unacceptable readings in this'tractate is shown by tﬁf fact
that Stgbacus shares with M the reading pcrg for peord in 1i.11,8,

These liﬁos are missing in ABC, but inserted by Bz, who Fith d correctly
reads peged, So also in 1i,9,2, *ﬂ olv Eda xal tod¢ AfBoug xai vd
e ™vra ¥uyuxa od ouard t‘.a“rt 0 ui{foﬂvm., it is difficult to sce
why roO¢ AfBoug is in the accusative case. YNor is this any clearer in

Stobacus' version, & obv Eda xal todc Affouc nail rd Yiia ™vra Hyuya ol

- ofpard 2ort, There will be an opportunity to discuss this further,

A
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of producing an accurate copy. This judpement is made not so mueh on
. 1
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*Q
below,.p. 294. Another place where the teyt offers even preater dif-

.
ficulties in Stobaeus® version than in the €orpus Hermeticwn is in

i1.7.2, which will be discussed below, p. 286 ff.

It is ﬁory difficult to pive a convincirg explanation for ii.7.7,
13 nepl abrd nuwkder 13 dmdp adrd xmAudpevov todg 13 &mdp adrd, el ¥ory
ch 3 nepl aﬁfd, rost of which, boginnfhg ffom KWAUSHEVOY, Ctobreous
oite,

Nock is probably ripht with repard to 11.14(37.14) when he writes, \
“suspicor v , , , More librario locw: male intellegenti deberi.™

These examples are the L.ost clear instances in which thn‘;oxt of

C.H., i1 is at fault. There are aleco some other instances in which we

have to choose between an inelegant text.in the Corpus and a slightly

more clegant text in Stobaeus. In these cases it is not at all easy to

sée whether the text in Stobacus ﬁas been improved or whether the text
of the Corpus has pncomq mangled in trag;wission. More will be said
about this in part II.

However, it is clear that the text of €. H. ii has suffered, per-
haps more than once, at the hands of a carcless and indifferent scribe.
Apart from the confusion of &c with & noted above, there are no charaé—

teristic errors in the text of this tractate, What is typical is the

indifference of at least one of the scribes in its traditicn to the task

the basis of théifumerous errors in‘the text of the tractate as on the

basis of the mistaken title, which even a moment's investigation would

PN

rprny

have corrected, and the mistaken repetition in i1,22.1, which was not

even deleted after the mistake became obvious to the scribe, o
Is

F.
b,
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On the other hand -~ the relevance of this statement will be scen

in Part II - there is lixtle evidence that anyone in the manusecript tra-

dition of this tractate up to and including the archetype was very inter}/

ested in patching up the text. The errors tend to be fairly obvious

in nature, and in rany cascs could have been dispguised with little ef-

fort. This will become.clearer after the detailed analysis of Part I1.
C. H. iii, '

\

The text of tractate .iii is unusually corrupt, even for the Cor-

pus Hermeticum. If one examines Nock's edition, one sees a larpe nun-
"ber of instances in which he sirply abandoned any attempt to emend the
text.  Althoupgh the traoctate is a mere forty-three lines in Nock's text,
he is'drivnn‘to this expedient no less than seven times, For example,
he prints, under protest, xal dndyn 6’ Huup 2€ bypds odofag arotxela,
111.1(44.8), Now, one‘can make better sense, following, Cumont; by
cmond%ng &p? ﬂhp; to &’ Huup, Nevertheless, the mention of sand . is
very abrupt. It-would be simple, following Nock, to take 6’ Hupp as

a gloss. But what purpose would this gloss serve? If we read <jﬁ5

a

tmquog (Ferpuson), then what would we do with orotxeTa? Either the

passage 1s very corrupt, or the author (acceptiné Curont's reading)

just assured that the sand would naturally always be there at the bottom.
It is also difficult to make sense our of xal 8eof ™vTEQ KaTR-

Sreplior piaea Evondpou, 111.1(44.9). Of the solutions given, that

of Festugi®re, xamabtatpolor <md rr"k:— pdoewng émrdpo\;, ‘ is perhaps the

nost economical. The only difficulty is that, while Festugidre does '

. . - ' A
indecd provide a translation, “et tous les diecux divisent les Stres (7
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de la nature perminale

»" it is still far from clear what the passare

means, as he himself adrmits by the bracketed question mark., \

It is relatively casy to supply the gap in 11i.2(46,15-45,1),
xal S1npBpddn oldv vof¢ v adrfy Beoi’g:  a subject is needed for 6:qé€p@6n
and it is either fi muptvl odofa (Scott) or. i dvaxpepiic potg  (Podd) or
sonrthing to that effect. )

We can perhaps make sense of 3 onépua fﬁq'nJKlYYEVEGqu tv
tavrotg (adrote CD tomepporbyouy, 1ii.3(45.6,7) by substituting either
EomeppoBSiouy (Reitzﬂnst?in) or #omeppoy6vouv (based on Scott's pro-
posed omeppoyovoUvra), .If we read Eaurofg with AB, then Bnpfla f&fpdﬁoﬁa
ufx;(a5.h) would be the subject; if we read aﬁro?@ with{CN; then the sub-
ject is: ¥uaorog 8ed¢ (45.3). In either Easo, vdc re vevéoeig tiiv dv-
Opfrwy, directly following, would_thgn Temain suspondﬂd unless we were
to insert sore vefb after dvﬁpmnmv,—as for example &5fSafev qr &mfbcugev,
(Both of these éonjectures wouid favour the reading of gancppoﬁakouv
in the previous line.)

Another puzzle is furnished by repaomopfag in iii.3(45,12),
which if accepted would be a 8ﬂu£ Agyﬁpcvov; The context: xaf nﬂoﬁv
dv oupui yuxiv 61@ 6popfjuaroc Bedv dywuh(ov repactioplag, elc Karonrefaw

ﬁbpuvoﬂ HThay would.be satisfied by a verb in its plaée,'but by what
\[orb?

In 1i1.3(45.14), o¥g ve onpela dyuddv gives a tantalizing im-
pression of meaning somethinpg, and it is probable that somcthing has

dropped out of the text after dyab@v.

In 111.3(45.15), pofpng dxdhoupéwng is simply unintelligible,

Ferpuson reads duonﬂdq xukdouwsévag: I can neither accept that reading

C e e
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nor propose a better one,

In 111.4(45,18), Ypxerar adriv Bi&oul ve xal abtp:oeﬁm:, sense
can perhaps be made, following Nock, by interpolating ¥3 before Bifoat,

Dodd, who faoresaw that possibility, preferred dpket re adroie Bi1doas ,

supposing two errors.,
-
p

Bgc it is not clear what can be meant by 2mt g Yilg xaradindvreg
tv dvspart xpévuv duaﬁpumv nal ndoav yéveoiv Iupdxou capxdg mal \wpnou
cmopa.q ral mdonc -rcxvoupyro.q d arrodpeva dvavewdfigerat dvdyxn u-rx.,
111.&(&6.h -6), although it would perhaps contribute towar&q a solutuon
if Qe understand a lacuna becwecnlévduarl and xpdev,'to pe filled i,
€. ey by adrllv elg or, with Dodd, simply elg¢e The words wai ndoav

véveoivy . . vexvoupy (ag makke sense in themselves, but demand a par-

ticiple, which presumably fell somewhere between Texvoupyfag and ¢d

-
.

arrodpeva, alonp with at least a co-ordinating conjunction, Perhaps
a tear alonp a corner of a manuscript is respons(Ple.

Given the small size of this tractate and the larée number ;f '
" obvious errors, it is clear that the text of this tractate has under-
gone severe mutilation, If we compare the £ext of this ﬁractate with P
the text of C, H. vii, which, as we shall see, haam no severe problenm
and only one obvious error, it is possible to\speculate that the dif-
ferepce betwoeen these two tractates is caused to some degree by the dif-
ference between the manuscripts of these two tractates when they reached.
the hands of the.compiler. One would suppose either that the text of
Eﬁ_ﬁ, iii was 'hope esslf corrupt before it reached the hﬁnds of the com-

.piler, or that it s written in a extrehély unreadable hand. This

would support the hypothesis that the Corpus Hermeticum was compiled at

Y
£
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a very late date, since it would give us further reason to believe that
the tractates had separate textual histories for a long time before
they were brought‘together. .But it must be admitted that neither
C. H. 141 (43 11nes of text in Nock-Festugilre) nor C. H. vii (30

lines) are sufficiently long to allow very firm conclusions to be

drawn in this regard.

C. H, iv
‘ The teXt of E;;ﬂ. iv is moderate}f corrupt. There are a few

careless substitutip;}, as for example, in 1v.8(52,11), &51d8aroy
(Patritius) for &iaBarbv; convcrself; in tv.11.1, d81afpevov is evi-
dently an erroneous reading fot-QtalpCfGV, giveﬁ by Stobaeus, In
iv.'7(52,3), mpaySpevot (Paﬁritipa) has bec;)me mpaych;Levot, doubt-~
less because of the si;ilaéity of the two words.

In iv.?(SO 20) 06 Bccw.dgov-rcq od 12 8fag ¥E1a, an extraod has
been inserted, for uhatever reason; N omits the second, whether by
con jecture or'through collationz

Appafently in'iv.B(SOJ&),:someone;has written ydp 8 for § ygp
(Tagnebus). Perhaps one df these words was*;ccideﬁtally omitted in a
manuseript, then written between the lines; a }ater seribe, restoring
it into the text, misjudged its position. |

In 1v.6(51.7,8); gvfbpfq, a ponsense word, brgsumably is the
~result of ﬁoor handwriting.h Although D's reading; Béwpfa, maﬁes.bet-
‘ter sense, it is difficult:to'see.how é?mpfu could have become Evropfa,
. Scott's fé#ding, e&ﬂ&p(a; uhlie casier from that point of view, has this

unfortunate defect, that it can make sense only if, with Scott, we
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rewrite the whole context.

~ The text of Hlv.l.S, dya8dc bv, p.dvq) Y&p totry dvarfbeiney,
f0£knoe wal v Yﬁv noouffouat , {ndcpqouqrncn)'wgli be discussed in
Part II, below, p. 308, If I ma} anticipate my eonclusigna, they are
that for tﬁe most point the text‘ef tﬁe gégggg 15 to be followed here,
but we should read pévy y2p tolro Lauvrd for‘ude'%dp Todrp. (Stobaeus
glves dyaddc yap My, povy faurd roliro dvaefivas AB&Anoe xal riv yiv
-gocuﬁbut. | | |

- We could certainly make beeter sense of iv.2(69;12,13), xat 5
piv xdopog Thv Lfwv Emieovénrer tol Lgou;;at 100 néopou 1dv ASyov mat
favﬁxggv’ if with Nock we fﬁad'ra deflawov, <6 &2 Kvepmnoq; for vol Ifou;

-—

hbwever, it would beAextremely difficulc on that‘hypotheais to account

~

for the present state of the manuscripts, Scott seeks to salvage the

text by transferring the sentence to the beginning of chapter three,
—

supposing a lacuna after udopo; and a new sentence beginning with é 63

o
)
-

e
s

,

{lvepuriog, fnterpolating UAhov before (fav, rending nkeovcxfcf)’and
removing voU gﬁou nat roU ndbuou. But such a chain of errors is
highly unlikely. Hbre plausibly, ;e can postulate a lacuna before
!ﬂlcovénfc; in which we could 1nterpoltte, for example, <énlcov£ufet
v ogatpay,.§ 62 YvBputog> Ameovéikret nrd. This omission could very
- eaglly be explained as resulting from the repeated !nltovtxrcg\ Under
this hypocheais, ol Lfou-is st111 puzzling. Perhaps this is another Fj
of chose acéiden;al substitutious to which so many of the ir::;ates
""are prone. I would subatitute f?U‘dt”G on the grounds that the voﬁc o | \gj
. - -

which the man receives. is n\ﬁfft of God along with the Afyoq, see d

- 4v.3(50.2-4). . | ' e

-




48

- -

Another omission in €. H. iv 18; in 1v,10.3, ofox mivrwy dpxf nat \
Bria wat dpxd ofou; where & repeated f(la causes trouble, as may be
seen by cqmpnring Stobaeus" text, oboa Tlvrow dpxfl kat pflay iv ndofvy |
toriv &¢ Bv Pfla xal dpyf. Presumably the text behind C. H. iv.10.3
ret'ained odoa,

Finally we may refer to iv.6(51.16,17), od ydp Yoriv dugdrepa l

\'\‘Ev ol¢ te f§ 2Ealpeaic navahelnevat, The reading of 52 here '1.3 interesting:

od y3p oriv dupstepa ouverBely v ol re 4 aVpeosg xal dv ol f 2Eaf-.
pgdtq xarTaAefmeTGt , If this is real.ly an emendation, gnd does not
come from collation, then it is shrewd: the éin.:ilari't.y‘of aVpeoig and
8Eafpegig would have caused the difficulty, and the presence of v .oIr; Te
leads us to expect wkal v o'fc.' Unfortunately this emendation does not
make jnuch sense, a;ince it seem%?t_o suppose some kind of méfningful con=-

- trast between aYpecig and !Eatpimq. _But it does seem plausible to
expect another clause beginning with xal 2v oT;, unless, with Einarson,
ve simély deléte the «ve, Therefore I would. place a lacuna after HGTC—
lc{n.cmt, | ‘to be filled in perhaps with xaf- év qu i a¥peorc pEveL,
This solves part of the problem. But gome kind of a completion is
needed for ¥oriv; .ouvelﬁe'i'\ssupl;lied by B2 is a ré;sonable cbnjecturé,
and no doubt followed d.ucpdrcgha. The most likely t;xplanation for.Ehese
two omiasions in subsequent lines {s that a corner had been torn from
a page of the exemplar, ' |

As may be seen from the above discussion, the texi:.of M'.- iv

is in reasonably good condition compared to the text of the majorlty’of

_ the tractates in the Corpus Hermeticum. Of the three major omigsions,

O

.
P

two were probably caused by‘ homoeoteleuton, the' third by manuscript

S




damage. No single characteristic error emerges to distinguish the

manuscript traditioh of this tractate.

C. H. v-

| The text of C. H, v is in a moderately damaged condition. Oc-
casionally a short word is omitted. In v.2(60.6), od yp Bv.fv ef
dpavie fiv, Tiedemann is probably right in interpolating pi before
dpavics therelis, however, no need to @n;erpolafe‘dst, whether between
Bv and ﬁv, as Scott hesitatingly suggests, or Benueen ﬁV'JLd et, sug-
' gested by Einarson, since the dichoto&y is between fhe invisible (<3 a- .
pavi¢), which is, and that ut;ich appears (18 gaivépevov ), which becomes.

In v.10(64.7), mivra ydp 2ovt xat obrb¢ 2ori, we should prob-
ably,'follouing Flussab, Tead Tivra Ydp d> darr urr, Beitzensteinfs
Vvsolution, Mvra ydp <obrée> dart nal obré ot «dvra>, 1s less
economical. | ‘
- It is possible that the same sort of solution is needed in

v:£(62.3-5)x xal yap el 3 Hrwrdy Ror dvbefc, Bre naréyer, rolrd

" 2ort, tdv ypdmoV TG ;dEemg, raf &3 Seonswnv dorl vdv pnbemw d%fﬁ v
‘ rdElYAdeav1u, _ |Nock tentatiyely suggests Bre qui>, Puech 8ri N>,
Dodd suggests ahlacuna, ﬁéé{tmﬁ}augiblj,fsihce the text of the 225225'
Hermeticum is full oftlacunae; however, this does not appear ﬁecesaary
in this case, since wal 6;16 6ecm&mv xrl, seems to follow naturally
after dvsefq. -Therefore I would adopt Nock's suggestion, regarding
8re > naréxet . . . tic rdfewg as parenthetical,

There are a number_of cases in which tﬁe text of this tractate

’

appears to have been accented in an unfortunate manner in the archetype,

[
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as for éxanpie adrd for abrn (Nogk) in v.4(61.19); nept rabra for mept -
radrd (Tledemann) in \(.5(!?2.10)5‘2 for | (Turnebus) in v.8(63.17)-; and
edloyfious for edAovyfjout (Nock) in v,10(64.11); in this latter, it is
also possible, following Turmebus, to read <Sdvairo> edoyfout or,
following Reitzenstein, cﬁlofﬂo‘. 1t is also possible that in v.1(60,13)
we should, following Scott, read § . . . f for 4 . . . ¥, although in
:h'i.s case either reading would make sense. These errors in the use of

accents, while by no means unknown elsewhere in the Corpus Hemetﬂcum,

LR Y

are somewhat more common in this tractate, and may have been & feature
of the exemplar for this tractate available to the compiler,
Some of the errors in thl.s tractate are the result of ' simple

. substitution of similar words by an absent-minded or di;tracted scribe,
In \.r.9(66.3), ¥xovra no doubt stands for ¥wwa given by DBS, Velsenius
vas surely justified in proposing mavvoofiuarog for Tavrdg ofsarog in
v.10(64.6) even though that would be a YmE AeySuevovy see Nock in the
critical apparatus ad loc. In v.9(64.1,2), ¥oriv advdg wal wd ¥vra
adrdc :.oa.i' w2 ) ¥vra, Nock may be rigﬁt in reading ofro¢ for the. first
adrdg, although it must be said that the passage still seems rather
cl’lumsy. Probably also v.2(61.7,8), ni favrdv dv ocaur( 61a viiv dpBaiplv
" oot qat;;vﬁacm; is to be emended by reading adrdc for éﬁwav (Turnebus).
' There are two virtually certain lacunae in the text of this | |
;r..actate. In v.4(62,1,2), the reading given in the manuscripts, 'rﬂ'od
Ydp 1¢ dronfa xat qptfpfd dmfnro¢ 48, in its context, nonsense,
and Xht. followiqg Scott, to be sﬁpplement.ed as follows: nioo r&p
wdEt¢ <cnotneef, uévn 52 ﬂ> d.-roni’a. n;-l.; no doubt elither damage to an

earlier wmanuscript or absent-mindedness brought about that error.

\
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In the other case, the text cannot so easily 6& supplemented,
but we can at least guess at the contengs of the omission: uﬁacnofg,
& véuvov Tdr, dmarepfiong rol Snutoupyol @ Snutovpyfiuara, wov 62 1
nat xpelrrov fortv Yoy (er?rrgv : ; « 8oov A; ¥ovg D) mard.azav dvdu&%oq,
v.8(63.1&.1§). There are two difficulties with this passage: the
clause beginning with uf\lov 62 does not follow from the previous sén—
tence) and in any case, it 1s difficult in itself.

The first difflculty can be resolved by placing a lacuna either'
before p\dov 62 (Nock) or after (Scott). In fact, plov &2 suitsL‘ |
both contexts remarkably well, and so perhaps we should read pnéénore
« o o droorepffopg vol Snuroupyol 13 Snpiovpyfinara, plAdov 862 <. « »
pihov 62> xal wpefrwwy wrhke This lacuna would contain ;t least two
main clauses. The flrst of these, containing perhapes a verb in the-
fmperative mood, would demand that we affirm the creative ;ctlvity of
God, e.g.luﬁllov ﬁf ¢ marfpa xal motgriv lu;f&vf-ldy(oul.. . Do
The second clause would deny that the title 8ed¢ is appropriate to
God, cf. v.1(60.4), for example <. « » 0068 8e7 Oedv Eucivov ngpdgq;v,
uDhov &8> nal xpelrray Krh, '

There is still a problem with xal xpefrrwv dorlv Hon kard Bedv
dvéparog, In‘the Budé edition, Festuglére suggested that this should
be changed to ¥ nard 8eol ¥vopa, supposing three errors 1n'four uords:
Later, adbpttng a reading from A, he proposed xafi xheffrmv Earfé, Hoov

xard Bedv, dviparog .1 While this reading 1s more economical from the v

-y

1

FestugiErs, La révélation d*Hermés Trismégiste, III, 70,

&
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point of view of the unnusqrtpts. and no doubt possible, yet it leaves
6v6ua§oq in a r;ther odd polelonl if tﬁll had been what the author had
intended, it seems more likely that he would have placed Koov natd Ocdv
before wafl, .The reading proposed by Scott, upcfrfwv oty oBfoq Kuf-fnU
6col dvéuarog, while no éoub: slving the sense that the author intended,
could bo explained only on the hypothesis that the scribe wae aovérély
sbsent-minded., I prefer Festugldre's rqulng from the Budé edition,
with the possible exception of oﬁwoq )| fof Yon., The strange conbina-
tion xard Yedv 6§6uﬂ10( can possibly be explainad as a Spoonerism, the
two:érrorn, as it wvere, attracting each other. The'reﬁdlng of 8on for
OLT;C % can be the result of a smudge on the manuscript,

" At any rate, this last passage creoates the only real difficuley
in this trlcéato. Presumably this reflects to some degree the condition

" of the exemplar for this tractate available to the compiler.,

j -
1l

C. H, vi

qéghé text of C, H. vl is ﬁodorltolf cortupt. The omisgsion of the,
final v in ¥xoucav (Parthey) in vi. 1(72.7) is scarcely surprising, nnd-
may be the result of a misread abbreviation. In vi.2(73,1), ¥vrog(Nock)
presumably became ¥vrwv because of the attraction of the previocus fouﬂnv
In vi.4(75.6), qpét (Scott) is probable for olre. in v1,3(73.17,18),
Nock 18 probably right in reading vd dfuﬁdv vo0 manol for foU'dyuBoU ‘ -
3 maudv, ilthough to0 ﬂauoU 13 dyabdv transaitted by Didymus would also
be Qcceptable.

Probably in vi.1(72,10), ¢v has been inserted before olbcvi

(Patritius), although it is difficult to see why, unless it 1is attracted

Y] ) 4
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by the dative odd€vi, Also difficult to explain, although probable, is
‘\'

the incertion of ¥AAwv “(Nock) in vi.5(75.14,15), dxoivdvara yp valra

roTg UArotg v WAAwv Lfwv 2oxr,

There are also a fey minor omissions perhaps caused by careless-
ness. In vi,2(73.2,3), Yonep ydp odbdv viiv ¢v ff toravty odolg, some=
thing is missing after viv, Nock is probably right in believing that

Adav, not maxiv (Flussas), has been omitted. In vi.2(73.14), &¢ should

be inscrted before &v 1§ ué€pet 1o morely dyabd¢ elvar (Flussas), since

otherwise clval would have no grammatical context., Festugildre ubuld_plaéc

it before »abfd in the previous linel1 this is possible, although perhaps

too complicated for tﬁe atyla'of.this tractate, | :
In v1.,1(72.16), wat 614 toUro adrol épaoﬁﬁccru;, something is ﬁis-

sing before wkal 5td, most likely olire xdAAiov, supplied by Nock. This |

error could be the result eliher of careleassness or of manuscript‘dimage.
In vi.4(75.1-3), «3"62 xaAdy xal dyaddv odbtv ¥ori u&;uldstcﬁat

v v r$ xéowp, Nock reads &v olbevl for odbev Nevertheless it

may be asked whether a lacuna is not to Q¢ suspected. FPntrltius! read-

ing, dyéédv <toris dyaBdv 8’> odbev xrh., 1is unsatisfactory because

it would be virtually tautological, since td uukbv‘ and 13 dyqedv .are 8o FoA

clogely associated, in this tractate as elsewhere, as to be virtually

indistinguishable, If there is a lacuna, it sould be placed after

HaAdv, He'muy perhaps supplementt: v3 62 nakdv wwal dyaddv dv uéwyp 1§

Bed fort* nuddv ydps> nal dyaddyv odblv wrhe In that case, the error (

. \

1Festugiéte, La révélation d*Hermds Trismégiste, IV, 64, \
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would be the result of homoearcton..

Thiére are at least two other ﬁlaceal uhart‘nnjor,lnéuﬁaa are to
be sgspectéd. One of thess s vi.3(74.11-14)1 Yot Yuaorov roVrwy viv
npoctpnuévwy tumenforeurar EvBdée 8 plyiorov clvar dyubdy, 3 plov:
dvunfplinroy uuudv..ﬂ yoorpipapyla, fi vlv xaxlv mivruv xopnydg | nidwy
i dnovola e¢vBdbe ol dyudol lori, Nock, in his critical apparatus
ad loc., writest "aut | v, | ; « XOpnYdg glossema est,  aut exciderunt
nonnulla.”™ As « gloas, these words would seem unmotivated; thercfore
a lacuna is more probab}g. Nock in his text pifcea & lacuna after
xopnydg Probably this was oncé followed by a vorb, among other things.
Perhaps alsro f) FuUfpluaprG after naxdv is needlessly abrupt in its
contcext. Here aéain a lacuna ;eemn to be indicated, thias time after
wandv, Pretumably the original text would have discusse e Qlées
in detall, and would have had a number of short sentenceg::::terned
after the last part of this passage, §f mdvy & dnouafa dvBdse tol -
dya8ol lori, It seems most probable tﬁat-tuo such consecutive lacunae
would have been cauﬁéd by physical damage t; a manuscript,

We may postulate thg same cause in vi.4(75.4,5), which in the °
‘manuscripts r;a&: d 62 pj dmonfnrovra, pdiiora 62 § o0 wxaroU wxal rol -
: dyuOAU. At least a noun modifiéd by | and a main verb or some kind of |
a predicate is demanded. Scott in his apparatus suggests dAndff follow-
ing dmomnfnrovra and {6€a following dyafo0. The second of these seems

very good to me, the first at least plausible. Einarson supplies odafla

100 0ol Bvrwg dort after dyafo0, I would prefer to take

1I'do not see the need for a lacuna after vol 8eo¥ (Scott) in
Vioﬁ(?“ole)o

8
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5ome:hlpg from each of these conjectures and read @ 62 uf) Smonfnrovra,

pdiiora 82 ) rol xaroU natl rol dya8ol <lbea, Bvrwe ¥ori,s " Zuntz' reading, ‘

@ 8¢ pi} dmonfnrovra <odofa tqrt;atﬂvrwq ¥vra,> wdhiora 62 urk..i

seems to me less preferable since the purpose of f) before rol naro( be-
comes on that hypotheais obscure,

Thus the manuscript tradition'of C. Hs vi has suffered some
damagc, but perhaps less than the majority of the tractatas, Like 30
many of the tractates, it is glven to lacunae} at 18ast two major lacu-
nac in thls tractate nre'probgblyuduo to manuscript dnmase; Mosat of

the other errors are easily explained.

. €y He vil

Our text for tractate vii is quite sound} in fact there is only
one case where the manuscript rendlég is undoubtedly corrupt. That is
in v11.3(82.6,7), 1 Soxo0vra xal pf} vopt[dpcva afcﬁqrﬂplu dvafalnra
notGv., The problem here is the implied contrast between boxoGvra and
nil vour[Spueva, which appélrn purposeless. While the problen co@ld be
solved by omitting either wxal uf} voutldpeva (Nock) ox SoxoUvra xal uf)
.(Scott) or jgat uf} (Dodd), this solution is not altogether satisfactory,
since it would be difficult to account for the ln:ertlop of these words.
Festugiére'a'reading. 3 pf goxoUvru wxaf voptldpueva, which he trans- N
lates, "les organés des sens qui ne paraissent point et qui no sont pas
tenus pour tels,” seems excellent to me, although 1t would ﬁe easier to
account for the error if the text had originally read, @ au}> Soxolvra
nat pf} vopslépeva nrl.

)

1G. 2untz, "Notes on the Corpus Hermeticum; Harvard ThegloBlCnl

Review XLIX (1956) 73 f. ‘ : N
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Otherwise the text of this tractate 'f)rosents no obvioixs prob-
len, If our r;ypothesis ‘about the date of composition is correct, this
could be accounted for on the supi;osition that the cxenplar used by
the compiler for this tractate had few errors. However; the tractate,
being but thirty lines in Nock's text, islmuch too short to allow us

to use this as proof of a late date for the compilation of the Corpus

Hermeticun, ,5

- C,"H, viii
The text of €, H, viii has suffered extreme corruption., Con-
aratively few of the errors are of the sort that can easily be cleared
up., In vi11.2(87.18), the manuscripts read l6fou., emended by Turnebus
to read dV6fou. This reading is practically pguaranteed by the follow-
ing line, 18 ydp deflwov voU di'dfou brapfpet, Such a subsﬂtution is
casily understood because of the similarity of the two words,

p Either carelessness or a small defect in a,_mahuscript 1.5 To-
sponsible for the reading of v.111.2(88.1,2), 5 8¢ narfp adrdq Euurol
d¥610¢, in which either 6t (Einarson) or &p’(Tiedemann) should be
insert;ed before faurol. Scott's readiﬁg, tavrol a¥rio¢, 1s to be re-
jected because it presupposes his implausible enendation of the pre-
vious sentence; which wi-ll berl‘discussed below, Similar circumétanges
are responsible for the omission of a word in vi11,3(88,3,4), nal Sc_xov
fiv tfi¢ Bang dnonelpevoy (6nou;ruEVOv A) @ fautol, 1in which at least
one word, a noun modified by t(ps has dropped out, Tiedemann's emenda.-
tion of o adrol for v§ favrol is implausible since it 16 difficult to

see how such an error could have arisen, We may perhaps read 1§ faurol
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N
<Berfipari> with Scott or 1§ faurol <vip with Einarson. B
In vii1.2(88.2,3), &8 62 wdopog O3 1ol mrpdc dfsto¢ wal dBa-
vato¢ véyove, it i§-hecessary to emend dfétog,since otherwise this

sentence would conflict too blatantly with the distinction between
%%6;0( and deflmog¢ in viii.2(87.19,fb). Perhaps Flussas is right in
ggading dellwog for dfbloc; a scribe, if distracted, could be E’de to
confuse the two words Decause of the similarity in beginning and ending.
This would be easier if the middle letters had become smudged or ob-
scured,

These errors are relgtively easy to explain. We now turn to
the instances of major damage. In viii,2(88.1), 3 ydp afsiov, o
dft16v tort 8 ndv has been variously emended to roGro> Yap adfs10v
<b1’> ob &7616v dari 3 n&v' (Einarson), 3 ydp dl8cov, § dfsi6v
,égftv, abrdfovov' (W. Krol1); di'6tov ydp, ob df§|6v ¢ors 13 niv
(Tiedemann), and 13 ydp a¥riov <r>olf [df616v 2ort] <elvai> 3 v &
nﬁrﬁp> (Scott). Scott's emendation makes the most seanse, but, like
50 maﬁy of his emendltions; is utterly divorced from the manuscripts.
Tiedemanp's and Einarson's emendations are more faithful to the manu-
scripté,rbut don't really improve the sense.of the passage. W, Kroll's
emendation, while by no means as fanciful as Scott's, raises the ques-
tion how adrdyovovy could have been changed to v3 niv in the manuscripts.
To me, the most likely solution is that a line has dropped out be-
tween 13 ydp df8iov and of d1'616v dort 18 nSv. The author had been in
the process of defining 13 df6iov. Probably then 13 ydp dfsiov had

been followed by some additional material defining that word. Then we

would expect the beginning of the éentence‘which ends with od dfbtdv

e et Al

i
i
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tort 3 ndv. Since the next sentence begins with & 82 marfp, it seems
- probadle that this sentence had begun with & uev kdopog. It may then
have proceeded <. . . § plv xdog?qr§§§:urdv dort [fov> ob dfti6v ot -
10 NGV, Perhaps manuscript dnm;;e caused this omission,

A perhaps insoluble problem is furnlﬁhcd by viii.3(88.13,14),
Fxer 62 wal 2vBdde v nept fd‘ﬂkkq pixpd notd elhounfvnv 13 rijc

atffiocwg kal 3 tiig neidoewg. While we could emend v, , ., elhoupévny

to yij « « « elfdoupévn (Einarson) or Hraxrév> vt . . + efhoduevov (Scott),

these émcndatlons seem arbitrary; in fact, Scott_ adds and subtracts
ﬁcvcral other items to make sense out of the passage." More likely, sone-
thing has been lost after elloupfvnv, such as draffav (Nock). Since.
BAn in the previous sentence is the most likely subject for ¥xet, this
would leave fd tiig adffoewg xat v3 +iig peiloewg suspended, Probably the
rramnatical context for these words was lost in the same lacuna. Manu-

" script damage is indicated here as well.

In yiit.&(&&.io), i 6 dnonardoradig 7Gv énlftnuv owpdtwy gu=
ordoewg, a lacuna is to be suspected, and to be filled in, e.g. by ov-
ovdoeu <6|diuo:c (ilnarson). ouordoewg <draidoet dvaviwoic> {Nock), or
<61a&u9:(&nq T}Vctnl i¢> ouvordoewg (Scott). . - o

.In vi11,5(89,4), o0 ward Bovinoiv tol marpde ¥xwv, Flussas’
enendation, voUv for oQhas been easily accepted because of the parallell
expression, od pévov mpdg 13v Sedrepov Bedv odumberav ywv, AAAQ kal
¥vvoiav vo0 npmon, in the following lines. Nevertheless, it is not easy
to see how voliv could have become o¥, It is to be noted that the sub-
ject of the sentence, w3 82 tpfrov Ljov, & Uvlpumog, 1laeks a

suitable predicate. Perhaps this state of affairs ts not altogether
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unsatisfactory, since the interruption by Tat in viii,5(89.9) may be
taken as breaking the trailn of thought. - It is notable, however, that
the text of this tractate as we have it does not allow Hermes to state
whether he believes the soul to be immortal, im spite of his promise
to discuss that topic in viii.l(87.4,5). 1I1s it fanciful to suppose
that this information was included in some material now omitted be-
tween rol maepdc and ¥xwv, as e.g., od watd BodAnoiv rol martpdg
noBvfoner, Yre dBavaclavy ¥xwy, Kfl..?

Without wishing to lay a grea; deal of étéess on at leést thié,
last conjecture, which admittedly conflict; with the usual explanaiion
of this tractate,1 we can nevertheless suggeét ﬁat the text of this ‘
tractate is unusually prone to lacunae, Altho;gh it conslsts of only
55 lines in tﬁp Nock-Fes;ugiére text, we can count, apgrt from acci-
dental omissions of short words, two certain lpcunae,_3111.3(88.13,1a)
and viii.4(88,20), a probable laduna in viii.2(88.1), and a possible
lacuna in viii.5(89.4). These lacunae tend to be'of-tpe sort for
which the most plausible explénation is ﬁhysic&}_dange:to ;n earlier
manuscript, éaused for example by tear}ng. In any case, it is probable
that the exemplar foé‘thls tractate avallable to the compiler was in
very'bad condition, and had perhaps suffered a great deal of physical

damage. ;

"

C. Ho ix

The text of C, H., ix has suffereﬁ somewhat from carelessness,

"

1See below p. 130, .

r
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Thére are occasionaily strange substitutiona of words. tvice fbrms of'
urvqoté appeér for foer of v6not¢t in ix.1(96.6), rectified by
Vergicius, and in 1x.5(98.23), corrected by Flussas., There are also
elghteen instances in this tractate in whicﬁ vénoig 1s used cJ?rectly.v.
I have no explanation for this error, ilthough it is interesting to
note that, according to the author, God is éhé perpectual motion of
ev;:-rything, fdfdrvcimder kivelv, 1x,9(100.12,13). fmothef strange
substitution 1s cuonidoes for cuordoet (ilussas). 1x.8(99.él). Since
guor {agdi ¢ is an extremely rare word, one can only pay tribute to the
learning of the author of the malaptobism.

Among the more pedestrian substitutions are aloBifvar for (pro-
bably) aloBndijvai (Einarsoen) in 1x.2(96.18); perhaps xatvol (xal voU M)
for ucvoﬁ (A2N) in ii.3(97,9), g}ﬁhough here, since the conéext }9
corrupt, it is not possible to be certain; eYnopev for efrov &v (Scott)
in ix.4(98.5>; dpopd for S1dpopa (Ménard) in 1x.5(§8.20); ﬁﬁ for 3
(Scott) in ix.6€jﬂ.25)) adrol for atrdg (3°) in 1x.9(100.16), and pou

- for o (Zlelinski) in ix.10(100,19). These errors indicate careless-

ness in the maﬂ\gcripc tradition of this tractate, | o

There are also some small omissions. In 1x.1(96.10), a nal
should be inserted before § vénoig, following Nock. Either Ewg (Nock)
or péypt (8%) should be inserted before tijg dAnBefag in 1x.1b(100.21).
The author had used péxpi tic dAnfefag 1n 1x.10(100.19,20) and pexps
r1v3q in 1x,100100.21), In ix.6(99.6,7), odu (Tumeb\g) or nat ol
(Bc'Yp.) is clearly demanéfgﬂplfore Eth. These readings may indicate

3 :

r\\either carelessness in copying or manqscript damage to the exemplar.

; There s also evidence that at least one page in thls tractate

~
-
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had suffered eithet physical damage or. 1nterpolntton or both. In B \\
ix.2 7. 1-3), the ‘text as glven in the manuscripts reads as followss z\~

~

tuot 62 6oucf 3 Ychvtvuu duwor(pag ¢ tvepyetag Bv off <iv dverpwv

U$ct éypnyopanu ydp' aloﬂﬁotl. : Featugl&re here reads dnovcyovtvat

)

for rd ycyovévatr and, followlng Scott, places a lacuna after de, which

he fills 1n by ”1'1nte11ection est toujours unie” in his translation

(Scott <UUV€L£UKTQI dct vdqctq> a?cBﬁUCt ) If this emendation is

accepted, then the moat'prqbnble source of ergor is damage to the manu-

seript, - - “

| | More rrOublesome is 1x15(97'9-11). pndevdg ucpéuq 100 wéopou ’ .
umvoU (uul‘ vol M) Uwoq baruovoq ﬂp 913 1ol Beol nequriontwy 6a(uovt. '
" As previously noted, xatvol may be for ucvoU It-is possible that -
_unbcvdq, . .:buququ‘iq explanato;y. But since in the context demons .
are'resﬁdnsibré for evil thoughts, thérefﬁré demons in the Chfiatinn
senne of the word. uhereau the explanation seems more nppropriata to
daemona in the clanatcal aense, 1t should perhaps be rejected’as a- : - B | 3
gloss (bcott, Je Kroll). Thia lenvea us with fw. .. 6afuov1. Elﬁaf80n>
would hafe us reqd.<nXﬂv>‘yoU .« s ® nc¢wt|optvou, omlttlng 6afuov1.

But in thnc.éaae it is dlfficuit to see whywbarpov: was ever introduced.
Ziellnaki'a readlng, Tw dﬂd o0 BcoU uexwproﬁal bafpova , i is equally
difficult to explain. F. Cumont would‘have-us believe that there is s

o 2 R
ﬁiﬁ%ﬁ% nfter 6afuovr-proquced by homoeoceleu;on"_-Perhnpﬁ this“ia the

A

1 y . ‘: . ..!

B L L L L B N R

- Th. ztellnaki, "Hermea und die Hetmenik," Archiv fur Religions-
utssenechaf: VIII (1905), 336. oo #
2In Nock-Festuslére, 02. cit., P 102, n. 1. : 3

> .
b
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casej but it must be sald thgt UUTlQ—ﬁﬂtldtldbv, which‘ n th; manu-
scripts directly follows bafuoviycould be understood v;:;‘;ell if 1t
followed without intetruptlﬁn Yrav 916 rivog tiv Satpovfuv, which iﬁ-
mediately precedes unbevdg . . . Safpovi,  Therefore I am ready to
believe, following J. Kroll, that this phrase is alsoc a gloss, although
I must confess that I am baffled as to the motive for 1ts 1ﬁkértton.

| JIn sum, then, the te#t of C, H, 1x.l§parc from the difficulties
alrcady néted in 1x.2(97.1,2) and 1x.3(97.9-11), has relativelyf%ew

problems. Most of the errors seem to be simple substitutions of single

) rd
words. -

C; He x’
-The text of C. H. x has suffered considerable damage in trans-

4

mission. Some of the errors are simple substitutions, due ﬁo doudt to
aLs;ntmindednesa. Among these are nariuveioBar for naelkvefdeal (Bz)

in x.4(115.4) 1 dPAaPiic 62 ndomg wal dBuvgafaq for éither dBAaBilg .68

kal ndang 48, (Turnebus) or dBRﬁBtfag 62 ndong nal 46, (Nock) in the-
same place} Tv for R (Reitzensteln)l in x.5(115.5); ofrwg probably for
olmn (Patritiﬁs)‘in x.5(115,10); GYfF for aﬁfur (s£:§n1by Stobaéual,h1
X.7.43 Entlaadﬁevo; -fo% !nlkaedueyoq-.(glven by Her;;ppus) in x.6
(ils.ls); Sywpfvou (dymluevov A)  for &T;wutvou (Turnebus). or

i dyxoupfvou ‘td)'in x.15(120.15); UﬁYXPw#GT‘LGﬂCVEf adrf fof TUYY, Pl r"
Tilépuevov adth _(Stobaeua)-iﬁ x,l?.&j of ﬁépt ) for Smnpéry (Stobaeus,

ms, Pz) in x.17.63 2ottt for elot (pl, Ven.) in x.20(123,15); 4mvoloa .

'3

1He also removes rﬁé 8€ag in the same. line, 1h Hellenistische
Hysterienrclipionen (3rd. ed.j Stuttgart:t B. G. Teubner Verlagsgesell-
schaft, 1956, reprinted from 1927), p. 231, n, 1. ' .

L |
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for SuvoUoa (Fluesas) in x.zl(iza.i); and perhaps Bcr}q for oﬁb;tq
(Stobaeus) in x.25.1}. Theso_lll‘nppear to be aliﬁa of memory in the
inner diétnticn of the scribe as he transfers the text from his exemﬁinr
to lils neu'pnge.l While they sould happen to anyone, they are unusually
frequent in this tract;te, 1nd1cating perhaps a casual attitude on the
part of one of the scribes in its manuscript tradition.

The substitution of el 1ol for § 3 (Tﬁrnebua) in"x.2(113,13),
as that of &2 perhlpg for & (Scott) in x.5(115.6) are based on confu-
sion hroughp about by similarity of pronounciation;.

A few'of'the crrors in this tractate are most easily explalned
on the basis of a mlkrendihs of an uncial exemplar, as kavraprfa for
navapyla (dj in x.5(115.14), and iv § 3 for Gvﬁfd (Scott) in x.11-
(118.20); omuafd fc'perhnpa;for oipa, @ ve (Einarson) in x.10(118.3)
is probably the result of the misreading of an unaccented text., On
the other hand, a miniscule exemplar is more likely responsible for the
substitution of tunotofon for e motoloa (Flussas) in x021(124.2).

Probably malfouptog for maAfgourog (glven by Stobaeus) or
m\ (GoupTo¢ (Tu%nebus) in x.8;3 is merely a spelling error. The same
is likely t;:ue of clptar (r;'fps-ﬁa.l cM) for ¥par (D, Stobaeus) in Xe 2441,

A few erforc in this tractate 1nvolve'thé omiasl;n of one
‘.letteft Evixiv for ycvuuﬁv,‘x.l(IIJ.A), given correctly in x.7(116.7);
xegakfi for xeqahfig (Turnebus), x.11(118.14)3 mAeT (BChl v el A
ety ch) for vAcfw (Ménard) or‘nAcroiu (Nock) in x.11(118,19);

oV¢'(B¢ A) for woig (d} vqu'bt'Bz,'Stobaeﬁs) in x.18.8. Some slight .

N

5ee Dain, op. cit., pp. &4 ff.

T
G
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defect in a manuscript c#used these orrors.
There aro also occasional omissions of words. In x,6(116.,3),

vd 18 omitted, and should be insarted either before ¢of dyadol (Bc) or
before xdilog (Roitzenltolh)f In‘x.b(lla.17.18), Ysiov ydp 100 dyatol
vd YVWPfLC?d“f tort 3 dyadov, foliowing Foitugfaro,l we should per-
haps punctuate after yvwpflcofar and insert toUro before lort, In
x.11(118.18), &v § should be insorted before loriv f *uiq, sae Nock's
qppnratdo ad loc, . l

/// | It is not clear why we have cl{obdvaocn for tlabdvuq(n ) in

\x.21Q123. 21) or rwv Kard pevouafay for olther mard pevouoluy omitttng ’
riv (Nock) or Wy xamd perouafav(Einarson) in x.2(114.1), Perhaps a
scribe was absent-minded, |

There ito alld [ lltgé numﬁer of lacunae in the text ;f this

tractate. We can for convoﬁlenéo divide these into twokgroupal those
that can best be explained as caused by homoecoteleuton, homoearcton, or
related phenomena, and-;hose that can bést be ;xplainod in terms of
mnnunéripi damage. For some in ﬁhe first group, the original reading
may be furnished by Stobaeus, In x.7.10, the manuscripts reyd at o2
dvpimeiar d8avaafag (af déavaofag A) !xououl. This becomes clear
1f we read, with Stobaeus, dpxiv> dBavua(aq. -(We need not follow him
in reading Yaxouc;v for ¥xououir, ) Presumably the succession of words
bogfnning with A helped to pracipié;to this error.

For x.22.4,5, we have, in the text of the Corpus Hermeticum,

the enigmatic words, xaf xoiwvlvouot pdv al viiv 0cliv waiq v dvopdnuy,

o

-lFestugiére. Révelation d'Hermes Trlaméﬁiaté; IV, 57, n. 1.

'l
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4

8 62 6cd¢ ™dvrwv, This becomes clear 1f,\v1th Stobaeus, we re;dl wal
xotvivouot pev al tiiv Bedv ralg v dvBpdmuv, <at 82 viv dvBpdmwy Taiy
&y dhoywv, Eniperolvrar 62 of wpelrroveg v Narrévay, Oeolt plv dv- -
gpbmury, vOpumor B2 tiv ANSywv [fav,> 8 62 Oed¢ dvrwv.

-~ It may also be possible, with the'help of Stébacus, to recon-_
struct x.1342, & volg ¢v g Aoy, 6‘1670q &v oy v, & Yuxd v 1§
ofpart o The dlfficulty is that tﬁh next sentence begins with fd’r
nvcﬁwq; Since'Stobaeus reads nvedupatt for afuari, it would be possible
simply to follow Stobaeus herej such a su?stitgtlon is not impossible .
glven the tendencles of‘the manuscript tradition of this tractate. %But
it is also poésiblq that a lacuna is to be suspected: f| #ﬁ%ﬂ tv oy
<nvedpart, 18 nveﬂbqlév w> Gﬁuart. This is presupposed in Mead's
;ranslatién, Op. clc.;'II, 149. (So Turnebus and Wachsmuth,)

A similar erélr‘probably occurred in x.1(113.6,7), ) udv ydp
mﬁccwq wat alffoedc tori mpoonyopfa. Since the séntence In 1its con-
text should be defining ¢Joig¢, it is, as it stands, tautological. &

J. Kroll would golve this problem by reading ¢O(ocewg fof ploewg, clear-
lj a good choice, since it would provide a contrast for‘ﬁﬁﬁﬂoewc. Scott
would read @UOCHC YEVETHEWS, | .Zuntzl_wﬂdglq perboewg These emen-
dations would suggest that two words had become telescoped into one, .
This is also qulte.possible. b uou;d prefer, borrowing from each sug- ' _ =§
gestlon, to fead Pooct¢ POfodewg . the ‘ervor being caused by the close

juxtaposition of two similar words. . - ' . |

1Zunl:z. loc., cit., p. 74, S 3 g




66
) !
The same tendency may have causced the error in the subordinate
clause immediatoly following: dnep aafr nept ™ perapignd mal wivprd
waf dx{vmra, Here the repeated =pra would tend to cause errora. P;tri-
tius reads: u:ﬁuqufd <coual dpcrdpfinra>, uhich however destroys -the
sensce of thoe passage, ;hlch contrasts qJoi¢ and tvlpyeta, Nock, who
points this_out, aave;'tho sense by reading of 6¢> wal <mepl >
dufvnra, It §s, however, dlfficglt on that hypothesis to account for
the present condition of the manuscripts. The solution ia more 1likely
to be along the lines suggested by SC;ttl <) 62 100 8coT tvipyera
wepl m dpenidinra> xaf dxfvyra, I woul&, however, prescrving a more
strict paralliclism with the preceding clause, prefer to recadi <ﬂ§6c‘
dvlpycta Oerfiocag nal notfioeds lart nipoonyopfa, Kncb tort nept ' v
diertprnra> nal dulvpra, It is to be noted thdt, sccording to x.2
" (113.11,12), the activity (2v€pyeta) of God is 8fAnoi¢ and, according
to x.3(114,7,8), the Good is td moinrixdv, |
Theré are also jany errLra in the taxt‘of this tractate which
seem to be the result of damigg to the manuscripts. A major example
may conveniently be clited hore, since it fqllpw. directly oﬁ the last
//;;;tlonud, in x.1(113.8,9): toyrfori . vd OeTd ve naf dv8pdnzia v ad-
8¢ BoGXcrux elvat Here the major difficulty is that Iv cannot be ex-
plaincd in its present context. Scét; salvages it iq.part by trans-
ferring it, removing ve in the process: toUrfort 14 Oefa [ ve) &v:kuf‘;ﬂ ,
~rd> dvipdmeia adrde Bodherat elvar, .Hblla this emendation is less ' -
arbitrary than many ‘of Scott's, it is sttil difficule n%_account for the
presoﬁt state of the text 1f it is correct, Einarson fgads B for v, .
but again cuch a éuhktitutton is not ea;y co‘oi?lninl MOreOVEr, on this

\ -
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hypothesis, the text is rather abrupt. Patritius’ emendation, ¥v

<¥uao£ov>, is more economical, but lqavei unexplained the relntlon of

this sentence to the definition oquﬂolq in the previous llne."l sug-

pect:l larger lacuna, as for exnmp;;l <tv piv ydp dvBpdmorg ;Qlﬂfl;ﬂ i

dvepyeta <Bv &ntyefuv pévov, fv 82 1§ 0ed yruwvy bv adrd¢ BoUherat elvui,
(According to x.18110;11, the human voUg is greative with reap;ct to )

-

carthly things.)

“ (Perhaps the following sentence, dAAaxo0 8¢ dvlpyeray xabdg
wat &nt 1Ov YAhwv 2816dEapev Oefuv ral dvipemfvng x,1(113,9-11), nceds
no emendation, since it is adeQuatelymtrhnslatoa in its present state
" by Festugiércl for the use of int seqLLiddell—Scott-Jones LAY ¢nt,
A.ixl;a;.p. 621,) .

Although Féatugiére wishes to salvage dAAd Umapfiv adrijv <Tv
Hﬁnnv in x.2(113;14).1 it seems best to supposa either that there is a
lacuna in the text or,-as Nock suggests, that the words are a gloss.,

~

In x.3(114.13,14), 8 62 0ed¢ xal marip xal 73 dyaddv § e{var

m™vra, Nock's emendation of t3 for 7§ might be acceptable except that -

I would read 1§ tlvgt ™ mdvra <def noINTIKEV>;

cf, Scott, 1§ Hfieivy> elvar @ mdvra <ndvrwv Tarfip.>

" ~— - —
Festugiére, La révélation d'Hermés Trismépiste, 1V, 6,

21bid., IV, S7.
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In x.4(114,15-17), kal ydp tolro 66Aes elvat xal Eaf{/ual
aﬁ@, pdiora 6 adré, xal ydp vd ¥k ™vra 61d rolrov ¥ort, e may
perhaps postulate a lacuna causgd by a tear across elther the bottom or
thé top of a page, leaving gaps after adr{ and ¥ori. The second of
these was suspected by Scbtt, maihly because of the abruptness of the
_ text} grammatically he did not need it.since he read 8§13 rolro, follow-
ing Pal., Q, for 61d_{oﬁfov. Featugiéfe tn the Budé edition wanted to
obviate the need for postulating the first lacuna by reading,nat ¥ort
xal adrd, pdhiora 61’ adrol, perhaps supposing too many alteratlons
i; the texts later he revertgd to the manuscript reading, which he
translated, "Car cela aussi Dieu veut quercela soit, est c'eat 14 une
propriete qu‘i} posséde lui ausaiiet principalement. De_fait tout le
reste n'éxiste que pSGr celn.fl But this is perhaps too clumsy. |
A lacuna must also be supposed in“x.15(120710,11), obirw
(o8¢ CM) pévov dyueﬂ yuxtd, xal odbemore dfuaﬁ, ua#ﬂ 62 Yrvcrut. In
the context in x.15, the subject of discussion is the yvioi¢ of God,
vhich is characterieed as the only salvntion, and as the road to Olym- |
" pus. Now, Nock emends the words here quoted by.red 1ng povg for uovwv -
and inserting dcf'after odbfnore dTueﬁ. .The difficulty is, that it is |
not at all easy to see how a soul which is on the road to Olympus
should ever become‘evil. This is all ﬁhe more astonlshiﬁg since we
learn in the next paragraph that the subject of/discupaion 18 now the
-soul of a child before ic has become corrupted. It seems reasonable to

suppose that there is a large lacuna in the text, perhaps aftébwsekw «

ypid., 1v, 60. - ‘ (\ |
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pdvGVT“'(Sgott, vho makes other thanges, places a lacuna ng;erltvxﬂ.)

This omission would have confiinqd the words which had chunged the sub~ ,(

ject, There may also be a pinor omission of det (Nock) or u€ver after
odb€nore dyadd,

In x,15(120.14,15), 700 oviarog adrfig ¥ri 8Alyov Bywwro
($yuwro D) wal wnbémw 3 nIv dynanbvou (Sywduevov A dywoluevov d),

Mt is posﬁxble that ¥r( SAfyov Byuwro val 1s a comment by a scribe
uhich has intruded itself into the text,

Thus it appeara_chat.the-text of this tractate has suffered
considerable damqg; in the course of transmission both from scribal
errors and from manuscript damage. Characteristic is the ormission of
1ndi§1dua1 iettera. lndiéattng parhaps light manuscript damage rather

-

than carelessness. Also characteristic is the large number of lacunae,
some apparently caused by manuscript damage, others by carelessness
snduced by homoeoteleuton or homoearcton. No evidence of deliberate R

alteration of the text was uncovered, although in at least e case it

is apparent that a gloss has intruded itself into the text,
'l' .

C., H. xi
'The text of C. H. x1 is thoroughly cprrupt;- Anmong. the more
casily explained errors are tyxwpelv for exxwpelv (Scott) in xi.5
(149.10), caused by the similarity in appearance of the.gﬁq words}
xa1vdv for xevdv (B, Bon. wafvévy Ven., Pal.) in xi.5(1&§.15), caused
bx itacism; rU*Eutv for taig 8yeotv (Turnebus) in ﬁ}.lG(lSﬁ.l). for
which I can assign no cause, hnd-evnfﬁv for d8avdrwy (Tiedemann) in

xi.10(151.11), again caused by the resemblance of the two words. In

?
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x1.13(152.14), el ud Beutg elnely, we may chooso.bétwaen 9 pi) (Scott),
caused by inattention, or Y pou (which I propose), caused by itacirm.
In x1,20(155.12,13), *Bv &pofwy was written for 19 Spofy (Vergielus),
presumably through mere carelessneas, _

| In x1.15(153,14,15) ;af fi udv sfvnoig avpoygr, | 82 wpljig
dvavfwoig, Nock indicates that ogrpogf is suspect, I would write 7poyf|
for orpogf]; the error would be caused by tha resemblance of the two

words. The text as it now stands 1s practically tautologicalt ‘whirling

is turning. If this emendation were accepted, the sentence would read

"its whirling 1s nurture, but its hiding is renewal.k\\\
- Twice superlatives are written for comparaciveel/ in xi,20

(155.18), 6¢qldfurdq for OynAdrepog (Turncbus) and in xi.22(}56.17),.
.unEPERUfoq\fdé,;uvcp@rcpoq (giygn-by Cyril). Perhaps in these two
cases we oﬁght not to exculpate the author.

As in tractate x; some errors appear to have been caused by one
or two letters being obscured. Thig may, for example, have given us 62
for Y6e (Scott) in x1.7(150.8); peraBdiloudn for perapdiloucav (dB®) in
the follouiné lines od62 (odb’ CM) for odbev (DB®) in xi.lB(lSh.IG)jf
ni for mong (Tiedemann) in x1.10(151.10)5 and mplyua for mpdyuara (D)
in x1.20(156.2).

In xi.20(155. 11), v udouov, taursv, 8rov, we may choose be~
" tueen faurdy <res Blov (Reitzensteln) or faurdv, <rd> Blov (Scott); in
either case a ‘word was omitted, either through carelessness or bgcnpse
of manuscript damaée.

If Nock is right, then a massive error due to itacism is found

in x1,16(153,22~154.1), which in A reads pfav olv ¥xer el 62 8v e¥f rig

.
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loriv adrol lb6&a, thLL last ;ord apparently being a correction from
{6¢a, found also in CMD and probably originally in B, The worda el &2
v eV Tig bacnm&iln BCM ¢l 62 Qv e¥n rig, perhaps a partial correction.
In D they became fbéav Bv c¥n 71g, in Ven. el 62 Bv ¥rig, in B ¢l &k
t¥n ri¢e According to Noék, the reading of A is falthful to the arche-
type, and stands for [&fav cY ftgll this reconat;ucclon scems very plau-
aible to me, . B *

A sinilar error has been suspected in x1.19(154.20), ¢lg Yv 82
sl nbpcuoﬁvut. | Nock, following Patritius, wishes to read c{c *Lvbindy

_moprudfjvat but perhaps Scott's conjocture, elc v &) nal <Bovkes yijv>
is more plaucibley if s0, then mnnubcrlpt damage may be suspacted,

The recading of the manuscripts for x1.22(156.16), cludvi rumﬁq- ’
deu%oq 8 0céc, 1w baffling. Noék prints cfwa pficegiven by Cyril (seo
Nock's addenda, 11, 403), which is ptobabl} rlght! but it Ls very dif-
ficult to nééount for the reading given in the manuscripts.

Similarly difficult to nccouné for is Ypxwv xat fiycpdv for
Ypxovrog mal fiyendvog (Turnebus) in x1.7(150.7). It is difficult to-
suppose a lacuna here, since there is no apparent gap in the contents
of the paragraph. Therefore we must blame this error on lnattention.
This sort of error is very frequent in tractate xii, sec above p, 76 f. - -

Some of the errors in C. H. xi make sense on the supposition
that a uord‘or group‘of words was first omittéd accidentally, then writ-

ten into the nargin, and later incorporated i?;o.tho wrong place in the

»

¢

. See Nock in Nock~Festugiére, op. cit., I, xvi, intre.
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text in the course of recopying. So for example the fivrst words of the
tractate, wardoxeg olv wdv Adyov, & Tptopfyiore ‘Epul], »at ucuvﬁco v
Acyoptvuv, &g 8& por rfhBev elnely odn dxvfiow,.  x1,1(147.2-4) do
not make acnse as .an opening. Nock in hli apparatua indl;atou that they
oupht to be tr teferred to xi.1(1&7.7). immodiately after gavépwoiv,
lffso, then the above explanation would be the most probabdble.

In x1.2(147,.7,8), the words 6'xp6voq'fkck any context, But in
x1.2(147.9) in BCM, the words 6edg, & aldv, & wéonog, | Y€veoig¢ occur.
. Theae words also occur in A, except that xpdvoq appears for wéupnog. Tler-
_haps we can best account for thl; qtnt;'of affalirs by suppooing that A'a
reading of xpdvbg is a éonj cturae, so that the archetype in thlé caso
rcad as BCH. Then we may suppose that in an earlier :cxi. pqrhaps the
. exemplar used Sy the archetype, & Xp6vog had first been émltted.’then
written into the margin. The compiler would then have made an unfor-
tunate gucss as to the origlnal pOnlﬁlon of 8 xpbvog. Originally, the
vhole line, 0edg, 8 aldv, & xSopog, & XpSvogy §| v€veoig (the order bo-
ing guaranteed by xi.2(167.10;11), immediately follouing,gnn probably a
Rloss. -

.Forguson would, perhaps rightly, emend x1f6(149.23-150.1), LT |
wivrede 88 dmpotov mal veov xal pdidov dwpatdrepov, by transferring
¥orar from x1.6(149,23), nat od makaibrepov oébiv ¥orai.  If so, then:.
a similar explanation is to be suspected, This passage may also be
emended, however, by temovlng-uut;uﬁklov dupatbrepov (Reitzenstein),

these two words being a gloss on either miiatdrepov or dupalov,

Festugieére suggests that xt.,15(153.6,7), torl vofvuv elndv ro0

.. 0co & aldv, 7ol 63 allivog & x6opog, Tl 82 xdupou § HAtog 18 displaced,
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and originally followed x1.14(153.4), Lwi!8€ loriv ¥vwotc voO xal YUXiige
This suggestion, for which he gives dctpifud Justification in his

La révélation d'Hermds Triemfépiste 1V, 156-158, seems to me qulte plau-

sible, and if correct would be another instance of the tendency in the
manustript tradition of this tractate for groups of wotds to become dis-
.placed, for the recasons sugpested above,

The text of this tractate has attracted a large n;mbnr of un-
fflnndly glosses, That 1s how, following Ferguso;: I would interpret
ychotSrarov in xi,11(151.17) and &v TOAAQ YcA;tdrufov in xi.lZ(lSi.ZO).
These wou1$ not have referred precisely to the words immediately follow-
ing, which in both cases are inoffensive, but to words in the 1m¢ediatn
context: wal Tdv piv udcuog &pokdyncuq det elva in x1.,11(151.17,18)
and adtdv 62 tdv Bedv néovov elvar 6Aei¢ in x1.11(151.19). So also
in x1,15(153.11), Sectotbafpuy b¢ (Serotdatpdvag BC) duodct; was
rightly attributed by Reitzenstein to a Chrlatianlslqssatori it has no
i lpgical connection with its present context. We may compare these with
such notes as the scholion attributed to Psellus in the margin of B2 at
1.18, and incofporatedwinto the text of M. Apparently only the text of
C. Ho xi suffered in this way in the archetype. It seems most plausi-
ble to suppose that éhese glosses are commeg;éiby a Chriétlnn scribe
disttésséq at tﬁe teachings of some partﬁzbf this tractate., Since on1y 
tractate xi suffers in tﬁld way, although ﬁhera is occasion in all of
the tracta%és, it seens reasqnablg to suppose that at least this tractate

had passed through the hands of a Christian scribe before becoming incor-

porated into the Corpus Hermeticum. This is consistent with'the hypothe-

sis that the Corpus Hermeticum was compiled at a late date, and

&2
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5

inconsiatent with the hypothesis that it was the product of a lermetic

relipgious comunity.
- [

As often in thea Corﬁus, therg'is evidence of lacunae in thel
text, That is how, for example, I would interpret xi.5(149.10,11),
(¢ Ydp uc;’ txeTvov e¥re [uilc nal dBavaofag peraBoAfc no16TnToC.
Nock, ncceptiné Scott's reading of noinnic for mot1drnroc as well as
Turnebus® reading of dOuvuoraq <ﬂut> uetTapolfic, also reads forifor cY¥re,
A1l of thege postulated misréndlnga would be acécpcable in themselvess
but a more economical solution would be to pontﬁlate a lacuna after.
NotGTTOC, suppiomencing, in part, as followst notdmnrog <opnydg e¥re
e o ¢>, The wat after gwﬁq may be secondary. This lacuna would have
been caused by damage to the manuscript. |

There 15 a mnjof difficuity in x1.21(156.,10,11), v8 b2 &EGvuobar
yvivat maf eckﬁdut nu!‘lkﬁraztdﬁdq 2ort ed0cla t6fa 100 dyadol ¢fpouca -
maf b@ara. | Reitzenstein gives 6id for {6fa which should mean
"through™ the Good. But surely the Good should be the goal, not the’
means. 1f with ﬁin;raon we read edbuwpfq for edBela, what should we
do with [&(a? Tﬁ; beginning of the sentence, up to t08efa,is in itself
acceptable, and uould;menn; *being able to know and will iﬁd hope is a
stralght road;"” in this context lbka qu dyaBo0 La.aléo perhaps accep-
tables "bolonging to the Good," It is the next words, pépouvcs xafl
Babfa, which present a problem, Festugléfe wouid read fgbéta for ﬁdbf&,
changing only an accent, and would translate, "aanant méme af;c soi
(ayant pour COnséEﬂénce) des qhdsé faclles.fl "I find this tranalntion

»
-

1Festugiére,'La révélation d'Héfméb Trisméegiste, iII. 110, n, 6.
- “—\.—" N
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" rather enigmatic, however, ang therefore I would prefer to suppose a

ldcuna after either dyaBoG or cpc’pouou. T}:istlacuna may have containgd
some reference to the idea of the Good, which is the légical: subject
for the next sentence, 86edovel gor mvrayxol duvavrioe: xaf ‘mvmxéﬁ
SpBfigeTar, KTA ., for'which no subject. a;)prearls' to be available in the
corltext. . ) |
) . Significant damage has occurred in x1,10(151.10-12), NG otiv
kal @ Bvnrd IGa ¥Aha v Bvnriv; nig 62 vd .ddeurov raf déa;uaru,, no1olivra
(rotoUv n!’Bd) Ifuv .uﬂ mot ETv, “In the context, the author is attacking
the doctrine that there are two creators. One vnrlant of this doctrine,
mentiqned 1n xi.9(151.1,2), is that one of thege created matter, the\
otherVSOuls. In xi{lo, the author apparently intends to question thig
view: offrw 82 vSer, d)q mvrdg mﬁu.a'roq Lavrog &E U)\rp; wal yuxic v
000TRIY EXOVIOC & o o o This, according to the writer, leads to the
conclusion that the creator of 1mmor1'ta1 animals is reapbnsible for the’
creation of all life, reading wi.t:h Tiedemann Tﬂm‘lq for g, xi. 10(151 10).
Then follow these two sentences, which are supposed to clinch the argu-
ment;. The first may easily be solved, with Tiedemann, by reading ﬁv
doavdrty for v 8vnriiv, .The gecond sentence should perhaps read nwg 6e‘
<beV t3vs (6T <-mv> Fez:guson) 3 dedvufov xat d6avacfay motothvra
<Td cnf;mm:; Loy (LFov G;mfav Ferguson) pf| moielv, The first of these
omissions would have been caused by the similarity of the surrounding
words, the second by the repeated er{dings in ~tma,

For x1,13(152,12, 13), cf Y2p drodeseinrat pybdv Suvduevov
elvat, Nock's solution, «ve> u.qbtv <oiolivra ud> Suvdpevov elvar B
and Head's, unb2v dpydv> 6uvdpevov efvat, both seem plausible; we

-

\ [
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could perhaps-aqﬂ pndey 6uvdbcvov.efvﬁt <el pfl motet.s

Tbis tractate then has its share of lacunae, mainly, it would

apﬁenr, caused by mnn;script damage, In additioﬁ. it has a large number
of copying errors, of which the majority seem to have been caused by
carelessﬁess. although some uére probably caﬁsed by 1light damage to a
zanuscript. An unusual feature is the large number of cases in which

"t appears that a sentence or a group of words has been transposed.

Even more unusual in tHe Corpus Hermeticum is the number of unfriendly,

presumably Christian glosses which this tractate has attracted. As
already tndicated, this last feature is consistent with the date postu—

lated in the previoug chapter for the formation of the Corpus Hermeticum,
)" .

C. He xii ' - ‘ '
- : y
Apart from the readings noted in the previous chapter, the text
of C. H, xii presents relatively few difftculties, most of which are
easily explained. The most common error in this tfaccate:is the sub- . -
stitutien of one form of & word for another. Thus in xii 1(174 5),
ve have advSv probably for adrdg (Reitzenstein)l .08t (Einarson) ig . ' .
more clumsy. So also in x1i.1(174, 9), we have aﬁroﬂ'fo:'aéfwv(Flussas)i
in x11.4(175.19), <3 EloYov for r@ doya (BS); ouvEornxe for ouveorifuy
(Scott) in x11.15(180.14); dnoréoas for dnoA€oBat (Parthey) in xii,16 » 5
(180.19); ¥nep for Bomep (DB yp, ) in x11.21(182,19); 8an for Bagv é
) i

(pB) in xi11.22(183.7); Bin 2vepyera for Bang vEpyerav (Patritius) in

lneitzenstein. Die Hellenistische M sterlenreli lonen, p. 408, T
Supported by Festugiére, La rgvelntlon d'Hermés Trismggiste, 1v, 7, .

n. S,
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x11.22(383.9); fi odoca for rﬁh odofac in xi1.22(183.10). If~there is

any tendency here, it is to replace the oblique cases with the nomina=

tive singular; but it is not follouéd consistently,

"It seem plausible to suppose with W. Kroll that-in 111.3(175.12).
el¢ was written for a]q. Prgsqyﬁb}f this was caused by itacism.
’; Frequently small words are omitéed. In xii.6(176'7 8), 3 63

)

viv ¥xov & mept rarfag wxat efuapuévqg A6yoc, a negative is missing.
-t

Py

Nock, on the advice of Tiedemann, reads od for 6 and then, follouing

Scott, inserts & before Abyoc. I would prefer to leave é 1n its pre-

—

sent position, reading <ol¢> 8. In xi1.8(177.7), we should insent d
(8%) before vonrd ofuara, in xit, 14(180 1), 2 (Turnebus) before gdvlcra
oluara, in xii 22(183 9,10), v (B%) before onudrnru. Perhaps in
xii.9(177.13,16),.we should, following Nock’s suggestion, read <nat>t}oﬁ
v;ﬁ. In x11,21(182,20), as indicated in Festuglidre's translatton, we
should perhaps read péin dort <rol Bcoﬂ>, cf. Scott's pepn dort <rof
fecol> (BcoU B D). h xil.l(l?d.ll) we should perhaps insert dvepmnodg
after dBavdfouq (3%). 'In xii.14(179, 17D, 8 odv ASyog 2oclv elxadv uut
volc tol BeoU, the insertion of rof vo¥ after e{wdy (Flussas) would

make a great deal of sense; compare the,simllar chain of being‘in
xi,15(153.6,7). .

In x11.21(182.21), afpcis probably in errof for cfuuﬁptvm

(Séott)l this error could have been facilitnted by 1taclsm.
| In xii.4(175. 21), ydp xat (DBc) became aaf vdp. Perhaps one

of these words hnd been omitted in the course of copying, then inserted

between_the lines, from which it was later introduced into the wrong

place,

LI S A I P
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g; is dtfflcult to know uhat to do with x14.5(176.2,3), xa
xoldL‘fﬂ! b/ 6 EE dvdynne wiic eluapplvng Spdong 13 Yovove'  Nock brac-
kets )} in-his text, but lnlhis Spparatus suggests 8 aqunbdly di&’>‘ﬂ &
KTk, , suppoagns two errorl.ﬁd)n\\ | |

, Ihcré‘nppearl to be a lacuna in x§1.6(176412-14) 1 wat niiy
Br1 tv pdv rolg rot¢ Lfotg odu ¥oriv edepynrinde, dhi'dvﬁuo:oq ¢v nioy,
5 ve Bupindvy nal 3 £n|6u;qftu6v ofevviwv, it.seems best to read,' '
as Nock tentatively sugggats, ndotev, v 6e‘dv9p&not&> nfl:*} Pgrhaps
more words have ban omitted; but at least theseugrds‘;;g demanded by
the céntexf.

-Thefe {s also one apparent addition to the text, in xi}.lz )
(178.21-179.1)s 8vi 800 ralra v§ dvopdmy & Beds mipd ndvra %Vntd
lia &aplouro, vov te volv xal t3v ASyov, lo6tipa m d6avacrq, tov
s npo¢optu6;_ldrov'¥x;l. Ihe lnatlfiﬁe wordd herev;eem to be 3 31055
based on.chaptér thirteen izmediately following, But in fact it is
incorrect, since the author appears to equivocate between the 2vbidferog
A6Y0¢  and the TPOPopPIHSg ABYOC, 1f indeed he is even Qware of ‘the
distinction,

Some proposed enéndations to the text of ‘this tractate are
innecessary since they presuppose a logical consistency foreign to the
author, So for example, when the author writes 8mou yﬁp yuxq;?Eu:T nat
voﬁq doriv,  xii.2(174. 13), and {n the same chapter &v 82 voTg dAdyorg
L@O'C fi vuxd Log 2ort xevl) 100 voO . (174.14,15) and (volg) nat toiy
nev dA6yorg T 6¢? tndafqu pdoet ouvepyel (174,16-175.1), it 1is not
necessary to postulate an ingertion, wifﬁ‘neltzenstein; the suthor is

simply not concerned with the logical coherence of his statements., For

3
i
. . i
&
Q ) . /
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a discussion of simil?r problems &n xii.ll, see below, p.‘ 117 f. -
v
. In summary then, the text of C. H. xii, while not without prob-
lems, compares f@vourably with the text of most of the Hermetlc trac-
tates, There 1:5 litcle evidence of maguscriht damage, but there is
some .evidence of careléssness., ghe most common type of er;:or, apart
from the tquency to write odv for e?vcél-noted in the previous chapter,

is-the tendency to wriFe the wrong form of a noun or a verb,
C. H. xiii |

The text of C. Ho xiid has suffered moderate da.mage. Some of
the corruptions are easily explained as resulting from errors in copy-
ing. Thus pedec:wg’for mmﬁdo'ewn; (Reltzenstein) in xiii1.1(200.8) |
most likely goes back to a m’isreading of a miniscule K, \ In xii1,1
(200,14), mMYYCVE&fO’{ mpabolvar (mAiyyeveofav mapadolvat MBC),
the most plausible explanation, following Zuntz, 1s that mpdéoogty has
dropped out before mpaboﬂ'vm because of the similarity 1n appearance
of the two worda.l So also in x111.9(204.11), upfdtm; (Parthey) be-
came wr(oewg and in x111.10(204.23), iecmemev (Reitzenstein) became
d0ewpfiBnuevy” *

‘If Eitrem is right,z then a similar accident has happened in
x111.12(205.11,12), && dpioudv 6dbexa Yvrwv v dpiBusy (rév dpioubv A,
corr. Ac). He would, for apth'ﬁ\sre;d either ¥pdpav or, "melius,”

&pulv or dpﬁovu’u‘v. The error, he suggests, was attracted by ‘vév dp1Budy

in the following line. Festugiere would render this unnecessary by

1Zum:z, op. cit., p. 76 £,
%, Eitrem, "Varia CVIII," Symbblae Osloenses XXVII (1949) 144

1 R
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suppressing v dp 16y (uhiFh hepénkes to have begn th ;eading of the
archetype) as a v;riant, leaving & dp1Oulv as it 1s, but understood 1n
the sense of "1£em" or “term of-a series,” gee ledell-Scoét-Jones S. v,
dpteudc;/f,d, p.;i&O.l In this case Eitrem's aolﬁtion seems to me to : ' ‘
be the most plausible, : . - F
| In xi14.22(209,15), ¢ndyvyeidas Presumably became Indyyeie
(¢miyyethe By &dyyeidov B ) because of itaciam. In xi11,3(201.19),
otuert (Keil) appatrently became\ugx Evs, In this case the ;rror will

have been facllitated by the fact that the two expressiong have the

same firat and last ayllables. In x111.7(203,15), 5:a foU (B ) could

common, and therefore would tend to be used, as it wvere, autouatlcally.
&

Accordingrﬁo Zuqtz, in xii1.17(207, 23), XplotY given by 3%, has become
nfﬁc:v (krraxv 129?), no doubt because of the\;jnillrlty of the two
-

N

Acéording to Reitzenhteinsa}n xiit, 3(201 14), 8pGv v1 &v uot

words.,

anaafov 8fav (dplvri AN 8pBv BS), ¢t takes the Place of a pnrtlnlly

obscured word 1n the manuscrlpt. He proposed more, which seems to be

demanded. by the aenae of the paragraph. Flussas had proposed tiv’ for
Tibut in that case TIV appears to be unnecoauary.(nfaatugiéro.would -

PUHCtU&Ce after 1133 8€av would then be in apposition, This reading is

1A.-J. Festugieére, "Corpﬁuqﬂermeticun 13, 12,” Classical FPhilolo~
gy XLVIII(1953) 237-238, .
{
2G. Zuntz, "On the hymns in Corpus Hermeticum xiii,” Hermes
LXXXIII (1955) 76,

LS ‘ '

3Festuglére, La xévélation d'Hernds Trismégiste,ﬂlv,.zoz, ne l.
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Tay

quite possible. although I prefer Reitzenstein's reading,

Presumlbly xanuscript damage also gave us mvelya for nvewdrile -

(Xei1) in xi11.18(208.18),

I [

~ The post economical solution for xiii 15(206.18),. nanq ’Oxbod-
ta & Dot pdvdpng 5950“‘035 is that propbsed by Zuntz, who would simply ‘
remove byﬁdea on the ;rounds that it could easily have intruded itself
from thc previous llne.1 (Scott aleo ‘removes ?0ySodda, but makes other
unnecessary alterations. ) Presumably a scribe began'to recopy a-line,
but‘caught himself in time. (S;;\above, P. 40 for a simllar phenomenoﬁ
on a larger scale in 11.12,1,) Nock once wished to remove the‘whole
clause,2 but apparently repented, since he does ;ot even meﬁtion that
pr;posal in his apparatus 1n'th¢ Nock=Festugiére edition, Reltzenstein
th at firgt postulated ac}aéuna, which he filled, xabde <ﬂvfovrf
pot cf( 0V ’Ofbodﬁa; later. however, he obviates the difficulty by
punctuating after éeﬁcntde, associating the words q;oted above with the
- Cprevloeg sentence.3 ‘While this reconstruction wins the.npprovnl~of;

\

Festugiére, it seems to make less sense than Zuntz’s correction, as'may
-

be seen by Festugiére 3 rather forced h{analation: "selon que Poimandrés

a2 rendu gon oracle de I'Ogdoade."6

Zuntz also Suspects a similar intrusion from a previous line
}, s , . .:\ " )

.

1 ' , |
Zuntz, *Notes on the Corpus Hermeticum,™ Pe 726 f. - .o

zA D. Nock, “Notes and studies,” The Journal of Theological
Studies XXIX (1927-28) 42 £, ] -

3Reitzensteih-8chaeder, op. cit}. p. 28, n. 1,

aFestugiére, La révélation d'Hermés Trismégiste, 1V, 206,

i
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in xiii.zl(g09.7).'ee£, o0 tdrep, where he ;ould r;mové Beg %5 the
- grounds- that g0 cannot stand between two roatives. (In the previous
line, he reads T&f 8ef for Mir 0¢d. ) in addition, he finds Bet unag—
ceptabIe on metrtc grounds. since if 0ef is deleted, then th;-hymn in
xiit.21 contains five fola of eleven syllables each.l‘ Moreover, in.
x111.18(208.13), &:? oG bCEat 13 niv Adyy Ao}inﬂv Svafav, he be-‘
1ieves that 6l’ 2300 has intruded from a previous line; in the same
line, he regards Adyw as a doublert, a;tracted by the follouing word,
loy:nﬂv.z He also regards Aoyixdg in x111.21(209.8) as a gloss based
on the previous line which has _expelled the original reading.3 If
these readings are all correct, then the text of this tractaCe is un-
usually susceptible to this sort of error. )
Most of the other alterations alleged by Zuntz, except the

'apparent omission of o¢ after 73 ;Ev,'follouing Flussas, in xiii.}9
_ (208.1&),a were, ;écording to ﬁim, adjustments made by the author of
tractate xiii to fir the bymns of xi1i,17~21 into the Present context,
Therefore they-are not relevant to our present purposes, \
A lacu;a must also be supposed somewhere in 1111.£2(205.1a,15)|

dxbprov6g 2oviv § mponfreta ¢ dpyiice efdt‘éc watf d8t6pioror, I
| prefer one of Einarson's solutions hére, clal &2 xal <¢66vog kal dndeny

&616pt0701, although it might be necessary, comparing xiii 8(20& 3)-

9(204,20) with xiif, 7¢(203,10-13), to read instead elot 62 wal <b6hog

xal Kax(as dé16proror, This point hinges on the interpretation of

-

1 ’ ‘ . .
Zuntz, "On the hymns in Corpus Hermeticum xifi,” p. 69

|
%
A
|

[
3

4
2Ibid., p. 72. 1vid., p. 69 Ibid., p. 73.
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x1i1.9(204.}a—17). If dAff6eta drives out p86vog i; addition to dmdvy,
then Einarson’s emendation is to be-preférfed. 'Houéver, it appears
to me that it is TG dfﬁedv which drivea out p8évog, leaving 66hog, épyﬁ,
nponfrcta and uaxfu for the remaining two 6uvdue|q, Lwf and @wc >
Evldently scme words have been omltted from xiit, 6(202 20-22),
13 plv de¢cpt§,éc ™p, Mal xatupeplc; dc Yq. nafléwpdv. dg Gowp,
xal cﬂpnvoth‘éq dfip, nic a!cﬁqrwq adrd voﬂcth nTA, some words are’
missing, most likely after dﬁp.// We may supply eithen{dﬁp <ufceﬁo'c:
bronfarete & &2 xwpfq TolTwy,> ™ic xtA., with Reitzenatgin,.or dnp
<«aloffioes 6nonrnfe|' 8 82 rovroig dvﬁuotov,> ™i¢ mTAey*  with Scott,
but' without accepting his other changes.
For most.of x111.13, the text is thoroughly mangled., It con-
tains a nqupf of bhr;ses, each of which might make ;ense if it‘were‘

not for the context:

(1) ABrn 2octv § nquchvcdra, & rtuvov, 3 unxéTy ¢ufﬂaLcoBu|
el¢ 1 olya 13 TPIXR Stacraréy

(2) 512 fdv A6yov rvolrov vdv nepl rijc nuklyycvcdfuq
(3) cl¢ Bv Snepviuarioduny
(4) Yva ki duev 61dBorot ol mvrdg elg tolg néAAoug

(5) el¢ oOc 8 Bedg aﬁqu 8€res (adrdg 8 6ed¢ BeAer M; & Bedg
8€kes By adrodc 0fAer & Bedq d)

Perhaps 2 and 3 can be combined. But e need'(a) between 1 and 2, an
ObJGCC for mavrdgcoﬁau and also a conjunction} (b) either between 1 and
2 or between 2 and 3, a verb (probably an lnfinitive) to be modified

by 612 vdv Adyov tolrov; (c) some object or modifier for Snepvnuariodunv;
and (d) some introduction or con junction so that cfg oﬁq will be less

abrupt. The most probable explanation for these consecutive lacunae is




'

that a corner of a page has been removed, so that several words are .

miss1ns. These words may be supp1ied, for example,‘with Festugiére, ’

by “mais se voir dans 1¢ tour” iftet 6ggcfuf6v and 'bour toi szeul”
after 6neuvqwaftoduqv;} another possibility (which I propose) is

3 quéfl QGVfﬁLEOGGl el w3 oifpa 3 TPIXD S130TaTdv <rdy odotwsf
UvBpamov, &AL’ elc v8 &« Ty buvdpewv ouveordg loyrgcoﬁa|> b1a r3v

; Adyov rolirov tdv nept wij¢ mhwcvwro,g, el By 6neuvnmﬂoduqv

" <3F{prafm6mq kal 0d rniauyic,s Yva B &uav 61d30kot 1ol mavrac

cl¢ to0¢ néAhoug, «dAAR BSvovy cfg oB¢ (ir’s c}{ o’ Reitzensécin)’

8 oed¢ adrdg 6fes (following the reading of ACBC), But there are a

large number of uords mlssing, so that progﬁbly the passagé will never

be reconstructed with any certainty,

One curious feature‘oéﬁthe text of C. H. xiii is the title
placed at C, H, xiii.17(207. 13), Suwéta xpunri, l&vo; 4“. This title
evidently refers to the hymn in chapters 17-20, Asainst,Rettzenstein.
this title ia not likely to refer to a series including also C. H. i, 31
32, 1i4, 3n;,vii,2 since these four are not at al] similar in form, ‘
1,31,32  and x111.17-20 both being in"the form of hymns, 1ii in- the form
of a sacred-narration, and vii in the forn of a sermon. It is also

unlikely, against Festugiéte, to refer to Asclepius 61 since we have

No reason to believe that €. H. xiii and the Agclepius were ever combined

lFestugiite, La révelation d'Hermds Trismégiste, II, 41

2Reitzenstein, Poimandres, P. 345,

t l-

3Festugiére, in Nock-Festugiére op. cit., P« 217, n\\?ﬁ.

7
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into a.éingle éorgus. More probably, this title indicates that C, C. H,
xiii once stood in a col)ection of Hermetic doeuments each of which
contained a similar hymn. This need not, of course, have been its
origlnal setting, and so the possibility remains that this title is,
as Nock sdggests, redactional,? although it is not likely to be by the

compiler of the Corpus Hermeticum.

The text of C. H.'xiii, acc;rdinély, has suffered somewhat from
carelessness., In addition, there are at least three places where lacu-
nae have .occurred. In one of these plaées; manuscript “damage is almﬁ;t
certainiy indicated, becaus;'there Séem to be a number of omissions
within a short sﬁace. In the other cases the cause could be either
‘manuscript damage or éarelessnesa. Apparently there is a teﬁdency in
this tractate for individual words from lmmediately preceding lines to
be repeated in the text; I uould conjecture that in these cases a scribe
started to recopy a line, but had atopped after one word. That E;_ﬂ.
xiii had previously\appeared in another collection is as much as pro-
ven by‘the enignatic 1ﬁtroduction to x1i1.17-20 in x1i1.17(207.13), Ic
cannot, however, be shown on the basis of the text of. this pprti;ular

tractate when it had been 1hsérted into its present context,

.

. ' ' C. H(;iv

\

S

Taken in itself, the manuscript tradition of C, C. H, xiv presents

relatively few problems, Problems‘db, to be sure, arise when the

1 .
Nock, ‘in Nock-Festugiere, op. cit., p. 217, n. 76,




manuscript tradition of the Corpus Herﬁeticum for this chapter is com
- N

pared with the text furn{shed b} Cyril, Contr. Jul, 2,63-64(76,597D-

600B Migne), for xiv,6(224,93~7(225,1) and xiv.8(225.5)-10(226.8).

Héuever, I would prefer to discuss the relative merits of those two

texts at a later date and discuss here oqu'those Ccases which can be

explained only on the supposition that>there is a deficiency in the

text of the Corpus Hermeticun, In fact, the variant readings supplied

by Cyril are similar in kind to those supplied by Stobaeus, which will
be discussed in Part II of this dissertation. That being the case, our

' judgement of the merit; of these readings will be strongly influenced
by our judgemeqt of the merits of the readings given by Stobaeus.

‘In xlv.3(22§.6,5), it seems reasonable to ‘suppose, with;Nock,
that $parsg (given by Matritensis gr. 84 for 223.4) was twice changed
u)ddpafoq. perhaps because some écribe could not believe that God
could be both ddpewq,xiv.3(2‘.23.a, in the previous sentence) and Sparsc,t

in xiv,6(224,5), Einarson:ibreadldg of r3 mwoteTy for 3 notolby
.seems rights 3 notolv was no doubt attracce& by %oﬁ_notoﬁ&roq in the
same line, ‘ " a _

In iiv.s(zza.9,1o), ef.fofvuf‘égo duordynratl yivépevov xai 1d
Totolvy, we may supply erd Yvra, fﬁ TE> YIvOpEVOY from Cyril. This er-
ror may have been caused éi;her by carelessness or manuscript damage,

In xiv.7(22&.14,15), the manuscripts read, wxai B} 613 v not;?

Kidfav 1iv thopévwvﬂ¢uldﬁn 8 pBoduevog tTunetvdmra (raneivérara M)

w

.

1For a discussion of the doctrine, common in many of the Her-
metic writings, that the invisible God is made visible in his creation,
see Festugiére, La révélation d'Hermés Irismégiste, II, 51-59.

[ _/
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xal dboffav «ff 8ef neptd#nq (hep:&#n B® ﬁatr. R)., Nock, follouing

Cyril, removes the article before woBoduevoc and reads nepldiul.

(In his apparatus, Nock, relying on Aubert, gives this‘lasc as a con-

jecture by Aubert, but.in the addenda, p. 404, he notes that the reading '

ts also found in one of the manuserfpts of.Cyril, Venetus 123.) Both

of these emendations seem rtght, although we mey perhaps keeo the arti-

cle before moBoJueroq, 1nterpreting these uords a8 a nominative used

for a vocative, . 29 often in Hellenistlc Greek. ' -
Perhaps it 15 not necessary to emend xiv.5(223,24-224.2), 613

ol ¥ori 3 gTEpOV 1ol Efépou Xwptodijvar, dAA’ adrd Eavrol, Nock

reads AN b2y 0676 éautol, which Festugidre translates, "blen plus,

ne peut méme pas etre séparé de lui-méme." But that probositlon would

| >
scarcely be’controversial. Perhaps what we have here is an ellipsis: '
"but <it would be easier for it to be separatedy». from itself. Natu—,'
rally this is an exaggeratton to make a point. ) o v

A%

In sum, there is, apart from the variants given by Cyril, little
Teason to suppose that tﬁls tractate has suffered much danage 1n trans-
wission, Therefore if we are to answer the question of the reliability
‘of the text for thisg tractate, we must first answer the question of the
relative reliabillty of its two manuscript traditions, Tlfere are tuo
possibilities: either the text of this tractate h:a suffered lictle

in transmission, or it has been reworked by a skillful editor.

C. He xvil

" N "~

The text of C, H, xvi is moderately corrupt, It is perhaps not

: ~ .
surprising that no manuscript has mpd¢ Apuava correct the first time,




T posstble that for def we ,8hould read ouvlel (Reinharde); in this

88

although B received the correct form through a correction. Since the

manuscripts give a variety.’it is perhaps possibldﬁihatithe archetype

was'illegible.' _ DR . L -
| Reitzenstein is probably right in reading eviére for év(o:q 1n

xvi.1(231.11), If so, this @rIOr can most plausibly be explained as

having arisen in the course “of transcription from a miniscule exemplar,

although ‘the surrounding dative plurals no. doubt contributed. -On the

" other hand, if Cumont is right in reading xaraBoraic for peTaBolate in

Presumably in xvi,2(232.15), xevode (B%) became kasvoldg through *

ftacism. |

..It seems probable that in xvi.3(233:1), v, in ¥va, vau v
™vra, originally fea;~na, ;s Tu;nébu; supposed, but that vdv was written
because of the attraction of the preceding mdvva, ¥vra vdv ¥wvx,
Reitzenstein would simplify thig sentence by removing rdv tva, and Bvrn
wd ndvvu a5 resulting from conflationg of two conceptsy but if it is a
conflation iz is probably the author of the tractate, not a scribe. who

.

is responsible.

Occasiohally the similarity .of ﬁords precipitatqs errors in this
tractate. Thus in xvi.2(232.17), we have peyforaig for Begralq (Tiede-
mann); in xvi.8(235.1) we have YEveoiv for yevéoeotv (Reitzenstein); and |
in xvi 15(236 19) we have tiudv for oriviily (Reitzenstein), mzﬁf;

In xvi.5(233:17,18), ofrw yap odpavdv wal yiiv del & Snuioupyse, | i

Case, a fen letters would have been obscured:.in an unctal exemplar,

Alternately. I would suggest dcr <ouvlel>y the latter word having become

i
il
i
N
B
N
i
fi
!
N
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lost through homoeoteleuton,

Occasionally a Ietter Or group of letters appears to have become i
obscured. 'I'hus in xvi, 16(237 1), ve have «f§ (xiiv Bs rofc BS) for By
(Keil); similarly in xvi.19(238,3) we have +d for mivra (Reitzenstein),

Therg afe‘also some instances in which a single word seems to -
have been obscured. fhus in xvi;2(232,7,8), wat | v Alyunriav v
fauryy ¥xer Ty Ev€pyeray v léyoufvunr, it is clear ttlxat: something
should be supplied, whether Svopdrov Sdvautg (given by Nicephoras
Gregoras), évnudfww'<¢pdotq> (Reitzenstein), dvopdruv <Svopacfas>,
Einarson, or <ﬂkw§ 6v0udfm¢, which Nock hesitatingly proposes. Pre-
'sumably some light maﬁuscript\damage is to be suspected. So a}so in
xvi.10(235.,14,15), ¥vBev &2 Aaxsvreg todrav xpav, ;3 should perhaps
supply Tijv before tolruwy (d)a_ Beitzenstein would supply instead uéypi,
but it is not clear to me why., In the same chapter (235, 13), Reitzen-
stein. plausibly supplies ot <ol Ovnroig 3vreg> cﬁvouno:. e .~ In these
~ cases also, some light damage is to be supposed. ’ h

"A series of corruptioqs i1s to be supposed in xvi.6(234.6-8).

Here, as in x111.13, the individual phrases make sense in themrselves,
but not in their present context:
‘ .(i) adrdg puévog otbef_ _
(2) | xal G v6mp nai q‘f{ae’n -
(3) ¥yyug By favrol | g
(4) uh 8¢° fluﬁv Spinevog . _ o ) B
(5) oroxoou§ (oroxaouiv d) 68 Bralopfvuv voely. '
'Possibly 2 and 3 @s well as 3 and 4 are to be joined., In any case, it -3

seens likely that some words have dropped offrau'a result of a tear in

%
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2 manuscTipt. I am unable to make good the deficiency. Scott would sup-~
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4

<o

ply adrd¢ pdvoc olbey <’618c6q- 6 62 farogs (W] xat % T6ny ua.t T @doet
Brvug By Audv, Byive taurod <mpéxet. xat 8 piv 8edg dgavic,> i O’
fluav Spdiievoc, ovoxacuy 52 Sialopfvwy vooUpcevogs, But it Qould
seem to me likely that the subject of the first sentence is the sun,
since that is the topic of discussion; see Reltzenstein's note, op. cit.,
p. 350, 1. 16, ‘
‘It is also possible tqit something has dropped out from XVi.l‘
(231.14-232,2), &« 52 fﬁ& tvavelov dougiic ofoa nat HEKPUBLEVOY T3V
voliv 7iiv A6ywv ¥xouou, xai ¥r doupeardrn, v EAA ffvary Borepov. Bournoéeva
Twv xrh, This pas#age would be mogg'c;ear if we éuppoée either that some-
thing has dropped out after ¥xouca, perhaps a genitive absolute explain-
ing the circunstances under which his words would becomg unclear, or if
we suppose th;t; as Reitzenstein suggests, a dative hag gropped out af-
- ter vavefwv, He suggests that it would refer to unbelievers; Scott
would propose <6pump€vo;q StaBAnbrioerat &> doupic rr&. ) -
In other words, the text of C. H, -xvi has no unusual féaturea.
Like most of‘the tractates, it presents several problems. There 1is,

however, no characteristic €rTOor,

¢
- C. H., xvii

The major textual difficulties in this short fragment were dis- _

‘cussed in the last chapterj we may probably add alo8nrol for vonrol (a°) ;;

in xvii(243,12). | L\ g
X

C. H. xviii o

The text of C, H.xviii geems in very poor condition. A
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characteristie® which might perhaps furnish a clue for at least one of
the reasons is that the text. contains a number of duplications. The
clearest example of this tendency is in xvii1.6(250,17-19), Afyeras ey
64 naf T;VOC'TEXVfTUU K1 Bapybfayv Staywvi Zopfvou, TS veupdc pavetong,
%nd o0 upefrrovog, omitted by Turnebus. One would expect that even-

tually an accusative and infinttive would follow. But the author ap-'

‘parently lost his nerve and continued Aéverat pdv 6 tiva H1Bappddy Krh, -

Since every point in xviii.6(17-19) is repeated in the new vérsion, it
is glear that the author simply changed his mind about the best way to
proceed, Another example may be found in xviii.&(250, 1,2), 8 ﬁﬂ wdv
tévovy Gnoxakdouca, Hri 69 1dv tévov Smapaidouon (6ncpatmauou . C), where
Reitzenstein would remove the sec;ﬁd bf these duplicate formulntions,
Nock the first, If Einarson 8 suggestion of émepapaidionon were adopted,
the proble; would be soueuhat alleviated, although it is difficule to

see why Y11 &} would bewfepeated. Nock sees a similar tendency in

xviii.2(249.1—4), Xprs 62 nat aﬂlnfwv 107G wEAinoiyg 6p16vo:q W 1ig he-.
%

Apdlag Atyupdv épynauuevmv Ml xaddug uat M fxrpp Tijc ¢6qc v poAmiv
¢ntrelodvrwv, as partly responsible far the difficulties of that text;
however, the two expressions here are not equivalent, and moreover th;
difficulty-can otherwise be explained, see below p. 9ﬁ: Be that as it
may, it is certain that the justlficatlon which he gives in thin cage,
that this tractate had not recetved a final revision by its author, ex=
| plains the other two instances 1n a satisfactory manner,
If it is the case that the text of C. H. xviil was never re-

vised by the author, then many of its errors could be explained in this

¥ay. An example is in xviii.1(248,9-13), 6 Ydp o1 Kard QLY poucindg

4 ‘t \
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8ed¢ . o o« dxdpaveg doriy § 8e6g, where either the first @ed¢ should be
removed (Einarson) orlghe sécond should be changed to & 8e6g (Keil),
Perhaps the author had-forgotteﬁ that he had already used 8e6g, or had
changed his mind about the best way to proceed., It is, of course, pos-
- sible that Bed¢ in 1line 10 is.simply a gloss. &n the same way, in
xviii.1(248.4,5), &l xand fﬂv Enf6czﬁlv'éun06dv Tt (v1 M "—pra lin.; /
oz. BD; ras. in C.) off mpoBupcq Yévnrae § <iv dpydvey dvappootfa,
in which Nock would change el to édv, Reitzenstein Yévnrat to yeyfvnrag,
and Scott vévnral to yYévotro, it £5s possible that the nuthbr changed his
mind in the course of the sentence. 7

Certain sentences which appe;.s out of context, if they are not
mere glosses, may indicate that the author had changed his mind, 1In
- xvii,5(250.10,11), the words ofrw xaf ueic, & T;ulﬁfufbt, Eviov mtaty ~
.1$ HoucoupYP Tiiv ofuefay ¢vapudouode Avpav, are certainly intelligible
1p ;héﬁSElVGSg_ Festugiére safi’;f them, "Cette phrase en elle-mlme
1ntefilglb1e. et tout-i-fait dans le golt de Clément d'Aléxandrie; n'a
rien A voir dans le contexte."1 Perhaps the author had thought of
raising this topic, but had changed his nind. So also in xviii.13
(253.21), the words obrwol, 62 xal Baa|lcm(’ wvhile they may be a
« gloss, as Nock suggests, may also indicate that the author had first
decided to come to the point, but: thm had changed his mind.

Perhaps also some of the lacunae in the text of C. L. He xviii are
Teally to be ascrtbed to indecision on the part of the author.. Thus at

the beginning of chapter 2, we meet a dative, el 8¢ more (nore D3

1Ee5tugiére, in Nock-Festugiere, op. cit., p, 250, n. 13,
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t67e BCH Ven.) BeAficavry w fCXVI;n Zomep pariom ¢vayaveleosay nept (:\
pouatkffv, with no visible reference. This ia followed by a genitive
absolute, pr: kv kal cuinyurly v adnly inféeréyy TS dmorfunc
- ot noap £vay, another genitive absolute, Hpr1 62 wat adnrdv Tolg pckluonq ‘
dpyavoig vd g uelwaaq Atyupdy épvuouuévmw, and whaf appenrs to be
part of another genitive absolute, xal xakduyp xatl niﬁurpm Tic ¢6qq v
"uokﬂﬁv épyacuucvwv These are abruptly followed by what appears to be-
the apodosis of the condition: of 9 nveduart 100 povoixol Tig dvaa
nfunectal v alrlav, Misslng.is a noun in the genitive case modi-_
fied by éntfcloﬁvwnw'(unle;a, following Nock, we regard xai xakdugp ,
IniredoGvrun 33 an author's variant for w3 , , . pyaouutvan) and a
verb to govern vexv(., Reitzenstein, on the advlceé;f Keil, reading
EntredoGvrs, supplies 13 ¥pyavov ody Smiixoucey dvreivoutvy  after
Lpyacoptvuy, I would prefer, retaining !ntr:lodvrpv, to continue
¢t redovvruy <tiv Auptoriiv, pd dmfixouce +d Spyavovs, or &m redodvrwy
<TiY Avproriiv, 0abpdv &yfvero 13 Epyavovs, Perhaps the author had been
ufidecided as to the best way to continue, and had left 3 blank, On the

other hand, it is algo thoroughly possible that Some manuscript defi-

clency was respoéslble.

Similarly, either hesitation on the part of the author or manu-
script damage may have been responaible for the apparent lacuna in
xv111.4(249.15-17), €l 62 piom 9 #e1blq 1§ Snuiovpy§ ody ﬂ'mﬁnowcv
f *iic BAng xpefa 3¢ dvreAd] v HOIKllfGV=~ since the following words,: i
biffjprnoe &2 adrdg & HoLCOUPYOE Katd SUvauty :?A seem not to follow ‘
from these words, Reitzenstein, who believes that C. H. xviii was origi~- - ?3

nally a religious document presented with the Corpus Hermeticum to
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commend the Corpus Hermeticum toﬁ;:;Elé%:;n and hig colleagues, wishes

to supply, "so ist kein Hunder, wenn auch det gdttlichen Demiurg in der
6in sich nicht ganz ausdrﬂcken kann, "2 Houever, as Nock points out in
his apparatus ad loc., "sermo vero tantum de arte musié;s;“ In fact, the
reference to the divine demiurge is grétpitohs not only‘infthe specific
context but also in the tractate as a whole, Presumably the author had
intended to add something like «f B8auwaorfov el nai ucucbquth 13
Bpyavov 2vidre olx dmaxovet, unless the author had simply intended to

delete this reference. ‘
Y

In xvi11.5(250.6,7), after &nsre g npovoenc ToAdX 1 ¢ Tipc
Tdv tévoyv éunecoﬁcnq, at.least a verb, and presumably also a subject,
is miséing. Here again we may hesitate between suspecting a lacuna and
supposing that here alsc the oration had not been completed.

In xviii, 13(254 3~5), odrwol &2 nai ﬂ YVBo1g 1ol mavidg, Hnep Lwﬁ;
ndat npuvaveﬁet wal tijv elg Bedv edpnulay, ﬂv fuiy 26wpfiouro, at least a
main verb is missing. Reitzenstein would pIace a lacuna after Tpuravedes.
I would prefer, following, Nock, to Place it after 2&wpfjouro, since a
subject for that~verb is algo ﬂéeded. While it is possible here ggain
to suspect manuscript damage; it is algo conceivable that the author either
+ intended to add the missing words or had decided to abandon the sentence
and bepin again, |

In all of these cases the most probable explanation appears to

1Reitzenstein, Poipandres, pp. 199-208; see below, pp. 178 ff, for
discussion, 1In my judgement, this hypothesis is extremely improbable, giv-
en both the nature of the: Corpus Hermeticum and the character of C. H xviii,

Zbia., p, 356, 3, n,
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me to be that the sentences in questiom had been left 1ncomp1ete by the
suthor, although in no case €an manuscript damage be ruled out. . The
suspicion that these sentences had been left in that condition by the
,;uthor is aua;tened tn the firse inst:a-nce by the evidence that the ora-
tion had never received ftg final form, above, p. 91, but 15 increased
-lby the circumstance that in each case the lacuna seems to have affected
only the end of one sentence o.r clause, but seems to have left. the fol-
lowing sentence apparently unimpaired., If thege lnc:mae had been caused
either by carelessness or by manuscri%)t damage, presumably in more cases
the damage would have occurred in the middle of a sentence, or would
have impaired the end of one sentence and the beginning of the next,
Some of the errors in th;.s docupent, must, hovever, be attri-
buted to scribal error. These include duro b foug and oulfioag for‘t‘.p.-
nobrot;.ou‘ and oculfjoaon tively (Reitzenstefn) in xviii,.2(249.8,9);
edoeBilc for doepi (Reitzenstein) in xviii.3(2a—9.11); BEuevot ‘for either
Senvou (Keil) or @fuevov (Einarson) in xviii.6(250.16); prs for dwel
(Reitzenstein) in xviii.6(251,2); dpp:;no'ftag for dpiorefac (€%) in
xviii.10(252.11); xdpiv for dpxfv (Iieitzenstein) in xviii.12(253,19),
' and dm3 vol for A3 ToGrou (Tumebus) in xviii.15(254, 21). Perhaps 1na
xviii.16(255.4,5), Eﬁaﬂ: xat mﬁwu-a oduBolov elpffvng, we should read
ouBolov <efvats elpfivng (Keil); but see Nock in the critical apparatus.
2d loc. Finally a laéma caused either by inattention or by manuscript . _
damage may be found in xviii.9(252.4 »5), 49’ 06 nious al vinas el wov ) ‘.
Tod¢ BS) EEifc pfpovrar S1adefduevor ﬂ]v vixnv, Nock, accepting Tolg

from BS ang inserting o% before buaszdu.evoc, places the lacuna after

vingv, I would prefer. supposing fewer errors, to place a lacuna
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after gpfpovrat, ]

Tth/thZQ the text of ¢, L. H. xviii appears' to have suffered a
great deal of damage, it seegs cha; perhaps the majority of the apparent
errors can best be explained on the supposition that it had never been
revised by the author. No evident pattern emerges for those _errors

which cannot be explained in this way.

Conclusions
———m2ons

Each tractate in the Corpus Hermeticum has its own textual his-

tory. Some, like L. H, xiv ana C. H. vii, appeay to have received rela-

tively little damage, unless they have been thoroughly reworked at the
hands of /a scholar, Others, like C. H. iii, have suffered grievously
in the course of transmission. These facts are'consistent with the late

date already postulated for the' formation of the Corpus Hermeticum, al-

though, as we can see frop the eximple.of Stobaeus, they would. permit
an earlier date. ,
In one tractate, C H xi, unfriendly glosses by a Chrifsj

,scribe appear to have become incorporated into the text. Since only

C. H. xi appears to have suffered in this way, this fact is consistent

‘with the hypothesis that the Corpus Hermeticum was formed at-a late date,

and inconsistent with the hypothesis that the Corpus Hermeticum was com-

piled by a devotee or that it was the product of a Hermetic religious e
coﬁmunity,-

‘Some Indications suggest that some of the tractates at‘least
had suffered at the hands of a scribe who was quite indifferent fo his

task. These include the repetition of a few lines from 11,11 at the
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beginning of 11,12 and the repetition of single words in C. H, xiii,

In thiag respect we may also mention the larpge number of lacunae in many
of the tractates. In- ‘¢ases in which it npévara that a corner of a pape
had been torn off, the scribe or scribes apparently did not signal a
.]acunn in the text, although he did apparently Temovel incomplete partg
of words,

No evidence hasg been uncovered go far that the tractates had
undergone any kind of deliberate alterntion‘gr paraphrasing in the course
of tran=missiod, ‘Reitzcnsteln believes that in C. H. xvlii,'somn parts
were omitted for dognatic Teasons; however, I believe that Reitzenstein
i misicd in his interpretation of thé text, It {8 to be admitted that
evidcncc of deliberate alteration is likely to be extremely elusive. nt
least §if the altoration was done with any sort of care. However, the
11ck'of homogonoity in style, content, as well ag Quality of text make

it unlikely that ‘any of these tractates was altered in thil vay uhilo

in the Co:pua Hermet{icum,

The state of the manuscripts of the Corpus Hermnticum then, aven

apart from the variant rendlngs noted i{n thae last chapter, is
consistent with the date for its formacion suggestad in the lnst hap~-
ters It remains to be secn whether its conten:s are conslltent with a

similar date. To that question we turn in the next tvo chapters,

-




CHAPTER FOUR
THE DATE OF THE FORMATION OF THE CORPUS HERMETICUM:
EVIDENCE FROM THE CONTENTS OF THE TRACTATES

In the previous two chapters it has been shown that the condi-
: : .

tion of the manuscripts of the Corpus Hermeticum can best be explained

on thé supposition that the Corpus Hermeticum was compiled at a very late ‘

date, It may now be asked whether the contents of the Corpus Herricticum

o

sepport this hypothesis,

In order to answer this question, 1t ui}l be necessary to in-
vestigate cach tractate to see in what way it is unique, in what way it
!s-typicai of the Corpus Hérmenicum. The greater the variety within

o

the Corpus, the more likely it is that it was compiled at the date sug~

grsted in tﬁe last chapter, On the other hand, if we should find that
the chapters are for the most part homogeneous in nature, then thg date-
proposed in chapter't;o will seem leas plausible.

Now the hypothesis that there are atrikins‘;nconsistenciep be-

tween the tractates of the Corpus Hermeticum is neither new nor particue-

larly controversial. When Festugiére says that the character of the *

Corpus Hermeticum 18 ™aussi divers que possible."1 he is giving a con-

scnsus which began with Tiedemann, who found for example in C, H, 1

1Fes£u3iére, La revélation d‘ilermén Tkismégiste, II, S.

—_— - L
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Christian, Jewish, and both Flatonic and neo-Platonic ideas, in C. H. i1
. . .
Aristotelian ideas, in c, . H. 1ii Gnostic ideas (“aber nach eigenen
Ideen-Verbindungen entworfen), in C. C.Hova mixture of Cabbalistic and
early Greek ideas, and so forth.1 Zielinski dealt with this quéstion
in a more systematic way, finding evidence of two types of dualism in
the Corpus, which he characterizes as "platonisierend™ ang “peripate-
tisch,™ as well as evidence of ppn:heism.z qit is to be noted that
Zielinski does not intend either "perlpatetisch"‘bf “élatonisierend"
to be taken in the strict sense of the word; the former he uses to mean
'Eeélistisch-dualistisch.” the lacter "1deélistisch-dualistisch;"3
It was, however, Bousset who proposed the division uhich has

found the greatest following. He finds a two—fold divislon between
.the monistic tractates, i1i, v, viii, xi, and xiv, and the dualistic.
:ﬁnostic tractates, i, iv, vi, vii, xiii. Tractates ix, x, xii, and
xv (i. e. xvi; Bousset refuses to follou the traditional numbering af-
"~ ter C. H, xiv) he calls mixed, and C. L. H. i1 he regards as singular.a
-This divisxon is al%% folloued by Brauninger, who adds the first part
of C C. H., xii to the dualistic group,’adds the second part of xii to the

monistic grg\p;\and wlshes to isolate §{ii, which he believes to show

Jewish tendencies.S Klein also follows this division, but places

v ) .
— . X

1Tiedemann, op. cit., pp. iv-xvii, intro.
*Zelinski, loc. cit., VIII, 3%1-372,

]

3Ibid., p. 330 £. .

aﬁousset, loc. cit., p. 749 £f.; see also p» 750, n. 1.°

SBr:uninger, op. cit., p. 40, f

] ' . =l S -
e ey .




tractate x améng the dualistic tractates, and adds 11, 1ix, xii, and xvi
to the monistic tractates, to which he also restores C, H, 111.1
Reltzenstein and J, Kroll, ‘in reaction to whom Zielinski and
Bousset wrote at greatplength on the diversity of the Hermetic 11£er£-
ture, did not themselves contest that diversity. J. Kfoll adnitted the
diversity in these words: =, . « ran darf in ihnen kein festes Systen
rit bestimmten Léhrmeinungen'suchen,.man darf ﬂberhaupt nicht von einer
Lehre des Hermes sprechen, sondern nur von Lehren und Meinungen, die unter
selnem Namen sich finden, die, verschiedensfen Zelten und Strgmungen
entstammend, unausgeglichen und unverarbeitet nebeneinander stehen."2
He. then unfortunately proceeds to systematize the Hermetic teachings for
approximately four hundred pages. ‘Reltzenstein, altﬁough he believes
that the tractates were "planmassig zu elnem Corpus verbunden."3 never-
theless declared that the Corpus "besteht aust achtzehn vﬁn elnander un-
abhﬁn;igen Stﬁckén. d?e verschiedenen theologischen Systemen und, wie
ich jetzt wohl sagen. darf, sehr verschiedenen Zeiten angeharen.“u

Therefore 1t should be possible, on the basis of such general

agreement, simply to say that the frequently noticed contradictions in

the Corous Hermeticum suoport the suggested late date for the formation
of the Corpus. But caution is suggested byignother frequently noted
{

tchdency 1n the Hermetic docurents, the tendency to ignore rather obvious

~

ilﬂain, op, Cit., PP-’BI"‘156' | ;

2J. Kroll, Die Idwen des Hermes Trismeristos ("Beitriage zur ' : A
Geschichte der Philosorhle des Mittelallers: Texte un Untersuchungen, T T
K, XI1, Heft 2-44;" Minster 1, W." Aschendorffsche—Yerizgsbiichhandlung,
191[;)1 Pe. 2. ’ B . !

e et o ;
gj 151- . 4Ib1d|f P- 190,

3Reitzenstein. op. cit,,
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contradictions. ' We may, for example, cite in this regard Walter Scott's -
posthumous editor, A, §, Fersuson, who, in indicnting his digsent from

Scott's tendency to rewrite the Corpus Hermeticum because of contradic-

tions in the text, wrote, "Contradictlona did not especially trouble the
Hermetists. They worked upon a school tradition, which they were not
concerned to turn “into conslatency Or to state in logical order; they
oftcn reveal most of themselves when they are least intelligible."l e \x
This tendency ig expressed ironically by Festugiérel 11 ne
faut donc trop presser 1'hernétiste quand, dans le méme traité x ol Diéu
est définl comme Pére, c'est-i~-dire Pdre du monde, et od le monde cst |
dit beau et dieu hylique, ce méme monde soit qualifié de non bon ﬁarce
que matériel. Soyons surs que 1'auteur hermétique n'a Pas senti ces
contradictions. Il répdte simplement des schémes d'école,*®
We may ask if this same tendency is not also admitted by Soth
Bousset and Brauntnger uhen they place a number of tractates 1n a neu-
tral category called ﬁnixed :raotates o% by Klein when he admits for ’
many of the tractates that their monism (or dualitm) is not consistently_
applied. If the two viewpoints in question are mutually exclusive, then
" mixed tractates should not exist. One coﬁld. to be sure, havvflnterpo—
lated tractates, but not mixed tractates, ‘
But if contradictions of this sort did not trouble the vriters
of many of the tractates, it is reusgnable to'suppoio.tha: thoy.uould

" . B

4150 not have troubled a redactor or compiler, if the s Hermet{icum

IAO S, Fefgusqn, ed.. in Kalter Scott. oe. c’.to. IV, l!. ﬁntto.

zFestugiére, op. cit., 1V, 55,
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o

had been formed at the date suggested by Reitzenstein. Accordinglf. ir
we are to find eJidence from the tractates of a nature sufficient to
verify the date sugegested in chapter two, it is not enough to find con-
tradictions, It is necessary to find features 80 incongruous as to

»

rreclude the possibility‘that the Corpus was compiled at an_early date;
and by an adherent to Hermetisn, ‘

“In our examination of this question 1t seems best to begin with
the typical Hermetic tractates. 1 believe that there is a typical pat-

tern to which the majority of documents in the Corpus Hermeticunm comply,

In. this pattern, if I anm correct, there is a remarkable agreement be-
tween form and content. _The form, called bj Festugiére "le logos
hermetiquc d'enseignement." has been described by hir in some detail 1

It may be described as a discussion by Hermes with one of'his.discioles.
Occasionally the disciole is silent throughout the discussion, as in v
and vi, or is given only a token part, as in viiiq ix, and xi; in others,
the discinle 1s expected to take a more active part in the conversation.

¥hether or not he takes part, it is teken for granted that his 0pinions

.,

do not-count for much, |

Fes{ugiére believes that this-éenre has been derived from the
Platonic dialogue, especially from the report.of the revelation of
Diotima to Socrates in the Sxmnoeiun;z But there.are significant dis-
tinctione between the Hermetic and the Platonio dialogb\\\xsne nost
significant of these is that the® Hermetic dialogue is’ always\;‘hialogue
of a master with his disciple. There is never, aeffrequently in the,

Platonic dialogue, any sudden development to upset a premature agreement,

1pia,, 11, 28-50, ‘ © 21mpia., p. 30 £

-
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¢
Again, the diaiogue is always between the master and a single student,
although the. other may be noted as present.1 Fes&ygiére sees this fea-
ture as coming from the practice of the schools;2 however, we nay also
- see it as e linitation of the authors. Another distinctioe is that the
inplied setting of the Hermetic dialogue, although almost never expli-
citly stated, Is normally felt to be secluded, The surrounding cultire
is simply not pemmitted to penetrate, Refercnce to ahy e;ternal events
or circumstances of the speakers is not permitted, Horeoveqi_there is
next to no descriptiqn of the characters participating, although we
m&ynote references to the immaturity of Tat 1n xiii and in xiv,1, an
anecdotal reference to the Agathos Maimon in x11.,8, 9, and reference te
"our ancesto:s, Uranus and Cronus" in X.5.

If we accept Eestugiere's analysls of this genre, then it may
“be eeen that this genre is well suited to express certain Tecurrent
thenes in nany of the Hermetic tractates. In this regard the names
.of the(;;;licipants are very important, Typically the' Hermetic dia-
logue has as its major speaker Hermes Trismegistus, the other parti-
cipants being usueliy eit@er Asclepius or Taﬁ. i. e, Thoth, or, ex-
ceptionally. Annon, it would be a mistake in most instances to thinP
of these are mere pseudonyms, designed to give the tractztes N
authorJty which otherwise they could not claim,4 although this is clear-
ly the case in C, H, xvi, and perhaps also in G, H, xiv. The choice

of these names 1s more likely motivated by the doctrine common

11bsa., p. 36 £f. | 2Ib4d., p. 6.

b !

3bid., p. 29 f. Scott, op, cit., I, 3.
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in Hermetism that apotheosis is the goal for thoge who possess voﬁq.l

It is to be noted that, while Hermes, Asclepius, Tat, and Ammon
are best known to us.as go&i. they do not appear to us in that cabacity
in the Hermetic literature,. They are not, as Heinrici wrongly supposed,
gods living in some unknown heavenly area.2 As Scott figh£1y points out,
the Hermes Trismegistus of the Hermetic dialogues is represented as "a
_man 1%ke you and me," but as "a man who attained to 5&252& + ¢ = » and
after his death he became a god - just as you and I also, if we attain .

to gnosis, will become gods after our de%;hs.“3 This is the point of , .
C. Ho x.5(115.5-10):

-

. o« A¢ of Suvdiievor mAfov T4 dpucaodas Mg 6€ag natanota
pflovrat nolkduig [ 62] dmd vof afuarog el v KA (oty
B¥iv dmep Odpavde wat Kp6vog, of fuérepoy mpbyovor, 2vre.
Tuxfixagiy, = E{8e mat finete, & nitep, - El0¢ ydp, 3 T€rvov®
viv 6¢ ¥ri drovoluey npd¢ v Byiv nal o foxvouey dvan
merdoat flulv Tode 1ol vol dpBakpovig Kk, %

o . . gt
This passage would be meaningless if Hermes and Tat were not regarded

-

+
P

le. H. 1.26016.12,13)5 1v.7(51.21), %46,7(116,2-5), omitted by
Stobaeus. This doctrine is presupposed in C. H. x.25(126,9-11) and_ ,
x11.1(174.8-12), which give the slogan that earthly man is a mortal god, N
while the heavenly god is an immortal man. See also C. H, x.7,8, which '
gives a sort of cursus honorum of souls until they "dance into the dance Q
of the gods,™ also x1.200155.1s), Aldv, yevoU,x111,14(206.15), 8edg

népuag, a3 weld as Asclepius 11(310,20-26) and 37(347.20—3&8.8).‘ Ac~

cording to Festugiere, this lLdea vas "banale sous 1‘'Empire,” La révéla-

tion d'Hermds Trismé iste, III, xi, intro.; some of the reasons for this

Statement are given in W, Bouisset, Kyrios Christos (4th ed.; Gottingent

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1935), pp. 335 £f.; English translation J. E,

Steely (Nashville/New York: Abingdon Press, 1970), pp. 422 ff. While

this idea is by no means unique to Hermetism, it is extremely common in

the Hermetic literature and seems to be the central concept of Hermetism, K
2C. F. G. Helnrici, Die Hermesmystik und das Neye Testament, vt

ed. E. von Dobschfitz ("Arbeiten zur Religionsgeschichte des Urchristen- &
tum;*™ Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung, 1918), p, 8, .

BScott’ OE- ctto’ 106-
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\HE fully men. We may see here a.religious euhem?rlsm in which the gods
"are men who have become deified because théy £ad attained to that #ision.
Therchre it is easential for the purpose of these tractates that
the protagoriists are men who have become gods. As they, though former—
ly human, have become gods, 80 we are challenged to beconme fods,
¥hile a more complete verification of the pattern given here will
have to awailt a formal history of the Hemetic novement I believe that
this pattern forms a useful tool for sorting out the documents in the

Corpus Herweticum _The typlcal Hermetic tractate is then provisionally

defined as belonging to the genre, “le 'logos’ hermétique d'enseignement,”
having Hermes Trismegistus and Taf or Asclepius as particlpants, and
haviné‘apothquis as ‘the goali This chapter will deal with tynical
tfactates. the following with non-typical tractates, The Question will
then be raised: can the* differences b® understood simply as another in-
stance of 1nconsistency in the Hermetic movement, or do they reveal that
the compiler did_not understand the Hermetic Movement, but had put to-

gether a number of documents which he took to be Hermetic?

It is customary to begin discussion of the Corpus Hermeticun

. with C, H i, the Poimandres. This 1s done for a variety of reasons:

CoH, 1 1s intrinsically fascinatiﬁg: but it i1s especially fascinating
- -

to New Testament scholars and historlans of religion interested in ear-

ly Christianity because of its verbal parallels with the S_eptua.gint,1

1%0dd, The Bible and the Grecks, 99-200,

|
|
i
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\ ]
with the Hermae Pastor,l and with the Gospel of John,2 as well as its ¢

thematic parallels with the Gnostic movement.3 In addition, some scho- Y

larg are of the opinion that the Poimandres ‘is the basic document of

the Corﬁus Hermeticum.a v

\ However, our present purﬁose is to discuss the typical Hermetic
tractate. As we sghall see, there are several features of the Poimandres
which set it apart from the majority of the dialogues.S -A much more
suitable starting point igs furnisﬁed by that most typical of all Her-
-metic tractates, C, H. x, called Kecg, "Key,"

> This "Key" enjo}s a very unfavouraple Teputation among students
of the Hermetic literature. Tiedemann_say# of it, "Sberhaupt bedurfte
;;eser Schlussel eines neuen, "0 Nock, who quotes .this opinion with ap~
proval, blames the present condition of C. H. x on ™um copiste de
1'a;tiqu1té qui, s'intéressant lui-méme ) 1'hermétisme, aura complété
un texte anterieur en y ajoutant ce qu'il a PuU apprendre d'autregs
crits derméme tendance."7' Az already indicated, both Bousset and

Brgupinger place this tractate among the mixed ttactates.8 Zielinski

4

lneitzenstein, Foimandres, pp. 11-13.

2Dodd, The fourth Gospel, pp. 33-36.

]

_3Reitzenstein, Poimandres, pp., 68-~114.
QSee for example Zielinski, 1loc. cit., VIII, 323 £,
5See below, p. 149 £ff, 6Tiedemann, op. cit.? pe 71, n.

7Nock. in Nock-Festugiere, Oop. cit., I, 112. According to

- Reitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 196, n. 2, it is “stark Uberarbeitec.,*

Bsee above, p. 99 f.




regards chapters l-4a as peripatetic,' chapters 4b-9 a4 "Platonizing "
and 10-25 as 'Konkordanztheologie wl & term used by Klein to describe
the contents of: the whole tractate, which according t; him 'nmit seiner
Sinnenfeindlichkeit_an sich dem dﬁﬁlistisch Typos zugehgrt P ,"3
but "hat eine ausgesprochen pantheistische Tendenz, die allerdings nicht
konsequent durchgefuhrt ist, nd |

In fact, this tractate does h#ve somé‘very abrupt transitions
as.well as some glaring Inconsistencies. F;r example, in x.10(118.6),
.the words, t(g oliv 8 SAtxd¢ Beﬁg 86e, would lead one to believe that a
'material God" had ﬁreviousl} been mentioned. But in fact this is not
the,case. In x.8.3, we learn that souls who in the human stage remain
evil must begin again in the bodies of serpents, but in X.19.7,8 we
learn that it is contrary tq the law of God for a human soul to inhabit
the body of an unreasoﬁing beast. Such facts seem to indicate that the
tractate is composite in nature.

Nevertheless, it ig possible to detect a guiding theme 'in the'
tractate, This guiding theme does not perhaps indicate unity of author-
ship, since it is treated diffetently in different parts, but at least
Suggests a unified purpose in the redaction. The theme in question is
raised for the first tlme in x.4(114.19,20): lnlﬁpwouq fiulc, & ™drep,
¢ dyadiic xat wxakAforne 8€ag, "You have filled us, O father, with the o

good and most beautiful 8€a," (I leave this last word untranslated for

lzielinski loc, cit,, VIII, 346-348
'3
*lein, op. cit., p. 123, Ibid., p. 119.

“Ibta., p. 117, - ' y




108

the time beingr) By dfawing from this 8¢a, 1.5(115.5,6),rue may per-
haps arrive at the 8*;{ which "our ancestors, Uranus and Cronos, gained,”
x.5(115.7,8), and toward which we are sti11 stri;ing; X.3(115,9-12,)
Presumably 8€a represents ; kind of‘metaphoripal seeing or at any rate
an incompiéte seeing, whereas thg represents the full vision of God.
* While this vision disqualifies us fron ahy bodily activity, x.6(115,14-19),
-it lightens the whole voli¢ and soul (here apparently identified) and
draws them through the body tv odofa, x.6(115,i9-116.2); “for it is
impossible for the soul, when it has beheld the beauty of. the Good, to
be deified while it is in a human body, * dévvarov 19p, & téxvov, yuxiy.
dnofcwbijvar v odars dvBpdnou Beacapfvny 18 1ol dyaBol ndAog, :.6
(116, 2-4),

‘Elsewhere in this tractate, this experience is called yvﬁasg?
While ignorance is the evil of the soul, x.8.5, since one who is ignorant
“collides with the bodily pa;siOHS," Svrivdaoes roig ™Beor 1ol
ouuaftﬂoft, x;8.6, the virtue of the soul is yvliotg, and “the: one who
knows is good and pious and divine,” x,9(117.10,11). God "knows and
wants to be known," k.15(120.7,8); In face, Tvﬂblf leads to "Olympus,”
le_e. apotheosis, x.15(120.9,}0).

Since the question of YViioig has received extensive treatment,
there is no need to discuss it at length here., It is sufficient to say
that, here as elsewhere in Helleniscic'religious literature, it refers

not to information, but to a special kind of spiritual illumination.1

1Fof & very clear exposition see R. Bultmann s. v, yviioig in

G. Kittel, ed., Theologische Worterbuch zun Neuen Testament (Vol, I,
Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag, 1933), PPs 692-696; English translation by
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In fact it is virtually synonymous with Tyig in x.6,

The part of man which receives this Tvﬁot; is, in this tractate
as frequently in the Hermetic literafure, called the vqu.l This pare,-
which is variousiy treated in the Hermet1C'11terature, is in E;iﬂ. X the
most divine part of:thérguman soul.” The human voU¢ in fact, appears,
as it werg, wrapped in layers: the vol¢ 15 in the Aéyog, the kdyoq.'in
the tuxq; the yuyxf in the nvelua, the nvelua in the body (reading 4 yuxi)
¢v 1§ <veluart, 13 nvelua &v o> ofpars, x.13.2), see below, p. 317;

When Ehis volic recetves yYviiotg, it separaéZs itself from its .
g;rments (#vé0para), the soul, the breath (nveua), and the body, and
puts on a fiery gar;éqs\which is appropriate to ;t,'tﬁv Y§zov evebdoaro
Xiriova, rév nuptviy, ¥.18.2. The volc in this condition is identifif
able with the Creator of everything, and ﬁeeds the fire as an instrument
(gupplying dpydwp from Std;aeus), x.18.93 without the fire it can cre-
ate only earthly things, but with the fire it can.also create heavenly |

things, ‘X¢ 18.19-

In €. H. x, as elsewhere in the Corpus Hermeticum, not every

soul has the good voli;, “but sometimes the voU¢ stands out of the soul,

so that the soul resembles an unreasoning animal, x.24.2-4, In such

G. W. Bromiley, Theolopical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Wm. B, Eerdmans Publishing Company, I9645, Ppe 692-696, For

a discussion of YVi01¢ in the Hermetic literature see especially

- Brauninger, op. cit. PPe 5-30, and Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen

PQsterienreligionen, 284-295; Yvooig is equated with B&a by Reitzenstein
on P ~290. ' . ’ .

[ 4

10n the volc see A. Wlosok, Laktanz und die philosophische Gnosis
("Abhandlungen der Heldelberger Akademie der Wissenschaft, Fhilos., Iist,
Klass., 1960, 2;% Heidelbergr - Winter, 1960), p. 121 ff. “Der Nus fungiert
dann als mystischer Sinn oder pneumatisches Auge,”™ ibid,, p, 121, ;
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. a condition one cannot properly be called man, X+24.9, since man pro-

perly so called is either above or at least equal to the so called

2 . -
heavenly gods, i. e. the stars, X+24.10-12, The gods cannot come down
to earth, but man in hisg ecstasy can go up to heaven, X.25.1-4, The
tractate then closes with the formula,’x.ZS.S. that earthly men are mor-
tal gods, but the heavenly gods are immortal men;

That the author was not afways in control of his material is

indicated by the tendency in this tractate for discussions of the vi-
sion or of yvilot¢ to léad to a discussion of the fate of the soul after
death, Thus in x.7, after noting‘in Xa6(116,2-4) that the vision leads
to apotheosis, the author is very easlly led to discuss the progress
of the soul, from serpents to water animals to land animals to flying
animals to men ‘to demons, until they "dance into the dance of the gods, "
x«7.11 (retaining the reading of the manuscript tradition of the Corpus
Hermeticum), who have two dances, one of the planets, one of the fixed.
‘ sﬁars. Therefore this passage envisages stellar immortality as the
‘ ultimate goal of souls.1 According to Bousset, this passage is eccen-
tric, since in most places where the Corpus discusses immortality, ic /
ls in terms of unity with the transcendent deit:y.2 No doubt this is_
the case, althopgh it must be said that theﬂgermetié writers are capable
v

of ignoring obvious contradictions, .

So also,x,19.2~4,after the discussion of the journey of the

1l'-‘or this concept seeF, Cumont, Astrology and Relipion amon ;
the Greeks and Romans (New York: Dover Publications, 1960 = 1912), :
PP. 96 ff. ‘ \

. !
2Bouqaet, “Joseph Kroll, Die LCehren des Hermes Trismegistos,"

;
+
4

p. 744,
0 A
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soul 12 its fiery body in X.16~18, we learn that after death, if the
soul has engaged in the struggle of piety, it becomes a god (acz;pting
the reading of the manuscript tradition of the-CorEus), but the impious
soul again seeks a human body, Xe19.5, since it is contrary to divine

-
law for a human soul to inhabit the body of an unreasoning animal,

L}
x.19.7,8, contradicting, aslnoted, x.8,2,3. Thus impiety is its own
punishment, x.20(123,8,9); as a punishment the impious man is incited
by the vouc in the form of a daemon 6; greater punishment, x.21(123 19-
24).

The ;ther material in L. H. x is loosely connected to tﬁis theme,
Thus the reference to the vision of the Good, in x,4(114.19,20), is
made to grow out of the discﬁssion of God in x.1-4, Unless there is ;

. najor gap in the text, this vision wou}d appear to.have been brought T
on by discussion of God as cre#tive'racher tﬁgﬁ creatihg, x63(114.7-14),
who has an activity (dv€pyeta) rather than a nature (Pioig), x,1(113.6),
which is to will the existence of all things, x.2(113.1,2).

SimilarI{ in x,10b-14, there are discussed such toples as the
x6ouog (called the SAind¢ 0ed6¢, the "hgperial god"), x.10(118.6); man,
the "second“animal;".x.lz.z, the ndouo; being the first), the human
soul, which as we have seen consists of layers, x.13.3; and the dpyxf,
which comes from God, x¢14(119,16~120.1); but the purpose of ali of this
is to relate the human soul closely to God: mal Yfverat & pulv udopog vol
8ol vlsg, 8 &2 ¥vopumog vol naopou, Bomep ¥yyovog,  "the néopog is the
son of God, and man is the son of the ndpﬂﬁq, a grandson, as it were,*

x.14(120.5,6), This of course leads directly to a discussion of the

POssibility of knowing God in x.150120.7,8).
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In spite of the numerous contradietions in tractate X, thﬁn.‘it
is possible to find a common theme, This common thene 15 & kind of
rcliious experience glven only to the few. This experience, callcd
"vlgion". Byi¢, or YVIO1¢, is recelived by the most divine part of man,
the voUg, and t@rough this oxperience man becones deifjed. The incon- {
sistencles in this tractate are explained and in part Justified by the
fact that this one theme is so important to the author (or redactor)
that all oft e other 1ncon51;tencies seemed Lnimportant to hin, at
‘lenst in the lirht of his pa jor theme. |

Thus, while the authof is adm;ttedly inconsistent on many of -
the issues which are extrenely inportant to nodern rescarchers, especlal-
ly the distinction bYQJeen dualism and nonisn, nevertheless tractate X
:hoad unity in the oﬁe theme which” 1s important to him, If the author/
re:; acfor a5 awdre that dualism and nonism are irreconcileable, evidently
this awareness did noé trouble him. Hore likely, he was willing to i--
nore inconsistencies ;nd use any conceptions availablg, even thosc which
are directly opposed to each other, In connection ui;; tractate xii,
lmguningcr safs that ", | , die Philosophie flir diesen Autor wig fur
dle nelsten des Corpus Hermeticum nur‘ein Dec’mantel ist, um seine
religiosen Anéchauungon darunter zu verstecken , . , ."1 ¥hile this
distthetion retuween philosophy and rellgion secns extrenely forced in
connectlon with the Hermetic writings, it is clear that, for the author

cof tractate X, most of the topics discussed are nmerely ancillary to

bis major topic, the vision or yviloig of God.

1Brz':'.unlnger, op, ¢it., p. 35.
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C. H, xii
The same religious experience which in C. H. x 1s treat-ed under -
the names of ¥yi¢ and Y%;g" is in C. H. xii. discussed as the activities
and effects of voc, The benefits of volic are gt\;en the clearest ex-

pression in xi1.12(178.21-179.4)1

Kdxetvo 62 8pa, & rt.'wi:;v, 8v1 800 mﬁ:-m‘-rﬁ:' dvBpdnyp & Gedc
mapd mdvra 13 Bvird IGa &xapfoaro, t6v e voOv wal tdy
Aéyov, -lo6rina Tf dfavaotq , . . . Todrotg 62 et rig ypi-
oatro elc B 8e¥, ' 0db2v v dBavdrwv Stofoct e pAov 62
wal 2EedBdv éx 1ol ofuarog §65ynedoerar Snd dugorépay el
v 1iv Ocdv mai naxdpwv xopdv,
(I bave omitted the words v3v &2 Tpogopixdv A6yov ¥xes, bracketed by
Nock, s,;nce they are clearly a gloss, and moreover probably mistaken)
see above, p., 78). The mention of Adyo¢ in this passaée seems intrusive,
but is more likely to indicate inconsis:ency‘ on the part of the author
than textual corruption. The two are equivalent (Ioripa): to fmmortali-
ty, and le;d a man out of his body (ecstasy?) into the dance of the
gods, cf. x.7.11, discussed above, p. 110, . . :

The fheme of vol¢ is very prominent in the firal': fourteen chap-
ters of this tractate, uhich have berhaps the most comprehensive treat-
ment of that theme in |.:he Hermetic literature. This vodc comes from the
e'sse_nce of Goc_l, ":t there is_gome essence of God,” ¥ y& i Yoriy
odafa Beol, xi1.1(174.3,4), This volic is not something split off from
Cod's '?Wt"ality,” odotérg, xii.1l(174.5,6), "bgt is, a’s it were, un-
folded,-like the sun's light;" Homep fimdduevog Mep ra- o0 fifou qik,
x11.1(174.7). It is "God among men," tv\,.l.!v dvﬁpcﬁ'mg 6e6¢ &ovt, and

because of it some men become gods, xi1.1(174.7-9). The voli treats good
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nen by nain~ then %uffer. as does a physician.1 x11.3, but bad men it
ineites to further crines. xi1,4, The voUQ|m;n do what it wants,
x11,ﬁ(1??.10.11). and rules over evérythinc. including fate and law,
x11.9(177.17-19); for the text‘see below, p. 16, n, 1. All men suffer
what 1s'fated, but the "reasonable” guffer in a different way: ’arr’ &
EASy1pog, & rfuvov, obd Hoixevoag mefoerat, dAA? &g;ﬁo;icOUuq, odb2
qovedoug, dAR’ &g povevouc, mat notSrnra ucruBolﬁ; déovarsy 2ot
bienguyeTy, &cnép naf yvevéorog, x11.7(176.22-25)1 this appears to mean
that ‘even if the body, constrained by fate, commits certain crimes, the
essentlal person is delivered from turpitude by the voﬁsfz :

The other nmajor.theme in this tractate is that the Kkéopog and
All that s in it is 1lvingi. this is the major theme of chapters fifteen
to twenty, In fact the x6ouog 1s the TAfpupa of 1ife, x11.15(130,7-10),.
“verylhins noves, ani the activity of 1life is movement, x11.16(180.25-
(;31.2). Therefore everythinr is alive, "especially man,” mvrwv 62
fidxov & Hvﬁpwnoc, x11.19(180.20,21), since he assoclates with God, It
does not occur to the author.that this "éspecially" subverts the effect
of the statement that everything is alive,

In this section also..tho thene of\experiencing God is proninent,
but is exPréssed differently, God is scen through the order of the uni-

verse: el 62 9¢herg atrdv wal 6ewpijoas, Yée qv vdEiv 7ol uﬁauou nal

v edxoopnlay ¢ rdfewng, x;i.21(182.11.12). This means of seeing Cod

1Scott would remind us here of Plato, Gorglas 477E-U81B, op, cit.,
1m, e, | |

2Festuvlere, in Nock-Festuridre, op, cit., I, 194 £, s0 also ;
Festusidre, "L® Hermétisme™, in Hermbtisme et nystiQue piienne, p, 60 £,
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is, as Brguninger saw.l sharply distinguished from the means of seeing

God in the first part of the tractate. Here there is no_question of a

special faculty possesged in full only by a few, but of ordinary secing,

if only one draws appropriate conclusions fram what one sees., But never-

:heless, it is the special capacity of man which enables him to gee God

in this way. Man is the only animal with whom God has\intercourse, -

x11.19(181522) and man (presumably because of his intellect), is able to " =
traverse all parts of the Kdouog,

| | As we shall see, this theme, that God is visiblezin h;s HEoPOG,

is just as much at home in the Hermetic uritinga'as is the theme of

sceing God or ‘having yviloi¢ of God, Becau;e ofwthe logical incompati-

bility of these two themes, Brguninger,2 following Scott,3 would divide

the tractate into two parts in the ﬁiddle-of chapter fourteen. According

to Scott, some pages have dropped out betueen the end of xii.1-14a and-.

xit.1l4bp, including the opening of a new tractate,? Adding verisimilitude .

to this view is the fact that the term voUc¢, which is go prominenc in

xii.l-14a, scarcely appears tn the rest of the tractate., But it mugt be

noted that if two documents hnve been joined, this has happened before

.our present Corpus was formed, since it w11l be seen from the table on '

p. 13 f. above that the striking variant of oav for elvac gppears in both

sections of this tractate, '

However, it ig probably not necessary to postulate such a division.

1Br3uninger, op. cit., p. 27, 2Ihid-: p. 33,
scott, op..cit., II, 336, 41big.
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it is clear that the author of this tractate Was not very concerned with
‘consistency. Granted that the subject matter of xii,14b follows abrupt-
ly on what precedes, it must also be noted that the connection of chap~
ter thirteen with the discussion of volc 18 also quite tenuous: in
chapter twelve the author introduces Adyog in an abrupt manner, speaking
of two "gifts," volic and Adfoq, and then in chapte thirteen goes on to
discuss the Adyog. According to chapter fourteen, the Adyo¢ is the image
of vo0¢ and vcﬁq_is the imoge of God. (Accepting Flus as"' emendation;
see above, p. 77 ){ This leads him to the discussion o various chains
of being: the body is the image of the idea, and the iflea of the soul,

xi1.14(179,17 18); air is the lightest part of matter,/soul of air,

voUg of soul, and God of volg, xii. 14(179 18-20). is leads naturally

to another chain ofsbeing: dvdyxn and mpévoia an oﬁo:q are the insttu--
.ments of the udcpog, but the essence of the “intelligibles" (vonriiv;

tr. Festugiere); and their easence is "identity." This in turn leaos-“
to a discussion of the immortality of the udouoq, which is iiviug, as

are each of its member;. It seens arbitrary, given the casual connec-
tionhof each of these statements, to select any one of them as a new
starting point: it seems more reasonable to suppose that the author of
this tractate, ‘like the authors of so many of the Hermetic writings,

wrote without a plan, but dlscussed each iden .as it came to his head.1

In fact, if there is any characteristic feature of this tractate,

it is the totally carefree attitude of -the author to contradiction. This\_

1See Festugiére, in Nock-Festugiére, ops cit., I, 188, n. 37:
"Vu 1a composition asges’ _lache des écrits hermet ques . 4 . "

.o

1
:
-

i
|
5
1
.i
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may be seen, for example, in chapter eleven, ‘Festugiedre writes of that

chapter, "Je rencnce i entendre ce #11 que Tat juge 'parfaitement

Lol

In fact, each 1nd1vidua1 Bentence in that chapter makes

clair'.”

sense; it is only the chapter as a whole which is nonsepsical. Most
proposals for the emendat:ion of this chapter have concerned the insertion

or removal of a negative. But unless we suppose that someone has ar-

bitrarily insegted and removed negatives at will in several places,

the chapter will not make sense. Let us examine it, one sentence at a

time:

i’

(1) ndvea, & rénvov, 1@ 2v ofuart douara mopd,
(2) nat xvpfog adrd tori ndoge
(3) niv ydp 13 xivolv dotuaroy,

8v. v & BN o~
(k) ndv. 82 8 xivotuevov o, . : S

_ (5) xat wa dofpara 62 kivetra:r 603 1ol vo(i*
(Q)ﬁﬁ.'rq.mg 62 ndéog*
(?7) ™doxer obv dupsrepa, xal 13 xivolv xal 13 xivovuevovy 13 -

‘ utv dpxov, R:R1 &pxdu.evov‘ . @5

(8) dmidrayelc 82 1ol afsarteg, dmiidyn xal vof rd%uq’
v (9) pIov 6€ more, & réxvoy, . obblv dmadec, Mvma 61: mBgrde
(10) Siapeper 62 m'eog mbnrols 3 pdv ydp évcpyei’ 8 62 nioxer®
(11) « 82 oot wal %28’ Eaurd 2vepyel-
(12) 3 yap delvnet doviv B weveTrae,
(13) &nérepov & g:ﬁ, ‘rdeor; ¢orf(,
(1%) w2 82 dovpara det tvepyetrat, nal 613 volro mnrd Ioree

L3
1

Mbid., 1, 187, n. 28 /

(R T
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“(15) i odv oe af npocnropﬂ:s TApaTTéTWoGyY,
(16) § ve yap ev€pyera nal 13 mdBog Qggrq‘édr:v-
(17) Eﬁ@ﬂuOTfpm 82 < dvouart ypfiocactal od Auet,

Of these sentences, 15 and 17 are parenthetical, Among the

contradictions are the follouipgx 5 directly contradicts 43 7 éakes
3 and 4 irreleQant; 8 contradicts 14; 9 contradicts 8; if 10, then 1 and
2 areﬂincompatible; 11 contradicts 3; and if 13, then 12 and 6 are in-
compatible. As long as one does not expect this passage to cohere logi-
cally, however, ‘it presents no difficulties, i

. Thus contradictions aré by no means foreign to the auth;r of
this tracta;e.. And so we may suppose that; even though the conceptions
}n chapters 1-14a do not, strictly speaking, always cohere logiéally
vith those of 14b-22, it ig still highly conceivable that the tractate
as a wpole is the work of a single author, who may, to be sure, have
used sources. In both parts, -an essential theme is‘the knowledge of
God; if this is done by mutually inéempatible methods, tpe author is
perhaps not the dnly one to be iﬁé&nsi;tent in Fhis way.

An amiable feature of C. H. xii is the'frequent references to

a now deified older contemporary of Hermes named 'Arﬁedq 6Gf#wvg
cf. xii. 1(17& 10), xif’8(177 2), xii.9(177, 20), and xii, 13(179 14), He
'is said co be one who, like a first-born god, sdw everything and uttered
divine words: é¢ npmfﬁfovoq 8:6(, w2 wrh xariSdv Bctqu Aéyoug
E¢BCYEu10. xii.8(177.4, S). Reitzenstein. relying in part on the large
number of citations of sayings oi"Ayneag Safpwy in alchemic and other

Helleniscic;religtous literature, perhaps takes the references to the

. , &
'*Tﬂﬁdq Aafpav in this tractate too serlously when he suggests that the

.
.
ot
I

e
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author had before him a collection of sayings attributed to ’Aya8dc

-

1 - .
Aafpuv;™ more probably the author used these sayings to add verisimi}i-

tude to his message.2

.
N C. H, v

The same inconsistency with regard to the ways of knowing God
which has been noted in €. H. xii may be seen to soﬁe degree in tractate
ive In iv.2(50.1,2), we meetr a way of knowing God which is appropriate
to the final chapters of C. H. xiii-8eardc ydp ¢yévero 1ol ¥pyou ol
6eol 8 YvBpumog, wal RBatuace xal tyvifproe 1dv o1 ficuvra, One would
expect, on the basis of this formula, a tractate which, 1ike tfactate v,
shows how God, though invisible, can be geen in the Qrder of the xéouog,
In fact, howeQer, the theme of c. H, iy is the volic, which in this
tractate as elsewhere is a special faculty for receiving yviiotg.  The
author is not insensitive to tﬁg;gghsion between these two ways of know-
ing God; this tension is eipressed by the formula that God apportioned
A6yoq among all men, but established vollc as a pri;e for the few, iv.3.
However, he makes no atteﬁpt to resolve thig tensi&n, but passes imme-
diately to his major theme, why only some men have vo0¢ although all have
Adyog.

The éolution for this problem is, for the authqr, given in temms

of an image which has caused a great deal of difficulty, that of the

Al
1

lReitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 127,

ZHénird's suggestion, op. cit., p. Txxiit, intro., that the
Teference to the ’Ayad3¢ Aafpuv is a disguised tribute to Ammonius Saccas
from an untalented student, is merely fanciful,

[
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crater. We are told that God sent a huge crater, filling 1t with volc,

and sent a herald to proclaim that everyone who is able should immerse
o

bt

himself into the crater and ascend to GOd,.KpdTﬁb; péyav mypdoug Todrou
uaffncpve;_éoﬂc Kfjpuna, xal Exéevoey adr§ xnpitar Tailg v dvOpdmuy
xapbfasg vdbee BanTicoy ceavrilv 6uvu#£vn elg TOUTDV.TGY npdfﬁba, b
nuareﬁg%??‘ﬂr: dved edoy npd% dv naranfujavra 1y xparﬁﬁa, fi yvwp(Louoca
&nt vl y&yovug, iv.é}SO.B-lB).

So'many of the words in this chapter are familin; to us as tech-
' nicﬂ} terms in ehrly Christlan‘%;;erature that ir is difficult Eo disf
mis§ the possibility of Christian'influence.1 Hoyever, askFestﬁgiére
points out, this in {tself does ﬁot.solve the most difficﬁlt problem of

[ 9

tvhe chapter, the mixture of referénces to sacrgmental drinking from a .
cup and ritual immersion.z Festugidre proposeiltwo solutions in the same
articlet the first, that Bdnricov ceautiv is'used metaphorically for
becoming drunk, in this case acquiring the *sober drunkenness™ of

Tvﬁbu;;s the second, that in this tract;tq the two rites are in fact w
ﬁixed, and that the origins of the'formﬁla of baptism iq\fhe crater are

to be found in the circles which were responsible for a similar formula

in II Jeli 45 and Pistis Sophia 142, in which.the disciples are baptized

Iso scott, op. cit., p, 140 f. Scott does not, however, rule
out the possibility of a non-Christian sacramental baptism of the sort
mentioned in iv.4. For an explanation of the crater, Scott refers to
tvo no longer extant Orphic hymns of that title, as well as to the
legend that Empedocles leaped into the crater of Mount Aetna, p. 141 £,

zFestugiére, *Hermetica," p. 102, ~

3Ibid., pp. 104-107.
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: in a crater of wine which is turned into water.1 While Festugiére
chooses the second of these solul:i.ons,2 the first i5 als0 thoroughly
plausible,. ' _ s

According to Festugiare, tilis tractate contains a common
"doctrine de salut! with 1, vii, and '.\cii.i.:‘3 The doctrine "implique ‘'
« « » une anthropogonie, une doctrine de la genése de 1’humanité; c‘ette
anthropogonie suppose A son tour une cosmogonie, wne doctrine de 1a
gencse du ;nonde qui mette en relief le divorce entre le monde _célgste.
lunineux, et le monde de 1a matiére, ténébreux; enfin cette cosmogonie
exige de son cbré une théologie, une doctrine de Dieu et de seg relations
avec le monde de la matidre,"? -

Now it is scarcely controversial to say that the soteriology of

.

€. H, iv shows marked resemblances to that of C. H, 1.5 Among the com-

mon themes is voic, uhich_}rr\j.\v as in i is a special faculty byl.uhich

one may receive yviotg, (In C. H. i, volc is also identified with God;

in C. H. iv is it a gife (Swpfa) from God, iv.5(50.23), and is not X !
hypostasized.) So also, in iv as In i, yviioi¢ is in a sense self-

knowledge, cf. iv.4(50,13), § Yvwpflouvoa &nt rf Yévow;ag, and 1.21(14.6,7),

IIbido ] pp. 107"'112.

2After demonstrating in a very convincing manner the first,’
Festugidre continues, "Toutes ces considérations eussent fixé mon
choix . . . s'il n'y avait . , , un texte remarquable avec lequel,
depuis longtemps, on a comparé le ndtre (ibid., p. 107).

3Featugiére‘ “L'Hermétisme,” Hermétisme et mystique paienne,
_+ P- 3%, reprinted from Bull. de la Soc. roy. de Lund, 1948, pp. 1-58,

Ibid., p. 50.

SIbid., pp. 58-64.
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)
7 dav odv wdéng faurdv  (faurdy mss.t adrdv Reic:enstein) i lofic xal

Qurdg Bvru, xal 8rt i rotruy Tuyxdveig, el Lofv mfigv Xwpfioeig.

Moreover, in both documents, apotheosis is the géal. 1.26(16.12,13) and

iv.7(51.19-21),

Furthermore, it is Treasonable to suggest that perhaps the author
of C. H. iv would have been more consistent if he had in fact presup-
posed the sort of anthropogony, Cosmogony, and theology oﬁtlined by
Festugidre and supported from C. H. i, with its tendency to remove God
as far ascpossible from the creationlof the world,1 and icsg tendency to
relate man directly to God uithoqt the intervention of the demiurge.%
This may be supported by such statements as #dv pi) mplrov 13 ofua gou
utofiong, & réxvov, ceavrdv PiAfont 0d SUvacui,  "If you do not first
hate your body, my son, you cammot love yourself," iv.6(51,9-11),

But the author inconsistently affirms a very different'tﬁeology,
cosmogony, an; anthropogony. There is no hint in C. H. iv that the
creator of the udéouwog is in any wa} to be distinguished from the supreme
God. While he is called dnuioupydg, 1v.1(49.2), he is spoken of in
terms that leave no room for a higher God: Bore obrwg Smordupave éq
100 mp6vrog xaf det Bvroc xal mivra nolqouvroc xal Ev3¢ povou,

62 adrol Serfioer Snuioupyfioavrog @ Bvra, "concelve of him therefore in
- this way, as the one who is present and always exists and hag made all

things and is one alone, but has with his will created what exists,"”

iv.1(49,3-5), Moreover, it is this same creator who sent man to earth

Libid., p. s3. Ibid., pp. S5-57.

3
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as an adornnent ( x6opog ) for it, 1v.2(49.10.11). and who apportioned

Abyog to al} nen, iv.3(50.2.3). but eat&ﬁllshmivuﬂeas & prize, iv.3 ..
(50,7,8). God ig not responsible for evlli according tb tﬁo author of
this tractate; it‘is man who 1s responsible: 2net & pev 8ed¢ dvalriog,

et 62 alrior v nanliv, 1v.8(52.7,8), Sinece men are responsidble,

there Is no n

Hence the elaborate cosmology of Gy H. 1 is for the author of this trac-
tate unnccessary.1
"{ That being the case, it may be asked whether this tractate, with
ils adnittied inconsistencies, does not belong in its teachings. with
tractites x and xii already discpssed. sharing cormon traits with C, H., 1
only to the extent that both sharé in the genoral spirit of their times,

In C;, H, iv, as in the other two, the central message 1s that we too,

_ 1ite Hermes and Tat, may become deifled through Tyﬁaic.
— : C, H, v

The differences between C, H, iv and C, H, v are well known,

- C._H, iv is normally placed among the dualistic tractates, while C, H, v
is normally considered non-dualistic or even pantheistic.2 That there
are genuine differences cannot, in my view, be denied; it may be asked,

however, on the basis of our discussion of C, H, x, x11, and iv, whether -

A
1Asainst Zielinski, who writes, concerning the relation between
tiis tractate and C, H, 1, "was dort personlich und mytholosisch ist,
erscheint hier entpersdnlich und lediglich philosophisch," loc, cit.,
VIII, 34, C, H. iv does in fact have a myth explaining the creation of
the world and the present state of man, but it is a myth describing crea-
tion of the universe by the supreme God, .

250e above, pp, 93-100, . ' o )
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the author was hipaelf conscious of thege differences,

Tractate v; in the form of an address to Tat, seeks to accomplish

a philosophical tour de force by provi;é\thnt God is at the same time {

invisible and the most visible of a}}. This theme he develops with a
consistence unusual in thé Hermetic literaturelrby proving that God is
revealed through the wéouogs Hplovog ydp 8 Wiptog palverar 61d nuvfcq '
vol wéopov, v.2(61.4,5); in fact, seeing the ndaﬁoq is seeing God: e} &2
6frerg adrdv 18elv, vénoov tav KA tov, vénaov vdv gerffvng 6p6u6v, nrk,,
v.J(61.8 ff,), 1If one sees all of these wonders, one is led to their
originatort ¥ori ydp ric, & dr, § rodruv mivrwy Toinriic xat beomdrng,
v.4(61.22,23), The creation cannot exist without the creator, V.4
(61.23-62.1); neither ¢an the creator exist-uﬁless he continues to cre-
ate, otbrw xatl roGrov 8T (Scott; det mss.) uh elvar, el pf) ndvra det
mtolvra, v,9(63,21,22), since it is his essonce to bring 'to birth and
make everything, todrou dortv odofa 1d ud:sv nivra xal noteTy, Vv.%
(63.20), '

This theme of geeing Géd by seeing the order of the universe
is, of course, already familiar througﬁ C. H. xi1.21, .As we have seen,
there is some reason to suppose that C, H. xii was the product of an ‘
author who was unconcerned with the difference bqsween this kind of

"seeing God" and the kind of seeing which is given a8 a special gift

through the,voUg,z Could the same be the case with the author of

.

lFestugiére. in Nock-Festugiére, op. cit,, I, 58,
2See above, p, 115 ff, . ' . *

1
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tractate v? In fact, the author does somctimes use the language of that
_other kind of seeing, Thes v.1(60.4), Emuc uj dudnroc fic 1ol upcfrroveq
8col dvdparog, suggests, as Scott points out, a Yioi¢ given only teo

a feu.1 Furthermore, if Tat is to recelve this knowledge, he must pray
to God that he may receive mercy, v.2(60,17,18), thus implying that it
is a gift) this same theme of knowledge as a gift may be seen in
1v.5(50.23) and in vi,4(74.15), with this mercy he may then be able to
know God (Bedv voﬁbut).z This knowledge appears as ‘a beam of light,
v.2(61.1), which is only seen by the eyes of the vuﬂt, ve2(61.3,4).

If this sort of seeing and knouing reserved for the few is to
sorie éktenttiut of place with the cosmic piety which predominates in
this tractate,3 it must be noted that this‘tractate has been found in-
consistent in other respects, Thus Dodd_sees inconsistence in its
sinultaneous use of the language of creation and of pantheifm,a
Festupiére in its simultaneous use of terms of transcendence and imma-

n¢nce,

To some extent the author is inconsistent in his language about

God because of the paradoxical point which he ig trying to make, namely

1Scotc, op. cit., p. 157, —

ZAccording to Brauninger, op. cit., p. 24, the use of the term
vofm rather than yiyvibouw indicates a different, "Greek" rather than
“oriental, " way of knowing Godj however, this alleged difference is ob-
scured in this case by use of the language of the mysteries and reference
to the ercy of God.

380 Klein, op. cit.; p. 140,

aDodd, The Bible and the Greeks, p. 237,

SFestugiére, La révelation d'Hermds Trismbpiste, II, 54,
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that God is at.once invisible and tﬁé most visible of all, 1In order to
prove this paradox, the author asserts #n identity between becoming and
appearance: ndv ydp 3 ¢n1v6uevov Yevwrdve bpdvn ydp, "everyr.hingl
which appears has become; for it has appeared, " v.1(60.7). Contrasted
to this is the invisible, which does not appear, but always is, 3 &2
dpaveq. def dori, v.1(60%7,8). But the invisxble makes all the other
things v151b1e, xal @ ke ndvra qavepd miel, adrdq dpavic v,
v.1(60.9); in fact, becoming is the same thing as gavraor(a (presumably:
making appear): odd2y de doriv § gavracfa Y Y€veaig (’ﬂqxxv-mofa fi.
Yéveoig  Scott), v,1(60.12 »13). Therefore the invisible, although with-
out origination (dyfvwnro¢) and not glven to appearance (dpavracfaorog)
and invisible.(d¢avﬁq), nevertheless makes all things appear, and itself
appears through all things, a 62 ndvra ¢dvfual&v 613 Mvrwy pafverat,
v.2(13-15); this 1ast point is subverted in typically Hermetic style by
the addition of xat pdlnowu ol¢ By ‘adrdg BouAnbf gavijvat , v.2(60.15,16).
Thus this tractate, although strictly non-dualistic, contains
in iﬁself a4 very strict dualism, that between appearance (becoming)
and e;istence (the invisiﬁle). This éualism is resolved in an essentiQI

monism, however, since the aﬁbearanges in question are manifestations
of.the invisible. When the author speaks of God ;h.xerms of transcendence
or as the creator of the universe, we may perhaps charitably ascribe this
not to mere confusion, but to the use of‘i?nguage appropriate to God con-
ceiyed solely as the invisible, who is ™ot the one, but he from whom
the one is derived,™ v.2(60.lz‘18). When the author uses terms of im-

manence, we may correspondingly ascribe this to the use of language as

appropriate to the invisible God revealing himself through the xdopog.
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1: is only with regard Qo God in his invisible aspect that terms of
Yvwdlq can appropriately be used,
- Tractate v lacks reference to the doctrine of apotheosis. While
it is difficult to see vhere a place for such a doctrine could be found

in the philosophical system of that tractate, we may not underestimate

the ability of the Hermetic writers 0 find room for seemlngly irrecon-

cilable docttxnes.

C. H, vi

This tractate, in the form of an address by Hermes to Asclepius,
is the most tboroughly dualistic of all the Hemmetic tra;tates.l It
affirms that good exists in God-alohe, and in féc£ is to be identified
with God: 15 dyubsv, & TAoAnm e, v odbeve toviv, €l uy 2v pévy
8el, p@lov 62 fé dyaddv adréc 2owiv & 0edg de€,  vi,1(72.3-5). 1In
contrast, the xSouog contains only evil: 6 Tdp xSouog Mfpapd 2ove Tijg
xoxfagy vi.4(74.17,18). This last Sentiment is qualified to some degree .
in vi.2 by the observation that matter partlcipates in 211 things, and
thercfore also part1c1pates in the Good (73.11,12), and also by the
Surpr151ng quall@gcation that the world 1s good insofar as it creates,
<be> év ™ pépet vol no;51v dyabdc c?ﬁul, (73.19); Zielinski dismisses
tbis as a pantheistic insertion.2 But this-aberration is followed by

the observation that the world is not good in any other respect: &v &2

tolg Adot¢c ndotv oda dya86s® nat ydp mOnrse dort, xal xivvéc, xat

lklein, op. cit., p., 133, says that it is "von radikalem Welt-
pessimismus,”

22ielinski, 1oc. cit., VIII, 333,.

{
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ménriv notnrig, (73.1&-16)&/7_

The qualification tgg; the xbouog is good_insofaf as it creates,
as Scott notes,1 indicates . a slight lnftabllicy in\tﬁe position of the

) .

author. God is called good not only because he has no needs: ofire yap
¢vberc dorr TIvog, Yva éntsupﬁoug aprd xrfonosar HOKAG YEVRTatL, KA.,
vi.1(72,11,12), and therefbte no mdln, in this case either “passions”™
or sufferings,"z which areaidentxfied with becoming, medy T&p Mifipy 3
vevd, adric Tiic Yevéoen: mOnig olong, _vL.2(73,6,7), but also be-
cause he is the provider (r3 Xopnyolv), vi,1(72.8). But ™80¢ and the
" Good are nutually exclusive: 8mou 62 n#ﬂoq, olbauol 3 dyadsve 8mou 62
ra‘dyuedv; odéapol ods2 v md6oc, vi.2(73.8,95. Thus anything which
to any &egree “suffers,“lll_g. has passions, cannot in the slightest
way be called good, although we| éustomarily call good what is not alto-
gether bad, vi.3(73.18-74.1). But although all created things are evil
since they have mf8oc, nevertheless the Good, that is, God, 18 the es~
sence of all movement and becoming, ! 52 ofirwg, odatay elvas SeT ™o
Kiviioewg watl Yevfccwq (vevEoews MB®: ywicewg ABC, vi.1(72.5 6). every-
thing which provides is good, ndv ydp 13 xopnyolv dyabov, vi,1(72.8),
and,. as noted, the K6auog is good 1nsofar as it creates, vi.2(73.14),

As Scott points out, the author does not resort to Gnostic solutions

to resolve this problem.3 Ihere is no- trace of the myth of the alien

IScot:t, op. Cit.}i II 173

zKlein, op. cit., p. 133, n. 4, identifies ™Bo¢ in this trac-
tate with the Buddhist t anba. :

3SC0tt’ OEo Ci.to. II' 17‘].

R
!,‘? TN
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Nevertheless the author did postulate a great gap betﬁeen God
and man. This gap can be filled only by yvioic, which is given by the
grace of God: wdyd 82 xdpiv ¥yw % 0ed, *§ eic vobv pot Bardvrr iy
nept Tiig yw@dewq to0 dyabod, vi.4(74.15,16). _Piety combinéd with
Yot is the only road which leads to God; pla ydp 2oriv el¢ aded
drogépoucas 866¢, A perd yvhoewg edoéfeta, vi.5(75.17,18). Otherwise
we remain enmeshed in human "good things” which we can neither escape
nor hagc} worst of all;rw cannot do without them, vi,.6(76, 3-6),

To a greater extent ‘than of the tractates examined so far

in this chipter, C. H, vi raises the question of the unity of the Cor-

pus Hermeticum. The statement that the Kéopog s the m\fipanua of evil,

vi.4(74.17,18), is directly contradicted by ix.4(98.6 »7)s xwpfov ydp

atrijc (4. e. vig xanfag) 4 yif, odx & xSopog, d¢ ¥viof nore époUbl
Bkucmnuouvrcc. In vi.4(74,15-17), »dyd 62 xdptv Bw § 0e§, F efc volv
Kot Bardvri xllv nep? tiig ywioewg 1ol dyaboT, vt dsvavsv doviv aded v Ty

Koy ETV“I,' "And I thank God, who has Placed into my mind also what

concerns the knowledge of the Géod, because it is impossible for it to

be in the world," the argument from desisn which forms the basis of /

C. Ho v 18 by implication dismisaed.
These considerations speak stronsly against, but do not in

thenselves disprove the hypothesis that the Corpus Hermeticum was the

product of a Hermetic religious community. We may compare these with
the contrast within the New Testament between, for example, Romans 3128
and James 2126, And so it may be asked whether the differences between

L. Ho vi and some of the other documenta 1n the Co __EEE£ do not sinply

‘
i
o
1
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attost to the extrema varlety of the Hermetic. ‘movenent, Among the
characteriatically Hermotto features are the umphatlo on Gnoula and the

dorivation of man from God: throuah the uﬁcuoq.

L}

. Cy H.;viii:

Since the text of thtl tractatae ig extremely eorrupt, 1t 13
dirfioult to be certain about its. contentl. Aocordlng tp~1ta oponlng )
Rontence, tractate vill deals *with the goul and. the body;the‘wnx in
which gﬁe.sbul 1 immortal, anﬂ the gort of nﬁnrgy which causes the o
intﬁg ation and the disintegrntlon of the body ! nept *uxﬁq waf o
havog, & nau, viv Aenréov, TSy plv norw dOdvufoq i ywxd, lv(py¢|a
6¢ norunﬁ !cvn cucrda:wq ofparog xal SiaAVoswe, wviti, 1(87,6-6).

.~

Tho words ° rpdnm utv mofy are nmbis%ouu and can be taken to in-
dicate that tho ;oul is not immortal in the ordinury sonse of the word,
but nnly in an equlvooal aenae. szu, nocording to Fentuglnne. this
tractate donlo 1mp1£ct:oment :outc qurvin de la- connotunce indlviduollo.
pulsque 1o composé humain se dinsouc en sen Glémonta. 1, This proves,

according to bostualnto. tho compoaite nature of the Corpus Hermenicum.

since of course so many of the traocatel prova jult the 6ppoatto.2
‘Thig concluaion, ir it were corrcot. would furnish u .triklng
_conflrmation for the hypothonia of a very late dntc for the tormltlon

of the Corpuu Hormotieum. Unfortunntoly I am dubtou: vhether this is

the case, Pnrhapo an nnnlyatl of :hin tractato ulll demonntrnta tho

rJ

A

"
lFostugibre, in Nook-Foltusihro. 0p._olt., I, 85) see also
_ Zielln.kt. 100. °1t.' VIII’ 355. R ! ' ’

zFostuglire. in Nook:Fqlnugtlr9¢ op., cit., I, 85,

» ¢
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point, '
| First of 311,. 1: should be noted that the author has two topics.
soul and body. He divides the dlscuasion of these topics in this way:
tpbrp piv no(':p dedvufoc i yuxs, . “in what way (or "how") the soul is
" immortal,” dvipyeta 62 nomm‘[ dore ‘ovordaewg aluarog a:.a.t S1alGoeax,
"and of what sort is the energy which causes the integration and dis-
integration of the body." Thig Secms to me to indicate that he pro-
poses to. show t:hat the soul ls ln some sense imortal in a way in which
the body is not., This point 1s somewhat obscured by the following
,statement, wmept oéﬁev Yﬁp adrliiv § bdvarog, "death has to do with nei-
ther of these" vtii.l(B?,G,?). But I believe that the distinction is
5snmintained. Fifat, however, we must demonatrnte how the author Jusei-

N

" fies this last surprising atal:ement. since it is this jhstiflcatlon .

which is in part: respdnaiblel for _the confusion. ’ ) e
Beginning with the stated bremiae that the xéopo¢, the "immor- <

tal 'anima;l" (Lgov d8dvarov), is fhe second God, viii.1(87.10,11), and

with the unstated premise i:hal: a god cannot dia, either as a whole or

‘ in part, he thereby concltédea that no part of the xSopog can die,
viii.1(87.11,12). But everything in the x60uo¢ is a part of the néayuog,.

' thereft;re by implic;ation i.mort:al. “especially man, the logical ani-
mal,” pdAiora 62 & Avdpumog, 8 Ao'rmdv Lyov, vﬂ.l 1(87 12-14), If
man were imnortal only in the sense that other parts of the xéouog are
immortal, this last note would tend to aubvgrt the point which the.
author is making; therefore these words mty suggest a difference be—

tween the 'fate of man and the fate of the rest of the né'cuoc.

But before discussing the fate of the parts of, the ndouog, the

A
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author first glves his ronqonl‘for believing that the xSouog is trmortal.

The xdouog, according to the author, has come 1pto existence from God1

'6:0rcpoq 62 8 nar’ clndva advol on’ adrol yevéuevog, v}11.2(37,15,17),

and is everlasting since it comes from an eternal father, v111.2(87.18,19).‘

There follows a digression in which it 1s pointed out that the xdopog |

is ever living (éthﬁoq). but that”only God is eéernal (dfs10¢),

vii1.2(87,19-88,3); unfortunately the text here is hopelessly corrupt,
There then f&llowc a d{néussion °n matter, identified with bodies.

liecre again the text is unhappily very corTupt, HOHQVGr. the author

affirms that God wrapped the udcuoc with lmmortality, 8O thnt matter

vould not dissolve ihto disorder: v 6¢ dBavuofg nepipakdy vd ndy

oipua, Yva pf Ukn o o o 81aAVO clg v Eaurﬂ!‘hru{fav, viii,3(88.9-12).

Reavenly bodies alvays keep their order. uhlch is reneved whenever they

rcturn to their proper placoa.1 viil,4(88,16=19); the same function is

perforred for earthly bodies by dehth, which apparently (the text here

is corrupt) is really the restoration to “indissoludble bodies.” They

are bercft of perception, but there is no death, vii1.4(88.19-89,2).
Having thus demonstrated that bodies do not die but are Rerely

scparated from consclousness and dissolved into the "mmortal bodies™ \H\\\

or elements, the author éontinues. 3 62 rp{rov [Jov, § ef"fBP‘*J'"OCr "but

the third animal, pan, . . " viti.s(89.3).- Unfortunately, as we have

seen, this subject lacks a predic.te.z I have already tentatively

ﬁna ¢ Exdorou droxaracrdoewc as;rologlcgiﬁkermz see
Festugidre in Nock-Festugidre, op. cit., I, 90, n, 17,

21he text of this passage is discussed above, p. 58 f., where : 5
Ad cmendation is proposed. _ ,
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suggested the proposal that this Predicate once contained the promised
answer to the question in what way the human 3041 is fmmortal, That
this answer was in the affirmative is suggestedlfirat.by the distinc-
tion between the treatment promised for the immortality of souls and
that promised for the integration and disintegration of bodies in
vii1.1(87.4~6) and second by the ending of the tractate: Tat speaks
(for the first time in the tractate) and asks if this animal (presumaQ
bly man) dies. Hermes does not answer directly, but orders Tat to
avoid blasphemy (66¢ﬁuncov) dnd consider the meaﬁing of God, ortal
aninal, and corruptible animal, as well as the relation of the nxdopog-
to God and of man to the HnEoNog, v111.5(89.9—13). To us this ig a
thoroughly ambiguous answerj it would not perhaps hare seemed so to
the original readers, who, in my view, uould have concluded that of ‘
course man ig immortal because of his special relation to the ndbpoc and
therefore to God. o

If this analysis is correct, then the contentsg of C. H, viii are

in line with the rest of the typical Hermetic tractates.

C. H, 44 -' ]
‘Tractate ii is chiefly interesting because of its no doubt '
original but perhaps unconvincing topological argument for the existence
of God. The author demqratrates‘the existence of God from thé fact of
moti?n, but in his own way. He asserts that everjthing uhlch moves
_Deeds a place greater than itself in wﬁich to move, 11;1.1.2,7and that
the place.must be of the oprosite nature to that which rores in it,

i1.1.4, Since the incorporeal is opposite to the body, 11.4.2, therefore
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this placo must bae incorporanl. hence either divine or God, ii.4.3,
Hhile 1n chapters six to eleven the author diacusses sonme ob ections
to this argument through Tat's questions, they are by no means the only
objectlons,that occur to the reader. J .

"In the rem;inder of the tractate, God is described mainly in
negative terms as free of any body, unswerving, impassible, and wn- _
touchable, yet the provider and saviour of everything, 14, 12,5,6. Hef.
is not to be identified with anything, yet he is the cause of all that
existas & unde v vodruv Sndpxav, v 62 at 0 elvat rodrwy
(ro¥roig Stob.) a¥riog, 11.12.9, of. §1.14(37.15-38.1). Gog may re-
ceive only two designations, the Good, 11.14-16, and Father, t1.17.
Hhile it is, in this tractate as in C. C. Ho. ¥, 1mpi§ty to call anything
good except God alone, 11.15(38,11-13), it is aiso impiety not to emu-
1ate God by being a father, 11,17(39.10-18),

This tractate makes no mention of the theme of apothecsis or of

divine vigion or YVI01¢. These themes are not, however, lncoﬁalstent

vith the thought of the tractate,

C. H, ix
While the staté& purpose of C. H, ix is to discuss percebtion,
1x.1(96,5,6), in fact the contents are of a rather scattered nature, and
the arrangement is so loose as to défy analysis, The author maintains
that perception and understanding (vénotc) are united'and undifferenti-
ated in men, 1x,1(96.8,9). However, animals have only perception,
1x.1(96.9,10), and in fact not all men have understanding, since some

are merely OAixd¢, ix.5(98.13-15); in this iaa; case, vénoig is similar
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in function in this tractate to yviioi¢ in C. C. Ho x, xii, 1v, and vi,
The xdopoc, like man, has both perception and understanding, identi-™ -
fiable in this case with makiffg ever;thing and dissolving (1) every-
thing back into itself: +3 mivra mo1eTy wat el¢ faurly  (Scott faurdv)
dronosetv, 1x.6(98,25-99,1), | ™
In this tractate, voUS seems not to be used as a technical temn
for a special organ by the uge of which we may apprehend God, as espe—
clally in C, H. xii and {iv, but can be tréigzated simply as 'mind.”

According to the author, all thoughts are ceived by the mind, and

are good theughts if the mind is imp:egnated by God, but bad thoug;ts

if it is impregnated by demons, 1x.3(97,7-9), Demons in this tractate
are understood in a Christian or, according to Festustére,l a Zoroastri-
an sense, P;obably if a late date is kuspected for the writing of this
tractate, Christian influences will seem tha more probable,

That a late date is to be suspected seeﬁ? indicated by reference
to persecution of those who have yviloic, ix.4(98.1-4). This theme nay
vell be, as Festugiere says, "banal depuis Platon;” n? ~ but among the ex-
tant Hermetic documents it is confined: to this place and Asclepius 26-26.
Perhaps then actual persecutions, presumably by Christians, are indicated.

J. Bernays, on similar grounds; concluded that Asclepius 25(329, 9-11)

was an interpolation referring to a persecution by Christians no earlier'

1Festugiére, in Nock—Festugiére, op. cit., I, 102, n ’ .
Bousset, in "J, Kroll, Die Lehren des Hermes Trismegistos,” p. 7 3 f.,
raises the. possibility of Jewish influence, _

21bid., I, 103, n. 14.
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1

than the time of Constantius in the middle of. the fourth century.1 Per-
2 ' 1

haps a similar date iz indicated for C. H. ix,

The réference to the Abyog t€Aetog in 1x.1(96.4) may perhaps
refer to tgé Greek original of the Asclegius,a but may also, as Nock
adnits, be merely a litefaty eipedlent.a T{Ei;wo documents have in
comon a carefree approach to logical continuity.

This tractate is called "platonisierend” by Zielinakl.s but ia
listed among the non-dualistie tractates by Kleln.6 In fact, both ten-
dencies are present. |

That the author believed with the other Hermetic writers that
it is possible to experience God through a speclial kind of yvioi¢ en~
Joyed by a few but deiled to the many is proven by the reference to
those who have yviloig (of &v yvioes Bvreg) 4n 1x.4(98,1) as well as the
distinction between those who are SAixd¢ and those who are odoidbng.
While the author doe§ not refer tghfhe doétrine of apotheosig, it is

not inconsistent with his system,

. [ | .
1J. Bernays, ”ﬁber den unter Apuleius' Werken stehenden herme~
asche Dialog Asclepius," Monatsberichte der k 1., Akademie zu Berlin,
Sitzunp der philosophischhistorischen Klasse 2187i5 518. _
{ .
2Scot:t: Places this tractate between 280 and 300 A. D, He be~-
lieves that there was sufficient reason even then for the Hemetic

writers to fear Christian persecution.

. 3Bérnays, loc.‘cit., pe 514 £.3 cf. Featugiére,‘in Nock-Festu-
Siere: OEI Cit-’ I' 96, Ne 2’ and NOCk, in NOCk-Feﬂtuglemj OEO cit, II.

284 £, ' 4;

“Ibid., 11, 284, d. 3.
Fi
szielinski,rloc. cit., VIII, 335 ff,

61(131-“' Op. Cito’ P 140 £,
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C. H, xiv

C. B. xiv does not strictly belong in this chapter, ;ince it is
not in the form of "*logos* hermétique d'enseignement,” but i in the
form of a letter from Hermes to Ascleptius, Houevﬁr, with these rosof-
vations it nay pethaps be d;aéuused here, . |

The present title, ‘£puof Toi¥ueylorou *AoxAnmi§ e ppovely,
could have formed the greetings, @specially if with Hatrltenolulgr. 84
ué read ‘Epufic Tp|apcf|arog.l The occasion of the supposed letter is
given in the introduction, chapter one! since the immature Tat (&g
- uldg mat vedrepog) wanted to lgatn the nature of the universe, xiv,1l
(222.3~6), Hermes had to discuss this exhaustively with him because of
his immaturicy, xiv.1(222.6,7), but since Asclepius is older und.under-
stands nature, Hetmes can write out the more important points to hinm
and cxplain them more 'ﬁystically.“ xiv,1(222,7-10),

Reitzenstein sees in this chapter th§ nétivity of a redactor
secking to connect C. Ho xiv vith the preceding ttactnte.z This theory
has a great deai of verlsimilitude: Tractate xiii is a dialogue be-
tveen Hermes and Tat, and in it Tat is presented as 1@nature. But it
seens more reason;ble, here as elsevhers, to suspect éhnt the reference
to a pre;lous tractate ia.a literary conventlon, in this case to give
verisimilitude, since L. H. xiv. is presented as a latter uritteq by
Hermes., Similar introductions occur in C. H, iill, x twhich Roltzénatoln

links to ix), and ix, that is, in four of thc‘sevanticn tractates, By

.~

10n the form of the introduction see Scott, 62. cit., II, 420,

ZReltzenstein. Poimandres, p. 191, n, 1.
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colncidence, we find that in two of these cases, x and. xi{1, a name is
given in the introduction which can be referred to the second parttci-
pant in the previcus tractate. In the other two cases, the intreduction
refers to the title of a tractate Tather than to the name of the second
participant; this title is not in either case the title of the previous
tractate, Since in the majority of the tractates the second pnr;iciphnt
i; cither Tat or Asclepius, 1t 1; perhaps not surprising that in two of
four instances the name given in the introduction 1s also the name of

the second participant in the previous tractate; such an average suggeats

not dellberate editorial activity but random Juxtaposition,

This tractate is unusually consistent for the Corpus Hermeticum,

Arguing from the premises tﬁat all viaible things come to be, and that
all things which come to be do 8o not from themselves but from another,
xiv.2(222.11,12). the author concludes that there must be a maker, who
is unbomn, and therefore older than the things which come to be, xiv.2
(222,15,16), and who makes in order to make himself vlclble,l xiv,3
(223.4,5), cf. Cu H. v,2(61.8,5), :
This tractate has the merit of clarifying the rclntign batween
therlanBUlge of creation and the languagg of pantheism which creates
difficulties in C. H. v. The author embraces a :ttto; dualism between
the creator and the createds . , . XpY} voeiv 800 ralra, 3 yivducvoy
Kal tdv motolvras plooy Ydp troUrtwy 0062y o082 tpfrov v1,  xiv,4(223,16,
17); 800 ydp 2ovi ndvvn: 3 ftvducvov nal 3 motolv, xiv.5(223;21,22). ]

However, these two are sald to be iﬁaeparablo: kal Siagrifvas v ¥repov

'Reading Spavsc tuice (vith Nock) for ddpatog, see sbove, p. 86.

. .
' . [ . . ' -
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1ol Ev€pou db6Uvarove ods? Tdp 13v motolvra xwpic 7ol Yivopéfvou bSuvardy
elvar, xiv.5(223,22-24), Strictly repudiated ig any solution that would
attribute creation to any besides Godp those who hold such views guffer
from folly and lack of yvioigs & s moAAfig dvofac uat dvaarag i

nepl tdv Bedv, xiv.8(225.7,8)., '

The suggestion that there is dyvwofa raiges also the possibility
of its opposite, Yviboi¢. That this is not a mefe lapse on the part of
the author is suggested also by the promise of Hermes to reyenl the
nature of the whole "more mystically" (suorindrepov) to Asélepiqs than
heAdid to the immature Tat, a Elaim which Scott professes to find baf-
fling, since the contents of this tractate seem not to be very esoteric.1
Scott would remove thesge wordsj this would, however, be unnecesgsary,
since the theme of knowing God occurs again in xiv.4(223,6,7)1 obruc
torlv YEtov voijour xal voficuvra Baupdoat kal Bauvpdoavra faurdy M Che
ploat, rdv nu;Epa Yvwp foavra, as well as its opposite in xiv,8
(225.7,8), noted above.

This tractate lacks reference to the doctrine of apotheosis,

As with C. H, v, 1t is difficult to findra place for such a doctrine
wvithin the views expressed in the tractate, unless we make allowance on

the basis of the carefree attitude to consistency held by so many of

the writers,

AN

1Scott. op., cit,, II, 422. The word YViot ¢ occurs in xiv,1
(222.5), but perhaps not in the sense in which it is used in most of the
Hermetic tractates, ‘ .
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C. ﬁ. xi /
—_—)
C. H. xi also may be placed in this chapter only with reserva-
tions, since, although it is in the form of a dialogue, the dialogue
takes place between Nol¢ and Hermes, not bvetween Hermes and a disciple,
as normally in the "'logos*® hermétique d'enseignement, ™ ‘This NoG¢ can
be co;npa.red with Poimandres, & ik adfevrfac NoOc, who speaks in
C. H. 1,1' although it -should pethaps‘ be emphasized that this coaparison
is made neither directly nor by 1np11cation 1“.EL_§' xi. That a god
named NoG¢ should appear here as a teacher is, in spite of the exxmple
of C. H. i, a curiosity, since ;n some ways. thig conflicts with the

euhemerism of most of the Hermetic documents, In other docurents in

the Corpus Hermeticum, vo0¢ appears as the innermost, divine essence of ¥

man, cf, x,16.3-6 and x.18.1, or as a special organ by which some nen
are enabled to know God, as in iv.3(50.2-5) and 1v.4(50.14-18), as well
as ‘in 1.22(14.-11). In this tractate, vo0c and Yuxfl are 1dentif1e& as
the activity (3vé€pyeia) of Gods This is almost the status of NoOc in
1.6(8.16,17), where NoU< is the God who underlies everything; cf, |
x.18.8,9, where voUc is called the Snpuioupydc of everything. Thus when
Festugiére says that “le Nods dieu qui parle ici est, en un sens, notre
_!_30_?15."2 it must be remembered that t:his.ia the case only in a very

special sense, since this volic is also the volic of God.

1So Festugiere, "L'Hermétisme,” p. 34, and Zlelinski, loe. cit,,
VIII, 323,

rP -
zFeatugie‘ne, in Nock-Festusiére, op. cit., I, 158, n. 20,
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Although tbis tractate ig very loose in itg organisation;l some

sense can be made of it by dividing it into three parts: 1) £he chains

of being, chapters 2-&4; 2) God is the creator of everything, chapters

5-20a3 3) to know God, you must become like God, 20b~-22, A1l of these

are related to the theme of God and v3 niv annownced in ﬁhe introductien.

| The first of these resembles a series of incantations., In it,

everything is related by a chain to God, but in various, often incompa~ .

tible formulas. The first may be taken ag the model: God makes the

aldv, the aldv makes the ndopog, the x60U0C makes time, and time makes

{"becoming“ (véveoig), x1.2(147.10,1¥). One might suppose that this chain

of being had the same goal which Festugiére ascribes to the cosmogony

in C. H. i, that is, "de tenir lé Dieu supréme aussi étranger que

possible a la production d'wn monde qui est regardé comme mauvais,™? '

But in fact the opposite seems to be the case. These chains of being - (f

have the common tendency to iink everything in a glant chain to God.

According to Klein, thIS‘t;actate is "ausdriicklich panthelstiséh."3
The author then proceeds to discuss the creative activity of

God. In these chapters there is little mention of.the chains of being

1Contrary to Zielingki, who considers this tractate to contain
"Cnostic pantheism,: and continues *, o, aber - und das ist das Neue -
die, Darlegung ist straffer, vor Widerspruchen hat sich der Verfasser
gehutet, kurz, wir haben eine geordnetere Hiederaufnahme der haupt-
sachlich in xii behandelten Probleme,® loc. cit., VIII, 353, -

zFestugiére, "L'Hermétisme,” p, 53.

Kiein, op. cit., p. 142.
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described in .chapters 2-4, although the al@v is described as holding

everything together in x1.5(149.3) and as filled by thé planetary sp%gres -

in 11;7(150.1-3); moreover anothér chain of being is given in x{.15

(153.6,7)3 the aldv ig the image of God, tbQ_KGUu;C 1is the image of

the a{dv, the sun is the image of the ®60pog, . and man the image of the

sun, Stricgly speaking, theldeacription of the chains of béinglis in-

compatible w1t§ these chapters, which emphaaiz; thﬁt God is wnique,

x1.5(149.7-12), that God alvays creates, xi. 5(149 12-16) and xi.13

(152.12-15), that there is nothing which exists apart frqh Goq,tyi .14

(152.24-26), that everything comes to be from God, xi. 14(153 3,4), an

that there can be no such thing as a second creator, xi.9412. -
In the third section, chapters 20b~22, we meet the familiar

theme of knowing God. But the vadlc of this tractate may be contrasted

with the yvilot¢ which we have met elsewheréy G. van Moorsel calls the

TVio1g of this tractate "ascensive Gnosis,“l Festugibre “la nystique

par extra.veraion."2 In contrast vith C. H. vi.4 (76 15,16) and C. C. B, iv.5

(50.23), according to which yviloig ts a gift, in this tractate man must

seize yviotc agg;eésively, by. making himself equal.to God: tdv_uﬂ.?ﬁi .

oeaurdy eEtodong T 0ed, Tdv Oedv voﬁaul od éﬁ;uoul, x1.20(155,11,12).

Anyone who is not willing to do this is characterized as a lover of the

body (pidoowisarog) and evil, x1.21(156.8,9). This may be compared with

x1.5(149,7,8), which emphasizes that nothing should be compared with God:

t

1G. van Moorsel, The mysteries of Hermes Trismegistus (Utrecht:
Druckerij Keminken Zoon-Domplein 2, 1955), p. 27,

2Festugiére, La révélation d'Hermds Trismégiate. Iv, 14l. L .
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616, ‘Epp.n, pRdemore v xdrw pnée v dvw Suortdv T fiviion «§ 0eq.

It is to be noted t.hat: the kind of "xnowlng God™ which is pre- .
gent in this tractate is more appropriate to the pantheistic tendencies
which we find in this tractate, the gsecond part of C. H. xii, C. Ho v,
and \_(_.':_.__!_i. ?ci.\"r.i God, who is greater than the K60WOC, can be apprehended
only by one who makes. himself equal to God. However, as Festugiére has
" pointed- out, xzrii 1T contains formulae almost identical to xi. 2031 yet
that tractate i\ considered by most scholars to be duallstic.2

Knowing God in thia-t:rac_tate is virtually the same “as beconing
God. Hermes is exhorted to make himself équal with. God (#av uj
creuurév ledo‘no; ™ 9553)9 xi 20(155.11 »12), to becoame Ahﬁv xi 20 -
(155.,13) and to consider himt:elf immortal (oeaurdvy Hynous dﬂdvufov),
x1.20(¢155.16). This 13 t:ant:amomt: to apotheosis, which therefore is
compatible at leasl: with the panthelism of this tractate., It mly, however.
be tmwarranted to ascrlbe this view also to the author of C, L. Ho v,

Thus compared wi.th' t:he other tractates discuued in this chap~
ter, the most scri.king features of -thig tractate are the aggressive
approach to the theme. of yvdoig, the specul,ation about the chains of

being, and ‘the appearance of Nolc as the major speaker. No doubt’ these

differences are naé)sufficiently strik:l.r;g to support the date indicated

in chapter two for the fomation of the Corpus Hermeticm. o

v
-

IIbid., IV, 145, - __ .
2But": see. below, p, 171 ff. )
3Por a diacussion of Afcﬁvin this tractate see Reitzenstein,

I;%imir;grig’z P« 275, and Festugiere. La revélation d'Hemés 'I‘ri.smegiste.
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"uSually to be assumed by those who divide the Hermetic tractates in
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Concluslons
With the possible exception of C, H, vi,l the contents of none
of the tractates discussed in this chapﬁé: have’been of-such a nature

as to speak decislvely against the view that the Corpus Hermeoicum was

composed at an early date, and that it was the product of a devotee or

"of a postulated Hermetic religious cermunity. While it is true that

there are grave differences between tractates, it must be remembered

that there are serious inconsistencies withlo tractates as Lells per-.
haps the best example is E;_E.'xii;

‘ Unfortunately the distinotion between dualistic and non~dualistic
traotatos*ﬁroves not very helpful. Tractetes which are considered to

be pfedominantly dualistic pfove'to have non-dualistic features., For

example, C, H, iv,;which is considered very similar in outlook to

.~

r 5‘.

1

C. H.'i, uses an argunent from design .which ought to be nppropriate to
C. H. .2 On the other hand, C. H,-v, which is generally pantheistio.

speaks of God with the language of transcendence.3 The Hermetic writers

r v N

seem not to take this distrnetion very seriously.
In any case, the term "dualism 13 less precise than seenms

o

this way. ‘I’he “Proposal for termlnolog‘ical and conceptual agreement

-,

.with regard to the theme of the CoIIOquium of Messina (1966)" gives

three possible uses of the temm “Hualism{" without, tﬁ’hy view,

L.

- > ‘ ‘
1Discussed abovﬂﬁ'bp. 127—130. ' “Discussed above, pp. }19-123,

3pi scussed above, pp. 123-127,

L
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"exhausting the subject, They aret “the anticosmiec dualism of Gnosti-
cism,™ "Zoroastrian dualism,™ and "metaphysical dualisp."l Zielinski
had already divided thié last into a "Platonizing™ dualism and.l'
“peripatetic” dualism.zz‘we may perhaps also speak of a dualism between
creator and éreation, and dualism between reality and appearance, al-
though this }aat, as any student of Indian philosoph} knows, is a
dualisa only in worﬁs; since the appearance has no separate existence
apart from the reality which underlies it.

, _ . A
Of these, the first sort of dualism, which was Bousset's model,

seems not to be apﬁlicable to the tracta;es discussed in this chapter, . _ L .
It 1smFo be noted that van Moorsel Tejects the use of the te:ﬁ'“cnoz-
ticisn” as a description of the Hermetic writings, since they lack the
"anti-cosmic fanatiélsmﬁgf Gpoatic thought.“3 An-eiceptlon may perhaps
be‘made in the case of C. H, vi, which, howevet,'does not contain‘cet-
tain other features of Gnos;iclsm. It ;emains to be seen whether any
of the non-typical tractateﬁ contain this sort df dualism,

As an oddity, C. H. ix contains a dqalium of a "Zoroastrlan™

4
type .

1“Proposa1 forsiecminological and conceptual agreement with
regard to the theme of the Colloquium of Messina (1966)," tr, J. M.
Robinson, in Le origini dello Gnosticismo, ed. U. Bianchi ("Studies
in the History of Religion - Supplements to Numen, Vol, XI13" Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 1967, p. xviii f, '

2See above, p, 99, Van Moorsel, op. ci¥., p. 20 f.

) 4See above, p. 135, The dualism of this tractate can be called
"Zoroastrian" in the sense given in the proposal cited above, in that .
evil "intervenes from the outside into z.good world."™ This need not
ioply that the author received this idea directly from Zoroastrianien.
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More typlical of the Horndtlc trnctn;ca is the dualism betwecn
creator and creation, and metaphysical dualiesm, especlally of the
'Platonlzing” sort. These two kinds of dualism are not at all tncom-

patible, and may be_foqnd together in C. H. iv. Less compatible Lro

/

the dualism between sppearance and re;ltcy and the dﬁalism botwe;n
creator and creation. These kinds of dualism are, however, shared in
C. H. v and xiv,

| It might be thought that the distiﬁctlonu between varlous kinds
of dualism might provide a more fefinod tool for dividing the tractates
into croups. Unfortunately, however, the oxamples of C, L. H, xiv and 3
vhich mix two theoretically 1nc0mpnttble kinds of dualism, warn us -
that this is not likely to be a very profitable activity, .

I believe that the puttérn of the typical Hermetlc dialogue dis-
cussed earlier in thla chapt.er1 {s a more frultful instrument for group-
ing the tractatel. As has been seen, both tha form of the dlnlogues and
the identity of -the participants as men whom we now know, as gods are
lmportant. The reader ig ;i;ournsed to identify with‘;ha Junior par-
ticipant, who, thppgh stdll a m;h_and unparfocted in rv@u:c; 13 on the
way to full yvﬁalc and a;otheosia{ The theme of yWwiloig, as the thcma
of apothcoala, is pot the private property of the Hermetic writera.
Peculiarly Hermetic is this particular uny of handling the thqma,

. , ; 2
through a dialogue between men whom we now know as gods. .

ISee above, pp. 102-108.

Cf. W. Kroll, loc. cit., p. 8041 ”Indes st doch eine gewisse
Einheit vorhanden, diq’asuch die Verfasser versnlasst, die Schriften
dem U. und seinem Trnb;n;em in dcm Mund :u legen;} sie lst durch die

v

. s
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‘In the fo}lowins chapter, we will deal with those tractates
which do not follow this typical pattern discussed above. In not

every case will the evidence demand that the Corpus Hermeticum be

treated as a late compilation. In my view, however, the weight of
the evidence from. these non-typicalﬁtractates will, by its cumulative
force, add plausibility to the date of conpilation suggested in chap~-

teT two. - . ﬂ

Hoffngng auf die Erlgsung und die ErlSaungslehre gegeben, und diegen
gegenuber ist alles andere so unwesentlich, dass es auf Widerspruche
wvenig ankommt." ‘




CHAPTER FIVE &
THE DATE OF THS FORMATION OF THE CORPUS HERMETICUM
THE EVIDENCE OF THE NON-TYPICAL TRACTATES

In tho previous chapter it hns‘boon suggested that thcrg ica
typieal pattern to which the majority of the Hormetle tractates confomm,
and whlch we have called, after Festugidro, -the "'logos' hemétique
d'cnsoi;:nomont."1 In this chapter we will discuss deviations fronm
thlis mttorn, .

Ag will bctsoﬁn, there 48 no single pattern in the tractatos .
which do not conform to what has been callgd the t;pical pattern, The
docunents in this group tend to resemble each other only to tho extent
that thoy resemble the typical pattern, Thus we have, not two.0pposlng
mtterns, but ono pattorn to which only some of the documents in the

Corpus Hermeticur conform,

Honovef. it i5 possible to make cortain groupings in diqcusying
theso fractates. For examplo._we may place C, H, 1 in a group with
G, W, 111, vii, and xi1i, These last three each reéemblq C, H, 1 in
sone respoct, althoush they do not in any way-rosemble each other,
Another group may be formed from C, H, xvi and xvii, Those_twé.
resenble each other to the extent that cach has a pupil of. Hermes as its

mjor participant, but do not resemble each other in any other way,

L4

1For discusaion‘se}abovo, PP, 102-105,
' “148
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Finally, as we shall see, C, H. xviii belongs in a category all

Are——

by itself,

It should be pointed out in advance that not every o;e of
these documents Taise the question of unity with equal insistence.
Both C. H. i1 and C, H, xiii raise relatively few p‘ro'blems;’ C. H. xiiy
is treated by Festugidre as an example of the ”'logoai hermétique
d'enseignement."1 If a place ig found for €. H. i, then C, H. vii may
easily be accepted. E;_ﬂ. xvii is far too short to allow any sort of
valid judgement in that regard. C. H. xvi, as we shall see, is not

without difficulties. " The most severe problems with regard to the uyni-

ty of the Corpus Hermeticum are, as we shall see, raised by C, H, iii

'and-c. H. xviii. On the other hand, since none of thege tractates are

free of problems with regard .to their setting within the Corpus Herme-

ticum, it would be profitable to discuss each of then,

€. H. 4
It seems most reasonable to begin the investigation of this

chapter' with C., H, i, the Poimandres.2 C. H, i, undoubtedly the most

interesting of the documents in the Corpus Hermeticum, has many peculiar

-t

1Festugtére, La révélation d'Hermds Trismégiste, XI, 363 con-
cerning C, H. i, he writes, il me parait plutot une arétalogie, sans
qe 1’hypothdse d'un logos didactique soit exclue,"

2The Poimandres can, in spite of Reitzenstein, be treated as a .
literary unity. To be sure, Reltzenstein has shown that chapters six
to eight (Poimandres, pp. 37-46, 211 f.), thirteen (ibid., p. 49), and
twenty-four (ibild., pp. 51-55, 211 f.) are incompatible in concept with -
the rest of the Foimandres. However, it is perhaps methodologically un-
sound to conclude that contradictions imply interpolations., E) Haenchen
has shown that the author is aware of contradictions, and ha$ disguised
them by various literary devices, “Aufbau und Theologie des °Poimandres,*"
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features. The most striking of these is that C. H. i, along with C. H.
iii, vii, and xvtta, lgcka'any\referencc to Hermes, Tat, and Asclepius,
the-duﬁnl‘pernongﬁzarticlpating 1nlthe Hermetic dialogues, Inatead, ve
have a first person narrative relatlng a revelatory encouﬂter with an
otherwise practically unknown God named Poimapdres.l

Although all external evidence supports the view that the nar-
rator of C, H. 1 ought to be 1denc1fied with Hermea,2 it is difficulc

to avoid Scott's scruples in that Tegards

“If the author had intended to put the nar-
rative into the mouth of a well-known personage, he
would have named that personage. On the other hand, ﬁ
If he was speaking in his own person,-and narrating
what he himself had expeérienced, his withholding of
the name can be more easily accounted forj he may
have' shrunk from intruding himself, and felt that
it was his _message alone, and not his name, that
mattered," ' ’

-

>

Zeltschrift fur Theologle und Kirche LIIIL (1956) '149~191, as for example
in the cage of 1,5-8 by alternating dream and interpretation, p. 159,

- Moreover, by showing that Poimandres makes serjse as a literary unity,
Haenchen has rendered implausible any theorles involving the supposition
of large interpolations.

1See above, p. 11 f, Fortunately we need not enter here into
the vexed question of the meaning of the name "Poimandres.” For a dis-
cussion see Scott, op. cit., II, 14-17 and R, Marcus, “The name Poiman-
dres,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies, VIII (1949) 40-43,

. zAs noted above, p. 11, Zosimus apparently connected C. H. %

with C, H, 1iv, Presumably this indicates that he considered C, H. i

to be Hermetic. Fulgentius (p. 26, 18 Helm) cites the Poimandres as a|
work of Hermes (Hermes in Opimandre 1ibro), It is thought by ZIellnski}
loc. cit., VIII, 323, and by Festugiere, "L'Hermétisme," pe 34, that |
the voU¢ in C, H. xi 15 to be identified with Poimandres; but see above{
p. 140, There is also an apparent quotation from C, H. 1.9(9,20,21) - .
in C. H. xvi.16(237,9,10), ascribed to Hermes, see below, p. 177. Scott —
also points to a similarity between C. H, 1,15 and Ascl. 9(304,2-10),

which is, however, as he points out, Inconclusive.

3sc°tt, OE' Citng II' 12-
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But there are other reasons for scepticism in this regard,
First, there is the form of the Poimandres. -Although it contains a
great deal of dialogue, mﬁch of which follows the question a;d ansver
format of the typical Hemmetic tractate,’lhe form of the whole is nar-
rative. According to Festugitre, it is in the form of an aretalogy,1
although he seems not to be correct when he déscrlbes this tractate as
containing *1'expérience d'une divinisation, c'est-i-dire d'ﬁﬁ proéessus
psychologique au cours duquel le disciple se sent soudain devenu

.

dieu . o . . This forms appears nowhere else in the Corpus Hermeticum.

. Furthermore, in contrast with the emphasis on secrecy in some
of the Hermetice uritings,3 the narrator of'Eé;E. i considers hlmsglf.
under an obligation to proclaim his vision to humanitys: xat fpyuas
xplooelv roig dvBpdmote 13 tiig edoeBelac xaf-vaa:mg ndAlog, E;_E. i1.27
(16.19,20), cf. 1.26(16.13-15). It is this obligation to proclain which
gives this tractate, in Festugiérefs.words, "le ton . + . d'un dévot
inspiré, d'ﬁn evangbliste prébhant une reiigion nouvelle."k More

seriously, this evangelistic emphasis contrasts very strongly with the

5 o °
intensely private attitude of most of the other documents,” In most

lFestugiére, La révélation d'Hermés Trismégiste, II, 36.
zFestugiére, "L'Hermétisme,”™ p. 3S.

’E. g. C. He xi11,22(209.14-17) and Ascl. 41(297.10,11); this
emphasis on secrecy need not in every instance be taken with high seri-

ousness, since, them as now, the pronise of esoteric teachings reserved
for the few undoubtedly increased the desirability of books.

' aFeatugiére, La révélation d'Hermés'Trismégiste, II, 9, See
also Scott, op. cit., 11, 9,

SFesthgiére, La révélation d'Hermds Trisméegiste, 1I, 29,
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of the Hermetic dpcuments, the crowds are not even mentioned, Where

they do appear, as in C, H, 1x.ﬁ(98;1-6), they are felt as threatening.,

Only the Poimandres and C, H. vii, to be discussed below, have any place
for proclamntion.1

The dualism of this tractate is not quite the same as the dualism
of tﬁe tractates discussed so far.f Using the model already discussed,
it is a "wetaphysical dualism,” but betwé%n light and darkness, iden-
tifled respectively with NoTc and "nature” (pJoig¢), While this di-
chotomy suggests the dualism of Manichaeism, with which Klein compares
it,2 it must be emphasized that there are some very important differences
between Haplbhaean dualism and the dualism of this tractate., There scems
to be in the Poimandres ne notion of an evil spiritual principle., Mat-
ter in C. H. 1 is a regrettable fact whose origin is not explained,3
which came into existence later than NolOg and which somehow mpét be
dealt with, 1.4(7.17-8,5). The demiurge 13 in no sense the principle :
of darkness which we meet in Manichaeism, but is begothen'hlmself by
Nolg specifically to deal with this problem: & &8 Nolg § 8ebe,
dppevedniug Bv, Lud wal @i dmdpxav, dmendnoe Adyy ¥repov Nolv

bnutoupyévy  1.9(9.17,18), Similarly, the planets are created by the

1Hhile the term “proclimation" is used in C, H, iv, this "Procla-
mation is not openly proclaimed by a preacher, but is proclaimed "to
the hearts of men” by a special herald sent by God, iv.4(50.8-10).

leeln, op. cit., pp. 87-101, He admits, however, that this

dualism is "nicht ganz durchgefuhrt,” p, 101, n. 7. .

350 Festugiére, “L'Hermétisme,” p. 52, HaencL;n;ﬁloc. cit.,
P. 155, holds that the darkness is derived from 1ight, but without 4
apparent textual support., . : -
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denjurge to assist in the control of matter: ébnuloﬂpynce Storundg
rivag dnrd, 2v nOudorg nepiéxovrag v alodnedv wéopov, xat fi Stolunoig
adrlv elpapuévy naketra, 1.9(9.19-21). It is through his own im-
prudence that man allows himself to become subject to matter and to the
orderings of thé plahets;l he himself was begotten.by Nolig, 1,12
(10.15,16), and is therefore the brother of the demiurge, 1,12(11.1),

but has imprudently entered the néouog 1 814 rijc dpuoviag mipfxuyev,
dvappriEag Tﬁ‘KdeDC (xdrog Scott), 1,14(11.7,8), and becone ensnared
because he fell in love with his own reflexion in matter, i.,14(11.8-17),
It is wrong t& see any inconsistency at the level of the intention of
the author betueen the valuation of the plane#s in 1.25 and their valu-
ation in 1,13 and 9, since the planets were madé-to control ndﬁure,
and were never intended to control man.2

The major difference therefore between the thought of the Poiman-

dres and Manichaeism (or for thaﬁ matter most Gnostic systems) is in
.the valuation of the demiurge and of the ®éouog¢. The dualism of this
tractate cannot properly be called thg "ﬁnti;cosmic dualism of Gnosti-
Fism."3 It is rather a ﬁmetaphyslcal-dualism,” in\pplte of the language
of 1light and darkness. Man's proper plﬁce is not in the néopog because
the xéopog is material, thefefore inferior, not because the udﬁuOC is

the éreation'of an infer;or, evil god,

This is not to deny that parallels exist between the thought

7

180 Hans Jonas, The Gnostic religion (2nd ed., enlarged; Boston:
Beacon Press, 1963), p, 148.

: 3
zAgainst Klein, op. cit., p. 97. See above, p, 145,
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of the Polmandres and Gnosticlenm. Tiedemann no doubt overstated the
case when he called the author of tha.PoLmandres a ”hnlf-Christlan"‘
Gnoséic,l as did Ménard when he called the author a precursor of Gnos-
ticlsm.2 Nevertheless, when Reitzenstein derived from a non~Christian
Gnostic source that part of the Poimandres which seéﬁld to him to_come
from a non-Egyptian source, it was because of genuine simllaritles.3

- We cannot discus; in detail at this time the merits of Dodd's argument
that the Poimandres is a precursor of Valentinian Cnosticlism, therefore

"no earlier than the first qdarter of the second century,a or of Haenchen's
argunent that the Poimandres draws on a developed Gnosticism.5 The
Poimandres does cqntain some notable analogies to Gnosticism, whatever
the facts of its relation to that movement may be. However, these are
stronge;t with regard t& the myth of the fAvamnog. Concerning the doc-
trine of creation, there are, as pointed out above, very serious dif=-
ferences, which ought not to be overlooked.

While parallels to the metaphysical dualism of the Poimandres

\ can be found elsewhere in the Corpus Hermeticum, the other documents
of the Corpus do not know the usual cosmogony of the Poimandres. We

have already seen that C., H. iv, associated by Festugiére with the

* e

}Tiedemann, op. cit., p. ¥i, intro.
2}'[énard, OE. Citl’ bo lix' intro.
3Reitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 114,

QThese are discussed,’ ibid., pp. 68~114, as well as by Jonas,
Op._cit., pp. 147-173, S~ ‘

- 5Haenchén, loc. citf, P. 191} see also Festugiire, La révélation
d'Hermds Trismégiste, I1I, 88 f,
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Poimandres in this reapect, has a very different cosmogony.1 lé Te~
mains to be sald that, while the possibllity of a cosmogony like that
of C. H. 1 cannot be ruled out for C. L. He vii and xii1, at least in the
case of C, H, xiii it is implausible since, as we shall sce, the dualism
of that tractate seems to be one between reality and appenrmce.2
However, the cosmogony of the Poimandres is not an incidental
feature, but is extrenely important within she structure of the Poimandres,
Thus we have, in the centre of the Pélmandreu, and immediately after the
narration of man's descent into matter, these volemn words: xaf 61d rolro
mpd nivra 2 &n? yic [§a Simholc doriv & ¥&vBpamoc, Bvnrdg Qtv &td v
oipa, d0dvarog 62 61d vdv odo1dbny Avepumov, 1.15(11.18-20), Horeover,
this cosmogony is silviflé. since it is only if man knows about the
duality of his nature that he will understand the neﬁelaity to escape
bis lower nature, Thus ic is highly sisnlficant that no other document

of the Corpus. Hermeticum refers to this cosnogony.

-

The way out of man's predtcanent for the author of C. H, {,
as for 50 many in the Hellenistic pericd, is through yvWoig, For thls
writer, the content of that yvilogg is that man should not identify hip-
self with the matter in which he has become enneshed, nor even with the
empirical personality given to him by the seven pllneta.a-but with life
and 1ight, cf. 1,21(14.6,7): 2av 03v uddne faurdy (adtdv  Reitzenstein)
In Lufic nal qurdg Bvra xal 8v1 #x rodrav Turxdveig, el oy ™Dy

r

1 ~
See above, p, 120 f,

2
See below, pp, 171-173."

2Jonas, op. cit., p. 128 ff.

L]
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iwpqdatq. Thus YVi01g for the author of ‘this tractate is supremely
self-knouledge,1 therefore also kqowleﬁge of God, since we are of God's
substance. This theme of yviotg is of éourse a point in common between
E;;ﬁ. i and the typical H;imetic tractate,

Another point in common is that the goal of this yviloi¢ is for
man to become deified: volrs lovrt v3 dyaddv rédog tolg yviiotv doxnudot,
Bcwbijvat, 1.26(16.12,13),. Properly speaking, what we have here is not
60 much apotheosis as self-realization. It is this doctrine, as well as
the extérnal evidence and the echoes in 133, vii, xiii and xvi ,'uhich

connects C. H., 1 with the bulk of the'Corpué Hermeticum. However, in

C. H. 1 the name of Hermes is not used as a guarantee of apotheosis.

As has been séen, the idea of apotheosis was, in Festuglére's words,

'%;ﬂale sous I'Empire.:'2 Therefore the appearance of this idea within

the Poimandres does not in itself connect it with the Hermetic literature.
One interesting feature of the PoimandreS‘;hich sets it apart

from most of the Corpus Hermeticum (except C. H. 1i1) is its literary

dependence, on the Septuagint, Since this problem has been treated at
S ‘
great length by C., H, Dodd, it is enough here simply to take-note of

the fact, HWhile Dodd does, to be sure; find parallels between other

‘ 4 B .
tractates of the Corpus Hermeticum and the Septuagint, thesge are neither

“

1Cf. Festugiére, “L'Hérmétisme,“_p. 58, .
2 )
Festugiére, La révélation d'Hermes Trismégiste, III, ix, intro.;
see above, p, 104, n, 1.
- 3Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, pp. 99-200,

“Ibid., pp. 235-242.
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a8 nuUmerous NOr as convincing as those which he uncovers fdr the Poiman-g
dres. ‘ &
The much disputed question of the origins of the teachings of the
Poimandres, whether they are to be sought in Egypt,l in Iran,z‘ln Juda-
3 4 .
fem, in Platonism, 1in Gnostictsm.5 or even in Arcadia as mediated
. 6 | '
through Cyrene, fortunately does not have to be settled here.- With re-
gard to méthod, it is important to bear in mind the principle suggested
by Reitzenstein in his review of the second volume of Scott’s work:
"Die Frage kann jetzt gar nicht mehr so gestellt
wergen. was sich iﬁ der Kosmogonie des Poimagdres ur
Not noch mit der Judischen zusammenbringen lasst, son-
dern nur, ob die Ubereinstimmu§gen mit der judischen
' oder die mit der persischen starker sind, und in sich
die Grundgedanken und die leitenden Anschauungea der
Poimandres reéiner finden."”
With this principle in mind, it is possible to see 'that, while
Platonism has contributed a great deal of the technical vocabulary of

-

the P‘igandres, and the.Septuagint a number of direct quotations as well

LI

1Rei.t:zenstein, Poimandres, especially pp. 59-69, 131-134 and ;
159 f.; Reltzenstein, Zwei Religionsgeschichtliche Fragen nach unge-
druckten Texten der Strassburger Bibliothek (Strasgburg: Verlag von
Karl J. Trubner, 1301), p. 59 f.

2Reitzenstein, in Reitzenstein-Schaeder, op. cit., PP. 8=32, and

Reitzenstein, "Hermetica, ed. Walter Scott, vol. 11," Gnomon III (1927)

3Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, pp 99-200; see above, p. 156,

“Scott, op. cit., 11, 6-8,

>Reitzenstein, Poimandres, 68-114) Jonas, ops cit., pp. 147-173;
see above, p. 153 f, . '

S2te1inski, 1oc, cit., IX (1906) 25-60.

7Reitzenatein, "Hérmetica, ed, Walter Scott, yol. I1I,” p. 278.

»
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5} sqﬁe atyliafic features, there is loft over a great .deal which nust

be oxplained from other gources. Reitzenstain ﬁny be right in deriving
thl; remainder from Iranian sources, althbugh ic li‘at least surprising
thnt in the Poimandres there is no counterpnr: to M\rlmnn.1 At any rate,

the hgyptian nntecodenta nlleged by Reitzenc:ein in hias olrliaf works,

~while no doubt 1ndicat1n3 conaldetable erudition, scem unfruitful as

. alda for- understnndina the. Poimnndres. Raitzenagsin 8 attempt to derive

:hc cosmogony in the Poimandres from the’ so-otllcd "Memphis thaology"z

serves in my view only to,emphastze the gulf*between che lngient Egyp~

tian teligion and the coneepts of the Poimandres, - -

- Irismépiste, I1I, 24 f.;

However, thuae queattonu, as stated, need not be settled here.

tht is 1ntere-ting from our point of - view Ads that it 15 preciaely those

-doctrines which couse-the most dlfficulty with, reapoct to the origins of

the teachings of the Poimandres which are also the least consistent with

the,igachings of the majority of the _tractates in the Corpus Hermeticum.

However, the deviatlona in C. H, 1 from the patcarn of tha _
"'logos"herm&tique d'enaeignement" prove little nbout the date ‘'of the

orgua aincedthe Poimandres seems-to have been accepted as Hermetic at
: )
a very early-date;az If the Corpus Hermeticum erru in giving the Potmnn-
\ ' -
dres ag a Hermdtic dialogue. it uaa, 1f the date. of campilation nuggeated

in chaptbr two is correct, by tha; time a very venerabla error,

-

L H

s

+

1See also Festugidre' s ‘remarks, La révélation d'Herﬁ%a .

v

2See eapeclnlly Reiczenntein, Poimandren. p. 66 f.
__3See lbove, p- 150’ Ne 2o B .

' %\x.
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Nevertheless, the position of C. H, { in the Corpus Hermeticum

raises problems for those who believe that the Corpus Hermeticum is the

. product of a Hermetic religious comuunity, Eahpared with the majority

of the dialogues in the Corpus Hermeticum, the Poimandres is a ver} un-

usual document. Why would a member of a Hermetic“feltgloua commuﬁity
‘wish to emphasize a document uhich diverges so extenq&vely from the
other documents in the collectlon? Since it is emphasized by position,
uhy is the subject matter of the Poimandres then virtually ignored

Vs
through the rest of the CoEEu s?

‘C. H, vii

Since E;_E; vil 1s relatively short ana prgsénta relatively few
problems, it is convenient to treat it next. Nhilé‘it nowhere mentions
the name of Poimandres, it has been assoclated with-C. H, i becauae it
is similar in form and content to the proclamation in 1,27~ 28,1 which
" was given as a result of a direct commandment by Poimandres in 1.26
(16.13—15). Therefore C. H, vit, like C. H. 1, has a public character,
“in contrast with' the private character of mosF of the Hermetic tractatea.z

The proclamation of C. H, 1. 27 28, ;1th which we may-compare
C. H. vii, consists of two short addressea. au the first of these, the
hunan race is addressed as earthborn (YayEVETE) and given to drunkeness.
Sleep. and 1gnorance of God. As a remedy, they are to become sober and

wake up, 1,27(16.21-23), In the second of these, mankind 13 again called

:

1See Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, p. 181, Scott, op. cit., II,
181 f,, and Festugiére, in Nock-Festugiére, op. cit,., p. 78.

2See above, -p, 151 f,
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oarthborh.' They are said to be glven.to death, but to have the power to
participate in lmmortality. Ag & Tremedy, they are to Tepent, to become
free of the "dark Mght,” take on immortality, and leave corruption be-
hind, 1.28(15.25-17.3). Thus the form of Both parts ia, first, a de-
scription of the human predicament, and ‘second, an exhortation to stop
doing‘those things uhlch lead to this predicnment.

This is exactly the form of C. L. H. vii. Men are addressed as
drunken, because they have 1mb1bed the unmixed (prarov) word of ig-
_morance (drvwﬂfﬂ). vii, 1(81 3,4).. As a remedy they are to become sobcr
and' ook up with the eyes of their hearts: dvoBAfjare ol dwealuotq
viig napbfacg, v11.1(81.5.6). Ignorance is compared to a flood which has
covered the whole earth, vii.1(81,7-10). As a femcdy. they are to anchor
themselves onto the harbour of salvation, vii 2(87 10-12), ‘Changing the

-
metaphor, they are to find a guide to lead them to the doors of vadth
Inrficare X€1paywydv rdv dbnyficovra bullc &nt dg rfig 7vmacwq 8dpag,
vii,2(81.12-14), But first it is necessary to break through the body -
(called Bv popeTq Xt ridva), fii.Z(Bl.lé)% which is denounced at great r/
length, vii.2(81.18)-3(82.9). _ |
C. H. vii and C. H. 1,27-28 are, then, very similar. Neverthe-
less, while the antitheses, between_drunkennegs and sobriety, qleep and
wakefulness, ignorance and kﬁowledge, and light and darkneaa are the same . ' ‘
as those presupposed in ‘the proclamation of 1. 27-28, and although both

the form and the tone of urgency are the same, this .is not enough to

allov us to give a very strong assent to Festugidre's tentative suggestion .
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that the author of C. H. vii is the same as the author of C. H, 1;1
the themes used are, after ul;. as Festugiere points out, "bnnal."2
However, we are at least permitted to conclude that thege two docﬁments
.have similar purposes and similar ;orld-vieuu.

€. B. vii is placed among the dualistic tractntea.3 While {ts
dualiem no doubt shares many éommon faature; with the.duﬁliam of C, H, 4,
there 13 no hint as to how its author solv;d the difficulty commo@ to
all dualists of exﬁ}aining how two unlike substances like body .4nd soul
cawie to be united. However, it is clear that C. Hs vii ghares most close-
1} wlth'E;_ﬂ. vi ics exuberance in denaunclng the aevils of the body,

C. H. vii, 1ike £. H. 1, does not‘mentidn ﬂermel and his disci-
pleA. Indeed, it is difficult to see how they could even be imagined
ag involved ‘in such a public document, which addressea itself simply to
the human race (& ynyeveTe), vii.1(81.3).

Since G+ H. vii resemblel-th;-prociamacion in C. H. 1.27-28 s0
precisely, its place w;thin‘tho‘ﬂermetic moveﬁent depends hegvily oﬁ the
place which we make for €., H, i. I suspect that ln both cases a place

vas found for documents which in thelir origin were not Hermetic,

C, H, i1}
C. H. i1}, 1ike C, H. i.ﬂ-lﬂ, presents a cosmogohy. According

to Dodd, thesa two cosmogonies share a common outline, based on

A

N

lFestuglére,‘in Nock-Festugidre, op. cit., £.78, So also Podd,
in The Bible and the Greeks, p. 181, who finds that it is “"in all proba-
bility by the same author,” : : o .

-

2Festugiére, in Nock-Festugidre, op. cit., I,.78,

o 3see above, p. 99,
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Genania 1.1 Both Scott and Nock point out that there ia a vnr} strong
literary connection between C, H, 1ii and Genesis i, Lxx,2 ' The formula
uﬁléh'nppenrs inlgﬁ_ﬁ. 1.18(13,7,8), adtdvecte v adffloes xal mndvveode
v mifidcy, is ;llu&ed to in 111.3(&5.10.11), el v aé&dvccﬂut.évr
abifioet xal nAndUveoday {v‘nAﬂG:t. If Dodd is correct in seoing thase
wvords as derived from ano;l. 1.22,28, LXX, adfdveotc nar'nkquﬁvcoﬂc
al }}npmoufc,j thoﬁ WO muat suppose a llﬁornry conﬁoction betwaen
1 and 11l or a common iBUtce drawing on Genesis, since the qﬁofation ia
altered in the same (rathor inelegant) way in both instances,”

khile nttomPtu'to get it the sense of thias traotnte_nro frus-

trated in part by the clearly corrupt text.s it also aeems likely that

the teoxt, ecven in ites original state, did not makec a great deal of senga,

<

What does it mean, for example, to say, AGfa ™vrwv 8 8ed¢ rat Oetov nal
pdoig Ocla, 111,1(44,2)7 Surely only one of these can be sald to be

the “glory” (66€a) of everything. So also the following two sentences:

-

\

~dpxd} v Bvwrwy & Bedg, xatl vols wal @ioig katl BAn, copfa el &elEiy
dndvruv Uve dpxd 13 OclTov kal @loig wal !vtpyitu nat dvdywn xat t€hog

xal dvavewoig, 111,1(44,2-5) sean to make 1ittle sense. If God is the
dpxfl and all of theac.qthc: things are also th.{dpxﬂ. 1 not dpxff in that

case simply an empty word? : Nock accuses the autho; of being overly fond

J
8

IDPdd. The Bible Mhﬂ Greﬂk" P 219.

2Ibid., pp. 210-2343 Scott, op. cit., pp. 110-112,

7Dodd, The Bible and the Greeka, p. 728 f.

41bid,, p. 233 Scott, op. cit., II, 128, ]

‘SADOVE,' ppo 43"“]’6I
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. 1 |
of big, sonorous words; it is clear that he can also use even a stan-

dard téchnical term of the ph?loaophy of his dd; simply for sonorous
effect,
The term yvliot¢ occurs twice in C. H. 114, each time in chap~
“ter 3(45.8 and 15), While the text is-dnmaged and ﬁhe'c§nte¥t in phrt.
lost in both instances, it seens likely that yvﬁulg here means not a "
special way by which a restricﬁed elite are able to see God, but a po;-
eibility for all men‘given by the gods in'crention. L -
Apparently the author does not believe in any gort of asurvival
after death. He does, to be sure, use the term mAtyveveofa, 1i1.3
(45.6), which {n C. H. x1i seems to be a technical term for apotheosit;
bg:'apparently in the sense of the repfoduction of the species.“Accord-
ing to Dodd, the 1mmorﬁa11ty of man is "emph;tically denied."2 This is
to some extent an over-statement, based in part on his conjéctural
reading of dpue? re as;o?k for dpxerat adriv in 111.4(&5.18).3h However,
the words waf dvukbeﬁvul-sfc 8 ¥ormai, ,iii.ﬁ(dﬁ.l.?); as Scott also points

: 4
out, seem to exclude any possibility of survival after death,

In contrast with the monotheism or monism of most of the docu-

ments in the Corpus Hermeticum, the thought of C, H. 1ii is frankly

polytheigtic. Creation is not the activity of God or of the KEuOg,

Kl ' - \ |

=

>

1Nock, in Nock-Festugiédre, 62. cit., p. 43,

2Do“dd, The Bible and the Greeks, p. 2{5&
31bid., p. 213.

AScott, oé. cit., p. 130, See Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks,
P 230. - T
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but of the seven planets, 11£.2(4&.12-16) and 1i14.3, Dodd ig frankly
 embarassed by this teﬁﬂggcy, which he ascribes elqﬁef to'a Jew on tgz
fringes of Judaism or to a "philosophie Pagan approaching Judaism frop
the outside,*l While the other documents do occasionally speak of the
stars as gods, cf. x.7,11,12 and xii.12(179.3,a), there is in most of
the Hermetic literature only one cre§tor.

I believe that the case of C. H. 111 we have a document 50

incompatible with the malnder of the documents in the Corpus liermeticum

that it cannot conceivably.thQ been placed .there by a member of a Her-
metic rel}gious community or by a devotee; C. H, 11t doea not mention
the name of Hermes or of hig disciples. Undoubcad!y it wvas ascribed to
Hermes, but belonged rather to the so-called "lower ﬁermetism," and was
accepted in good faith by the compiler. One may see it as a brief astro-
- logleal treatise which either was attributed to Hermes by its author or
vauireq the name of Hermeslin chefcoﬁrée of transmisaion.z It geens
m;st reasonable to suppose that a‘dbcument-of this nature could n;sﬁ
easily have been accepted 1n;o a collection of Hermetic uriting; after
Hermetism had ceased to be an active Teligious movement, Thus the nature
of C. H. 114 is -extremely compatible with the date advanced in chapter

two for the formation of the Corpus Hermeticum,

Y1bid,, p. 224, | .

2For the possibility of an accident of this sort see Ch.-Em,
Ruelle, *L'exégdse dite anonyme de la tétrabible de Claude Ptolémee et
le traite dit d'Hermés le philosophe "De revolutionibus pativitatum®
attribués & 1'astrologue arabe Aboumasar -~ découverte du texte grec
du second traité,"” Comptes Rendus de 1'Académic des Inscriptions et
des Belles Lettres (1910) 34 f.

: b
LR

~
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C. Ho xiii

Although C, H. x1ii is in almost every respect a typical Hermetic
;ractate, ic is convenient to treat it in this chapter because of its
special relation to C, H. 1. As we have seen, there 1s some reason to
believe that Co Ho 1 vas not originally "Hermetic in the sense of
being the product of the same religious movement uhlch was responsible
for the typical Hermetic tractates- discussed in the previcus chapter.
However, it appears in C. H. xiii that C. H. { is taken as a Hermetic
document, the first person narrator being identified with Hermes, Since

however there is no reference to C. H, i1 elsevhere among the typical

Hermetlc tractates in the Corpus Hermeticum, the references to the

Poimandres in C. H, i are decidedly a non-typical feature.

. While the form of'E;_ﬂ; x111 i1s that of the **logos"* hor;otiqua
d'enseignemenc," it has, as Festugiére polnca out, a subject matter that
is not itself capable of being taught, cf, xlii 2(201.7,8), 3(201,16-18),
16(207. 9? Thus while its form is that of a teacﬁing_dialogue, its
content is that of a mystery religion\ G. Sfament Gasparro has analysed
C. H. x1ii as a mystery, and has divid d it into three stages which, she
says, are typical.of a myster;i "gtato iniziale, crisi (nel suo-aspetto
di morte), rinascita in una condizione del tutto nuova, piu garantitn,

w2

anzi divina,* The first of these corresponds to the initial state in
the body, the second to the time when Tat beginé to be estranged fpom
T : e

/

T

lFestugiere, La révélation d'lHermes Trismégiste, IV 210, ,

2G Sfameni Gasparro, "La gnosi ermetica come iniziazto e
mistero, " Studi e Hateriali di .Storia delle Religioni XXXVI (1965) 43-61.
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h{“ bolly, and the th:Ld to the robirth-of a n;w m:m.1 Whilo Sfamaoni
Ganprro points 10 tho ugse of the lanruage of tho nyoterios in other
Hermotle dﬁnumuntn, it in only in C, Ho xi14 tﬁat che findo that tho.
strueture of tho myaterion in 1mportnnt.2

The purpoge of thin myastery is, of courne, npothoonin, An‘
Featurddre pointa out, in thig tractate, unlike in mont of the Homotic
tractates, apothoosin 1g dupictod ao talking plnco.3 This procosns had
already happoned to Hormeoi Spliv «nore> ‘(Roitz;| ceo above, p, B0 f,)
tv tpot Umkuorov B€av yeyevnulvay 8¢ theol 0col, wal duaurdy dge-
Aqkuuﬁ ch.dedvdrov olua, xaf c!;l viv obx.b np(v,(akl' Lyevvdony
v v, 2111,3(201,14-16),  To tho.unfortuhnto Tht} as he undercoos this
process, 14 seoms” 14ko madnesst cl¢ paviav pe olx 6A'f‘rov nal oi’qrbn-
mv ppevilv Ev€ocioug, & mirepr duaurdv ydp viv olx 6p, x311 .4
(hon,3,0);, cf, x111,6(202,18). Thia 15 undoudbtodly becauge one 18 no
lonrer to be identified with the threo-dimonnlonal body to which one
I accustoned, x111,13(206,4,5),% ‘First, howoevor, ono must purre awny

Hie "vengeances of matter:® wdfapar ocavrdv dnd tiv SACfywv 7fic BAng

THwpIdv, x111.7(203.6.?). When we have done thig by tho ald of the

'-IM'I Pe 5?- . ) A ZMop PP« uB‘SS-

3Fentuyftro,'"L'Hennétisnd," P. 351 sce alco Rottzensieln,

Polmandres, p, 217 ff, Fegtupidre ascribes this feature to tho Poirmandres

as welly cee above, p, 151, Reitzonstoin's description of the process as
"I'rapheten-Yeihe, ™ Polmandres, p. 220, whilo meetinr the apnrowal of
Fenturtdre, la_révélotion d'Hermds Trigmbrinte, III, 114, seems to mo

to be not alteretheor catisfactory, oince in this tractato, as elso-
where, Tat does not appear an a’prophot, but indeed io orderéd to keep
silent, of, x111,22(209,14-17),

JJ‘)‘\s::uminfr‘ a roatoxufion of tho text similar to that prOPOBCQ

alove, p, Gh,
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"powers,” Tat 1lrt01d. we can becomeldclfied. x111.10(206.22-2a), read-
ing uiéh Relitzenstein, EG;&BQutv for lecwpﬂﬂnucv, ae? above, p, 79,
Following these words, Tat has an expertence in which he sees himsaolf
as present throughout the ndopoc: dv odpaviy elpr, 2v My &v Bdariy
dv.dfpr mrd., x111.11(20%.5 ff.)s ao Festugidre peinta out, this experi-
ence 18 similar to that demanded b) NoU¢ 1in Eh;ﬂ. xl.ZO.1 As a result
of this experience, Tat is assured by Hermes that he has become a god12
dyvoeie 8o Bcéq népunag xal ol Evig i, 9 «dyw,- x111,14(206.15),
Tat is then able to sing a hymn to himself as a god; at least, that is
how I would interpret the difficult x1121.21€209.6,7)1 oot, szﬁpxa dits
vevedioupyfag, Tor Bed, néumw hoyixdg Guafac.B -

‘ As has already been seen the ﬁhemd'of apotheosis is at the heart
of many, perhaﬁs all of the typical Hermetic tractates, and is also
enphasized in C, H. 1. We need not doudt that it was because of this
doctrine thntvgi_ﬂ; 1 was appropriated by the Hermetic movement, uhetﬁer

L
by the author of this tractate or by somecone else,

1 :

Festugidre, La révélation d'Hermds Trisnd lste, IV, 143 £f,;
80 also Reitzenstein, PoImunarea, p. 238 1. o .

2Accordlng to Festugiére, La révélation d'Hermes Trismepiste,

111, 34, he is "redevenu fils de Dieu.”™ Rather, he has rcallzed his
truc nature. ) '

3Zuntz, "On the hymns in Corpus Hermeticum XIII,"™ 70 f,, reads
Tdr 0e€ on the supposition that the hymn was addressed to Tat. However,
he concludes from this that the hymn was originally addressed to the
Legyptian god Thoth, but was taken over for its present context by the
Hermetic writer, who changed .6ef to 0ed because of the present context,
However, the latter hypothesis is unnecessary, given the development
of L. Hi x1il. Whether we read 8ef or 6ed, the hymn still appears to
be addresged Dy Tat to Tat, who has become divine, :




) . "
|
"It must be pointed out that the points of contaet between

€. H, xiit and C. H. 1 are not veﬁ nunerous, although numerous enough
to alléu us to suppose some sort of 1terary relation between the tu;.l
The scronnesf point of contact s . H, xill.15(206.20), which appcafa
to quote C. H. 1,2(7.9,10): & loipdvépnc, 6Jfﬁf adfecvrlag volOc o . o &
Foimandres is also referred to in xiil.15(206.18,19)t Kabde [’076066a]~
é Notpdvépne EBEcnuoe, Ténvov, uaAG{ onedder¢ Adont 13 axijvog, 2 al-
though this-reference unhappily cannot be traced bick to C, H. 1, There
may also be an indirect reference to the name of Poimandres in xiii.19
(208,17,18)1 ASyov Y&p tdv odv notpaflver & Noﬁc.' '

The words 8¢€Za1 Aoyixdg Suafag, 1.31(19.1) are echoed. tn s;_ﬂ.
xiit in the hymns, with three variations: [Gi"}MOU] 6egar 1 ndv
[X6vy] royikily Buofav, x111.18(208.13), nfumv Aovinds Buofag, xiii,21
(20%.7), and 8€Ean Buofag ¢ 0€he1g dn’ 2400, xi11,21€209.8).2 5o 2150
in xiii.20(208.19), the words & adé RVBPWﬂoq seem to be taken from 1,32
(19.7). |

Khen Tat, in x111.15(206.16-18). refers to the hymn which Hermes
had heard from the Powers when he had reached the Ogdouq, weé may suppose
& reference to 1,26(16,5,6).

Fidally, the liturgical directions in x111.16(207,9-12) regemdle

to some degree thosge given in 1.29(17.10-12),'a1though the latter are

1In addition to 'dependence of C, H. xii{, it is posaib}e to sup-
Pose dependence on a common source, or to postulate an intermediary .
source between i and xiii, : i ) \\
T 'Iﬁ

B
"

2For the text see above, p. 81-; o N - /M_fi )

3Fdr the text of the first and third of these see above, p. 82,
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not directly connected with the closing hyrn of the Polmandres,
—-—Ticres
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But there are significant dtfferencbs‘ First of al1, C, C. H.o xiit
has no reference at all to the striking cosmogony of C. H. i, It is not a
surflclent explanation to say with Klein that “in XIII das mythologische
Element gang zuruckgetreten lnt."l As we shall see, much of C. Ho xitt
isg simply incompatible with this é;eation myth,

I need not mention the differences between the cataldguea of
"vengeances™ and "powers" ip the two tractates, since thege have already
been discussed by others at iength.z At any rate it is not certain how
literally the writefa tock such 1ists, |

Finally, C. H. xiil emphasizes secrecy, xiii.22(209, 14-17).
C, H. { proclamation. 1.26(16.13-15), We may if we wish suppose in both
instances that these are lirerary devices) but even in that event they
betray different rellgious interests. |

Presumably, then, the author of C, C. H, xi1i, in Jrawing on the
Poimandres, does not thereby adopt all the views expressed in C, H. {.
_Ne May suppose, however, that he did find enough in comnon with his own
viewpoint to allow him to use the Poimandres as a Hermetic documené.

It is quite plausible that it was the author of C. L, H. xltl who

was the first to treat the Poimandres as a Hermetic dialogue. To this

3
extent we may follow Reiczenstein in hts Teconstruction of the movement, ~*

~

s

leein, OEo c’.t-. Pe 116,
zlbid.. PP. 109-111; see also Festugiéte, La révélation d'Hermds

Trismégtsr_e, IXI, 153-157. N

3Reitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 216,
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munity. If 80, then we may not extrapolate from the Poimandres to re-

.~ *'_-—__

construct the belicefs of the Hermetic movement, \\

There 1sj;then, reason to suppose g literary relatién of ‘one
50Tt or another between C. H. xii{ and the Potmnndrea. There are 11;6
sugpestions ftom time to time that some other documenta are used, The
most striking of these is the raference in C, L. He x141,1€200.4) to the
chunof Aévot, which do not appear to have a great deal in common wlth
the works of the same nanme mentioned at the beginning of C. C. H. x, which
claims to be tﬂe.epitome of these Adyot, or with the documents of that

name mentioned in Sc, H, ivA.1 and St, H, vi.l., It is dlfficulp to

escape the suspicion, following Festugiére, that 'these titles are fic- \\\
titious.2 |
It is perhaps more pinusible to suppose that the reference to the \,

prophecy in x111.15(206.18,19) refers to a previous document. Festugidre,
who wishes to retain dvbodba, finds in this a reference to C,. C. H. L as -

a uhole, taking 6760460 as the object of #6fomoe.l ¢ 8o, it is

a fairly obscure reference, since it 16 difficult on that hypothesgis to
sec how C. H, i could be described as revealing the‘Ogdoad." In any

case;‘thtsaraferﬁnCQHQled'jus; as easily be a literary device,

>

1If)id., P. 159; gee his summary on p,- 248,

zFestuglére in Nock-Festugiére, op. cit., I, 114, n. 2,
’Ibid., 11, 216, n, 66, ° ale

€5, .
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So nlao’tﬁg refepénce to written (or engraved) débumcnts in
€. Ho x111,15(206.20-20M1) may refer to soufcéa of C. H. xiil. However,
in this case as well it 13 Very easy to suspect g literary fiction.

Such fictions are the sasier to suspect because C. H. xiii is-
full of the novellstlic dctlils wirich we 5aW to a lesser degree in C. C. H. x,
xil, and xiv, Tat is depicted as the immaturu son of a wige father who
uses his rclationship to demand from his father revelations which he may
not be entlrely qualified to receive. This is especially apparent in
xiii.1-3, Tat accuses his'fnther of spesking to him in riddles, xiii.1
(200.4,5) and 6f'not speaking to him as if he really were a son, xiii.2
(201.6,7). " When he is not uatigéied'uith the ﬁnsuer he receives, he even .
goes so far as to infer that he is being rejected because he is a bnsturdl
Y0cv nﬁdq rabra épB&q deEantv 08 w* AASrpiog: uldg nfpuna 1ol marpikol
Yévoug* uff pBdvet pwot, nlrepe yvfoiog uldg elut, x111.3(201.10-12).
.This-motiyg of tnp immaturity of Taﬁ, which also appears in E;_ﬂ. Xiv,1
(222.5h7); may simply be a commonplace of the later Hermetic litorature.l

Hhile this tractate is normally placed among the "dualistic"
- tractatos,2 its pnntheiatle elements are also noticeable.3 The hymn'is
thdroughly pantheistic, except for references to the dualism between crea-

ture and creation. Similarly, the description of the écstasy of Tat in

: lAa Reitzenstein points out,.this theme is also used to stress
the author's point that only God can give true understanding of the doc—
trine of this tract;te, Poimandres, p. 216 and 246 f, oo

* »

230@ Bbove’ P 99.

'3K1etn}~62. cit., p. 112 f.
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xiii.11; as also 1n xiii 13(206 3), uses the language of. pantheism,
Boussct uould’demiss this pantheiem as "hur ein ausserer Firnis;"l bué
perhaps this judgement 15 unnecessary. It.seems to me that if any |
dualism is carried through-in this tractate, it"is the dualism between
_ appearance and reality. An explicit reference to this kind of dualism
-can be seen, in SpitE of the broken state of the text, in xiii.13
(205 4,5)1 ABen 2oviv ﬁ'nmktyyevecfa, & renvov, 8 unnert mavrdgeoﬁat
elc 3 ompu 16 Tptxf] Stacrardy . ., . .2 . He ﬁay cite in addition
xiii.3(202.1,2), odx 3@9aluo?( Todroig Bewpolyuat viv, & réuvov, 6ther |
references, unfortunately partially obscured by a corrupt text, may be

found ‘in 1111 3(201. 1&-202 1). 7 \

This sort of dualism is of courseAfeally a monism, since the

apparent has no indepehdent existence, Neverthe;;:égiﬁnalism between
appearance and reality is quite consistent with vigorous denunciation

of the merely apparent. ’

. If this represented the coﬁsidered view of the author, it might

be possible-on this basis to reconcile such statements as 6t ol ‘ -
(8%: 612 robro mss.) Seapmormplou rdﬁ_owuufoc aloBnrindg moyety ,-qﬂ.

dvayudlovot rdv &vbidBerov dvBpwmov,  x111.7(203.15-17) with duvety |

KEAAw dv Tijc ur(oémg udpto&, xaf v3 niv natl vd Rv, xlii.i;(207.17,18).

We may, hougver, be unduly systematizing the author; it may be that he

~

1Bousset, "Jpseph Kroll, Die Lehren des Hermes Trismegistos, "

p. 749,

ZFbr a possible reconstruction of this text see above, p. 83 f,
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. S
—~ \ 4
was more coﬁcérned with the religious experience wﬁich he describes than
wiéh cbnsistency %n other respects, so that he igs willing to use any
kind of statement to éupport that experience. ° ’
Pfobably the author dia not adhere to the myth of creation
given i“:E;_E' i. This can . seen by tﬁe us; of the laﬂguage of crea-
tion #nd of pantheism, espe,iallf in the hymns. Rowhere is Fhere any
'reférence to a second God Hholcreates the world, In this respect C.H., xiii
belongs with the typical Hermetic dialogues, and not with éhe Poimandres..
In summary, th;n, C. H. xiii is in most respects a typical
"*logos "hermétique d'enseignement,” It is discussed here mainly because

of its relationship with the Poimandres,

kb

v
. Co Hoe xvi ’ ]
A | \

Both C, H. xvi and C. H. xvif have this in common, that the
teacher is no longer Hermes, but a pupil, According to Reltzenstein,
this foilous th Plan of the redactor, who, following the'a;cred history

" given in St. He xxiii K6pn néopou ), 5-7, had .Z'left Ta‘t ?an'd Asclepius
as his Slﬁboxot.l It ig 1hconvenieﬁt for this plqh thaﬁ the extremely
vpedestrian C. H. xiv should come between C. H, xiii and C. H, xvi. At
an} rate, it is hot altogether unexpected at any date that a comﬁiler or

redactor should place the documents attributed to the successors at the

end of the collection.2

IReitzenscein, Poimandres, p. 191 f,

21t is intriguing that one family of manuscripts, Laurentianus
71.33 (A) and its associates, lacks tractates xvil-xviii; Nock thinks
that a scribe was under the impréssion that these works belonged to a
different collection, Nock-Festugidre, op._cit., I, %vi, intro., It is
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C. H. xvi is perhaps the only document in the Corpus Hermeticum

which can be called pseudonymous in the proper sense of the word (assum~
ing that the titles of C. C. H. {1 and C. H. 1ii are secondary). Using the.
.form of a IEtter to a “king Ammon, ™ a character uhon we also meet in
. someé of the Stobaean fragments, hg/establishes his pseudonym not only
by: dlsposing of the objection that this tractate contradtces some of
LY e .
' . the others: @avﬁUETut vdp oot naf 10T¢ 2pot¢ 2vidre (Reitzenstgin;
mss. tvictg) X%Yth dvrf¢wvoq,~ xvi 1(231,10,11), on the grounds th;ﬁ
tMey are improperly transiated from the “original* Egyptian, xvi 1
' (232,2-5), but also by forbldding the king to allow its translation, -
xvi,2(232.9,10), since the Greek language destroys philosophy: wijre
. ,ﬂ}TEV ‘EXAfvay’ Srepfipavog PPAoIC nal B ehusévy st &Uﬂtp KexaAamioptévy
LEfrniov ot fiop 9. atuvav wai oriBapdév, xal v dvepyrindy v Svoudtiy
Ppdo1v,xvi,. 2(232,11-14), and Greek philosophy is- just a nqtﬁ%"bf ubrds:
wal affrn 2orty ‘EAMfvov pidogogpla, ldrmv ¥oqo¢, xvi, 2(232.15,16). In *

fact, the Greek of:jhisstractate is among the best in the Corpus Herme-'

ticum, and there is no reason to suppose that the author spoke or under-
 stood any language besides Greek.
o As Festugiére points out, the title, “Opoi, definitions, does
... 7ot suit the contenqa.1 Nor does the 1ist of contents follouing imne-

diately upon the title give any idea at all of the actual contents of

not impossible, houever, that they uere added to the COrpus Hermeticum
at a later date, so that they were not in A's exemplar.

1Festugiere,‘in Nock-Festugieére, op. cit,, II, 228,
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the tractaig. l'hofe is in fact only one topic, and that is‘the fifth | i
given, mepl mr&d’. In this tractate, the sun 1s called the demiurge,
xvi.5(233.18) as well as the charioteer who secures the chariot of ohe
REOLOC xvi.7(236_.12,13). : I;x ditim, the sun 1; in some way (the
text is corrupt) in control of the daemons which oversee human ac_tivlty -

_and. execute the commandments of the gods by various physical phenomena, | .
xvi,10(235.12-18). It ts, moreover, the daemons which convey the in- -'
fluence of the astral gods to men, xvi. 13 But they control &].y two tr \}\
parts of the soul, leaving the reasonable part open to the n.nfluence of /
Lhe'sun. xv1.15(236.22-26). Those who receive the influefice of the s;n—m“
are freed from the influence of the daemons, xvi.16(237,.1-4). Neverthe-
less the sun, depqn_d_ing‘ on .the intelligible world, which itself.d}rpends
on God, conveys the influence (¥mppoff) of God to' men, xvi.17(237.11-14),

Nock raises the possibility t.hat part ofithis tractate. along

with the begi.nnmg of the ne_'xt, may have been lcu:t:.1 If so, then perhaos
the missing section may bave contained the remaining topics expected
from the 1ist of contents. But it should be noted that C. H, x’vi. as it
stands 15 a unity. After the introduction denouncing the Greek language,

xvi.1 & 2, there are some prelininary words about God, yho is both One and
All, as the context .within which the discussion is to be understood, chap-
ter 3. No doubt this chapter could be seen as the first item promlsed

in the table of contents, nep? ecoﬁ So also we can, under pressure.

acccfa} \chapter 4, which describes tho earth as the gtorshouss of all
"

/I}

INock, in Nock-Festugire, op. ctt., II, 228, n. 2.




A

176

matter, as providiﬁgtfhe secund-item in the table of contents, nept Rqe. .
But in terms of the structure of the tractate, it leads up to chaptét Sy
which introdutes the genuine topit, the sun, which®ag we have scen is
fifth in the supbosed list of contents. In connection with the sun, the
daenons (which have no place in the supposed list of contents) and stars
are mentioned, chapters 10-15, bit only to emphaqlze the pre-eninent role
of the sun;'chapter 16. Finally the relation of the sun to God is re-
- affirmed in terms of the pfbsent discu551on, chapters-l?-lQ. Therefore
the structure, after the introductioh, is abcba, with the sun ecupyling
the majorrgurt of the discussion.. This structure is not likely to be
accidental; therefore it is likely that the tractate has always stood in
its present form.

Thatrbeing the case, we must account for the table of tontents.
No doubt they are reﬂ”tionali but why were they added? They can perhaps
be explained if we suppose that this tractate originally stood in a col-
lection of tractates given the name, “Opot *AcxAnmi oG mpd¢ ¥ Ayuova
Pagthfa. The table of.cuutents would have described the contents of this
collection, Pethips our compiller applied'tbis title and table of contents
. uncritically“to this one tractate, either because the others in this col-
lection were lost, or because he did not understand the relation of this

title to the tractate'excerpted. Therefore this title may easily be

duc to a redactor, as’ Nock suggests,1 but not necessarily to the redac-

tor of the Corpus Hermeticum.'

T4

This tractate lacks'rcference to either yvilotg or apotheosis,

L bid,
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Salvation, for the author, is,acquzred when 2 ray of the{::;'shines into

e “logical®™ (Aoytké¢) part of the soul, xvi.16(237,1,2), thus setting
at’ naught the 1nf1uences of the daemons (237.2-4). Since the author
does not discuss how the influencefof the sun makes itself’ felt, ic is ) ot

/- 5

1np0551b1e to say whether this influence is in any. way Telated to the
theme of Yvuxr:q. | |
y Thus the connection between this work and those discussed in

the previous chapter ig someuhaé\fénuous. The names of the participants

are indeed Hermetic, but the teachings bear a scant resemblance to those

-of most of-the ﬁe;metic tracsates.l While it is not possible to be cer-

tain, it seems likely that C, C. H. xvi did not come from theﬁﬁpmexcircles

which produced most of .the documents in .the Corpus Hermeticum. That.

“fﬁbeing the case, it is to that extent less plausible that the Corpus

Hérmeticum is the product o% a Hermetic religious community,

It is intriguing that tﬁe author,‘in azggppérent reference to
&, H, 1.9(9,20,21), cites Heémes afycalling the administration of the
planets fate (efpapuévn) xvi.16(2§7.9,10).2h This would seem to indicgte
that the author knew the Poimandres as a Hérmetic document. Of' course,

C. Ho xvi clearly presupposes an extensive Hermetlc literature; that is

uhy he must. discuss possible contradictions with "his” other works,

~

1Re1tzenstein sees many Hermetic features in C. C. H, xvi, notably
the slogan Qv +3 ™iv, the doctrine of efucpuévy, and the the volc (?) which
is not subjected to it. (These are by no means doctrines peculiar to the
Hermetic littrature.) He continues, however, "Neu aber und diegem System

ganz widersptechend ist die Auffassung der Sconne als Allgott,* Poimandres,
p. 197,

;\
2Scott,'op. cit., II, 454 f.
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i

‘In summary then, ‘the contents of C. L. H, xvi are consistent with, 7

but do not in themselﬁesxgemand; the date of compilation suggested in

-chapter tuo.

& - -+ C. H. xvi£ . =

gathers chac the main purpose of\E?e dialogue was to defend che uor;hip v
of idols, cf., xvii(2&3 11,12). While Féstugiére and Scott both’ would
have us believe that the king in question is Ammon.1 it may be asked
uhether the closing liness “Qpa torlv, 3 npogriTa, nept rﬂv v Efvuv
» tmpfietav yeveosage T 62 dmicdopn mept TOv 3304 Beoloyfigonev, xvii
(243.13-15), do not. encour%ge us to believe that Tat ig visiting a for-
eign country. Festugidre cites with npproval the opinion of Einarson
that the scene resembles that of the conversation between Apollonlus,of

2
Tyana amd the king of India.

-

C. H. xv’.!l “

We now turn to tractate xviii, perhapa che most atypical of alr °*

the documents in the Co:pus Hermeticum. It is an oration given in -

»

praise of kings, uhether actual or idealized. ST ' v

L

1Festugiere, in Nock-Festugiére, op. cit., II, 242; so also Scott,
op. cit., 1I, 458, . p)

zFestugiéfe, in Nock-Festugi!re.}og. cit., II, 242,

¢
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An ocutline of thig oration is given by Festugiéfe in N6§§L )

Festuglére, op. cit.;'p. 246. A8 it stands, the oration is incomplete.1

4 -

The preamble, an extended and extremely tiresome metaphor comparing “tHe
(prasum;bly inadequate) orator to a musician who ig blameless because hi; r
instrument fails him athough he is trying his best, covers almost half
of the speech, chapters-one to seven., In the course of chapter seven,
the writer finally admits that his topic is not incompetent rusicianship
or bad oratory, but the praise of the king and kings generally, xviii.7
(251.10-12). Then he announces his plan in chapter eight, which is.to
praise kings, first God, who 13,;he.ﬁln3 over everything, and then earth-
1y kings,‘uho resemble him insofar as they hold the sceptre, xvili.8
(251.20-23). This plap is then repeated at greater length in chapters
nine and ten. Eulogy of God takes up chapters eleven to fourteen, leav-
ing the final two chapters for th;rpraise of earthly kings, on theq
grounds that:phéj,guarantée peaces One would expect thac these would

be followed by _ more detaila on the reasons for pralslng kings, as well
as by ' a conclusion,

an

' One of the moré\SUIpriaing aspects 6f this Qpeech is tEe almost

~Complete absence of any‘¥eference to any éonébete king, The only plau—

sible exception is in xviii 16(255.3,4), xal 8t ve 6ﬂ:p€xctv ntvuuc qu |

daclkcfaq Ti¢ BapBapiniic, although this reference - 13 80 vague that, -
glven a tendency to exaggerate, it could be made to apply to vittually

any Roman emperor up to the time of Psellus, as well as to any number of

IReitzenstein, op. cit., p. 360, 18, M., as vell as Festugjéte,
in Nock-Festugiére. op. cit., II 246, - '

4
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That being the case, it is surprising that Reitzenstein s will-
ing to identify the king in question wlth Diocleti?p 2 According to

Reitzenstein, thtq speech, along with the accompanying collection of Her-

eniperdr.3 Unhappily, the reference to an actual king was lpsn‘in a lacu-~
na between chapter ten and eleven.a (In my judgement;';;ch a lacuna is
nocldemanded by the context.) That Diocletian was the emperor in ques-
tion is, according to Reltzensteln, suggested on both.political and re-
ligious grounds. The political grounds are that the speech presupposes
peace (according to Reitzenstein, peace in Egypt), coupled with frontier
wars agalnpt the barbarians. The religious grounds are that subeission
of a pagan collection to an emperor is improbable after the time of Con~
stantine, but that apparent refétences to solar monotheism (doubtless

tn xviii 11(253.1-6) ag well as. in C. H, xvi) rule out a date before
-Elagabalus.s Moreover, the relation of the ruler to the governed pre-

-—

supposed in thia tractat 5 &5 well as the nature of the references to the

_ IAccording to Festugidre, in Nock-Festugiére, oE?\cit., p. 244,
there is no proof that this speech was ever delivered; given the absence
of concrete references, we may ask if 1t was ever intended for delivery,

_ 3
2Reitzenntein,-Poimandrea, p. 207. Ibid,

6Ibid.. p. 358' 11’ 'n. slbi.d.’ p. 207.

cemeT———,
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deity, the glorification of che 8un, and the mention of YVEo1¢ are -all

Hermetic.lo )

As noted nbove,‘ﬁouevar, in the .text a; we have it there 13 no
\reférence'to any concrete king, and virtually no reference to any actual
politicel situatjon, except for the reference to rule over the barbarian
 kingdom (or, according- to Féstuglére! royafty). Far from referring to
solar monotheism, xviii.11(253,1-6) gives a commonplace comparison of
th ivi:y of God with the activity of the sun, It is true that a
wide gap is presupposed between ktng and subject 1n this tractatd) but
.no greater than might be—found at any time in the later Roman emplre,
before or after the triumph of christianity( '

The plety of this oration, although extremely vague and given
téjplatltudes,z is at least compatible with Hermetlsm.3 As in the cypi-
cal Hermetic tractates, Cod is i‘requently called mﬂ'[p; in one case he
-'15 .even called volic 8§ marffp, xviii,14(254.13), an_expression which reminds
us of C. H. 1.12(10.15), & 62 ndvrwv mrip 8 volc, cf. 1.6(8.19). The

repeated rnferences to God as 13 KpCITTOV, while unparalleled elsevhere

1Ibfd.. P. 206 f.3 I omit mention of such less: compelling fea-
tures as the use of the Egyptian (7) flute, the Alexandrian ?) mengion
of virtuosity in music, and "das Hervorheben der gottgewollten, erlosen-
den Kraft des Hymnus, des Lobpreises Gottes," -

2Festuglere, in Nock-Featugiéte, Oop. cit., II, 244, refert to
"la piété amphigourique, d’ailleurs parfaitement banale, de certains
morceaux du discours,.” . )

350 Nock, in Nock-Festugiére, op. cit., II, 244, n. 3.

’

_;\-
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in the Corpus Hermeticum,  are at least consistent with Hermetism, That

God is called "father of our souls™ is also compatible with Hermecism.

Also consistent Hith Hermetism is the refereﬁeﬁato ™ fufrepa. ry #uxwv ot

tnepoupdvia pued,  xvii1.11(253.8), at least if we take tdv Yuxdv as

descriptiv; rather than possessive OT objective,.cf, Festugidre's trans? o

lation, "ces plantes supra—celestes que sont nos imes, " Similarly

Hermetic is the reference to fj ‘yvioi¢ ol mvrdg, xviti.13(254, 3,4),

although much of the context ig misstng. So also the reference to the

musictan to whom the god of music was well disposed. xviii,.6(250,19-

251.6), while by nNo means Hermetic, is certainly compatible with Hetme—

tism. Similarly, the references to the images G&vaIGVTcg}.xviii 16

(255.6~8) of the kings can have a place within Hermetism, cf, Ascle-

pius 37, - o : ~ . )
- On the other hand, there is nothing specifically Hergetic in this

tra;tate. No reference appears to the hope of apotheosis, nor to Hermes,

Asclepius, Tat, and Ammon, the usual characters in tﬁe typical Hermetic

te;ching dialogue, _Ihe omission of Ammon s perhaps surprising, given

the purpose of the speech. It is even more surpriging if we accept

Reitzenstein's hypothesis of the puyrpose of this apeech, since reference .

to a 'king Ammon* would be a uelcome compliment to the divine Diocletian,

In fact, the oration could have been.writtgn by virtually any educated

Pagan in the late empire. It coﬁld_eggn have been written by a Christian '

1God is, however, described as npefrvor nat cl¢ nat wovog Svrue
UOWGC ™ ndvra, ' xiv,3(222, 19), and receives in C. H. v such epithets
s & Bedg dvSparog KpefTrwv, v.10(64.3) cf v.1(60.4) and v.8(63.16).
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of a moderately syncretistic sort, if he vere under Hermetic o; similar
pagan influence. Since C, C. He xviii was apparently never 1ntended for
public delivery, it is in any case beside the point whether irg religi-

ous views would have suited the dynasty of the time,

chance. Festugidre attributes its inclus1on to "1'impéritie d'un

rédacteur qui se sera laissé abuser par 1la piéré amphigourique, d'ail-

.leurs parfaitement banaie, de cartains morceaux du discours, ol The two

titles, mept ¢ énd 10T mdBoug toT oﬁhurog éunob:goutvn; vuxilc  (248.1,2),

and mepi edgnufac ol kpefrrovog nal yndutov Bao1A fux (252.f5(16), | v
have, as Reitzenstein points out, 1little relétion t; the cbnt:ents.2 I

would conjecture ;Ha£ it vas these titles which induced ﬁhe compiler of

the Corpus Hermeticum to include this document. Reitzenstein’s hypothe- .

sis, that the oration was intended to commend the Corpus Hermeticum and

the Hermetic movement to Diocletian and his calleagues, lacks convincing
supporting evidence. It ,8€€M8 more reasonable to suppose that C, C. H, xviil

was placed in the Corpus Hermeticum by, someone who did not understand the

ovement which produced the Hermetic literature, and long after that move-
ment had ceased to exist. It is to be conceded, however, that since

C. Hexviii is the last document in the Corpus_Herneticum, its inclusion

may be purely accidental, and may have happened after the formation of

{

the Coggu . i ) “

1In Nock-~Festugiére, op. cit., p. 244,

2Reitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 199.

| ?
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Conclusions ' S
~Qonclusions
With the exception of €. H. xiij and C, H. xvii, the documents

in this chapter are to a greater or lesser degree inconsistent with the

belief that the Corpus Hermeticum is the product of the religious move-
ment which produced the typical Hermetic tractates, While the typical‘
Hermetic tractates resemble each other quite closely in form, and, with
certain notable exceptions. Teasonably closely in teachings, the:docu-
ments discussed in thisg chapter present a2 bewildering variety. Hhiie

it is possible to associate C. H. 111, vii, and xiii in a“gtoup with
€. H. i, since each.of the former resembles C C. H. i in some degree, that

PR

is only to emphasize how greatly they diverge from each other. C. H. 1~
may have been read by the authors of C. C. H. 111, xiii, xvi, and perhaps 7 >
also vii; but it ig odd that only one of these is in the traditional
form of the "'logos' hermétique d'ens;ignement,“ and that onlyftuo
mention the name of Hermes or his pupiis. C. H, xvi may be associated
with E:*ﬂ. xvil only to the extent that in both cases the major parti—
cipant is not Hermes but a pupil. ¢, C. He xviii, of course, stands alone.
Of the tractates discussed, C. H, 1i{ and C. He xviii have the
least right to stand in the Corpus Hermeticum, We may perhaps in the

’

case of C, H, xviii attribute its inclusion to scribal error - "although

the ritles (see above, P. 183) suggest that C. H. xviil could very

easily have been taken as Hermetic by the compiler. " But it is scarcely

likely that a similar explanationgcan be gliven for C, C. H, ii}. which falld )
vell inside the _23233. Therefore the inclusion of these two tractates _

alene makes it extremely implausible that the Corpus is the product of ~

a2 Hermetic religious movement,
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With respect to the other documentsg discussed, the evidence is
less.clear. C. H. i was, as we have seen, taken a.emetic at a very
. early date. Byt it seems improbable that, if the Corpus Hermeticum

L%
vere really the’ product of a Hermetic religioudhcommunity, the Poiman-

dres would have beenﬁgiven such a prominent positiop and then been

completely“ignored for most of the Corpué. C. H. vii can be accepted{

as previously noﬁbd, 1f C. H. 1 is accepted, but otherwise seens quxte
* out of place. é. £. H. xvi; while eccentric in its tenchings, at least
refers to the- major charactera.of the typical Hermetic tractates,
.E;_ﬂ. xiii is typical}y Hermetic in almost every respect, but was treatedw

in this chapter becayse of its special relation to €, H, i;

The evidence presented in this chapter, then, supports strongly

the hypothesis that' the Corpus Hermeticum was not the product of a
S

Hermetic religious movement. Less strong@y,‘iﬁgtefidence pPresented in
k! P P ) )
this chapter suggests that the compiler had no first-hand understanding

»

of such a movement. If go, then the evidence presented in thts chapter

supports the date of compilatton advocated in chapter two,

v as




CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS_TO PART ONE

There is & great deal of evidence to support the view that the

Corpus Hermeticum is a late Byzantine collection compiled no earlier

than the ninth century. This evidence has been presented in chapters
two to five of Part I of this dissertation. The most compelling evidence,
in ny view, is textyal in nature. Unless the date ;hich I have advecated
is correct, it is difficult to explain in a satisfactory fashioﬁ the
manuscript difficulty in E:_Q{ xii and xvii noﬁed in chapter t:m:».J1 A
similar date is suggested by the unfriendly Christian,glosses roted in
C. H. xi.?\ Further support 1s given by the divergent quality of the
manuscript tradition for each ttactate. It appears that each tractate
has had its own manuscfipt tr;ditionz the difference in kinds of errors
as well as in the quality of the text is s0 great that a late date of
compxlation is supported.3 ‘ ] v

A late date is suggested.also by g;: nature of the documents in
the collection. ~While perh?pa the majority of the documents conform to
thé type of the “'ldgos'-hefnétique d'enseignement,"a there is a sig-

nificant minority of documents which cannot be made to conform to that

v

-~ ’ 4\
1See above, pp, 20-26, 2See above, pp. 73, 96,

3see ab;ve, p. 96 £. ‘5ee above, pp. 102-105

-]
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pattern.1 This judgement is made not so much on the _grounds that these
documents contradict the others - as has already been noted, the Herme-
tists by no means were afraid of contradiction32 =~ as on the ground°
that these documents Tepresented purposes which were quite remote from
the purposes of the Hermetic writers. In the case of tvo of these docu-
ments, the difference in form and content was sufficiently great to give

very strong support to a late date for the formation of the Corpus

Hemeticm.

One important conclusion which can be dtawn fromn this 15 that

the Cprpus Hermeticum ag a collection is not a reliadle witness to the

Hermetic.religious movement. One cannot by combiﬁing the'teachings of

these documents come to a reltable plcture of the movement. The docu-

ments owe their present position in. the Corpus Hermeticum only to the

fact that a not very well informed Byzantine scholar took them to be

‘Hermetic, \

Thus the Corpus Hermeticum was not, as Reitzenatein suggests,

planmassig zu einem Corpus verbunden.” né In retrospect, it is difficult'

to see how Reitzenstein reached such a conclusion, In the C Corpus, the

three documents which can be associated in contents with the Poimandres,

111, vii, and x1ii, are scattered throughout the Corpus, .ThekPoimandres

-1s apparentiy given prominence by being Placed at the beginning of the

. 2

1Above, p. 148 F, °  Above, p, 100 f,

’ v \
3Above’ Pe 161 ff. and P 178 ff, d

. u
4Reitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 191. See the discussion above,
p. 8f,
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Corpus, yet its central figure, Poirandres, is ignored throughout the
trgctates except for the references in C, H, xii3, This latter would
rake an’ excellent climax for the Qg_p_u_g. but E.__H. xiv p:mvides an
anticlinax, On the other haand the document which, more than any other,
seens to give_ the essence of ‘Hemetim, C, H, x, is buried in the .middle :

of the Corpus, Thus the judgement of Festuziére is upheld: the charnc-

ter of the Corpus Hermeticum is "aussi divers que possible "l .

However, the conclusio.ns which can be drawn from Part 1 are
notyall negative, ' If the discussion in chapter four is upheld by fur-
‘ther research, then it has been possible to uncover a typical form of
Hermetic dialosue called, after Festugiare, thev"'_logos' hermé_tique
d’ensoignement."z Dialogues 4n this I‘op:x» norna.lly carry the mane of
Hernes and one of his disciples, and frequently have as their central
thrust a special uay of knouinf' God, as-well as.the teachinrr tha.t
apothcosis is the goal f;?r those who possess this "lknowledge.” 1In _
spite of the random nature of the Eollection. more than half of the docu-

‘ —
nents in the Corpus follow this pattern, Therefore we may be Justified

&
in taiing those documents which follow this pattern as the most reliable
cuides to the Hemmetic religious movenent, especially since, as we ha.ve

seen, the-doctrine of apotheosis in itself explains the choice of

I\(‘OU CHITIS,.

In this resfnect. it is useful to point out that there is no .

1Festusiére. La révflation d'Hemads Trlluéﬁistcf. I, s5.-

2Above, Fp. 102-105, ’
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evidence that there has been any delidberate tnpering by the COIIp-i;et.
The very variety of the documents in the Corpus Hei:meticm suggests

that this has not happgxed. If the compiler had tampered wigh the docu-
ments, we would expect to see a collection that: i1s much more honosenous. :
. both with respect to teachings and wvith reapecl: to the state of the minu‘-
scripts. There 13 of course no guaratee that tbe docunen}were all
free from this sort of at:tentlon before they came into the hands of the
conpiler; however, if this has happened, it is at least improbable that
all of them were tampered with ing the same way.

Therefo.lje, even though the Corpus Hermeticum as such is not a

" reliable source for the Hemrmetic religious movement, some of the documents
wvithin it, especl.ally tractates x, xii, and iv, most likelj are reliable,
if proper allowance has been made for the corTupt state of their text, -
He now turn to Part II, where the same questions will be asked concerning

the Stobaean fragments. \eentl




R

PART 11

THE HERMETIC FRAGYENTS Ix STURAKLS
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Part II will be concerned with those fragmonts'bf Hermetice

titerature which have been transmitted to us by Stobaeus, It will be
~
repembered from Fart I that the text of the Corpus Hermeticum had -
v “ -
suffered a preat deal of damapge from scribal error, especlally in

certain tractates, although no evidence was found of deliberate

alteration of the text, Moreover, the Corpus Hermeticum con-

tains docuncnts of such a diverse nature that it was difficult to

.

conceive any impression of a Hermetic religious movement from them; in

any case, given the late date of compilation, such a movenent, if it

ever existed, would long have been extinct by the time the CorEus-

- ' . -
Heronticum was compiled.

Given these factq, it may be asked if the Hermetic fragments in o
Scobaous provide-a more reliable source for the Hermetic lxtorature or
for the relipious movement which underlies it. 1In both cases a nega;
tive answer will be given; in fact, it will be asserted that for all its
faults, as documented in the last chapter, the Corpus Hermeticum never- *

-

theless gives us both more -useful information'about the religious

movement responsible for the Hermetic writings and a more reliable text
" .
for those passages of tractates ii, iv, and x which.occur in both the

Corpus Hermeticum and Stobaeus.,

: 1
The text of Stobaeus used will be that of Wachsmuth and Hense.

»
1Ioanncs Stobaeus, Anthologium, ed. C, Wachsmuth et 0, Hense
(Berolini: apud Keidmannos, 1884-1923, reprinted in 1958).

191 . 3
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Concerning the inadequacies of the earker editionsg enourh has been said
by wachuaruth and Hense in their introductions te their voluses 1 and 111

terpectively; I nyselfl have atterpted in vain to use the cditions of

@

Yeincke and of Gaisford, and found them utterly inadequate for the pres-

cat purposes.  Inoany case;, the numbvring system for those and most

carlier editions is coripletely different from that followed by Wachsmuth
and fiensey those earlier editions follow the so-called “wulpate" order,
. . . 1 -

mverted by Gesner, an earlicer editor, while Wachsnuth restores the

erder of the ranuscripts, (

‘6 .
About Stobaeus hirself, little is knoun except that he nmay have

flourished around the ecarly part of the fifch century. The name Stobacus

-

refers to the town of Stobol in Macedontaj his actual name was Ioannes.2
According, to an cpistle quoted in condensed form Sy Photlus, Stoﬁaous -
Curp{]vh his antholofy in, order to provide for the cultural developrent
o' his s=on, Septimius.3 Perhaps strangely, sin&e he bore the Christian
naze of John, there is nothing in the anthology from én; Christtian au-
Lhnr:h this liay mean either, as lead’wants us tolbeliovc, that Stobaeus
"studiously avoided® Chris;ian writings,s or, as is also pvssible, that ’

: 4

For the origins of the corrupt so-called *vulpate” order, see

i, !wﬁso, ‘Me Reihenfolge der Fklogen in der Vulpata des stobaischen
*lorilepium”" Rheinisches cwuseum, N, F., XXXIX (1884) 359-407, 521-557,

20. Hense s. v. "Ioannes Stobaios," EE IX, 2549,

3bid. This letter is' quoted in Hachsmuth‘s_edition, vol. I, ;
Pe 3. : E .

“Henso, S. v. "Ioafnes Stobaios,” p. 2549, } '

°G. R. S. Mead, Thrice greatest Hermes (II1 vols.; London and
Benares:  The Theosophical Publishing Societry, 1906), I, 4,
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Already in Stobacus® time we have that distinction made in ﬁy?antiun
during L”" Liddkéihnvs betveen “inner' and 'outnr;‘1narninn,1 a dis~
tinction which enabled By antines to read paran literature withour fear
of anv conpromise to their own faith,

Nomore need be said about Stobacus.,  But o make the course of
Pvoatsunents elear, 1T oupht to discuss the gtate of the manuscripts of
hi - ?_\_Z'Ifhlﬂ('l- .
dricinally the Anlhnlntx appears to have consisted of four bonks,
the tirst dealing with the physical scf“ncos. the second two with
cthites, and the final with a variety of toples, This work was svun;
bt hz::ri volunnes, by Photius, who was rood enough to dﬁscribv them
tather fully to his brnthvr.z In fact, he an riven a 1ist of all the
chapters as well as a 1ist of the authors vxcefptvd. Thus it is thanks
to Fhotius that we have some idoa‘of thé originnl'shapc especially of

e .

the first two books, Also, perhaps in the eleventh century, there was

L]

copiled the original of thé Gnomologiun Laurentianum(L), now existing

only in a fourteenth century manuscript, an antholopgy of Christtan and -
. .

'profane writings which drew a part of its material from some chapters

of the thividod manuscript of Stobacus. Some of these chapters and

excerpt g surgivv only in L, and so L Qould be invaluable in‘fixing the

tntoof Stobacus, were it not that the compiler, riphtly from his point

ol view, seems to have corrected the text of Stobacus from other

]5. Runciman, The Last Byzantine Renaissance (Cambridpe; at the - .
University Press, 1970), p. 28 f. ,

zuonso. S._v. "Ioannes Stobaios", p. 2549 ff., Wachsmuth, Vol, I,

———

"protegomena®, pe vii,

Yl
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Lanuscripts of some of the authors quoted.l

3, The compiler of this anthology may, for all we know, have been
the last person to see the complete Antholopy ;fIStobaeus. Since that
tine, as far as is kﬁown, it has existed in two sections, comprising
roughly the first two and the last ctwo books respectqvely.

The first part, given the name "Eclopae”, seems to have suffered
the wost, It was, in Wachsmuth's words, epitomized "ab homine Platonis
Aristotelisque a.;nantissimo";2 that is to say, in Book I,.chapters one
and three to thirty have- the appearance of being relatively intact; of
thc'remaining chapters of Book 1, however, only excerpts attributed to
rléto? Ari5tople, Hernes, Archytas, and Rrpbyry have been retainpd; in-
deed, whole chapters, including chépter two, have boen onitted by the
cpitomiser. In Book I1, chapters 1, 8 and 9 appear comelete, except

that sounc parts of chapter one along with parts of two and four are

for some reason-missing from the so«called/f?clogae". but are attached

to the end of the manuscript's—of-tHe second section, the so-called
"Vlogi]enium" which- otherwise consists of Books III and IV. The
epitoniser has also left extracts from Plato plus one selection from
Archytas from chapters 2:6, and has gi{én Ehe ethics of Arius Didymus.

for chapter 7. The rest of Book 11 was either left out or unknolﬁ.‘

This epitome survived in two manuscripts, the Farnesinus of the

A ,
1Hense, “Prolegomena®, loannis Stobaei Antholopium, ed. C,
Wachsmuth and 0. He se, Vol, III, pp. xxxvi f. Additional support for
this view will be giVen later in Part Two,

-

olegomena’”, Ioannis Stobaei Anthologiﬁm, ed,
. Hense, Vol. I, p. xvi f.

uth, "
C. Wachsmuth an

-

¢
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fourtcenth century (F) and the Parisinus gr, 2129, of the fifteenth
1. | |
century (P), Thus for the first two books we have really three sepa-

rate snanuscript traditiong: the tradition of the excerpter (FP), that

of the Gnomolop i Lmnxntianuﬁ (L), and that of the Flurilvninm.'to
vhteh we will soen turn, Unfortungtoiy there is no overlap be;%EQQIFP
. Akl

and the teritinn o! the Flovilepium, and littlo betveen FP oand L, o
that little instruction with rcr,nrd- tni the tendencies’ of these [*_r;Jups:
can be drawn fron this rich varict& in the trnditinn.

7 For the other part of the Anthology the situation is much nore
v plex, For this part the rtanuscript tradition iS"rvprosvntvd.by
three streans. The first of these is rvp?ésvntcd principally by the

codex Vindobonensis pr, LXVII (S), an eleventh century document, but

5150 by Trincavelli's editio princeps of 1535 (Tr.), based on the codex
harcianus-lV. 29, and roprosquod also by a number of other manuscr{pts
vhose importanee Hons: does npc'rate hir,hly.2 The second -proup is re-

;ﬁnnvnand pfincipally by two manuscripts, the Parisinus er. 1984 (A},

of the fourteenth century, a rather faulty document which however

PasseEsCs some excerpts missing in all the others, and the codex

dendorae (alias Escurialensis LXXXX or Scorialensis),3 whose importance

llbid.. Pe xxv f. From these two,” according to Wachsmuth, allx
others are drawn. -

- zﬂonso. “Prolegomena®, III, vii ffs, xxii ff, :
3Honso, "Prolegomena™, p. xxix ff. and xxxvi ff, I omit reference

to Farisinus gr. 1985 (B) since Hence makes little use of it, althourh

Festupidre, Horoes Trismfriste  Vol. III, p. v intro. indicates that

it should not Lo ipnored. According to Hensey the cxcerpts of llacarius

Chrysocephalus were drawn from a ms? similar to MA, ’

———




196

Ponne rn;vs yvry.hiphly. 0 highly that without it, according to Henee,
tt vould not be possible even to think of rnsxnrinu tﬁv text of Sto-
pqua.] Yinally, we have other antholopises ferived Trem Stobacusr, of
vhieh ;Fv rast o inpertant for our purposes are the bruxellensis (Br) and

the feerolestun Laveentianmm penttoned above,  As previounly pointed

tuly o neens to have corrected Stobacus apainst other manuseripes of

oo ol the quthorse quateds this appears also to hnvv‘bvvn the cann

. 2 . )

with Hr,

hhile the second part of the Anthotory {r lTess frportant for
P‘;Jhli“hi“ﬂ the text of the flormotie doruhvnts, it is useful for in-
vietieatinge the habits of Stobacus as an exeerpter, This subject,
which voule it further study, has, as we shall see, considerable
1portance for our evaluation of Stobacus frapments as a source er
the literature of the Herretje novenent.  The text of the second part
ol Stobarus! Antholages 6nght to bs conxidered here for at least three
reasons:  first, bocause ;e may hape that we have a reasonably coriplete
text for the last two books, therefore perhaps a rore reliable basis
for forming judpement s about Stobaeus® desipn (although it §s to be
Cadiitted tE::\ho manuscript contains all of the excerpts surviving
Arow those two books); second, because the variety of the manuscript
tradition pives us fi;mnr trounds on which toydecide which features of

the text are to he ascribed to Stobacus and which features we owe

- . 1

llbida. po XAX o " .
]

?SPP‘aDOVF, p. 19& n. '{. Hensc in the same place states that
#r. also was interpolated.

) S .,
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perely to_scribal error; and third, because the second_part of the tra- -
dition, with its wider vafivty of authors, enables us to check Stobaeus
arainst many rore manuscript traditions. In all of this we are taking
very seriously the advice of Hense: "wis sciro quo rmado Stobacus
seriptores tractaverit quos servavit solus?  exquire, auo rodo il]o§
tractaverit, quos etiam aliunde copnitos habemgs."1 Therefore the text
o the secend pnft of Stobaéus, the so-called flori]vrigg, rainly

tooks three and four, is inportant for our purposes even thourh it con-
telns only four Hertmetice fragments, "in ii.1;26; 111.11,31; i1i.13.65%
and v, 52,47,

It should be noted that in the pares below Stobaeus will be std
in more than one sense. Somctimes it will refer to the excerpter hin-
:v]f} rore often it will refer to the text as it is piven in the wanu-
seripts of Stobacus, as indicated in the briticalrapparatﬁs of Wachswuth
and Herise, Th{s tex? will have been subjocF'to alteration at at least
three stapges: - first, the text which came to:thp hﬁnds of Stobaeus may
al;oady have been altéred;.second, Stobaeus himself may have added to
or subtracted from the text as it presented itself to him; third, the
text after it left the Bﬂnd of SEnbaeus may hg&e undefgonn altorgtion.'

J
r » “ -
In the {irst two stapges, deliberate alteration seems more plausible, al-

though of course anyone is capable of making a scribal blunder. Altera-
tions in-the third stage probably tend to be aCC1dpnta1 blunders.

excepr in Lhe case»of L and Br where dellberate Warnonxz!ng of the text .

*
Al '

lncnso, "Prolegomena, " in Wachsmutb-Hense, op. cit., vol. V,
.. ' : 4
Po XXVi. ’ ’

y

1
i

1

i

{

1 . -
!

1

T

]

1

]
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against the major manusecript tradition of the author concerncd is
b e some- } L
tines visible.  khere possible, attempts will be made to a“s—i{'n r
S 4 -
sponsibility for these alterationsrto one of the three stages
!

-
.
‘4

4




CHAPTER TWO

v

THE POSITION OF THE HERMETIC FR&GHHNTS HITHIN STOBAEUS

. Before entering into a discussion of‘fhe text of the Hermetic
frapments in -Stobaeus, a few words about their setting in Stobaeus may - .
be useful. It is to be noted that Hense, in his article on the "vulpare"
order of the text of St;baeus, gives evidence that Stobaeus used various
collections of single authors. These include a ¢ollection of eleven
sayings of Socrates, a collection of thirtee6~by Democriius, and a
cellecticn of six by Eusebius, all in_ii.d; a collection of five by
Lusebius, and of several by Plutarch in 1ii.6; one of six by Tamblichus
in 1ii,5; one of ten by Archytas, one of four by Xgnophon, one’ of forty-

seven by Epictetus, and one J{\fifteen sayings of Pythagoras, all in

o
1ii.1. The existence of all of these collections is betrayed by their
concentration in a recopnisable order within a single boek in_StoBaeus}

. . !
~ If Stobaeus had in fact used an earlier collection for the Her-

retic literature, this would increase our resefyagions.about their
reli;bilit;. Holdfmar Ggrler has shown that the‘fragmentsrﬁf Menander
in Stobaeus‘can be divided into two groups. Those which aré éiven with
the name‘éf the play in the lemma tend to be relatively reliaplg, and

show few sighs of deliberate alteration. Those with ohly the name of

-Nenander 'tend-to be radically fals{fied.2 It will be noted in the ‘

. 1Hense, "Die Reihenfolge der Eklogen in der Vuiggbﬁrgfs sto-
baischen Florilegium," pe 536 ff.; see also Hense, s. v. “¥qannes
- Stobaios," p. 2570 ff, . ) oo -
ZHL Ggrlety Hcv&vﬁpou Tt , Ihdhguraldis;efﬁation.zur
Erlanpung, des’ Doktorgrades der philosophischen Fakiiltat der Freien -

Universitat Berlin, Berlin, 1963, p. 111,

199
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. . ' . f - ' .
following chapters that the quality of transmission of classical texts

in Stobacus vaties considerably from author to author, Tt will be seon

! -

that Stebaecus gives a relatively reliable text for Plato and Xenophon,1

but an absolutely unreliable text for the Encheiridion, Perhaps one

factor contributing to this circumstance is the kind of source . frcm
‘which the excerpt is taken, |

It is to be admitted that the evidence for a prcv1ous coliectxon
of Heruetic {ragments used by Stobaeus is not as pood as thc ev1denco
for' some of the collections used by Stabaeus, However, our Glriositg
in that regard is-aroysed by a curious coiccidencc involving thcse frap-
ents pxtfactcd from our C. H, ii and C. H..x. The fragments from
C. By ii arc found within Stobaeus i.18 (mept xevoD wat Y6u)  and
1.19 (nept xivfigeag ). These fragments, three in all, are the only

1

ernetice frapgments found within those two chapters. The fragments fron

i

C., H, x, flve in number, are 51milarly grouped in i. a? (n:pt ¢Oa:wq

———

'D-

vOpdmaoy ). 1.48 (nept woll), and i.49 (nept yuxfic ). Although there are o
eipht E:;Sr fragments attributed to Hermes in i.49, no less than {four .

of these are in the form of addresses by Isis to Horus, therefore

eccentric in nature as compared to the othct“Hermetic fragments. Thcse

are, however, the oniy excerpts of addresses of Isis to Horus. in ?to-

bacus, excegt for a doubtful line, iii.l13.65. ‘\\

»

1Accordlng to Hense, s, v, Ioannes Stobaeus," p. 2569 f.
Stobaeus appears to have taken the majority of his excerpts of Plato,
\PHOPhon,_Herodotus, and Thucydides from.his own reading.,

1
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A list of the Hermetic fragments appearing in Stobaeus is given
by Festugiéte in the introduction to volume IIT of the Nock—?estugiérel
edition.1 If one e;amines this 1list, ;ther croupings also become.
apparent. in 1o4, mept dvdyxng <belag> wrh,, are two fragments,

St. H.éz (Hermes to Tat) and St. H. 13 (Hermes to Ammon) . In i.S;
nepl efpapuévne xrh., are three excerpts, St. H. 29, a poem, and

SL:‘H. 14 and 12, both to Ammon, In i.al,'n:pt PooeEws Kth,, seven
Hermolic fragments occur: St. H, 2B, 11, &; 5.(all to Tat; 2B and 1%
form a single excerpt in the manuscripts?i St. H. 16, 15 (Qoth ta .
Armon), and St. H, 21 (“of Hermes"). Tﬁésgthers are scattered: !

- St. Ho 28, a saying of Hermes, and‘E;_ﬁ. iv.1k49.5-10), Hermes to Tat,
arc-both in Stobaeus i.1, 8rt Gedg bnutoupydg <y Ywruwv kg |
Eﬁ_ﬁ;‘iv.lo,ll however, is excerpt;d in 1.10. St. He 7 is in St. i,3;
St. H. 10 is in St. i.8; St. H. 9 is in i.11; St. H, égis in i.,21; '
St. H, 22 is in i.42, This.giveé thirty-six'exberpts in book i of

" Stobaeus. Only five appear in the other three books: St. H, i in ii.1;

St. H. 18 in ii.8; St. H., 2A in ii1.11; St, H. 27 in i1i.13, and

. - e~
Asclepius 27 in iv.52a, ' S
These coincidences can be explained to some degree on the basis a

of subject m3tter. C, H. ii ﬁp to chapter twelve deals exclusively with

the subject matter of St. i,18,19, However, from chapter 13, its con-
: {

*

tents are admirably suited to the subject matter of St. i.l, 8ri @ed¢

lNock—Festugiére, op. cit., III, ix-xi,

2These numbers refer to the order of the excerpts given in the
Nock-Festugidre edition,
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\gaénuLOUPYac v vrwv wrk., if indeed 11.17 were not cited for St.

811 xakdv 3 ¥xerv miTbac,  C. H.

—

iv.2§a.
x is somewhat rmore uneasy in its .
present position. The central theme of E;_ﬂ. x ié, as we have ;een,
apotheosis Fhfdunh YV®01¢, a theme which, for understandable reasons,

never bvcomes-thursubject for a chapter in-Stobaeus, The author docs,

to be sﬁrn, in éarrying out his central theme, deal with such topics as

the nature of men, volic, and soul, the topics of St. 1.47-49; but he

also drals with the topic of St, i.l in chapters 1-4; with the subject

of 1ii.1, nept dpcrﬁg, in chapter 9; with the subject of iii.2, nep?

Kaufag, in chapter 8, excerpted by Stobaeus in i.49; and with the sub-

jeet 0o 1.21 in chapters 10 and 11. On the other hahd,.it is clear that ‘ fﬁ7
the excerpt from iv,1 wasrnot-originally intended for its present posi-
tinnlin St. i.1, since if it was, then it is difficult to sce why the s
‘vxcvrpter would have omitted the opening of this paragraph, which is

» v
not only directly on this topic, but would in Stobaclis® day have baen
*considered completelf inoffgnsive-
Now it is clear that convenience played a role in the grouping,

of the Stobaean fragments into chapters; that would explain why ex-

cerpts from a single tréctate are aluays.placed in a few closely pela—

ted chapters. But it seoms likely that En the fitst\instance, the con-
venience of an carlier excerpter played a role. -This would explain why

some of the excerpts fit poofly into their present position. In éther

words, the;: appears to be some reas;n to suppose that Stobacus used an
2lready existing collection of Hermetic excerpts, Some observatioﬂs

about the nature of this collection will be made below, pe 3383 '

For this reason it is impossible to say how much Hemmetic
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literature ;;;'available to Stobaeus. If he did in fact rely on a

collection, as sugpested, then this could have been the only collection

r

of Hermetic literature available to him, Therefore we cannot argue,

with Festugidre, that Stobaeus would have known about the Corpus Herne-

ticun 1f it had been available at his time. Of course, we could make
Ligdl .

the sare argument about his source; but this would prove little since

his source must have been somewhat earlier. It is, however, at least

-~

clear that Stobaeus did not know the Corpus_as we have it, since he al-

ways cited the tractates now included in the Corpus as coring from

{v

other collections.2

NOT are we authorized to conclude'from the evidence that Stobaeus
received his Hermetic fragnents second-hand, tﬁat therefore these docu-
rments had a long history before appearing in'the Anthologx. Fifty years
or 1less ;ould be ample time. Stobaeus would be guided not so much by
the date of the collection containing thed:as by his belief that the

Henzetic writings themselves were ancient and highly edifying documents.

.

1Festugiére. La révélation d'Hermds Trismépiste, II, 2 f,

s

2As indicated by Scott, op. cit., 1,83.

h

it




CHAPTER THREE -
STUBAEUS' TREATNENT OF CLASSICAL TEXTS

1, Introducction

A
In the previous chapter, the possibility was sugpested that

stobasus had used an alrnady_exféting collection of Hermetic Trapments,
17 this is the case, tﬁen the chances of textual co;ruptinn in these
fraumnan_are incrbased simply because we must contend with ghe possi-
bility not only of deliberate altor#tions at‘ghv hand of Stobaeus, but
_also of deliberate corruption by an earlier colléctor.

This raises in an insistent way the question of the réliabi]ity
of the Hermotic fraéments of Stobaeus. Under "reliability," I wish
tﬁ/dval with two seéparate but closely related questions, First, we may
ask ththor the mandscripts of Stobaeus present us with a faithful and
accurate text of tBe Hermetic ffagments which they contain,. Second,
we may ask whether these Hermétic fragments present us with an accurate
piCturS of the relipious moyémenc responsible for the Hermetic.litéra—
Lure; -

It is ev1dent that Nock rated the text of the Hermetic fragmeéts

in Stobaeus very highly en both counts, since he normally preferred

Stobaeus' reading. In his introduction, while noting Hense's observa-

—

tions about characteristic errors in anthologies, he nevertheless indi-
cates that in the majority of instances he believes that Stobaeus gives p

the correct ruading.1 Now, most of the excerpts from Stobaeus differ

INogk, in Nock-Festugidre, op. cit., I, x1ii £f.; trtro.

204




205

considerably from the corresponding passapes

In. the manuscripts of the

Corpus Hermeticum. On pp. 280-334, below, I give, after the apparatus of

dock and Wachsmuth, what appears to have been the re&dings of those two
traditions in the manuscri%ts. In my view, these discrepancies are
rathvr_gréﬁter than can' be explained under the usual catepories of scri- ;7
* bal error. It appears more probable that someone has deliberately al-

- tered the text, whether, as Nock SUppOsCs, someone in the manuscript

tradition of the Corpus Hermeticum (or tractates ii, iv, and x before

they came to be incorporated) or someone in the manuscript tradition of
SLabadcus —'qithcr Stobaeus himself, his exccrpte}, or, less plausibly,
sone later scribe, -

Concerning the second. question, I will say in a preliminary way
that séholars interested in the Hermetic movement have tended not to

concentrate their attention on the Hermetic fragments in Stobaeus. This

is so in part, as we shall see, because the Stobaean fragments tend not

.

to disgcuss tﬁe most striking and interesting of the Hermetic doctrines;
in fact they tend to be somewhat bland in their contents. The major
exception to this last statement is the group of.Isis to Horus frapments,
St. H, xxiv-xxvii, which, however, in some other respects stand apart
from the other Hermetic documents.

In order to answer the first questioq nore accuraﬁely, it éeems .
best first to follow the advice of Herise noted above, p. 197, and ex--
anine the text of other authors Eﬁ‘Stobaeus.h While, as will become
apparént, the treatment of classical authors in Stobaeus is quite vari- *

able, it will at least be possible to gain some idea of the range of

possibilities, _ :l
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Since considerétions.of time urped against réviewing every ex-
cerpt quoted by Stobaeus from an ancient author, I have decided to pro-
ceed in the following way: first I selected particular works and parts -
of wvorks which oécur with reasonable frequency in the indices atythe ¢
end of voluues Il and V of Wachsmuth and Hense's,edition of Stobaeus
and for which reasonably adequate critical texts éxist; I then attémpted
to single out the significant discrepancies1 between the nanuscript tra-
dition of Stobaeus and the manuscript tradition of.the author in ques- .
tion; and finéliy I attempted to classify the disc;;pancies, making
ﬂénoral observatiops where permitted by the evidence. It will be seen
that the authors nd works chosen are of a sufficient variety that 'we
may hope that we hiave an adequate sample of the sorts of variants that
can be expected in Stobaeus and hente to make judgements in specific in;

—

stancas with regard to Stobaeus' information concerning the text of
€. H, 11, iv, and x.

fhe following authors have been chosen: for an example of 2

Hellenistic text @ have chosen the Encheiridion of Epictetus, It will be

a

'

seen that, in spite of the unsatisfactory nature of Schweighaeuser's

edition,2 it has been possible to ‘draw extremely interesting conclusions

o

1The words, "sipnificant discrepancies,” will perhaps shock some,
since they imply a cextain arbitrariness in method. What is meant is
this: that since the collations used frequently omit certain details
considered minor by the editor, therefore I cannot use them for informa~
tion which they do not provide. Therefore such variants as §uv~ for
OUV=-, HEIY= fOT Piyey and the use and abuse of ¥ mo.veables, elision, and
so forth, must repretfully be ignored. ‘

2Epicteti, Manuale et Cebetis tabula, ed. and tr. Iohannes - )
schweiphaeuser (Lipsiae: In-Libraria Keidmannia, 1798). Schenkl in his
edition of Epictetus, Epicteti Dissertationes ab Arrianae digestae,
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from the text of the Encheiridion as it appears in Stobaeus, conclusions

which will perhaps be of interest also to students of the Enchnirfﬁion,
* N

A preater variety of selections was possible for texts from the classi-~
-
cal peried. For Xenophon, I used his Nemorabilia, book 1, supplewenting
. —rdbrila
/
this from book iv for Stobaeus i and ii since therk are very few sanples
' 1
for that part of the work. The text used was that of Marchant, al~-
- - L] V »
thoupgh 1 suspect that his apparatus 1s too condensed, From Plato, I
have chosen two smaller works, the Sophistes and the Timaeus, using
bl LA ) —us

- . . 2
turnet's edition in both instances.~ Because of the large number of lonr
citations from the Tinacus in Stobaeus i, it was found necessary to

- ——-__——-. »
abandon that dialogue at 39p for those two books, In addition, Sto-
bacus' text was compared with the text of Herodotus 'vii, using the

] .

cdition of Hudé.3 Since so few excerpts from Herodotus survive in the

first two books, for those two books Herodotys ii was also used,

»

(Qﬁtio aGajor, 2nd. ed, (Stutgardiae: in Aedibus B, G, Teubner, 1916,
reprinted 1965), reconstructs the text of Schweighaeuscr from the latter's
major edition of Epictetus, in which Schweighaeuser had given Upton's

text with his-own text in the notes. Schenkl is therefore able at Freat
pains to reproduce the. rext of the Encheiridion as pgiven by Schweip-
haeuser in the edition of the Encheiridion already cited, Unfortunate ¥\
ke fails to cite the manuscripts individually, but only group as 1
schwciphacuser's introduction. !

&,
1Xenophontis Opera Ornia, ed. E. C. qfrchant (Vol
Uxonii: E Typographeo Clarendoniano, 71921) . ) .

Platonis Opera, ed., J. Burnett (Vols, I & IV:
Typoprapheo Clarendoniano, 1900)..

i N \ ) .
*Hleradott, Historiae, ed. C. Hude (II vols; 3rd. od.; Oxonii:
E Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1927),

“
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Finally. Stobaeus® excerpts from the Odzssezl and from Theocritgyz were
also examinéd. These last three Proved less useful for the present pur-
poses, partly because, especially in the case of Herodotus and Theocritus,
the dialect was a problem as much -for thé scribes of the major manuscript
tradition as for the satibgs in Stobaeus® tradition. Moreover th;
shortness of the excerpts from the Odzssex and Theocritus made it dif-
ficult to draw 3ener§1'conc1usiona except when discrepancies of a. par-
ticularly striking sort were evident,

Hith‘thts'workrl; 2 basis, it will then be'possible in the nextr
chapter to discuss the text of the Hétmetic fragments in Stobaeus from
C. H. 11, iv, and x. Thig in turn will give a basig for discussion of

the reliaBility of the Hermetic fragments in Stobagus generally as

sources for the Hermetie literature.

2. Xenthoﬁ
We shaln\begln with S;obaeus excerpts from Xenophon 8 Hemora-
Hbilia, since thesﬁ excerpts seem to furnish the fewest textual diffi-
culties. The reader is asked to Temember, uhen we are lmmersed in the

\

difficultieg of Stobaeus® text of the_Enchelridton«that these citations

from Xenophon also exist, and perhaps have more of a right to be consi-
dered typical of Stobacus.
As we shall see, Stobaeus’ text of Xenophon furnishes very lit—

tle dxfficulty; indeed, the.-variations within the main manuscript

lHomeri, Opera, ed. T. Allen (Vol. III, 2nd. ed.; Oxoniii E
Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1917).

2Bucolici Graeci, ed, A. ST?F. Gow (Oxonii: E Typographeo Claren-~
doniano, 1952),
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tradition of Xenophon's text, as far as one can gee from Marchant's

apparatus, are just as great as those between the main tradition and
Stobaeus’ text. A few variant readings, as we shall see, can with plau-
sib111ty be attributed to editorial activity on the part of either Sto—
baeus or his source, . These include the -omission of material, such as
the omission of four lines in the first excerpt discussed, and the omig-
sion of somp lines from the ninth and tenth excerpt to be discussed. In
iddition,,;s we shall aée, occasionally connécclves at the beginning of
excerpts are (appatentiy) déliberately omitted.l

For the citations from Xenophon, as for those from all of the
classical aﬁthors to be studied, I will give for each excerpt the num=-

g

ber of lines in Hachsmuths%nd Hense’s text of Stobaeus, in order to give
Aa rough idea of the comparative lengths of the passages involved, and
also_the standard abbreviations of the major Stobaean manuscripts which
contain the passage, after anhsiuth and Hense's apparatus. This will
be féllowed bf'a 1ist of the significant discrepancies between the two
traditionst In each. case a discussion wiil follow, Thehnéﬁbers at the
end of the liﬁes refer to the subdivisions (chapter or page) within the

ciassicgl authors quoted.

1) Xen. Mem. 1.1.11~14 = St, 11.1.30 (20% 1ines, SMA)

St. N Xen. _ :
bmpalvovreg. dnebe fuvuey (dwebe fn~ pwpafvovreg dnedefxvuey (11)
vuey S€)

(St. om. wal wpBrov . . . m npooficovra wpdrrety, 1.1.12,4 lines.)
(St., Isid.) 2oriv adrofg adrote doriv (13)
(St., Euseb,) d60vardy larlv od Suvarsv doriv -

lFor this tendency see Hense x.v. Ioannes Stobaios, p. 2584,
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cY ve xal todg ufyioroy trnet xat To0¢ ufytorov
beiva goBetodat ' PoBepd poBeTofar
Twv Belv v 8efwy
dnoAfoBat (dnolfceal,Euseb " Pr. dnodeTotay . t
. @V. XV, p. 85343 dmmuoem, 1bid.,

i' Pe 25D) 4

In all, eight discréﬁanéics are sufficient{; striking to a&tract
our notice. This leaves out of account a‘qu cases in which one or more
manuscripts. of Stobaeus agrees with the manuseripts of Xenophon against
one or nore manuscriﬁts of Stobaeus, It igs €asy to acco®at for doriv
adrol¢ for adrof¢ 2oriv and d80varov for od Suvarsy on the grounds that
in each case the expression favoured in Stobaeus is more Common and hence
would tend to be substituted, as it were, automatically, Similarly,

Belv for Befwv and dmohfodag for dmoAeTobat can easily be acéouqted for
on the basis of the hasty misreading of a miniscule €1 a;Jt. In the
second of these, however, it may be'thatlihe context: .rol¢ 6EPQBT’ Bv
YevéoSas more odbev offre dnokeTobar, may have aided in promoting the
error; since, moreover, the error is shared with Euaebius, IE may actu-
ally be a conscious correction in Stobaeua source, Since dnedeluvuey

is corrected to dncéeruvucv in one of the manuscripts of Stobaeus, it is
possible that the substitution is very late. On the other hand, €Y ye
for dnet is very coumon in Stobneus generally, and nmay be his own contri-
bution. In none of these cases does it appear that the correct reading
is found in Stobaeus, _ '

The omission of Xen. ﬁsgg 1.1.12 is iﬁtereating, ekpecially since
Eusebius also omits thege uofda in his qu%:ation in Pr Praep. ev, i, p. 254

(but not 1in XV, p. 853a). Eusebius however accounts for the onission by

inserting the words, xal ImiAéyes &Efic, after which he continues where

.
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L et i

Stobaeus resumes, cf’resmably then Stobaeus found this excerpt in a

previous anthology. Sipce thege words would not be misged if we had not‘

the manuscript tradition of Xenophon with vhio;;:h to compare Stobaeus'

text, we can see that not al} éf the alterations in Stobaeus are clumsy.
2) Xen. Hem. 1.2.4 = St 1v.37.19 (5% 1lines, s)

St, ' : Xen.
dunob(Letv dumobclerv ¥on

The omitted word, being the last word of the passage excerpted,
could have been omitted for a variety of reasons, the most plausible

being carelessness,

3) Xen, Mem. 1.2.10,11 (13% lines, SMA) “
St. - N . : xen.
npSoeaTiy ¥xopa- Kat-rfv8uvog Tpbaetary ¥xBpar xat xfvbuvor (10)
@ adtd yflyverar’ T T rade yfyveras
olnolv o ' - offxouv

In the first of these'examples, Stobaeus’ reading, !pra nal
S:.mrémroq, has a more absttact effect than Xenophon 8 plural and therefore

‘more vivid Ex8pat mat kfvéuvoti. Therefore it is possible that this is

[

a deliberate alte:"ation. alt:housh it would not be possible to exclude
the possibility t:hat we have here a mere lapse of memory as the words

are transferred from one manuscript to the next., The other tvo are most

'S

likely due to lapses on the part of a scribe,

ll) Xen, €M« 102019"23 = St. 111,29,95 (37 lin_cs’ SHABr;.Br. om.
Yowq odv'. ., a¥8i¢ dbuvarelv, 32% lines.)

i N

St- ) Xen.

1 1ol ouarog dorobvruc . ™ O‘ﬁlﬂm donoGvrog - (19)
818 zo0¢ ufeu; (vlodg M) : 61” B ual rodg ulei¢ (20)
hapTup® toUrd ye naprupld rodroig (21)

This is a remarkably small number of d_i.screpancies, given the

length of the text. (There are also numerous instances vhere either
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Stobaecus agrees with some manuscripts of Xenophon against others, 5t
where one Stobaean manuscript gives an isolatedq reading, I could detect
no significant pattern in these.) There is o ten&ency in Stobaeus for
x6{ in the sense of "even® or "also™ to be. omitted. In writing @ rof
ofpatog for v afiiara, Stobaeus or his source may have been 1nf1uenged
by a previous 1@ voO ofuaro¢ in the game sentence, If voUts ye for‘
toUtrot¢ is not a simple misreading of an uncial original, it may be a

-

‘ misguided emendation.of the text,

Given the qualicy of the text transmitted by Stobaeus for this
passage, in this case at least the evidence supports Hense‘q;view that
Stobaeus drew on hig own reading for excerpts from Xenophon.1

- 5) Xen. Mem. 1.2.57 = St, 114.29,94 (6% 1ines, sMA)

St. - “Xen .

IaxpdTng Zawpdmg 8’

dnet tanodoyrfoaro (én:étuuoko- dmel 1opooyficatto
oT0o  SA -

ij dyaedv) ) - xal dyaodv elvar

pydlecbas ¥ : dpydlectar ve ¥on

Kot , ot 3

Ihié-exceipt, although much smaller, has many more errors than
the last.  The omission of the 8’ which links this paragraph with the ﬁ\ﬁ
preceding in Xenophon, is to be expected, ‘a_ & general tendency in an- ‘
thoIOgies.z That the aorist indicative is sudstituted for the aorist
optative {5 not unexpeéted. given the gradual disappearance of the opta-

,(,
tive, " The efvas may have been omitted thgoush carelessness, as also the

1Hense B, v. "Ioannes Stobalos,” p. 2569 £,

2Ibid., p. 2584,
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te in the following cxample. Eitherr Stobaeus. or his source may not have

-understood that the v8 in the last example governs the quotation i‘rom

Hesiod which follows. In view of the large number of errors in this

excerpt as compared to the excerpt discusaed Inrediately before; Sf.o-‘ -

baeus may have drawn this excerpt from a different, less roliable

source., '
6) Xen, Mem, 1,3.5-8 = St, 111.17,43 (23 1ines, SMA
St. Xen.
mpeokevaopévog e¥n (mpac‘ncmout- NapEGREVATREVOG (6)
vog Yet M; flev Br) L .
(st., Plut moral,, Clem. Al,)
7d dvanef@ovra td nelBovra - .
TEviVTIE . . . BLylivra _ _ netvdvrag o . [ biyidvrag
ofecBe 6” ¥on (ofoBa vel olgBai Ai)_. ‘oYeoBar 6 ¥yq (7)

For the first of t.hése‘ variant read'ings we may cide two Tactors:
first _the combination used by Stoba.eus (3A) 1s by far a moYe frchent
gg{nbination. and henca would tend to be substituted as 1t were automati-'
cally; in any case, it uould be favoured by 1ta.cism. Since the correct '
reading appears in B;. » 1t is probable that the-‘ change was made fairly
late ‘within the mantiséript tradition of Stobé.eu's, a,lthcugh. as we shall
sce; ‘the possibility cannot be ruled out that Br, gave the correct reading _
through collation, The reading oh:cree for. oYscha-l is presumably caused
by itacisnm, In fhe context- newwvm.a.nd Syylivra make no sense, Pre-,
fm'nbly they were attmcted by dvamnef8ovra in the same sentence. I.one
of these altemtions need be charged to Stobaeus.

Since td dvane(Bovra .occurs a.lso in Plutarch a.nd in Clement of
Alexandria, it is 11kely to be an ea.rlier variant which Stobaeus found R .
in his source, The recding in the manusc:ript tradition of Xenophon, - .

. TefBovra, which Marchant prints, is more plausible; cf. Liddell-Scott-Jones




214

T

s. v. nefbo, ALILI,3, p. 1354,
| 7) Xen. Hem. 1,3.11-13 = St. 1v.20b.62 (23 lines, SMA)
St. E ‘& - ( Xen, .
8 prdtqq  Ze ‘Hpd- 4 = e vood
ukcnc, Lwn'é gg- vgi?v‘ﬂpdulq;, Hpdxheig, ¥gn 8 Sevogdv (12)
A%) ] : :
olota Br1 1@ @uAdyyia ofo8’ ¥on m qudTyta (AB;
_ olcd? ¥on 8v1 @ C)

B o0 olx dpFc (N y2p oﬁx GP&; A) Y11 00 ol 8pdc - (13)
8ri nat néppudev 8t xad pdowdev
wéyic yap o u-dhc Yap
Ur1e¢ yévorivo . Ovidc yévoro

The, confusion between the vocative and the neminative in the
first of these varlant readings uns promoted elcher by aimilayity in |
pronounciatlon or by the later use of the nominative in place of the
vocative, The 1ntrusion of a later use is also to be suspected in the
substitution of wdyi¢ for KA tgy cf o Liddell~Scott=-Jones 8, v. paYIC, -
p. 11423 on phe other hand, it is Stobaeus who furnish;s the reguizp'“
Attic ndppweev for npdomecv (but only in one of the two examples).
cf. Liddell—Scott—Jonea 8. V. npdowecv, ps 1533, It is conceivable

‘that ¥ was written for Yri because of light damage to a manuscript,., ‘Pren
sumably 61;1( ftvot}o for Oyiilc thoto,lwhile promoted by similarity in
pronounciation. was also encouraged by the ad jacent rd 6F¥ua; presumably
someone thought that the bite was to become healthy.'

| ‘Marchant prlnts Stobaeus® reading, 87:, for the third of these
varianta. If so, presumably'!¢q was written above the line by someone

who intended 1t to be 1ﬁxgrted as in C of Xenophon, but was taken as a

substitute reading in AB, In this case, then very probably it is Sto- _

- baeus who has ‘here preserved the original reading,

e - ' /

fa




8) Xon, Mom, 1,5,1-5 =:5t. 111,17.31 (34 lines, SMABr)

St, .

- Y m npouBflale
&p* ob pdrrora :
rolirov alpoficta
fiynoa(ue8? v .
W Booufipara | raplav  (rapeia A)
tnioraoluv
10v totoUTOV
nf Byw watl 1§ ofwy
radryv npdrny

Iuereurdov

Talpoﬂucea M)

In this excerpt there is difficulty in Stobaeus' text with tho

mrticle By, Tn the second example, a docision 1s difficult,

x{ . .
€l Tt npoudlBale
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(1)
&p? ob pdator’ Qv
ToUrov Uv alpolueta
fiynoducea - (2)
W Booufluara B rauicta
dnforaciv ’
sotoltov
5 Yy re kal f ofwy (&)
radrny mpliroy
fueredey (BCy Inerelov (s5)
- A20) '
The clause

in.question, 09’ ob parior® Bv adrol pdv oyplofueda, would normally be

oxpocted to contain Qv However, Schuwyzer does give oxamples even from

Plato and Xonophon 11{ which Bv is.omitted, especially in casos in which,

as in the prosont caso, the governing verb is itself optative, as for

example Xen, Apa, 1,3,17, Xen, Conv, 8,17, and Plato, Men, 92«:.1 In tho

third oxample, Qv before a!'pofu.-:Qa,ia clearly demanded by the contoxt,

and 1ts oinission is presumably accidental,. In the fourth, Bv is inser-

L

ted and the indicative is roplaced by the optative, presumably because

- the optative had beon used in the protasis of the condition,

The subatitution of mn for ti can be explained as a misreading of

o

aﬁ uncial- exemplar, o‘;' as an unhappy attempt to improve Xenophon's style,

However, tho insertion of tdv before rotolrov, the omission of v¢ after

™ ¥yupand the change of TpBrov to mpdTnv may be due to Anattontion, -

iE..Scthzef, Griechischb. Gmmmdtik, ed, A, Debrunnor (2nd, ed,;

Vol, I1; "Handbuch der Altertumswissonschaft, ed, Walter Otto;" Minchen:

Y

C. H, Beck"sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1959), p. 325 £,

&
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Stobaeus' reading of tmorotay seens to suit the gense bett&
than &nforacty of the mandseript tradition of Xenophonj therefore it is
possible that in this caske-someone in Xenophon's manuscript tradition
has attempted an unfortunate correction, Stob::;us is also undoubtedly
correct in reading Exerevrfov; the readings of the manuscript tradition
of Xenophon in this case do not make gense,

9) Xen. Men. 1,6.5b-10 = St. 1i1.17.32 (20 lines, SMABrMacChrys)

St. Xen,

(St. om.. #én ofv . . , BotAanat, 6b, 3 1ines) .
peetfiowoty (uederfioouat A) pererdor - (7)
(5t. om. u2 &2 dpa . . . Talra voullwv, 7b-9a, 12 lines)

norépy M Eov (mMAefwv Br) Torfpp § mefav (a; § - (9)

BC; % B3)
In this excerpt, as in so many in Stobaeus, a general sentiment
1s extracted by the omission of two references to Xenophon®s own feelings.l
The substitution of neherfowoty for peherdos is easily explained Of‘l the

LS

grounds that the aorist subjl.md;i:‘_i’gg— is the coomoner form, - The f} in 4§

£l

Melwv seems to have cau‘sed a great deal of difficulty in interpreta‘ntion
in the manuscript traditi‘on of Xenophonj therefore it ig perhaps not
surprisin'g that i.f is simply omitted in Stobaeus. The change from mie(wy
to mAfov was no doubt facilitated by the similarity in pronunciation.

10) Xen. Mem, 1,6,13-15 = St. 111.1.205 (25% lines, MA)

N

Sto . XQn.
- yeviuieBa : YiywiseBa - {14)
(St. om. 2pot p2v &) drovovrt . . . Hyerv, 14, 2 1ines)

™Aiv nord nat ndAivy nord

?‘See Hense s, v, Ioannes Stobalos, p. 2584,

f
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As in the previous excerpt, a Personal note is supgressed in

Stobaeus’ text. The omission of xat at the beginning of the sentence
following the omitted persdnal material belps to disguise the omission,
The change from present to aorist subjtmcti.ve seems pointless, although,
again, the aorist is the more common form,

w{- 11) Xen, Mem. iv.3.3-6 = St, 1.1.37 (26% 1ines, F)

-

St. ’ . Xen, -
xareon cudgeos nareoxeudragi (3)
dvamaGoedic re dvamdoedic ye
fiuty od pévov af futv od pdvov (5)
mpaonestlovoa . mpaceudl oursy ‘
Ygre owpierv Bore nat uredesy (6)
offrw mipéxciv MoAroT moArol Attov mpéxety obw moAdoT dgsov
Toi¢ rpfnpouaw ‘ nior ToT¢ _tpEpouctv
1610 moteTvy vatra _ | 6w noteiv a (wbma B,
according to Wachsmuth's
- apparatus.)

Most of the variant readings in this excerpt are likely to be
scribal errors, It ig easy to see vt for ye ag arising from a confusion
in transcrlpti.on from an uncial éxemplar. The repetition of moAdol, as
the omlssion of 301, are likely to be due to inattention. Lack of
attention similarly is 1ikely to account for the substitution of obrw
Tpfxetv for mapéxciv obrw in the same sentence; obrwm is cle;rly to be
taken with moAdoD, Since the reading vafira for admd is, according to
Hachsmuth's apparatus, shared by B of Xenophon, it was probably in Sto-
baeus' source. Both 1810 and rareoxexioeon ~are nonsensical. While in
the case of the first, factors of pronunciation can be cited, nevertheleaa
both errors indicate serious inat:tentiou. It is also difficult to see
why in iv.3,5 the Trelative d¥ is omitted and the indicative mpaoxMLow:v ' .
is changed to the feminine singular participle mapaowewdovoa, which is

nonsense in the context,
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There 1s also one good reading furnished by Stobaeus for this

excerpt’y ouwlety  for xatl guredery,

version given in the manuseripts of Xenophon makes sense,

» In this case, while the

Stobaeus!

reading seems better, and in fact ig printed by Marchant.

12) Xen, Mems iv.7.2-10 = St, 11.31.127 (59 lines, L)

St.

veuperpfav

txavdg yEvoiro
braypapplv vYewperpla
Yon 62 fxavd elvan

@ v 1 adtf nepigopd
orabunrodg dorépag

doficiav odbepfay
naltot ye otbe

e alperd dvBpdinotg
NEPIPPOVITTL

(St., Eus.) fyvéer 8ni

dveu @A fou adrfic 2
(St., Eus.) mdvra vdv Ypbévov
101¢ ouvioUos

nmpodrpene -

Svefag

npogfyovrag

owpfper adry

8mug_rodroig xpduevog

6t? Iv Beof

Xen,

adrfra yeuperpfav (2)
tkavég tic yevoito

Staypappdrwy yeuperpfav (3)

¥on 62 walbra fkavd elvay

1 ms. adrd, according tod

Marchant) - )

1@ ) &v o adef meprpopd  (5)

dorabpfroug dorépag (ngue-

ueTg B, acc. Wachsmuth)

dep@etay udv ydp odbeplav
xafrot o6 -

hrRoviagmoe |
yvéer &¢ (dyvder v &¢ B) (7)
vev pev fifou adyie

w3y ndvra Ypdvov

ol ouvolot . (8)

npofrpene ) (9)

Syietag

npogéyovra

ouwpfpot adr

nms rolroig xpduevog

61* Iv of 6eot (10)

It will be seen at a glanée that this parttcdlar excerpt does not
compare favourably with the‘others in its transmission of the text of
Xenophon. This is significant, since the manuscript involved, L, will
be found, in its treatment of other classical authors, to present a ‘text
closer to the main manuscript tradition of the author involved than to

’

the other manuscr s of Stobaeus,
In this list, the omission of adrfxa is readily intelligibdble as

redactional, since the excerpt is thereby set free from its context. It
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is also conceivnble that the reading oradunrods for dovabufrouc is Te-
daccional, since Stobaeus or his source nay have thought that dOTquﬂfouc
is required so as to contrast with nidvnrac in the same sentencej how-
ever, the fixed-stirs had been discussed in iv.7.4, It 'is also conceiva-
ble that edperd was altered to 3 afperd as an editorial comment, although
it is equally possible that a mere scribal error based on similarity of
pronunciation 1is involved,

Two readings shared wlﬁh Eusebius, fiyvdes ri for Ayvées b "and
ndvra 3¢ Xpévov for tdv mdvra Xpévov, both Printed by Marchant, seem
likely to be early variants) that the firsc of these 1s an early rending
is guaranteed by B's reading, ﬂyvdct 871 &c. Other possible readings
are ouvidlor for cuvollut, mpodrpeme for mpofrpene, and Ymug for ni, In
vieF of the large number of errors in Stobaeus® text, a reserved attitude
to these variants is however indicated,

Ther; are a large number of careless omissions in Stobaeus' text,
a5 for example rig from (xavdg t1¢ vévoiro, the:letters ar from Siae
vpappdrwy, the omission of ralra before fnawd, the omission of pf) before
v i adrfi nepigop§, the omission of ulv ydp after dptrciav, the omis~ .
sion of plv before #ifou, the omisalon of ¢ in Oytefac, and the omission
o; of before 8ecof. Also careless is the reading ncpl¢povﬂbul for napa-
wpovndul,preaumably induced by almilar abbreviations, the reading of

abriis for GﬁYﬂCo preaumably because of the similarity between uncial T

and [, and npanXQVmﬁq for mpoofxovra, perhaps influenced by the accusa-

‘tive plurals in the previous sentence. We may see in xafvot Ye for saflrot

hhe influence of late Greek. Presumably none of these are to be charged

to Stobaeus,

.
'
| | | m
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Let these examples suffice for Xenophon, Stgbasus' text for
Xenophon is Teasonably reliable, but fufhlshes rolaﬁtvely few probable
readiﬂﬁa against the text of Xenophon. 1In most instances the variations
against the monuscript tradition of Xenophon are the result of scribai
error, either before the text cane inio Stobaecus' hands or in the later
manuscript tradition., There are a few delfberaco alterations of the
text of Stobacus, mostly‘in the form of omissions either of connectives

at thé beginning of an excerpt or of personal materiasl within the excerpe,

3
g | 3. Plato
This chapter could be much briefer if what was said about the
treatment of Xenophon in Stobseus were 2130 true about the trestment of
ancient authors generally, But as we shall see, the troatnent\hsxlome L
other authors is much more complex. This ig plrticul;rly true of Plato,
- Here c&mplicntions arise both from the manuscripts of Plato and from

M_.{ﬁgse of Stobaeus, ’

In the case of Plato, difficulties are created by codex Vindobon-

ensis 54, suppl. phil, gr. 7 (W) and codex Vindobonenais 55, lupp}.,

phil. gr. 39 (F). Of the two dialogues to be discussed in this lgcilon,
the Sophistes is contained in the former, the Timaeus in the latter,.

Both of these manuscripts share significant readinge gi:h Stobaeus, lead-
ing Burnet to auppoie that they, with Stobaeus and other ancient authofi«
ties, witness to an early recension of Plato quite divergent from that

1
represented by most of our manuscripts.

1See Burnet, "Praefatio,”™ to volumes I and IV of his edition of
Plato, :
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From the side of Stobaeus, complication is offered by L, in

which Stobaeus apparently is corrected against some manuscript of Plato

Hence thAxesults of a comparison of the

text of Plato in Stobaeus against the Ranugeript tradition of Plato tend

accessible to the compilet.l

-

to be confusing, Perhai:a it would be best to let the tendencies be seen

inductively, beginning with the first excerpt to be examined, from the ..

Timaeus.

13) Plato, Tim. 17¢-19B = St, iv,2.9 (55 lines, SMAL; MA om.
x82¢ 1@v , . . Exdomqv véxvqv, 8 lines)

2) Stobaeus against Plato

St. . Pl.
Karapafveral pot (m:gq:ufvef’ 0% rmavepafver’ v pos
por L) :

(Evidently L neglected to re-introduce the augment when revising

Stobaeus, ) o

b) Stobaeus (SMA) against Plato + L

St. (SMA) Pl. + L.
x62¢ v 61’ &uoT fnbévruv X86¢ wouv tiv on? 9""0 pnbév-
twvy (ABe¢ mou 1) (17¢)
marapafverafl pot . rarepalver’ Bv pot farapas-
T ' " ver’ v por L)
xard voiv dmuoiv nGo1(v) xard volv
xal xard pdoty SSvreg Kal xard @datv &4 s6vreg (L,P1(Y),
' Procl, ¢ SnhoUvreg F3 6C6ovreg
A7 ye 87 86vrec A2) .
uffre pnd2v dido mord . uﬁﬂ:_ﬂlho for? pnddv  (18B)
812 mavedg dperiic (bramvede SAs _ dpetiic 618 mavrdg
dperiic om. Tr.) «
Stayviboot ro ) 180 yvdootvo (18C)
¢nauEavopfvuy (rnavEopnfvav Tr,) : i;ﬂUﬁﬂWﬂfW 82 (emuﬁ‘(?’:gr;” @
Y ‘
noBoluév 1 ‘ noBoxzfuev et o

ISee above, p. 193 f.

2L has suffered from a careless rubricator., See Kachsmuth, .

"PTOIGSOmena," Wachzmuth and Hense, bp. cit., I, xxviii, .

-~
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(stA om. & @Me Tipate . . o & drodetmoptvay  ang A walra . . . &
" Lbtpareg, 194B, 2 lines.)

Since the first four readings are,for the text of Stobaeus, given
only in S and L, the possibility must be considered that the variants in .
S are all very late errors. For the second variant at least, however3-
that possibility seecus excluded by the fact that the compiler of L.care-
lessly left evidence of,his work, -since “he re-introduced dv, but neglected
to restore the augment in xaregpafver’. Theo onission of mou at the begin-
ning of the excerpt also is likely to be the work of 6ither Stobacus or
hls source, since it is customary in Stobaeus to remove connectiﬁg par-~
ticles; see :?ove, p. 209, Simila:ly, éhe ;mission of some material at
the enJ of tﬁe bassage appears to havé been|done deliberately by either
Stobacus or his source, sinée these words connect the excerpt to vhat
follows; that the omission is a deliberate alteration of the text is
proven by the retention of éhe word oﬁﬁduﬁf in the middle of the materi-
al omitted. Thus in at léast three instances the text ;f Stobaeus is
likely to have been corrected in L, presumably with reference to a manu- ‘
script of Plato.

It 1; of course thoroughly possible that thig-has happened in
tvery case. Thus forms of Hm¢ for forms of ni¢ are frequent in Stobaeus.
Assuning that in the fourth example the reading of PVi€Y) and L, o
6§vrec is tﬁe original, then in Stobaeus' text a particle has been
caréless y omitted; this is by no means uncommon in the text of Stobaeus,
So also,/ 62 has been omitte& after &maufavopfvev and ¥rt after moBoGuev

(no doubt because of the rt which follows). While these omissions need

not be charged to Stobaeus or his source, they are common enough in h;a
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'manuscripts, and so may have been corrected by L. Either deliberate or
unconscious correction or light manuscribt damage is likely to have given
bgavaUOITO for térq vaaqtfb. If the variant in question is ancient,
then it must have been corrected by L. Simiiarly it is conceivible,
although obviously it cannot be ﬁroven, that the displaced pnbé2v and
dperﬁc were restored to\sheir original position by L. éinée conclu~-
sive evidence 1s available in none of thege cases, we ma} perhaps suspend
judément. |

There are also instances, it should be noted, where L diverges
from all other manuscripts. These include the first two examples given
in the previous list of variants as well as the following:
¢) Readings peculiar to L

" cet,

L

o0¢ npd Mivruw ) _ rodroug oV¢ 1mpd nlvrwv (rqu-Sl) (17p)
Ko1vQ] kand Te néAcpov Ko1vd katd Te ndleuov (18C)

66noTE mept ‘Bﬂ vd wept (mpd Tr.)

xai v yoveac e : Uvwldev yoveag (18D)

14 piv 5 dyadiv fd utv Tav Z:uewv (194)

Uyerv Selv : dviyeiv beily

napd @do1v ™pd oploty

All ﬁf thgse disc;epancies'cag, in my Judgment, be explaineq as
scribal errors. Thus the omission of roUroug is easily understandable
because of fhe oV¢ which folious. It would be easy to understand &fjmo -
for &4 16 on the basis of a misreading of an uncial ’exemplar; however,
it could also result from mere inatténtion. Presumably the te is a

secondary correction. No comment is needed in the case of Ty for Tawv.
‘So also Yvw for vwlev and &rctv for dvdyeiv are easily explainable -
either as lapses or as the result of light damage to 2 manuscript;

" neither makes sense in the context., The readins “UPd poory for mapd




apI:O'tV is easily explained gince the two words resemble each other both
in form and in pronunciation and since the combination used by L is
mﬁch more frequent, although it makes 1littie sense in the contex;:. Only
the second ‘reading in the 1list, ®otvj) for xoivd,makes any senge at all
in the context, and could conceivably be derived from L's source., How-
ever, even in this case xotva m'akes better sense in the context,
Occaslonally L agrees with one or more manuscripts of Plato
against Stobaeus and other manuscripts of Plato, It i.,s perhape instruc-

tive to note these cases.

d) Readings shared by L and some manuscripts of Plato,

L, P1.(A) ‘ St.(s), P1. (F, Amg)

xal dp’ Eudorou Tf] réwp . nlay tudo-n]v &My (17D)
L, P1.(AF) | ' St., PL.(Y) .

<3 veveviuévov adriv (Teyewm.f.vov 13 yeyeviuévoy adry (13 ye-
AN - o Yevipévuy adrd 5)° (18C)
L, P1.(A) P1.(F) " St., Procl., P1.(A2Y)
xfpav SrahAdrrery xfpav dmdAdrrety  XOpav petakddrrely

(seraddrrety A)(19A)
For the first of these, neither variant mekes sense in the con-
text; Burnet prints ufav Exdony réxvy, which be credits to Stobaeus, but
is actually a corﬁection by Gaisfondl see Hense ad loc. Since both read-
ings are erroneous and’ neither is likely t.o have occurred spontaneously,
_this coincidence suggests a link between L and P1.(A) on the one hand
and Stobaeus and P1,(F) on t.he‘ other, S:’mce the reading in Stobaeus and
P1.(F) is closer to what is likely to be the orisin;l ‘reading, however, ”
the coincidence between those two manuscripts is less significant. In

the second of these, Stobaeus agrees in error with P1.(Y); however, the

error in question could appear independently in more than one manuscript,
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if an abbreviation was misread. 1In the case of the third of these, it
seems not at all easy to decide whether to read G;alxdffc;v vith L, P1.(A)
or peralidrresv with St., Procl., Pl. (A Do Liddell-Scott—Jones gives
"substitute, tpagsfer as a fourth possible meaning of peradddrrerv, but
cites only this passage. At .any rate, once again L is associated with
P1.(A), although thig timé'Stobaeus 1s associated not with P1. (F), which
offers an eccentrts reading, but with Proclus and Pl (A ). In addition
to these three, L is assoctated with AY in reading rpo@ﬁv“whére F1.(F) |
and Proclus read vpogfic and étobaeus and Pl.kFc) Tpopd] (18A). In this
© case, however, L and P1.(Y) read &2 against P1.(A), which reads &af,
L agrees with P1.(Y) again' in reading éﬂ 6dvreg where P1,(A) reads
§f6ovrec, Stobaeus 66vreq, and P1.(F) Snholvreg. In this case, Pl.(A)fé
Teading }s almost certainly a corruption through itacism, and presupposes
the reading of pl.(Y) and L.
- While this evidence is ‘somevhat scanty, it gtveQ us some reason
to suppose that in L the text oé tbis‘partlcular excerpt is corrected
from a manuscript of Plato related to P1.(A). Tﬁ; errors peculiar to A
; in the 1asc two examples discusaed suggest that the nanuscrlpt in ques-
tion was not A itself but elcher an ancestor or a close telation.
Iﬂ'view of Burnet's suggestion noted above concerning the affini-
tty of Stob#eus' readings.tb.Piato'a ns. F, it would perhaps be useful to
indicate those cases in which Stobaeus (disregarding the reading of L)

gives a reading shared ﬁy one or more, but not all, of the Plato manu-

scripts,
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e) Readlngs shared by Stobaeus with Some manuscripts of Plata.

p./f::v éudo-mv TéX VY xal do’ Exdorou rﬁ' vé&xvp (17D)
“’St., P1.(A), Procl. P1,(F) P1.(Y) ' '

xal pdoet Qrioig 8re xal pfiotg Yre pdoes cpn\ou;(lg_q)

Bou mpoofiues - ofa mpoofixer Boot¢ mpootues

St., P1.(AY) " PLL(F)

prxavusévoug mxe prxevitievor Ymuc (18C)

Sjtoyevetg ‘ Snoysvoug (18D)

St., P1.(Y) P1.(AF), L

3 yeyeviuévoy adr§ (5 yeyeviubvwy 3 vYeyevnuévov adrliv

adrd S) ' (yevevwnuevor A) (180)

St., P1.(FS) P1.(AY), L P1.(F), Procl.

vf 82 vpopff (bal € 82 rpogrivy (Satl A) 0 82 vpopiic  (1RA)

SM3 Tpopfi  S) :

St., P1.(A%Y) P1.(A), L P1.(F) -

XGpav peraAldrresv xdpav StaAddrrety XBpav EnaAAdrres v(19A)

(nerahdevetv Se, (A))

St., P1.€A%) R (aFy), L

Ap? olv Tap? olw 6ﬂ

~ In this passage Stobaeus agrees with on1‘y one singular reading
of P1.(F), namely ufav &udownv vfxvv, discussed above, p, 224,
‘Agreements with A are more frequent, but unfortunately prove litl-:lg,
since in each case where Stobaéus agrees with P1.(A) or (AY), the reading
offered by Stobaeus and P1.(A) is very plausible, and in fact is the one
printed by Burnet., (In most of these instances the readings in P1,(F)
and Plr.(Y) are almost as plaudlble_,“ai-though Hoot¢ mpootiket in Pl'.(Y)‘
doesn’t make sense, and may have been attracted by the preceding datii’re.) _
- One hesitates to attach too much significance to Stobaeus’ sgreement
vith P1.(F®) in reading rpopf ag_ninsr: Tpogfiv in F1,(AY) and L, or in
Stobaeus® agreement with P1.(A2) in ‘omitting 61] after 7ap’ odv, The

reading xdipav peraAddrretv, which Stobaeus shares with P1.(A%Y), -

-




»

discusocd above, p. 225, has already been geen to prove little, ”
Stobaeus..then, tends toLagroe with A'Aaatnat F. However) in
most of the cases in whlch Stobaeus agrees with other monoscripta
agninst F, the rendinga of F are otheruiae unattested, 8O that the pos-.
sibility cannot be overlookad that many of tbeae rendinga are the result
of later creativity ulthin the manuacript tradition of P1, (F). In other

wvords, the variants in this excerpt give netther ayrong support for nor

_ deciaive proof ‘against the aupposltion that Stobaeus and Pl (F) are re-

lated. ‘
' [+

Stnco this excerpt, tecause,of the problems invoived, has been
discossed at.gteat length, ttomaf Qe'uaoful to give a brief summary of
the’findihgs. Frrst,fif L-ia taken as representins the text of Stobaeus,
then there is no significant variation hetueen the text of Stobaeus and
the main manuscript tradltion of Plato. But in fact L nppeats rather to
Tepresent the main mtnuscript tradition of Plato, from which the compile:
of L has extensively corrected the manuscript tradltion of Stobaeus.

!

This is proven first by an incomplete correction in L (see above,_'

r

Pe 222). then by the correction in L of variant Teadings resulting from

well-kriown tendencies in Stobaeus (above, p.\222), and finally by the
correction in L of certain readings which enjoy support of some of the
manuécripts of Plato by the substitution of certain'readings which enjoy
the .support of other manuscripta of Plato; Henco if wq,ulshato uncover
Stobaeus text for this e:cerpt, wa must diaregard the readings of L.

If we do 80, we find that in Stobaeul the text of this excetpt. has been"

separated from 1ts context by the remogfl of a particle at the beginning

and two sentences t,the-end. These alterationa e nay chargeqto either

'Y
- M . )
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Stobaeus or his source. Other readings correspond to general tenden-
cles withln the text qf Stobaeus generally, but in most cases may as

easily be charged to later scribal ervor, X
14) Plato, Timaeus 26B = St. 11,31.120% (14 lines, L)

L o S : P1, ,
(@) 6° § «t ° d¢ 66 vat
(,Accorc!ing to Nachsmuth ad loc., the vulgate tradition of Plato

gives d¢ 64 1, and is therefore closer to Stobaeus, Therefore {t is

conceivable that L'g erroneous reading was drawn from some ranuscripe

Telated to the vulgat:e tradit:ion of Plato. However, it is conceivable

that this error could have arisen spontaneously in more than one unre-

lated mahuseripe, through itacism.)

15) Plato, T!.maeus 28 AB = St, 1,13.1a (7 lines, FPL)

St. : ’ P1; '
8 dvdyune ylyverar : & dvdyung yfyveosas (28A)
YEveory Exeiw . } véveoiv oxety .
Srav odv . . $toli u2v olv Bv  (Fy; &0l
- piv Bv AP, Procl.)
© mpd¢ vd xard tadra ‘ 'rrpdg ré‘mt;i tadrd
tivl Evo ' Tivl Tpooy pdisevog
. (Sc.,xgg:cl ] ) v l&cav ml’ v ﬂ}v t8fav natl bdvuulv ad-
. 80vapsy gaﬁtoﬂ om. Y)
Onszav 6% elc 13 yeyovdg (vevog P) Bv elg 13 veyovsg
: o ' (-rd om. F, Procl.) ,(288)
YEvn, «§ mpadefypart (yemne§ P2) Yevnty mpade(yuart (FYAZ,

Procl.; yvevwnt§ AP)
The number of variant readings in this paasage is striking,
Some of these can no doubt be 1nterpret:ed as scribal errors. For- .
example, ey for dxel'v can be ascribed to a confusion between uncial
L and E, if it is not the result of a lapse\@ memory. ‘No doubt valra
for mﬁr\? and YEV"I: ™ for r:}vnnp OT YEVVNT{ are both presumably caused

oy_ the nisunderstanding of an unaccented exemplar, While Stobaeus’

.
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reading of xpmutvoq for Tpooy pdievog il not imposaible. the latter read-
ing from the manuscript tradition of Plato makeh better éense, gince it
provides a contrast with Bltnwv in the same uentence. Prelumnbly the
. omission of chgse letters in Stobaeus is acciQentaI, unless Stobaeus or
his source had wanted xpwu:voc to contrast with Npooxpducvog in the o
following sentence,

On the other hand, ylyverat for Yl{yveofat, the first of thesge ¢
variants, is likely deltbera:e. The sentence as it stands ln Flato is
in implied indirect dtscourse: in its new context in Stobaeus it ta the
main verb of the sentence,
| It is also poalible that 8rav oﬁv for éroU ptv ofv By or Scol
p2v Ry and 6n67uv 5 for ob 8’ Bv are the r;;#lt of deliberate activi-
ty, since in ‘both cases a relative clgya;‘becomel a teﬁporll ¢lauge,
Perhaps the variants in Stobasus were aelecteq as the more uquil combl-
nations at the time of complilation. | . ’

The text of Stobasus for thia pnrtiéulkr excerpt is unusually
bad, This could perhapa indicate either that Stodaeus had used an espe-

clally unreliable source, or thac he had added this quotatlon from men-
-,

o ' i. N

16) Plato, Timaeus 28C = St, 11.1.15 (2 1ines FPL)

(There is no discrepancy common to-all the minuacrlpta of
'Stobaeus against the manuscript tradition of Plato for this section.)
17) Plato, Timaeus 29CD = St. 1i,1,19 (7& 11nea, SMA)

St. Pl,

napexdueda eludvag : nup;xfz:zs giﬁg 0 b 6(29C)
S My fuers ai 69:;; AFP, Procl.)

(29¢D)
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We may add the following instances in vhich Stobaeus agrees with

one or more manuscripts of Plato against the resti

St., P1.(AFP), Procl. P1.(Y3

ToAAQ ToAAdw mepi (“fpt cj. Diehl) ™AAM WAXEY , et nSvruey nept (29C)
St., Pl. CFPAZ), Gal. . P1.(AY), Procl. .
XpA) Bepvnuévoug Xpirikepviévoy

The two variants in Stobaeus seem both to l')‘e caused by scribal
error; in the case of the former, the simllarity in appearance of the
two words would have been sufficient; in the case of the latter, ftacisam
is probably involved. That both Stobaeus and Yzfit ¢yd after Afywy
may perhaps indicate manuscript afflnity. but it is not. concei&able that
an error of this nature could occur independently i.n unrelated manu-
scripts because of the similarity in ending between Afywy and yd, The
Elnévruv inserted in Y in moAAd ToAAEv nfps seems to be a fairly old
error, since it seems to be presuppoged in the text of C. H, xi.1
.(1’67.4,5), ’Em:t ™AL TIOAA QDY nal":ruﬁrf S1&popa wept vol mvrde xal
700 Oeol elndvrwv, It is, however, an error, ‘and n this case Stobaeus
shares the correct reading against Y. Stobaeus is also undoubtedly
correct in reading xpf| pepvnufvoue with P1.(FPA2) against P1.(AY).

Thus the te:':t of Stobaeus for this excerpt ‘seems not to be closely re—l
lated to any of the surviving manuscripts.
- 18) Plato, Timaeus 29E = St. 111.38.33 (1% 1ines, SMABT)

‘ St . ' n L]
¢yyfverat | : lwrrvcmt

The varinm: reading in Stobaeus here is of course a Hellenistic
" usage, for uhich Stobaeus may or may not be responaible. (The discrepan- >

cy is not not:ed in Hense s apparatus, although the readj.ng in question

[l
T O
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appears in his text,) '

19) Plato, Timaeus 30A = St. 1.10.16b (& lines, FP);
Plato, Timacus 30AB = st, 1.21.1 (14% lines, Fp)

Ste. 1.21.1 'Pl.. St. 1-10-161) b\\

Palpov b2 wal (xal om. P2) Palpov 68 (qaliov 82 st.(p),
. | +(F), Plut,) (30A

MaupeddS re xal (Minuperfoxs  pl) z:huuclﬁg :Lr ‘

adrd Fayev | el vdfiv adrd Kyayev (Fyev

HO(F)’ PrOClo’ Plutc)
(end of excerpt in 1.10.16d) o

o«
l

Sta 1.21.1 . m, ‘
mvrd¢ ducivov A vrog Fucivor (30A) .
0cutv 6 olir’ fv 0lpig &7 olic’ v

cproney ntpioxey (308B)

nig yev€obay mpayeviotal

We may also mention one case in vhich Stobaeus agrees with some

o

of the manuscripts of Platos .- ’ N
St., Pl. (AFY) . PL.(P,Ad)
otie’ ¥ori(v) o’ Yorm (30A)

There is also another instance apart from the first example
~above in which one manuscript of Stobaeus supports one manuscript of
Plato against the other -anu;cript of Stobaeus ;nd the remaining manu-
sctipts of Platos

st.(P), P1.(F) _ St.(F), P1.(APY)
v o yoxid _ bv yoxii

Undoubtedly none of these discrepancies represent deliberate
policy on the part of St;baaus. It will be noted that Stobaeus' read-
ings from the same text differ quite radically between 1.10.16b and
1.21.1. This probably reflects a difference in source. Since Stobaeus
1.10.16b exhibits a text much closer to the main manuscript tradition,
it is quite reasonable to suppo;g that this difference is at least in

Part duc to the use of a more rellable exemplar for 1.10.16b. _However,
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.caution is suggested by theract that most of the variant réadings in
1.21.1 do not make sense, although the insertion of v bafore xal :4n the
second example makes littla difference in the sense o} the passage, and
mvrd¢ in tha four;h Lkmﬂplc mny have been attracted by the preceding
roUrtou, _ _ ‘ ' ~

Decause the reading of St, (P) agreas with P), (F) {n one instance
in 1,10.16b (the first example from thig excerpt, qallov. for @AuUpov)
and in ‘one 1natnnce in 1.21.1, &v wf yuxfl for dv *uxﬁ,'lt 18 posaible “
thn£ tho text of St.(F) has been corrected against a manuscript of Plato.
However, the exnmplea, especlally the sccond, ave quite inconclusive,

&,

and could be due to coinclqence.

20) Plato, Timacus 31 AB = St, 1,22,3d (10% lines, FP)

St. : Pl.

A1y ydp Efcpov - ndklv Idp bv Yrcpov (314)

ef'n v Buervw 13 £ NrYem

drehel Ly : mvrehel [fy (318)
The following examples of partial agreement may also be glvens

St., P1,(FP), Procl, P1.(A) _ P1.(Y) _

nept duefvw nept Exelwy nept Exetvo (31A)

St., PL.(PYA2), Procl. P1,(AF)

Yori ve kat ¥r? ¥oras © Yori(v) xat ¥’ ¥Yorar (31B)

The omission of dv 1s quite common in Stobaeus. No doubt diffi-
culty in recognizing the dual is responsible for e¥n v for Y pre-
sunably that error need not be charged to Stobaeus, On the other hand,
dreheT for muvrehs? could easily be a deliberate alteration, if it is ’9
not to be ascribed to absence of mind. The two examples of Juffg}l'
igreement are hardly significanti iIn the first of these :he variants

against Stobaeus and P1.(FP) are both clearly errorst in th° second, the




ft‘ 233

insertion or removal of re makes very little difference to the sense, so
that it is impossible to decide which is éhe correct reading, Either
way, the agreement between Stopaeus and P1.(PYa?) eould be due to coin-
cidence. g{

While I could furnish additional examﬁles of excerpts from Plato's
Timaeus, I believe that the examples given are sufficiently representa-
tive, As with the excerﬁts from Xenophon, the variant readings in the
excerpts from the Timaeus tend to be of two 4;;;;: deliberate altera-
tions made either to correct or adapt the text, or gross scribal errors.
The former are more.likely to be ffom Stobaeus or his source, the latter
‘from scribes in the manuseript tradition of Stobaeus. Only occasionally
does Stobaeus alone gffer a plausible alternative reading to thg maﬁu—
script tradition of Plato.

It would appear then that in the recanstruction of the text of
+ Plato, Stobaeus' text is of interest mainly because of the support which
the readings of Stobaeus give to one or more of the fnchnt manuscripts
of élato. While the sample taken from the Timaeus is far from support-
ing Bﬁrnet's vigws about the relation between Stobaeus and P1.(F), it
1% to be remembered in the first é;ace that P1.(F) is likely to have been
interpolated from other sources astwell. and in the second pﬁ?ce that
the Timaeﬁs seems to have been popular in late antiquity, so that it 1s
likely that Stobaeus®.excerpts represent more than one manuscript tra-
dition. In any case, it is likely that at least some of these excerpts
were taken from other antPologies. ' *;

The other Platonic dialogue to be examined here is the Sophistes.

It will be remembered that for this dialogue Burnet has postulated a




234

close relationship between Stobaeus ang Pl.(W).

21) Plato, Soph. 219A-221C = St, iv.18a.6 (82% lines, SMA;

S om, Aéyetot y2p . . . efAffpopev txavic,

St.

A pfiv ye vy vexviv
oxebdv maoiv

800 mwg '

Tipnring

elg odafav

vov bifABopev (SifABopev Tr.)
v adriv 60vapiv (advol Tr.)

padnrixdv —~—
dvrptyerev (urplyertey  Tr.)

dfimov Sijhov
npooéxovrag (npdg Fxovrag A)
bwpeidiv kal wic0boewy

rf Saf

dupaddvy . . .7
dywviorindv 116€8vrac

dvibvupov MAflv
vevarixoll [fou

név ye ndox (u2v nlotv A)
dpviBeurind (M: dpveereuring S;
dpviereuring A3 dpveorevring Tr.)
AEyeray N

A tevrind 13 ovvorov

St. om,

0 baf

rard ﬂ!“uértm

S1f opev

dv 1§ viv xpedv

& 8eafrnre, e¥nos

¢ B2V Tolvuv TAnxTIndg

fnBivas

mvayktgrpeutingy ( YRETTPEUTL =
Ky M) .

™S TAnyilg

;'Sxoﬁ' 10 (M3 olx el rig A S om,)

T
ol 11 gfoopey

14 lines, 220E-221B)

Pl.

dAd piv 1oy ye vexviv (219a)
moiv oxeddv

b6do. Iidg;

BIpRT O] (2198B)
11¢ By Bovepov el odofav

L))

vuvb SifABopev (vuvby <B>
Burnet)

tiv abriv S0vapiv

padnuarikdy (2190}
hsr Stanpfyctev (Siaypdyetey

T) - .

™ou SfjAov (219D)
pdg Exndvrac

Swpeliv xal pioddioeav wat
dyopdoeav (bwpedv nat dyo-
pdoewy nal pioddoeav T)
«f 5&
dvapavidy . (219E)
totindy B€vreg (O€v-
W)
dvdvupov E8v My (dwbivu-

pov Bv mAdy  Heindorf) (2204)

13 8’ ¥repov veuorixo(

Igou

pivy yévoug niou (2208)
11¢ dpviBeuring

Aéyerat yp olv

3 odvolov &hteuring

Nat . o

t( 8¢

xard péyiora

Siedofuny '
vl ASyp vUv xpedv ‘(220D)
Qeafmre, efmor (e¥mos,

& Beafryre . W)

tfi¢ Tofvuy mMinxTixig
pndfival ouBEBnnev

ndv dyniorpeuringy

tiig MAnxrinic (220E)
v molov En om.,) '

odx ) rig (Hrig B)

ob Tt gficopev (221A)
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St. P1.
8’ LEeupely 8eTv 2Eeupeiv
mvrag el piv ol mavrdnact plv ody (221¢)

No doubt most of the variant readings from Stobaeus in this ex~
cerpt are mere errors. - Aa often in Stobaeus, the word order is frequent-
ly disturbed. It is difficult to 8ee why, in the first example, ye is |
placed immediately after diad pilv, since this is an unusual combination
in the Helienistic petiod,1 In 220B, it makes 1ittle differen:e to the
sense whether fﬁ'gﬁJbon comes before or after &htevring probably the
sentence was transcribed carelessly. In the second eximple. however, it
is possib;e that oxebdv was deliberately moved in front of naoﬁé in order
to nake certain that oxebdy was taken to modify mwolv, If go, we may
perhaps attribute this transposition to either Stobaeus or his gource,.

It is probable that for this excerpt physical damage had oc-
curred either within the manuscript tradition of Stobaeus or in Sto-
baeus’ source. That seems to ﬂé the most plausible explanation for the
omission of ftt Bv Borepov in 219B, the substitution of uév ye molv for
Wiv yEvouq maoliv, the omission of y2p olv after A€yevaty and the omission
of 13 8 ¥repov before vevorinoG in 2203: the substitution of &v 7§ vilv
for &vi A6yy vlv (unclial I being read as T), the omission of”ouuB&Bnnev
in 220D, and the substitution of &’ for befy in 221A.

A more complicated problem is posed by dvrpfyeiev in 219C. The
Teading itself i; clearly nonsense; however Galsford emends it by read-

-

ing v mp€ycrev. This latter could be either the original reading

1J. Blomqvist, Greek particles in Hellenistic prose (Lund:
cc H. K. Gleel‘up. 1969)’ p. 651.

hl
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(since Liddell-Scott~Jpnea, Pe 409, cites only this pls;ase under
Sianpérm for the particular sense demanded here, 1, 1. e "to be auita—
ble*) or a deliberate alteration by Stobaeus- or his source or even the
result of accidental mutilation qf the text, On the whole, the most
likely hypothesis seems to me to be :hat the .passage was delibefately
alteredj it is difficult to gee why a change from npéyetev to Stamplyeiev
should have occurred in the manuscript tradition of Plato,

If &3v in 220A stood in the exemplar available to Stobaeus or
his source, its omission very likely would have been deliber;te, since
it makes no sense,

Some of the.omissions may s?mply be the result of‘carelessness.
In this category we may include the ocaission of &% from vuvbi) in 2198,
the omission of val after 13 oUvoAov, as well as the omission of rig
before dpviBeuring in 220B, the omission of 3 before mwoiov in 220E,
and the onmission of unatl dropdacmv EETZI9D. None of these need be attri-
buted to Stobaeus.

There are also some apparent insertions in the text of Stobaeus.
It is difficult to account for the insertion of &1 before Tou in 219D
or of uev before rolfvuv in 220D3 however, given the general unreliabili-
ty of Stobaeus' text for this éxcerpt. we may be justified in retaining
the readings of the manuscript tradition of Plato. Perhaps 8 before
kéytota in\220B is an attempted.correction. On the other hand, & be-
fore Bcafr;)a in 220D may be retained, with Burnet.-

Some errors indicate a lack of comprehension of the text by some-
one in the manuscript tradition of Stobaeus. Of course 800 mug for 6o,

T
<} 4n 2194, adrikv for abvidv in 2198, mmfmafptu-rmﬂv for niv
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dywiorpeurinéy  in 220D, and odx W for oly ¥ in 2214 indicate the mlPr
understanding of an unaccented r.ext:. Ihete are also sonme substitﬂ'l:'fan'a

-

of words without reference to the sense, such as ripnring for pipnrendg in

2198, padnrindv for pabnuarindvy in 215C, wpookxovrug or mpd Eyovrac

for mpd¢ €x6vrag in 219D, My for miperikiic in 220E, and dvrag el
for mavrdmo in 221C. (In the latter, itacism was probably’a factor.)
On the ogher hand, Stobaeus seems to provide the correct reading in cne
instance in 2208, 6::101u:v-for 6ltlbfuq7.

Finally, «f 8af for «f 8¢ (in 219D and 220B) is extremely com-
mon in Stobaeus®' treatment of Plato. Literary pretensions are perhaps
.1ndicated by dupaddv for dvu¢av66v, an altération which perhaps maf be
ascribed either to Stobaeus himself or to his source. ~

| He may now examine thbse cases in_uhich Stobaeus agrees with
one or more of the ancient manuscripts of Plato against the others. The

.faIlouing are the 1nstapcas of agreement uith Fl.(W) agalnst the rest: .

St-, Pl (N) . ° Pl-(cet.)
S1xatSrara ¢ Sixaidrar’ By (219B)
tfiv Y& piv Onpeurixdyv tiv 8¢ ve pilv Bnpeutixidv (219E)

In addition.-Stoba%us agrees with P1.(W) in reading & before
Bealtnre, but with.BT in placing @ealvnre before e¥mot, These aéree-
nents, given the tendencies of Stobaeus to 6mft v un& other small par-
ticles, could be ascribed to chance. -

In one case Stobaeus ;gteea with P1.(TW) against P1,(B)i

St., P1.(TH) | P1.(B) |
radrnv af v Bfpav vadev Bv riv Ofpav (2208)

In this particular instance P1.(B) ia almost certainly in error.

‘Therefore nothing can be concluded from this coincidence,

.




Pl.(W)s

.Sto, Plo(Ce,to) Pl-(")

13 pi) 06__1’5#?5!? . T0 B} rluvery . (219E)
xal 7oialr? ) ' xal @ ro1aGe’ (2204)
18 piv Tevey gUlov Spliev, 8 62 13 p2v nvdv glov, 3 ‘62
i{vuagov (poAdovy S) ¥vubpov Spduey - (2208)
13 piy g;c?’;; (B'r)) ) Q uev Youeoiv ,

HGpTOUC om.A BT) xdproug 62 c
odblv odb2v dro (2200)
wivu ye . : ™vu pdv olv (220D)
radry TAnyRe 0 ome My " (220E)
6npeubévrog (Bnpevévroc T) Onpedovroe (2214)
0¥ te o0 ve ’

Unfortunately this list proves little, since of the distinctive
readings of P1.(W) only 'rdvu plv oﬁv in 220D has any possibility of being
the correct reading, although even bere the Teading of Stobaeus and
P1.(BT) is at least as acceptable. We may see a tendenéy in the vari-
ants given in Pl.(H) to subscitute more common combinations, without
regard to the sense of the whole, as for example v vo1alr® for trotalr?’
in 2204, and oG ye for ¢U ve in 221A. Presumably wadm in 2202 was
changed to tadrng because of the attr.acl::lon of MAnyij¢ immediately fol-
lowing, although Tvavrpy is demanded by the &vavrlag which precedes in the
sentence. No cioubt the 00 in 3 pd od réuveuv, 21‘95‘, vas felt as re-
dundant;* on the other hand, dAAo may have been added to odédv in 220C
because the response was. fglt as ambiguous. Since all of these vartants
could have arisen in the nﬁnuscript tradition of, P1,(W) either as
€rTors or as conjectures after the compilation of Stobaeus® _An_ﬂlo_lm.
they prove ﬁothing about the relations of Stobaeus' text to the manu—
script tra&itlon of Plato.

Inconclusive for obvious reasons is the following case of partial
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agreement  against P1.(TW):
6onw_u£v : SoxBuzy CEZIA)

Presumably Stobaeus' exemplar was unaccented; therefore this

variant is meaningless for our present purposes.

The agrecments of Stobaeus against T are equally inconclusive:

St., Pl.(cet,) ) P1.(T)

t1¢ oluat _ ofpal Tig . (220E)
EvuypoBnpindv . Evuypednp ikl (2vuypo- dvubpoBnpindv dvubpodne (221B)
Bnpixdv om. MA) pirnol

toUrou 62 : roUro &2

In all of these readings P1.(T) is clearly in ergor. It is
probable that in 220E Ti¢ was displaced accidentally. It seems reasona-
ble to suppose that toUro was attracted by the 3 which follows in the
sentence. Probably a misspelling gave us Evubpoeqptudv ntk, for
EvuypoBnpindv mrh,  Here again little can,be proven. |

In éummary then there 1s little reason to suppose that the_tcxt
of Stobaeus in this excerpé is closely related to P{.(H), but even less’
reason to suppose that it was closely related to P1.(B) or PL.(T).
While Stobaeus tends to agree with P1.(B) more than with the others, this
may indicate merely that P1.(B) represents a more faithful manuscript -
tradition. éince in this excerpt Stobaeus occasionally presents a
Plausible reading against all of the others, it may be that for tyts ex-
cerpt Stobaeus follows s manuscript tradition not closely related to
Plato(BTH),

,22) Plato, Soph. 227D-230E = St, 11.31.129 (100% 1ines, L)

St. ) 3

- (227p)

nept yuxiig Tept yuxiv

. . tv By yévog t) (2284)
Bv yévoe 'BJrngfﬂs :wu fueva  (228C)

*al owonSv viva Bfuevov




St.

xal xab? t‘.ndcrfnv Spuilv
duooacny nicav mivayvov odoay
B 67 viv A€favrog

fupt yvénoag. od
¥y fc afuart

mbfjuare radrd
galverat .
garfov §j miefw
_efvat pfytoros
katrd ufoov afiry
tp® Evi v adriv
dyvofag 1° ody
p:LGp.cvov
a0tdv dvriorabioly
bolew eld&vas
* dyvofag
ff bal &7 TN
17i¢ 61baonakiniig pa péper
Bnmoupftuﬂ bt baouai fa
xaf roliro dnionentéov
EEdropsv toriv Héq -

!

dpxatompenec

: E‘E‘ﬁ"ﬁﬁ‘e’“’é&iﬂ .

to%twv olof ve nept _

InexBodilv dAdorpSmug oréAdovras - .

tive 66
ouvdyouot .
el¢ Tadrdv ve ribfact
" péc raUta xard TP
nepl adrove ;
ol dnaddayiv ‘
o tumobflovra dvrsg (dxv6g L)
ad meapmmmv

-

. parfov elvar B mefw
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¥
1 4 9
xa0’ Exdornv Spuiv
Hrouoav v ndv dyvooUoay
;] WVGﬂ AfEavroc (Bv vy .
&) B .. (228E)
ﬂpq:ewdqod gov (Aupeyvinoag
!V YC P ofars (W3 dv ol
parl ye BT) ,
mbfjucre TodTw. (228E)
qalveotoy (2294)

(229B)
elvar peyforw
katd pfaov al‘m]q (W3 adriic BT)
ip’ Evi véver vdv adrig
dyvofag yolv (W3 6> olv BT)(229C)
quvov
¢ dvrfo"ruep.ov
6oitc'u'v el6evar
Stavo(lg
o0 68 67
W riig S18aomakinic ¥pa uépet
bnutovpyixdg S18aomaAlag (229D)
¥ri xal woUro onenréov
dp’ ¥ropov Hon doct (w; el
Yropov BT)
w3 plv dpyatompenec - _ "(229E)
add 6p96-ram o D (230A)
odséy nor By 2eerery (ot")—
8dv nor’ By T)
elvat copdv rovrew &v o¥oivo
népr -
int xBordy Wy tpomyp oreA
Aovras . (230B) _
<fve 44

: ouvdyovreg :
© . el radtdv Ti0fac

1pd¢ v adrd a2 radvd
nepl abrolg ;

nadlv ve draAlayd

2 unodllovra Iwué-ﬁi
® xafapbrarov

(250c)

(230E)

Because of the generally poo_f quality of the text of L, it

would perhaps be useful to confine our attention to those :éadlngs which

have some chance of representing either the result of deliberate activity

on the pari: of Sr.obaeu”s 01:: senuinelf early tradition in the text of Plato.

-,
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“iwe may perhaps ascribe the fiist exanple above to the activity
of étotneua. if he construed the words with ﬁqrtov‘uhich follcwa. How-
"~ ever, it is more likely that the’ reading in Stobaeua is merely AN error.
Since nepl wyuxfic is by far the more frequent combination, at least in
the Hellenistic period, it would tend to be substituted automatically,
vithout regard to-the context. Similarly Sa¢ for 6¢ (2290) is so com=
imon in Stobaeus that it may very easily be the result of deliberate
activity on the part of Stobaeus or his source,

Among the readinga which mly with some plausibility be congi-
dered as genuine readings are v ’Bv (for which with Burnet following
Schleiermacher read &vév) for- Bv (2284), ¥v ye owuaft for dv aluare ye,
of. Pl (H) ¥v Ye W omuars (228E), and dvréc for Bv ad1§ in 230C; each
of these readings are accepted by Burnet. Burnet also wishes to follow

Stobaeus in removing e{vat from parfov tTvul N mefo and yévetr from o

-
e oy
v

to’ Evt rtvel. both in 229B,- The second may easily be concededp the
first is possible. Bumet. would aluo follou Stobaeus in removing Te

from macliiv re dnullarﬁv. in 230C) here however the context may have
. - . b

I

suffered a more gerious cortuption; Finally, the following readings:

* dyvolag for S1avofg in 229C aid ouvdyoudt o . o el Tadvev e

o

t18€aot, for oudeovreé‘. o o el¢ Tadrdv Ti0faot, while inferior to
the readings in the manuscript tradition of Plato. are at least in

themgelves plausible, and may be the regult of activity by Stobaeus or

his source. /

The following are the instances of agreement by Stobaeua (or L)
!

ﬂsainst part of thqbsinuacript tradicion of Plato: .
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(N

St., P1.(T) Pl,(cet,)

A vap futy o daa yap &v ﬁul'v (229D0)

8 uyag v ‘ S 8 peyag v (230E)
Csti, PL.CTW) P1.(B)

adrd¢ adralg adrds adroly - (230B)

i

St., Pl.(cet,) Pl.(W) \\q

:xw 0 xoff , fxw Brv xpf (228A)
v yuxn v

neipducva’ (B om.) ncu;ﬁLth“' g:ggg;

dfiora 8 naodv (8° 4 B) TR —— (229A)

St., Pl.(W) Pl,(cet,)

btv ye ctuarr (Bv ve of otuars W) v afuar( ye (2285)

dyvoleg yoGv (v’ olv St,) dyvofac &8’ ofv " (229C)

duavfav rolivopa 9fa volvoua -

colwar pdy o ml udv olv (229p)

O’ fulv xexAfodas ' fulv wexAfludas

Pxev Sialpeoty !xov Stalpeoty :

uoptov adrijg “6"“‘: wéplov (229E)

tudrcpov Alyopev tudrepov &flwu

nply w1 dunodflovra mplvy By w unobrLovru (230C)

St., Pl.(cet,) P1.(T)-

fiynrlov véoov . ﬂYﬂf‘OV Yooy (228E)

LEapaprdvwo( «¢ LEauaprdvwoy (230A)

wp vot radrng wal ydp vot 1udfn< (230B)

v dvedcynvov 13 dvdieyxrov (230D) .
Lol

Stobaeus' agrecments with ‘the othor Plato mnnulcrlpca nanlnst
P1. (H)\peem inconclusive. The fivst of thelo. Ple(W)'s reading, ¥r1
(for § fl), is plaultble, but could as tanlly be the result of a correc~
tion in the tradition of P1.(W) aftor the compllntion of Stobacut'

Antholoﬁx

rors of the sort that could arise at any time, and are moat llkely to

The other v;rlantn peculiar to P1, (W) seen to.me to be epe
be ascribed to inattention.

Some of the agreements batween Stobaeus and P1.(H) 1?5thta soc-
tion, however, are of such a nature as to suggest a close relation bo-
tueen'theaq two nanuscript traditions. The position of adriic given by

‘Stobaeus and P1.(W) in 229E is prequmabi? erroneous, because it would de

o
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ambiguous, if that reading were accepted, whether it is to be construed
with uéptov or with AetSrepove 1In 229D, &’ Ruliv, favoured by Stobaeus
and P1.(W), being the more Common expression, is likely to hava'been sub~
stituted for 61” fudv given by the other Plato manusecripts, Finq%ly. in
230C both Stobaeus and P1, (W) omit?hrwhere it 1s clearly demanded by .
the context. To be sure, the omission of Bv seems to be a tendency in
both Stobaeus and Pl.(H), $0 that at least this 1last reading couid be
- coincldence. In most of the other cases the readings favoured by Sto-
baeus and P1.(N) are clearly right, and therefore prove 1little. ‘
None of the instances in which Stobaeus agrees with the majority
of the Plato manuscripts against P1.(T) geen conclusive. One of these,
val ydp for 0, 230B, seems to be the Tesult of a deliberate alteration
of the text., The others are the result of carelessness, Equally incon-
clusive are the two instances in ‘which Stodaeus agrees with P1.(T),
" since in both cases'Stobaeﬁs and P1l.(T) clearly glve the correct reading.
The reading advag adroie in P1, (B) for adrdg adrals 4n Stobaeua and
P1.(TW) is of pourse an erryr and proves nothing, -
Therefore for this section at least it geenms q&lte Plausible to
suppose .thit therg’is a close relationship between Stobaeus and P1.(W),
It may of course be agked whether we are indebted for this agreement to
- .
Stobaeus or tb'thercompiler of L, .
23) Plato, Soph. 228D = St. 111.4.97 (1 1line, MA)

St, ' ' ‘Ple ‘
Yy dvénrow ‘ yuxiv ¥pa dvonrov

Since #pa 1inks this brief excerpt to its context in the

’ . l
Sophistes, its omission 13 surely the result of editorial ac(ivity on

-

v
) ~

Y ._-'A 1!

W
. _ru
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the part of either Stotjeus or his source,
© 24) Plato, Soph, 231A = St, 1i.2.24 (2 1ines, FP)

St. ‘ ' P1,
noetoBat : del notefodas

I am unable to detect a motive for this omission, Presumgly

it 1s the result of an oversight,

25) Plato, Soph. 232E-233A = S, 111.1.184 (6 lines, S recente
manu, Tr,) ' ‘

St. o Pl. - .
rdxa yap Suelg dxa Ydp Bv Sueig (232E)
Y HATAVOWL OV Katavod (233A)
UvBpunsy dort Suvardy dvBpdnuv 2orl Suvardy
prov pulv niv prov_pevy’ Qv
Euvexely ' Elve, fiv

Stobaeus also agrees in one instance with P1.(BT) against P1.(W):

St., P1.(BT) P1.(W)
o0 8% (82 Tr.) : o0 82 63 ' (232E)

As frequently in Stobaeus, v is omitted. It may be that
dvipunov for dvBpfinwv was attracted by the preceding viwa, although the
error may have b@: caused simply by the similarity in sound. No doubt
uev nlv t_"or pevr’ Uv vas caused ..pat"tly by the hasty misrteading of an
uncial manuscript., On the other hand, fuvéxetv for Efve, fiv 1a pre-
swably in part caused by itacism. Of the variants given by Stobaeus,
only the second, ww f'o;: Toy, has plausibility; however, 31v¢nt ,thé large .
number of very fdollsh‘eri‘otlin this small excerpt 1nl Stobaeus, we lny
be Juatifiéd in rgjecl:lng this‘-rel:u.ns, espeétaliy since the t:ndins in
the manuscripts of Plato is at least as pl#untble.

The agreement between Stobaeus and n;(nr) against P1.(W) in
reading 64 for ;5?. 61} 1s of course insignificant, éspecially siface, had

02 been available in the exemplar, used by Stobaeus or his. source, it
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would undoubtedly have been Temoved in order to adapt the passage to its

new context,

. . .
26) Plato, Soph. 235C-236C = St. iv.18a.7 (33 1ines, MK)

St. n‘

v Y3p Lnrowévny - vty 82 [nrouulvny (235D)
0o Afycig Tlve ™ bdo Afyei¢

¥repov bfxatoy ¥re ol bfxatov (236A)
13 &n? rolro pépocg ] foﬁnp uépog (236B)
elnévar np maky !omfvm W mJup .

gqét t‘.omdg (spd® A) uqb’ ef

pbérara (SpBSra A¥ $pB6rar’ (236C)
toro rofvuv 600 ¥Aeyev votryp rofvuv i §0o ¥Aeyov

This excerpt shaus relatively few variant readings agalnst the
manuscripts of Plato. Some of the errors -n.y have been caused h; parf
by unfmiliiri.ty vith the dual, as for example the onission of v({ve in
the second example and the change of rovrw to robro a.s well as the >OlII18"
slon of T® in the last. The omission of o® in the third exasmple may
perhaps be set down to mere cml;sinesl. "The onlnion of ¥v in the.
second last example is of course, as ve have seen; common in Stobaeus'
excerpts from Plato. Since elnfvas and &;leml as well as foindg¢ and
elndg are interchangeable.- it is difficult to choose in""';he case of the
fifth and sixth exsmples, In the first example, I;he reading from the
manuscript tradition of Flato is clearly correct, Qﬁltc probably the
substitution is the result of _scribal el:':'m',1 although it is possible
that Stobaeus or his source had wanted to sever the connection of the

excerpted passage from its cqtil:‘ext by making the sentence in which this

-

\-

lProf Slater has advised me that &2 dvrl vo y2p is a fre-
quent scholion.  Therefore the substitution could have been accldentnl

or the result of an early variant.
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chln§e OCCUT'S appear as a Comment on the first gentence of the excerpt.

The followirng are cases of agreement between Stobaeus and some

manuscripts of Platos

St., Pl.(cet.) P1. (W)

nod’ fiutv odoa ot odoa fuiv (235D)
odbémw pot Sond viv 0068w viv . b0kl pot

elxacriniv 8plv (Exagrikiv M) elkaorixty 8pd

mivu p2v ofv  (P1.(B) om.) bomel pot mdvu pdv olv  (236A3)
wivu pdv odv  (BT) o mvrdmaof ye (236A7)

18 pv Ypa Erepov do® olv 13 plv ¥repov

elnég ve 8v, elubva rareTy - efuaorindy makelv .

b pnotv dowkévar (elxévar MA) ﬁl 8 proty doinévai (236B)
néAv YE ™vu ye (236C)
St., Pl.(W) Pl.(cet.) .

eln? wal bcere mplivov elnt npiirov al 6feke - (235D)
npoofuovra éndoroig npocfirovra Eudoratg  (BT)(23SE)
gdvraopa dAA? odr elxéva " : gavrdopara dAA’ odn elkéva(236C)
St.. Pl-(cet.) | ’ PID(T)

i {dumocay  (odun- P1,) ' ward v Edumoay (236C)

This 1ist is quite inconclusive, Some of the readings peculiar
to P1,(W), notably ravrdmaofl ye  for ™dvu plv olv. and dp’ olv 13 pev
gTCPOV-fOr 13 pdv 8pa ¥repov, are nuffiéiently striking that they are
conceivable as early variants, without, however, pernitting us t; rule
out the possibility that they are to be attributed to a later peried,
Stobaeus shares one probable error with'Pl.(H) in the displacement of
mpitov in 235D. In all other cases Stobaeus clearly auppofta the correct
reading. Therefore, here as in most excerpts, it is not possible to
identify Stobaeus® text very closely with that of any of tﬁe sﬁrviving
marfuscripts,

27) Plato, §229. 240C-241A = St,111,12,23 (20 lines, STr.)

St. : n,
dndhEewc | EnaxANdE e ~_f{240C)

vd fivdynaney ful .
ﬁd Eﬁ?%iyogﬁéﬁxov,aq w3 ufj By ogx iuGVTuq (240C)
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*( Sal 8 o 8L 8

v réxviv adrol vivd v vévnv adrol clva

tf ydp Bv &hdko c¥motpev . 0 y3p Bv o Ymorpev  (240D)

offrwg® ™ tvavrra wdvavr(a

uy Uvea 6oEch1¥5- ™ uf 8v1u 8ofdletv (Sotdlriv
™ pd Yvra W) )

mig A€yetg elvan . i clvay (240E)

® py Bvra Aeye - pf Bvra el ye

nard vadrd voptolfoctal navd talra voptotfocrar (7
kard valra me By xard tadva
malra W)

In addition, Stobaeus omits the opening words of the first
spéoch of this o;cerpt, nic yap odw lffonov, presumabdly Secnusc they
link the speech to it:a context., i

I cannot ‘account for the subatitution of A Eeug forchdetcuh;
in 240C. 1In the context. tnadAdiews 1o clearly demanded. No doubt the
error 1s to be attributed to a learned but absent-minded scribe,

Most of the other rndlngs'glven by Stobaeus for this excerpt
are clearly the result of soribal error. No doubt Avdywacev for B
| fvdyranev 1s caused by unfamiliarity with the peii'eet. As often in |
Stobaeus we rud-l!xoy«m; for ln&ww: and’ st féf 8¢, Of course TV
for rfva ia late, and the result of'mi.aunderatmding of the text, Per-~
haps eYnoipey for e¥ratpev ig an attempt t§ correct Plato, ' The omls- -
sion of td before i Bv'm -h clearly accidental. Probably OeV ye be-

came AfYe through misreading of an unclal exemplar. Presunably these

CrTors are later than Stobasus, _ : ' l
\

A

dialoau,; This may be attributable either to Stobaeus or to his source.

On the other hand, nd Afreig elvar  for ni clvar 14 clearly

an attempt to interpret an admittedly compactly worded section of the

K Burnet accepts Stobaeus’ reading, obrug* vd dvavefa for : )
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_mdvavrfa in 240D, This fs possible,

but the readlng of the manuscript

tradition of Plato is also ncceptable. Stobaeus' reading xamd valm is

of course similar to the reading of P1.(T), although the lactar“ts in-

correctly accented, .

The following instances of partial agreement may be recorded:

Stc; PI-(H) T Plo(ceto) ’

dtzop (lovreg dfopfmweg (240C)
nikg y3p v Yadac wic ydp Bv o {240E)
St., P1.(T) , Pl.(n)1

nepl 13 pdvracua - mepl vé gdopa (240D)
St., PL.(TW) © P1.(B) .

$pZc yoUv ¥vi 81 (240C)
St., Pl.(cet.) P1.(W)

nérepov Yeudi nérepa yevdiy (240D)
@ p vra 6ofdletv (v om. St.) Sofdlerv 12 pd Bvra

St., PFl.(cet.) o P1.(T) )
yevoeral wotf g 11 yevoeral toré Tig (240E)

It could be argued that 1n reading dpop(lovreg for dpopfouvrec,
Stobaeus shares an er:roneoua rendi.ng vith P1.(W). This coincidence, how-
ever, 1s inconclusive. Since qdvrooua is apparently more common in the
Hellenistic period, if we may judge from the citations given by Liddell-‘
Scott-Jones under the respectlve words, pp. 1916 and 1919, we may per-
haps regard ¢dvruoua as an error shared by Stobaeus and P1.(T). This
again is incoaclusive. We may have here another case in which the manu-
script used by Stobaeus or his source is not closely relnﬁed to nnyiof

our surviving manuscripts.

lAccording to his table of sigla, Burnet does not record the
readings of W when they are in agteement vith B,
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28) Plato, Soph. 260BC = St, §11,12,24 (10% lines, SMA)

St. _ ' Pl.
3 pev pi By 3 utv &8 uf by
mavra dvdynn ndvra dwdynq

It will be noted that in S this excerpt directly follows the
preceding, The discrepancies againat the -anuscript tradition of Plato
are few, As often, Stobaeus or his source onltu an initial particle, in
this case 8, Stobaeus seems to p;;fet' &mg o .

There ia nlso one reading in which Stobaeul agrees with the

other nanuscrlpts of Plato against Pl (W)t

St., Pl.(cet,) P1.(W)
vévog Bv dvepdvn (yévog dvepdvy T) Y€vog By lpdvy

Thia uould.acarcoly give warrant for any theory about the manu-
script affinities of Stobaeus' text for this excerpt,

While more examples could be given from Stobaeus' excerpts
from the Sophistes, those given above are sufficlently representative to
allow rome general conel;uionl :5 be drawn. We may thqn discuss the
quotstions from Plato and Xenophon as a whole, since tholnlform & group.

R

In the first place, Stobaeus® text for the Sophistes contains a
\

‘ shockingly'large number of scribal errors. These should for the most

part be uacrlbed.ndt to Stobaeus, but to deficlencies in his sources or

to errors arising within the manuscript tradition of Stobaeus. The

vast majority of the variant readings in Stobaeus can be explained in

this way.

I:'nhould be noted that the quality of text in the excerpts 1“(w

Stobaeus'froﬁ the Sophistes is very uneven in that regard, We nny,gom—

Pnfe in this respect the text of Soph. 219A-221C = Sr, iv.18a.6, for
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vhich Stobaeus gives 3§ varisnts in 82% lines, therefors approximately —
a variant for tvtr} two lines, with tht.tc;t of Soph, 255C-2360 - Sﬁ. )

iv.18a.7, imnmediately following, for which Stobaeus gives eight varlants

in 33 1ines, therefore one variant for every four lines. While such

variable factors &s scribal fatigue undoubtedly contributed, it would be
temarkable if this difference were not also in part attributadle ;o an

unevenness in the quality of Stobaeus® sources. If 80, then it is im-

plausible that Stobaeus was indebted for all of hls’excerpts for the

Sophistes to ﬁla own reading.

Some Sf the variants can Qéat plausidly be explaineh as resulting
from deliberate alteration of the text, That this s the case is as-
peclally clear with respect to the suppression of material connecting
an excerpt to its context. This may include the removal of a connecting
" particle, but may also include the excision of a sentence or & part of
a sentence as in Plato, Soph. 2&00-2&1A = St. 111,12.23, Here again the
practice in Stobaeus is quite varied, and lhggentn a variety of sources.
In other cases there is apparently an attempt to emend the text. Such
an attenmpt uoul& perhaps be more easily ascribed either to Stobaeus or
to his source than to a scribe. Some lubltit;ttbnl. such as baf for &f,
are so frequent as to be almost regular in Stobaeus.

Finally there are a few 1nacanc;l in which Stobaeus givgs a con=-
vincing alternate reading found in none of the major manuscripts.’

Since Stobaeus' text would be, either directly or ultimately, based on
& manuscript far older than any of the sutvlvtné manuscripts of Plato,
it would be surprising if this were not the case. In this respect,

'however, caution seems to be indicated in those casas in vhich the.
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manuscript tradition of Plate offers a wviable alternative, since the
possibility always exists that the reading in Stobaeus represents eifhet
an attempt at emending the text or an accidental substitution caused by
distraction.

In addition, Stobaeus will frequently be foultl) ?o support, ;ne or
more of the.ancient manuscripts of Plato against the others. In one of
the excerpts, St. 11.31.129 = Soph, 227D-230E, there was a very clear
tendency to suppért the readings of P1.(W); unfortun;tety, in thia case,
Stobaeus is reprepentéd onl} by the text of L, vhich, as we have seen,
above, pp. 221-225, is sometimes interpolated from the other manuscripts,
In the other cases it was not possible to demonstrate an affinity between
the text given by Stobaeus and that of any of our other manuscripts of
Plaéo. While there were a few instances in which the text of Stobaeus
agreed in error with Pl.(W), these instances are neither aufficiqntly
numerous nor sufficiently striking to allow positive conclusions to be
drawn. -

Thus in establishing the text of the Sophistes, Stobaeus must be
used with extreme caution. While réadlnss in Stobaeus frequently sup-
port readlngs from other manuscripts of the Sophistes, and 1ndeed!oc-
‘casionally give correct rea&ingl vhich are otherwise uvnattested, it is
also highly s;sceptible to scribal errors of all sorts, and indeed is
occasionally deliberately altered by Stobae;s and his source.

In this respect there is little difference between Stobaeus®
~text for the Sophistes and his texf for the Timaeus. Hence we may be

Justified in supﬁosing that wvhat was sald about Stobaeus® treatment of

those two dialogues is likely to be true about his treatment of Plato
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generally. Becausg of the difference in the treatnent of individual ex-
cerpts, we may co clude that Stobaeus did not gather all of his excerpts -
from Plato from a pingle source, for example, from his own personal read-
ing of Plato. This does not, of course, rule 6ut the possibility that
Stobaeus gathered some of these excerpts from his own reading. However,
it would seem likely that in the majority ﬁf cases Stobaeus gathered his
excerpts of Plato from other anthologies,

He.may at this time cite the findings of E. Bickel.1 Blckel's.
purpose in studying the excerpts from the Phaedo in Stobaeus was to de-
termine whether Schanz was correct in deriving all of the manuscripts
of Plato from a single Byzantine archetype.z In order to investigate
this problem, Bickel compared the readings from Stobaeus given in Wachs-
muth and Hense's edition with the readings froa the ianusbript tradition
of Plato given by the collations of Bekker and Schinz.3 Unfortuﬁ;tely
these did not_iﬁclude‘tuo ﬁanuscripts to which Burnet attaches a great
deal of importance, T (cod. Venetus Append. Class. 4, cod. 1), and W
(cod. Vindobonensis 54, Suppl. phil. Gr. 7). Houe§g;, of the manuscripts
which he does cite, the readings of family E, that is, Schanz® E and
Bekker's ACEHJL, tend to follow the readings of Burnet's T, while Bekker's
4G s frequently support the peculiar readings of Burnet's W. -Thetefore
at least a rough comparison is possible,

According to Bickel, there are at least four sources for Stobaeus’

IE. Pickel, "De Ioannis Stobael excerpckh Platonicis,”
'Jahrbucher fur klassische Philologie, Suppl Bd. XXVIII (1903) 405-501.

21bid., p.;410. | 31b1d.. p. 415.
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excerpts.1 One of these shares many striking errors with fanily E

notéd above, therefore also with Burnet's T, This includes St, -1.50,36 =
P1. Phaedo 60B-C and St., 1,49.7-9 = P1. Phaedo 69E-70B, 70C-71A, 7
71C~72A, 78B=C, 79ATBOB.2' For this‘last group of excerpts Bickel is em-
barrassed by four apparently correct readings appearing in Stobaeus |
where his family E and BCD share common errota;3 however, these instances,

[

as he himself admits, are scarcely conclusive.& (Rone of thé four cases
which he notedS were even included in the Apparatus byJBurnet whe, how-
'ever, frequently cites readings from Stobaeus.) Two excerpts, 1.49.13 =
Fl. Phaedo 91E-95A and 1.49.58 = Pl, Phaedo 107B-114D, aeem‘c}osiely
lated to BCD, but especially to C, which Burnet rarely oites.6 A third
grgﬁp; {.49.14-16 = p], FPhaedo 95E—Q6C, 99E-100A, and 105C-107A, is re—
lated, though less closely than the first, to Bekker's ACEHIL) for the
first two of\these, Sé;baeua' readings are very closelj related to
Bekker's ', a manuscript which does not appear {n.lurnet'g apparatusl7
after 102}_according to Bickel following Schanz, this manuscript is
drawn froq Bekker's G.8 The fourth group, St, 1.49.56,57 = Plato,
Phaedo 63B8~C and 80D-82C, seems éo be related to no surviving manu-
scrlpt.?

Relatively few of the readings peculiar to Stobaeus seen likely

A

libta,, p. 477, - - 2Ivd., pp. 422, 437,

>Ibid., p. 438, ° | “1b14., pp. 438 €.

SIbid., p. 438, . °Ibid., pp. 450, 477.
. 7_1_!&1_., pp. 455 ff. ‘ 81_1;1_4., p. 456 f.

%Ibid., p. 462,
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to Bickel to be anything other than errora., (As hag already been noted,

even some readings which he does concede to be &orrect do not meet the
approval of Burnet.) ' Thus the main value of Stobaeus' readings from
the Phaedo, according to Bickel, is that, by comparing hig readings _
with ;he readings of some of the later Plato manuscripts, we are often
able to determine that thege nia.nuscripts witneas ﬁo a 1;e1atlve1y earlier
textual“tradition, so that the hypothesis of a Byzantine srchetype is
imp'colmblﬂ.',1 although not concl‘usively diaproveix.z

The treatment of the text of Plato in St:obaeus seems ‘!:o differ
only in degree from his treatment of ttlle text of Xenophon. Sinée there
are relatively fewer variant readings in tbe.teic of Stobaeus ngainst'
;:he text of Xenophon, we may conclude that Stobaeunr text of )rienOphon
goes back to a manuscript tradition not very different from our own.
This need not imply that Stobaeus therefore re_.'lied on his own reading for
his l:fxt of Xenophonj 1n‘ one ciae, as we have seen, a coincldence be-
tween. the text of Stobaeus aﬁd the text of .the corresponding passage of
Euseblus makes it ;;robnble that he ‘did not.3

The treatment of Xenox;hon and the t.r:utmex;t: of Pl_u:o in Stobaeus
have at least this in comeon, that there is relatively few‘inatmces in
vhich there is evidence of deliberate changes in the text. On the other
hand, there fs, with t:especc to the text of the excerpts clited in Sto-

baeus from both authors, some indication thil scepticism is in order.

; 2
IIbidop pp. 489 ff. Ib’.do) pp. 485 ff,

3avove, p. 210 f.




4,_Herodotus, Homer, and Theocritus

While it would be possible ro'treat Stobneu."excerpts from
Hercdotus in the same uey, this would not be- Justified in terms of my
present purpose. A few general observatione, however, ywould perhapa be
helpful. o

First, it is scercely'eurprieins'tﬁat Herodotus® Ionic Greek ig
- frequently Atticized in Stobaeus. Thus v noveables are frequently in- o
troduced uhere .they would be expected in Attic Greéi, ‘a0~ frequently is
.. changed to -, nolldq and moAAdy become, reepectively. nolﬂq and
oA, qu becomes Lwﬁ. and occasionally otdvT= and éwuf- H!comes‘ataur-
and taur- as in Attic. In addition, contractions frequently intrude
where they would be'expected in Attic Greek;' Theaelteedencics ire_of
| coorEe present} eltcoogh perheps to a lesser degree, in the*manuscripte)
‘of Herodotos.
There are, however; in addition, deliberate alterations of the

' ‘text 1ﬁ‘8tobaeue. These take a variety of forms, Herodotus'vii,ﬁ9 as
quoted {n Stob, iv.13.§l is given a context by the introduction of the
name of the speaker: & 82 ’Aprdfavog auéf3£+0 AEywv, The"retention
of the 62 in this caee is surpriaing, since it vefers to the. larger con-_ C :

g text in Stobaeus. In ‘this same excerpt, the words o&boodat, d¢ v

| cfmdgm are- omitted in Stobaeus, thue giving to Stobaeua version the
form of a timcleas truth rather than of an opinion expreused by Arta-
banus, The sume effect ia echieved in Stobaeua citetion of Her, vii, 102 .
= St. 11,7 59, which Stobaeus introduces by the words Atfzt Anpdpafoq

- rdbes *Enci 6y rather thnn the original &q 52 Taliva ﬁuouoc Anudpuroq, ¥reye
dbee BaleeU éneiaq, thus leavlng nothing to indicate that the words

"%;\;o' '
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in question were once part of Easgerfcontoxt. Similarly in Her, vii.
160.1 as cited in St. 111.20,44, the words & EeTve Imprifira are omit-
ted 8o as to eliminate all traces of the context in which the words were °
. spoken. In 111.19,19, houev;r, the same w&r;; are quoted, but with the
words in question retained,

It is highly llkely that StoSaeua has reéeivad at lonatrsomg of
his quotations frc;m H‘a-odotua, if not all, from a rﬁmber' of anthologles,
'This is shown not only by the fact tﬁnt Her, vtl.lﬁo.i is cited twice in
tvo succesglvg_chaptor?, in one cnse{with a delibcrnté alterntion} in
the other case without, but also by the treatment of Her, vii 6&-&6
in Stobaeus, which 1s quoted in ‘full in 1v.34 73 (SHA, 2a& lines), asn
well as in part from Her. vit.46.1b in St. 1iv,53.40 (15 linea, MA) and
from Her. vii.46.3b in iv.34.61 (5 1ines, SMA), It may parhaps be use-
ful to set out in tabulnr\form the vnpinnt readings given by Stobaeus
for this pasaageu '

'29) Her, Vll.b&-&ﬁ = Ste ve34.73, 1v.53.40, 1iv.34.61

St. 1v.34.73 npocEebpy Areou ‘ '
Her. npoek €8pn AfBou Aeumol © - ' -~ (44)

| St. 1v.34.73 oa dnofnouy 82 . . . nal 1§ ovpatle, 5 lines.

St. 1v.34.73 &¢ 62 Yupa

Her. b 62 tipa . | (45).
Stu iv.3h 73 6 mrpﬂtoq (S' mfp&% HJ\T!‘.) (46.1)

Her, & mdrpa (ndfpo; R)

St. 1vi34.73 obrog ofv dvilp

Her. A oﬁfog &vﬁp (dvﬂp sv)

St. 1v.34.73, 1v.53,40 d&¢ moAd dAAfAuv

Her, ¢ moAAdv dlkﬁlwv (oAl L)
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St. 1v.364.73 lpydono  (Fpya o1 B MA) : )
St. 1v.53.40 ¥pya ot B

Her. .- tpydouo

St. iv.34,73 naxaploag ydp fuwurdy  (baurdy M)
Her., St. 1v.53.a0¥uauapruuq Y&p gewurdy. (bwurdy Hcr.(cl))

St. 1v.34.73, 1v,53.40 & 82 eTney :
Her. 4 50 elne ' (46,2)

St. 1v.34,73, iv,53,40 MOTOIMTET PG
Her. : karoturiparl (karotkreTpar L)

St. 1v,34.73 el rodruv ye Svrwy

Ste 1ve53.40 el rodruwv ye Fdvrwy

Her, el rodruv ye 26vruv _

St. iv.34,73 odbelq & Ynaorov ¥roc (Exardy Tr.)

- Hets, St. 1v.53,40 odéels #¢ xaroordy trog (oté8’ ci¢ St.(A))

St. 1v434.73, 1v,53,40 mapd vy Lwdlv _ \
Her, mpd v [6ny (Ldnv RSV) : (46.2)

Ste 1v.34.73, iv,53.40 néouuev '
Her. népune. - (46.3)

St, iv.34.?3, 1?.53.&0 naf ol';xf ng 4
Her, xal odktl &puE (olx d) ’

St. 1v.34.73 refvdvar Bovkeobat pSilov R Lgx ‘ : -
St. 1v.53.40 veOvdvar pdAdov Bovheobas R Lilv .
Her, Tedvdvat BovdeoBat uGAkov N (berv (L6erv €3 Lijv dP)

Ste 1v.34,73 af re ydp ouvugopat guwn{nrovgat
St. ivi34.61 af ydp_ 7ot cupgpopal npoam{nrovoal {/
Her., St. iv.53,40 aV e ydp ouwwpopai mpoomfnrouvont

St. 1v.34.73, iv.34.61 ocuvrapdrrouot

St. 1v,53.40 ouvrapdogouvoas (ouvrapdrrouoal A) 7 .
Her. ouvrapdgdouous  (Si-doooust  DRVy -drrousat  dp)
St. 1v,53,40 ‘ . bonely elvat (SoxelT A)

Her., St., £v.34.73, 1v.34.61 boxlery elvat

st. iv.53.40 \ otlrw § p2v 8dvarog : o

Her., St. 1v.34.73, iv.34.610bmug & v 6dvarog (46.4)
St. 1vi34.73, 1v,53.40 woxénpig dodong *iic Lufig "
St. iv.34,61 pox8npdg dodong rilg Lufg :

Her. wox8npig dovong Tiic Long (Lung SV)
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St. 1ve34.73, 1v.53,40, iv.34,61 Y€yovey
Her., véyove

St. iv.34.73, iv.34.61 & &2 Bedg yAundy Tevfag vdv alliva
Her., Ste iv.53.40 8 62 Bed¢ yAundy vedoug v aliva

Sts 1v.34.73 @Bovepde tv adry ebploxerar 2oy (lwv om. A)
'St. 1v.34.61 SuoEUdverog by ax cbptonerar a¥aov (afuv Ag
Her., St. 1v.53.40 gpBovepdc tv adt§ ebploneras Llv

Both the aimilaritie-,and the differences between the variants
against Herodotus given in these three excerpts are interesting. With
Trespect to the similarities, it will be noted that the three excerpts
are in nlmosé éomplete agreement with each other in errors_at;tisucable
to Atticism. This includes the use of v moveables, as in c¢Inev, -
véyovev, and n€¢uacv, as well as the use of Attic forma, Buch as
narotkretTpar for KGfOIKTlth (with Her.(L)), Laflv and [ufg for quv
(uith Her.(RSV)) and [dn¢ (with Her.(sV)), v for-Lﬁ:tv(uith Her,(dP)),
~and olx{ for olri, While errﬁrs of this sort are to be expected by _-
Stobaeus'.time. such unity in error is remarkable, and may‘pdrhaps indi-
cate a coﬁmo; source. FProbably that source is to be identified with the
gnomological_traditton, which would not be interested so much in the
peculiarit;es of Ionic Greek as in the sentiments expressed.

-Because of a large number of uhafed errors, then, these three
. excerpts go back ultiﬁatolj to a counbn original, However, it is im;
plausible that Stobaeus used this common .source. In the fir;t place,
it is difficult to see why, if this is the case, Stobaeus cited the
same excerpt twice in onh'chapter. If he found these eicerptu in sepa-
rate antholbgiea, the reason is obvioﬁal Stobaeus was forgetful, In
the second place, it 1a 1nteresting thac in each case the excerpt beglna

v

at a different place withln the anecdote from Herodotus-_ The reason for
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this is also clear: 1{p each case the lnth0103ist vas interested princi-
'pally in the profoundly pessinistic conclusion to Artabanus® speech,

and therefore included as much of the pPreceding context as he thought
necessary to provide a setting for the ssying. The anthologist responsi-
ble for trsnsnitting 1v.34.61 o Stobaeus removed the whole context, and
indeed obliterated all. traces of it by changing af ¢ rﬂp' to af de tot,
In St. iv.34.73, on the other hsnd, the whole anecdotae ig preserved up
_te the conclusion of Artabanus* speech. Irideed, even the connecting
particle §2 is retained at the beginning of the excerpt, Ihis again
suggests a varieey of sources. -

‘Additional confirmation is siven by the variants in the last
seccion, Her, vii.46,4, In this passage an error is shared by St. iv.3a.
73 and }Y,36.61, respectively the longest and the shortest excerptst |
rcﬂ{ag is given for yevmg, This could ‘be either an error in copying
bascd on the similarity of the two words in uncial or a deliberate al-

teration of the text!l wvhatever the case, the text as changed was pre-

- sumably understood by the anthologist responsible for the excerpt

iv.34.61 to mean, "but althoush God has made eternity sweet.” The con-
clusion would then appear monstrous to the sensibilitiea of the age:
“he 18 found to-be grudging in it.” Therefore he emends the passsge to
read, *he is found to be difficult to understand in (eoncerning?) it.™
(AYov for 2dv 1s presunably a mere error due to itacism.) Thus in two

- ‘-m -

: : loriginally I had considered only the possibility of deliberste
alteration, While I still think that such a possibility cannot-be ruled
out, Prof. Kingston has shown me that it is neither the onlr%fﬁ; the
most likely possibility, ; . -
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stages the meaning of the Passage is completely altered, since the read-
ing given by the manuscript tradition of Herodotus would fead, "but when
God has given a taste of 1ife that is sweet, he is found to be grudging
in ic." -

The most plausible explanation of this coincidence 19 that the -
passage came down to Stobaeﬁs in two branches, thé'ftrst being the source
of iv.53,.40, the sécond being the common ancestor of the gources of .
iv.34.73 and iv.34.61. This second branch was then deliberately altered
by the source of iv,.34.61., Stobaeus cann;t be held responsible for the.
alterations in iv.34.61, since if he were, he would have made the same
intentional alteration in the last clause of iv,34.73,

If we are correct in pelievlng‘;hat Stobaeus was indebted for
thisApassage to three geparate anthologles of varyfng reliabillty,lthen
we must conclude that no fewer than three anthologies cohtaining, per- \/
haps among other things, excerpts from Heroddtus, were available to
Stobaeus. That being the case, wé may safely say that the chances of

Stobaeus having drawn any excerpt of Herodotus from his own reading are
e )

quite remote, |

We may be similarly brief in our treatment of Stobaeus® excerpts
from Homer. Since mést‘of these citations are extremely brief, it ts
difficult to draé valid general conclusions, We find in.Stobaeus some:
excerpts which f#ithfull; reproduce the text of Homer, as well as ex-'
cerptg\ih which the tex? of Homér_is altered in a variety of ways. Oc?
casionally scribal error is responsible:

St. 1v,7.8 olire vivd PeEac xaxdv ¥Eerov offre 71 elmdv (8Eerov My ¥Eerov 4A)
0d. 1v.690 olre vivd pecag 2Eafoiov obire 71 efmdv .
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Presunably in this case sardv has intruded Ltself into the text

“s & gloss. So also ¥gerov 1s an error caused partly by itaclesm. T  for
g, _ ;
L is perhaps more plausible if we suppose a miniscule exemplar in which

the upright stroke of the T was carelessly allowed to Join the horizontal

stroke, ‘ ' -
Sometimes careless quotation from memory Ja reasponsibles

St. 111,39,20 adrdp *0buooedg tuefpero fic yalng nal rxanvdv-dnodpgonovra
voijous (d3p *Obuouede tuelpero Tr.p adtdp . . . lpefpero. Ome MA)

Ode 1,57-59 . adrdp '0bugoede ..
[€ncvog kal xanvev dnodpdoxovra vofjous : b

s varng, Bavéeiy. luclperas, '

h ]

This may have been wrested by Stobaeus from a passage in which
Homer is paraphrased rather than)quoted.
There are also instance® of daliborate alteration by Stobacus of

hig source1 :

Al
'

Ste iv.17.1 od piv Idp f oy dors wxaxdrepov ido Bardoone  (UAro om. SA)
0d. vii1,138 ot ydp &y v€ v @nut xandrepov Arko Sardoone

Ste 1v.39.1a  YhBov IminABious yaplovef te yivoplvy -vee
’ adrdv ulv Aimaplc ynpaonducy v peydpotoiv _
L ul€ag 8 ad mivurod re kat ¥yxeouv elva &pfdfouq.
0d, iv.207-211 gcfh 6' dplyvwrog ydvog dvepog § ve Kpovlwv -
ABov Entkddon yaufovr( te yeivouéwy Te,
vOv Neoropt bc diaunepls Kuawe mdvra
al1d¢ plv Aimaplc ynpaonfuev dv peydpotoiy,
vltag ad mivurodg re katl ¥yxeotv efvar dpforouc,

(In the flipc;liné of the oxcerpt olted in St. lv.39.1-, the
- \ i -
rmanuscripts of Stobagus /alternate between yivopfvyp and yeivopfwyr -

\ .

1vou€vy corrected from yveivoulvy, ghd AI gtv;s vesvopévy from
n nddiﬁi n,_A1 gives. Yt-asz a égfécotion for the firat Te, )
:The_ rst of] these il:ératlona 1l/;eiy skillful; indeed, if we

7 £ H§ r with which ';‘compare ie, it gé very likely

had not the tex

thout question, It is to be noted

‘that 1E\uogld have
| \ ‘

accepted

> *
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:} .
that in Stobaeus' version, the metre is left undisturbed. The effect of

the alteration is, howevar, to tfunnform a atltement’of personal pro-
ference into a timelogs truth,

The second of thgae alterations 1s eldmalcr, since a'grnmmntlcnl
context is lacking for tnoaloar, In addition, the metre is diuturbéd
in one piacet. the §°? lnae;tcd-before &3 changes the quantity of the
lns; syllable of ufcug. Houqver,‘}n this passage as oft;h, every indi-
vidual note {ia removed; Hense in his note ad loc. writes, “vides quam
licenter gtassatus‘ait gnomologus ut aliquid gencrali sententiae sinile
extunderet.” | | |

In summary, then, the qﬁality of the text in the excerpts from
Homer in Stobaeus.is extremely variadle, No doudt this §ar1ety in
quality ia at least in part nﬁfributnbli to the variety in quality of
transnission in Stbbaﬁus' sources,

Nor need‘;pe excerpts from Thoo;rltus detain us long. These

¥

‘are noteworthy chiefly because of the difficulty withtﬁ*thg manuscript
. ) \
tradition of Stobaeus in getting Thedcritus* literary Doric pigez/r

Thus in St, 111.20.23 = Theocr. 1.15-18 we read oupfobeiv for oup;éﬁtv!_
nort piva  for nort Privl, and oblecutg duiv  (Yupiv Tr.) for ob.QCu:q
ity in tv.26d,47 = Theoer..vtlt.6§*?e read ulﬁpdq‘for piundgy in
11,46,7 = Theoer, v. 38 we read Yore qdyovrt for B¢ vu pdyovre.,

There are & few variants which may be taken aerlously. In. ' | .
St. iv.20b,60 = Theocr, 111,16, Stobaeus gives SpUuy t€ viv !t$a¢c while
the mnjority of the manuscripta of Theoetltus give Spoyg féJulv ﬂfpcgt '
(btv !rpawc Pap. ,A). Hore Gow adopta both variants from tobaeus '

-into his text. In St. iv,24d.47 = Theocr. viii.63, Stobaeus 81V0§
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pelbev viv dpvite, @Ptabtm AUne, vﬁv tpleuv el (pevyev, Atke A ) for
ngéeu 1dv &pleuv, @cléey, Adrke, tdv _Yoxdbwv pev, Apart from the
erroncous tuv for vdv, Stobaeus here

presents a plausible alternative

text. In St, 311.16.10 = Theocr. x.55, Stobaeus glves Stanmpfav 1o

niptvov for mavanpfev 3 xiptvoy, Here again §;6baeuq' reading is at
lénst p}nusible. Finally in St. 111,20.23 = Theocr., 1.15-18. Siobueui
glves Edru for EVTl, Here Cow accepts Stobaeus’ reading on the grounds
that ¥vri is incorrect Dorie. In this case, howcve;,rl fear that Sto-
bacus may have been correct for the wrong reason, and that Foey may have
been inserted because it is the correct Attic reading. |

| In summary, then while Stobneua text of Theocritus occasionally

provides plausible readlnga, it haa suffered . 3rent denl because of the

linguistic difficulties uhioh it would have presented by Stobaecus' time.

There is little evidence of deliberate alteration,

Y . -

- 5.'Tha Encheiridion

‘This brlnga us to the aelectiona uhich Stobaeus glves us from

the Enchef§4dton of Epictetus. The varlants given by Stobaeus for the ,

anhciridion differ both in quantity and quality from those glven by
.Stobaeus for the authors treated above. ‘

- Apart from demonstrating the range of pouslbiiities in Stobaeus
with regard to the reliability 6% the transmission of texts, the con- -

~r

clusions which can be drawn from these excerpts from the Encheiridion

are not without interest to students of the text of the Encheirldion.

Therefore it seems to me most rdasonable to provide a summary here, with

2 few examples which in my view best represent the range of d@fficultiea
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encountered in the study of Stobacus' text of the Encheiridion. Theae
e e s M
