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CORPVS HERMETICVM

LIBELLVS 1

Contents

(i) TrE ReveLaTION., §§ 1—26.

The man who speaks was visited in his sleep by the supreme
Mind, who taught him as follows.

The beginning of things. In the beginning was God (who is
pictured as a boundless expanse of light), and God alone, Then,
formless matter (pictured as a cloud of darkness) came into being.
The formless matter first assumed form by changing into a watery
substance. And from God came forth a Word (hypostatized, and
called son of God), who worked upon the watery substance.
§§ 4-6.

In God are included innumerable Powers; and the Intelligible
World,—the archetype of the Sensible World,—is made up of these
Powers of God. §§ 7-8a.

Formation of the Sensible World. The watery substance, by the
operation of the Word, was differentiated into (r) fire, which rose
aloft ; (2) air, which occupied the region next below the fire; and
(3) gross matter (earth and water intermixed), which remained
below. §§ 8b, 5b. (Later on, earth and water were separated,
§r1b.)

The making of living beings. 'The supreme Mind (i. e. God) gave
birth to a second Mind, called ‘the Demiurgus’, whose station is
the highest sphere of the region of fire; and the Demiurgus made
out of fire and air the seven Planets, whose function is to govern
the sublunar world. Acting in conjunction with the Word (who
now quitted the grosser elements below, and flew up to the region
of fire), the Demiurgus set the Planets circling in their several
spheres. §§ g-11 a.

Then, at the bidding of the Demiurgus, the earth and the water
brought forth the irrational animals. § r1b.

The origin of man. The supreme Mind (i. e, God) gave birth to
(incorporeal) Man, a Being like to God himself. This Man at first
took up his abode in the highest sphere of heaven, beside his brother
the Demiurgus, Thence he descended to the planetary region ;

2800.2 B



2 CORPVS HERMETICVM

and from each of the seven Planets he received something of its
special character, He then looked down from the lowest sphere
of heaven into the world of gross matter, the abode of corporeal
Nature. He saw in the material things of the world below the
reflected image of his own God-derived beauty; and attracted
by it, he descended into the region of gross matter, and took
corporeal Nature to him as his bride; and the two were joined
in one (i. e. the human soul was incarnated). §§ 12-14.

Hence it is that men, though incorporeal and immortal in
respect of their true being, are yet in part corporeal and mortal,
§ 15,

Corporeal Nature, married to the incorporeal Man, brought forth
seven Men, who bore the several characters of the seven Planets,
Each of these seven Men was (like ourselves) composed of (1) a
gross body, made of earth and water; (2) a vital spirit, made of fire
and air ; and (3) an incorporeal soul and mind.

The seven Men were bisexual (as were the beasts also); and in
that state they dwelt on earth until the end of the first age.
8§ 16, 17.

Then, each of the seven bisexual Men (as well as each of the
bisexual beasts) was divided into two separate beings, the one male,
and the other female. God bade the seven couples breed; and
from them is descended the existing race of men and women,
§ 18a.

The conditions of man's life on earth. 1f men yield to carnal
desire, and love the body, they fall under the power of death; but
if they identify themselves with that in them which is incorporeal,
they are immortal, and attain to the Good (i. e. to union with God).
§ 18b, 19. |

The men who fail thus to ‘recognize themselves’ deserve the
death which they incur, (because they are guilty of the sin of loving
the body ;) for the body is composed of matter, and matter is the
source of all evil, But those who ‘recognize themselves’ attain
to the Good, because the incorporeal self which they recognize
is of one substance with God, and in virtue of it they are sons of
God. §§ 20, 2r1.

But a man cannot ‘ recognize himself’ unless he has Mind in him.
Mind enters into men that are good and pure ; and its presence
in them makes them devote themselves to loving worship of God,
and excludes the evil promptings of the bodily senses. But when
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men are wicked, Mind abandons them, and its place is taken by the
Avenging Daemon, who tortures them with the fires of evil passion.
§§ 22, 23.

The ascent of the disembodied soul. At death, the gross body is
resolved into earth and water ; the (vital spirit), with the bodily
senses (of which it was the organ), is reabsorbed into (the atmo-
sphere); and stripped of these integuments, the man rises above
the sublunar world, and enters the region of the heavens. As he
mounts upward through the planetary spheres, he gives back to each
planet in succession the evil passion which had come to him from
that planet; and thus cleansed from all corruption, he takes up his
abode for a time in the highest sphere of heaven. Lastly, he quits
the material universe, and enters the incorporeal world above it,
where dwell the Powers of God ; and himself becoming one among
these Powers, he ‘ comes to be in God’. §§ 24-26 a.

(i) THE THANKSGIVING. §§ 30-32.

The man woke from his sleep, full of joy at the revelation that
had been vouchsafed to him, and gave thanks to God in a hymn
of praise,

(iii) Tue PREACHING., § 27-20.

Then, in obedience to the injunction of his divine visitant (§ 26 b),
he proceeded to make known to his fellow men what had been
made known to him, and teach them how they might be saved.
‘Shake off your drunken sleep,’ he said; ‘repent; cease to give
yourselves up to death ; accept immortal life” And some mocked 2
but others besought him to teach them, and he taught them,

The theology of Cozp. I may be summarized as follows. There
is a supreme God, who is described as ¢ Mind’ (vols), and as ¢Life
and Light’. The supreme God has three sons, viz. the Logos, the
Demiurgus-Nous, and the Anthropos. The Logos and the Demiurgus-
Nous are God’s agents in the making of the world. The Logos
operates in the first stage of the cosmopoiia, viz. the separation of
the elements. The Demiurgus-Nous operates in the later stage,
viz. the making of living beings (other than man); it is he that
makes the heavenly bodies (immortal {3a), and causes the lower
elements to bring forth the mortal and irrational {&a. But the Logos
and the Demiurgus-Nous are ‘of one substance’, and ultimately

B2



4 CORPVS HERMETICVM

coalesce into one. Anthropos, the third son of God, is a personifica-
tion of the incorporeal part of man, which has issued from God,
and is destined to go back into God,

Side by side with the conception of the three Sons of God stands
that of the ‘Powers’ (Suvdpes) of God. According to this second
conception, God contains or is made up of innumerable Powers ;
and individual human souls, if they are true to themselves, will
ultimately become Powers of God, and take their place as such
among his other Powers. It would be possible to bring these two
conceptions into connexion, by saying that the three Sons of God
are his three highest Powers; but the author himself has not thus
connected them. (Perhaps however the Suvaps peyiory which is
spoken of in § 5 b may be identified with the Demiurgus-Nous.)

Corp. 1 is the only Hermeticum in which the notion of a tran-
scendental Person named Anthropos presents itself. But a more
or less similar use of the name Anthropos occurs repeatedly in
Christian Gnostic writings.

There can be little doubt that *Avfpwros, thus employed as a
person-name, first came into use as a translation of the Hebrew
name Adam, which means ‘man’. Even among Jews who were
uninfluenced by Greek philosophy, there was a tendency to magnify
Adam into something more than a mere man. Some of their
Rabbis said that Adam was bisexual ; that his body was at first of
such huge bulk that it filled the world from end to end; and that,
before his fall, he was in possession of the ‘heavenly radiance’ or
‘ glory’, and shone with such brightness that he obscured the sun.!
But an Adam more closely resembling the Anthropos of Corp, 1
is to be found in Philo, De opsf. mundi 23. 69—=29, 88. Philo there
explains that the ‘man’ whose making is described in Gen. r. 26
(rovjowper dvbpuwmov kar' elxdva Huerépay &7.A) is not an individual
man, but the i8¢ of man (in the Platonic sense of idéa) or the yévos
man. De opif. mundi 24. 76: wdvv 8¢ xa\ds, o yévos dvfpuwmoy
elrdv, Siékpwe 7o €y, Pricas dppev € Kkal Gf\v dedypiovpyfofar,
pime Tév & pépe popdiy Aafdvrov, rad) ru mpooexéorara THV

! See Bousset Hawuptprobleme der Gnosis, 190y, p, 198, where references to the
Talmud are given, In Kap. IV (‘Der Urmenscii ') of that book, Bousset has
brought together much material that is valnable as bearing on the origin and
history of the Anthropos-doctrine ; but I find myself unable to agree with some of
his conclusions. Bousset has dealt with the same subject more briefly in his
Religion des Fudentums im Newtest. Zeitalter, 1906, PP- 404-407.
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eidov &vvmdpxet TG yéve, kel domep &v kardmrpw Swagaiverar Tols SE
xafopdv Svvapévois.!  Afterwards, commenting on Gen. 2. 7 (érhacer
& Ocds rov dvBpwmov xolv dwo Tis yiis x.7.A.), he says that the man
whose making is described in this latter passage is the individual
man Adam, the ancestor of all individual men of later generations.
Jb. 46. 134 Bapopl wappeyéflys éorl Tob Te viv whaclévros dvbpdmov
xkal Tob kard TV eixéva Geod yeyovdros mpérepov' & v yip Swawhacbels
aigtnris 70y, peréxoy mowTyTos, &k cduatos kal Yuxis cwveatds, dip
#) yovii, loe Gmrds’ 6 8¢ kard T eixéva (i. e. the “man’ spoken of
in Gen. 1. 26) idén mis §) yévos 4 opayis,® voyrds, dodparos, oiir’
dppev obre Oflv, ddbapros ¢voe.’ The Anthropos of Corp. I
corresponds to the dvfpumos of Gen. 1. 26 as interpreted by Philo,
inasmuch as he is a personification of the i5éa or yévos of humanity ;
but he also corresponds to the d&fpwmos of Gen. 2. 7 as interpreted
by Philo, inasmuch as he is the ancestor of the human race.* The
author of Co7p. I must have got his conception of Anthropos from
Jewish thinkers whose speculations were closely connected with
those of Philo. His Anthropos is not the Adam of Genesis, but
a transcendental Adam evolved by philosophic Jews out of a
combination of dafa supplied by Genesis with the Platonic conception
of the i8éa dvfpwmov or atrodvfpuwmos.’

1 Philo also says that 6 xar’ eixdva Beod dvBpwros is the human vods. Jb, 2 3. 6g:
Tiw 8¢ éupéperav (i, e. the likeness of man to God, implied in the words xar’ elxdva)
pndels elvaérar awparos xapaxtiipe: . .. % 8 eludw Aéhewrar ward TOV Ths Yuxis
fyepdva voiv: mpds ydp Eva 7dv Ty Bhaw xeivor ds dv dpxéromor § v Extone Taw
katd pépos dmewwovioby. It is not clear how this is to be reconciled with the state-
ment that the “man’ in question is the lééa of man, or the 4yévos man,

% ogpayis here means the one seal by which many similar impressions are
stamped,—the * type *.

8 Bousset Kel des Fud. p. 403 (see also Hauptprobleme dev Gnosis, p. 195)
says ‘ Philo hat nun diese Ausfithrungen nicht aus Gen. 1 u. 2 herausgesponnen,
sondern sic an diesen Bericht herangebracht. . . . Wir haben auch gar keinen
Grund, hier eine Anleihe Philos bei der hellenischen Philosophie anzanehmen, wo
s0 mannigfache und bedeutende Parallelen auf einen Einfluss vom Orient her
schliessen lassen’. (One of the Oriental parallels to which he refers is that of the
Persian ¢ Urmensch’ Gayomarth.) But I think that Bousset is here mistaken. It
scems to me that Philo’s Adam (and likewise the Anthropos of Corp. 1) can be
adequately accounted for as a result of the interpretation of Genesis by Jews
acquainted with Greek philosophy, and that there is no need to assume Persian or
other Oriental influence.

¥ Irenaens 1. 18. 2 says that some of the followers of the Gnostic Marcus dAAov
Béhovar Tdv rat elwiva kal Spoiwmr Oech Yyeyoréra dpoevébnhuy dvlpawmor, kal
ToiTor elvar Tov mvevpariebyt dAAov B8 Tdv Ek Tis 7yijs whacBévra. This explanation
of Genn. 1. 26 and 2. § closely resembles that of Philo, who says énfer alia that
d kat’ elkdva Beod dvfpewmos is the human vods (= the mvevparucds dvBpamos of the
followers of Marcus, and the odadns dvfpamos of Corp, L. 15).

b Cf. Plotinus 6. 7. 6 : & év v dvBpewmos (Exet &v uphaed (1)) Tov wps mivrey rov
dvBpiamery dvbpamoy (= the ‘idea’ of man). But it is possible that the figure
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Sources. 'The doctrine of Corp. 1is fundamentally Platonic. The
Platonic contrast between vois and alofous, voyrd and aiofyrd, things
incorporeal and things corporeal, presents itself throughout ; and the
passage about the voyrds kdopos (§§ 7, 82) implies acceptance of the
Platonic theory of ideal mapadelypara. The writer speaks as a
Platonist in his description of the twofold nature of man (§ 15); and
he is an adherent of Platonism in his conviction that the human soul
has descended from a higher world, and is destined to return to the
higher world whence it came.

In his account of the differentiation of the sexes (§ 18), he has been
influenced by Plato’s Symposium ; and reminiscences of particular
passages in Plato’s writings may be recognized, with more or less
probability, in § 12, of nydoth bs Biov Tékov kr\. (PL Zim. 37.C):
§ 21, ob wdvres yap dvbpwror voty éxovow ; k. (Pl Zim. 51 E): § 19,
€x wAdyys Epwros (PL. Phaedy. 238B). Theterm 7o dayafdr, as used in
§§ 19, 264, is of Platonic origin.

In distinguishing a first vois and a second vovs, and assigning the
name yuovpyds to the second, the writer is in agreement with certain
Platonists of the Roman Empire, and especially with Numenius.

On the other hand, he ignores the Platonic doctrine of mefensoma-
Zosts or reincarnation ; and while he is in accord with the Platonists
in regarding YAy as the source of evil, he appears to reject the
Platonic view that §\y is without beginning (§ 4).

A trace of Aristotelian influence may perhaps be seen in what is
said in § 11 a concerning the eternity of circular motion.

In his physics, the writer's position resembles that of the Stoics.
His account of the separation of the four cosmic elements (§5b)
agrees with Stoic descriptions of the diacosmesis ; and the separated
elements are disposed by him, as by the Stoics, in a series of concen-
tric spheres (region of fire, divided into the sphere of the fixed stars
and the seven planetary spheres ; atmosphere ; water and earth),
The main lines of this system of cosmology had been laid down by
Plato and Aristotle; but it was by the Stoics that it was formulated
employed by Plato in Rep. g, 588¢D also contributed. It is there said that
the human soul is made up of three things joined together, viz. é:) a many-headed
beast (70 émbupnrindy), (2) a lion (70 Gupoerdés), and (3) an Bpwmos (70 Aoyi-
arkéy).  CL Iambl. Protrept, 5: Tov &v fuiv felov dvfpwmor ToD TolvkepaAov

Opépparos dywpari womréow. This ¢ divine dvfpamos in us’ is the obaubdns
évpamos of Corp. 1, 15.

On the Jewish side, the conception of the Anthropos may have been influenced
by speculations based on the passage about ‘ one like unto a son of man’ in Daniel

7- 13, and on the use of ¢the son of man’ as an appellation of the Messiah in
Jewish apocalyptic writings (Enoch &c.).
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and popularized in the very shape in which we find it in this docu-
ment. And as we know that Platonism was affected by Stoic
influence from the first century B.c. onward, it is probable that the
writer's immediate teachers were Platonists of the syncretic school
which came into being at that time.

Among the terms and conceptions of Stoic origin which occur in
Corp. 1 may be noted xarodepys, § 4 &c.: etpapuér, § 15 &c. @
sveipa (material), in the two senses a7 (§ 9) and wvital spirit (§ 17):
mpévora, § 19. In identifying eiuappéry with the influence of the
heavenly bodies (§ 9 fiz.), the writer is in accord with the Stoics of
the Roman Empire rather than with Chrysippus.

So far, the doctrine of Corp. I may be described as that of a
Stoicizing Platonist. But with this Hellenic doctrine are combined
ingredients of Jewish origin." From the * watery substance’ onward,
the cosmogonia of § 8b fl. is constructed on the same plan as that of
Genesis ; and verbal reminiscences of Genesis may be seen in §5b
fir., wov (émdvw Tob Bdaros ?) éripepdpevov mvevparoy Noyov (Gen. 1. 2)
§ 11b, eycer (i y9) {Go rerpdmoda xrA. (Gen. 1. 24 £): §a1g
w100 warpds elxdva Exwv (Gen. 1. 26 f): § 17, 6 8¢ dvfpumos . ..
Eyévero els Yuxip kal volv (Gen. 2.7): § 18, adédveabe. . . kal wAnbiveole
(Gen. 9. 17 and 1. 22, 28). The notion of the splitting of bisexual
beings may have been connected in the writer’s mind with Gen.
2. 21-24, as well as with Pl. Sympos. The “end of the first period’,
and the following ‘speech of God’ (§ 18), correspond to the Deluge
and the speech of God to Noah in Gen. 9. 16 ff. ; and the marriage of
¢Man’ and ¢ Nature’ in § 14 corresponds to the story of Adam and
Eve in Gen. 2.

But among the Jewish ingredients of the doctrine of Corp. I are
included things which could not have been suggested by a mere
reading of the text of Genesis ; viz. the conception of the Suvdpes of
God, that of the Logos, and that of the transcendental Anthropos.
These conceptions must bhave originated in a school of Jewish
thinkers who had brought to bear on the study of their sacred books
a knowledge of Greek philosophy.

Now in every one of the points that I have spoken of, the writer’s
position closely resembles that of Philo Judaeus. Philo also taught
a form of Platonism modified by an intermixture of Stoic conceptions,

1 The fact that the contents of Cozp. I ave partly derived from Jewish sources is
r;ccgnized in a scholion on Corp. 1. 18, which is ascribed to Psellus. See Psellus in
estini.
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and so interpreted the narrative of Gesmesss as to bring it into accor-
dance with this Hellenic doctrine. The conceptions of the Adyos and
the Suvdpes of God which we find in Corp. 1 are similar to those
which we find in Philo ; and the Anthropos of Coz. I is in the main
identical with the Adam of Gen. 1 and 2 as explained by Philo. The
writer of Corp. I cannot have been himself a member of the Jewish
community ; for there is no trace in this document of that submission
to the Jewish Law, and that interest in the Jewish nation, which are
conspicuous in Philo’s writings. We must conclude then that he
Wwas a man of Gentile race and Hellenic education, who had accepted
the teachings either of Philo himself, or of Jews of the same school
as Philo. How much of his Platonism was transmitted to him by
these same Jewish teachers, and how much of it he had learnt
directly from Pagan authorities, it is impossible to say.

This would suffice to account for the main body of doctrine in
Corp. 1. But there are certain notions which seem to have been
derived from other sources. In his use of the terms light and dark-
#ess, the author may possibly have been influenced by the teaching
of the Zoroastrians, His description of the descent and ascent of
the soul through the planetary spheres (§§ 132 and 2 5) may have
been suggested by the similar doctrine of the Mithraists,

The name Poimandres appears to be of Egyptian origin; but
apart from this, there is little to indicate that the writer was influenced
by the indigenous religion of Egypt. It is possible however that his
application of the term dpoevdfydus to God, and his use of Lonj with
reference to God, may have been derived from Egyptian sources.

In reading Corp. I, we are here and there reminded of passages in
the New Testament ; e, g in the phrase {w) xal $os (cf. Ev. Jok.),
and the words rapéduas T Ty migay ovelay, § 32 (cf. Zv. Matth.
28. 18). There are also things in which Corp. I resembles the
writings of some of the Christian Gnostics ; e. g. the description of
the descent and ascent of the human soul ; the notion of the Snpuiovp-
yds as a subordinate Being who resides in the highest sphere of
heaven; the conception of the Anthropos; and the use of the terms
7 abfevrio and % OyBoadicy ¢rous. But these resemblances are not to
be taken as proofs of borrowing on either side ; they rather indicate
the use of common sources. The Christian Gnostics, like the author
of Corp. 1, derived a part of their doctrine from a Platonism modified
by Stoic influence, and another part of it from Jewish speculations ;
and so far as their sources were the same, they spoke in similar lan-
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guage. But if the author of Co7p. I had read the writings of Christian
Gnostics, we might expect to find in this document some traces
of the Christian element of Gnosticism also. The most distinctive
characteristic of Christian doctrine, as. compared with that of
other religions of the time, was the conception of a *Saviour’,
i.e. a divine Person who has descended from a higher world to
rescue human souls from their fallen condition;' and of this
conception, which is prominent in the systems of the Christian
Gnostics as well as in that of the Catholic Christians, not the slightest
trace appears in Corp. L. If the writer has been in any way influenced
by his Christian neighbours, itis not in his doctrine that this influence
is to be recognized, but rather in his view of his own function as a
teacher. He regards himself as one on whom is laid the task of calling
mankind to repentance, and ‘ teaching them how they may be saved’;
and it is not impossible that in this respect the author of Cozp. I was
following the example set by the preachers of the Christian Gospel.

Relations of Libellus I to other Hermetica. The author of Corp. 1
seeks to make known to all mankind the truth which has been
revealed to him. In this respect, his attitude is very different from
that of the Hermetists in general, who depict the teacher as speaking
in private to one or two select pupils, and in some instances,
expressly bidding his disciples keep secret what they learn from
him. (See Corp. XIII fin.; Ascl. Lat. 1b; Stob. Exc. X1. 4, 5.)
The writer of Asc/. Lat. T does indeed (in c. 12 b) protest against the
pbovos of those who would debar men from the gnosis; but even
there, no public preaching is suggested ; and apart from Corp. I, the
only Hermeticum in which the teacher offers himself as a guide to
men at large is Cozp. VII. That document is a fragment of a
missionary sermon of precisely the same kind as that of which the
heads are given in Corp. 1. 27 f.; and Corp. VII so closely resembles
Corp. 1 in thought and diction, that it seems probable that both
were written by the same person.

The writer of Corp. XIII refers to Corg. 1 as a document known

! Analogies to the Christian notion of a ¢ Saviour’ may, no doubt, be discovered
here and there in other religions of the Roman Empire. For instance, such an
analogy may be seen in the Avre Kosmut, where we are told that Isis and Osiris
came down from heaven to earth to civilize mankind. But in the main, the
distinetion holds good. The gods of the Pagan mystery-cults might be called
‘saviours’, but were not held to have ¢ come down’ in the same sense as the
Christian Saviour,
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to him and his readers. In his time, it was already assumed that
the unnamed prophet who speaks in Corp. I is Hermes Trisme-
gistus.

The words of Corp. XVIL. 16 (radrpw 8¢ mj dwikmow ‘Eppis
elpappérqy éxdlerer) look like a reference to Corp. I. g (7 Seolknats
abrév elpappévy xaleirar); and if it is so, the writer of Corp. XVI
also must have read Corp. I, and identified the man who speaks in
it with Hermes. But this cannot be considered certain; for it is
possible that both authors got the phrase from some document
unknown to us. The words épws . . . & wAavdpevos kal mhavdv in
Corp. XVI. 16 resemble ék wAdims dpwros in Corp. I. 19; but this
resemblance counts for little, as the expression may have been
suggested to both writers independently by the language of
Pl. Phaedrus 238 ».

The cosmogonia of Corp. 111 resembles that of Corp. I, both alike
being based on Genesis ; and the phrase avédvecfar & adfjoe kai
TAnbivesfar év mhijfler, which occurs in both, must have been either
borrowed by one of the two writers from the other, or taken by both
from a common Jewish source. But on the other hand, these two
documents differ widely in doctrine. The writer of Cozp. III holds
that men cease to exist at death ; the writer of Corp. I asserts with
the strongest emphasis the immortality of human souls. The
Hellenic element in Corp. III is Stoic, and not Platonic; the
Hellenic element in Corp. I is mainly Platonic. It is in the Jewish
ingredient that the resemblance consists ; but even in this, there is
a difference; for the Jewish element in Cozp. III appears to be
derived immediately from the text of Genesis (or, in the case of the
phrase adfdvecfas x.r.\., from a paraphrase of Genesis), whereas the
Jewish element in Cozp. I includes conceptions evolved from Genesis
by speculation closely related to that of Philo. It may be considered
certain then that Corpg. I and Corp. 111 were not written by the
same man; and notwithstanding the points of resemblance, it is
doubtful whether either of these two documents was known to the
writer of the other.

Asel. Lat. T. 7 (“homo duplex est, et eius una pars. . . odousdns’, &c.)
closely resembles Cozp. L. 15; and the interpolated passage Cor.
X. 19 b-22a has much in common with Cozp. I. 22f. But in these
cases also, it is impossible to say whether the similarity 15 due to
direct borrowing, or to the use of common sources.

We may conclude then that Corp. I was certainly known to the
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writer of Cozp. XIII, and may or may not have been known to the
writers of Corp. XVI, Corp. 111, Ascl. Lat. 1, and Corp. X. 1gb-22a.
But there is nothing to suggest that it was known to any of the
Hermetic writers except these; and on the whole, Corp. I (together
with Cozp. VII, which may be regarded as an appendage to it) stands
apart from the main body of Hermetic literature. In his open
proclamation of the truth to all who are willing to hear it, this
author differs from the Hermetists in general (including the writer of
Corp. XIII). The name Poimandres occurs nowhere else in the
extant ermetica, except in the passage in Corp. XIII where it is
mentioned in connexion with Cozp. I; the conception of the
transcendental Anthropos does not occur in any of the other docu-
ments ; and that of the hypostatized Logos is hardly to be found
elsewhere in the Hermetic writings, except in a few sentences quoted
by Cyril. There is reason to think that Cozp. I and Corp. VII were
not originally attributed to Hermes; and it seems probable that
they were written in complete independence of the Hermetic
tradition ; that their author was an Alexandrian Platonist who had
come under the influence of Jewish teachers; and that it was not
until most of our Hermetica were already in existence, that these two
documents passed into the hands of a Hermetist, and were ascribed
by him to the legendary founder of his religion.

Date. The fact that an extract from Corp. I (viz. the ewlogia,
§§ 31, 32) occurs in a Papyrus of the third century a.p. makes it
certain that this Libellus was written before the end of that century.
The intermixture of Stoic conceptions with its Platonism makes it
certain that it was not written before the first century B.c. Its close
connexion with Philo makes it almost certain that it was not written
until after the Christian era; and the importance attributed to the
influence of the planets points in the same direction. The affinity
of Corzp. I with the teaching of Numenius (who wrote between 150
and 200 A.D., and is the earliest Pagan Platonist that is known to
have been influenced by Jewish speculation) suggests the second
century A.D. rather than the first; and its resemblances to the
writings of the Christian Gnostics also tell in favour of the second
century. As the writer of Cozp, XTII refers to Corp. I as a known
document, and attributes it to Hermes, it must have been in existence
for some considerable time when Corp. XIII was written. There is
reason to think that all our Hermetica (or at any rate almost all of



12 CORPVS HERMETICVM

them) were written before a.D. 300;! and if Corp. XIII is to be
dated before a.p. 3oo, the date of Cozp. I must be placed a good
deal earlier. It is probable then that Corp. I was written between
A.D. 100 and zoo.

Zitle. The superscription “Eppod tpurpeyiorov was probably not
written by the author of Corp. I. In § 1, the speaker says that
Poimandres called him by his name’; why is the name not given
there? And itis again withheld in §§ 20, 21, where Poimandres says
& obros. If the author had meant his readers to understand that the
man who tells the story is Hermes Trismegistus, he would have
written Aéyew "Q ‘Egufi x.r.\. in place of kel pov 7o ovopa in § 1,
and & ‘Eppd in place of & ofros in § 20f. In the text of the docu-
ment, the writer refrains from naming the man whose vision and
preaching he describes ; hence it seems to follow that he must have
refrained from naming him in the title also, and consequently, that
‘Eppot tpropeyiorov s a later addition,

If the author had intended to put the narrative into the mouth of
a well-known personage, he would have named that personage. On
the other hand, if he was speaking in his own person, and narrating
what he had himself experienced, his withholding of the name can be
more easily accounted for ; he may have shrunk from obtruding him-
self, and felt that it was his message alone, and not his name, that
mattered. There is therefore reason to think that the éyd of this
document is the author himself, and that Corp. I is in substance an
autobiography, though the man who speaks has compressed the story
of his life into the space of a single night of vision and a single day
of preaching. We know from his own words that he was one who
set forth to convert mankind, and teach men how they might be
saved. In the first three centuries of the Christian era there were
many men who took that task upon them. But no other record of
him has come down to us; and there is nothing to tell us what
success he met with in his enterprise, or how far his influence spread.?

§ L perewpiodeions pv (pow MSS.) tiis Suavolas odddpa, ((Gmvw)) (8€)
kataoxebeody pov Tdr cwparikdy alobioewr. It is necessary to insert
vmvy here ; for as the prophet afterwards assumes it to be known that
he was asleep when the revelation came to him (§ 30, 6 rod odpaTos

1 A good many of them, if not all, were known to Lactantius, about A. D. 310,

* Lxcept Cerp. XIII, from which it may be inferred that at some later time
there was a small fraternity in which Corp. T was regarded as a sacred book,
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vmvos k.r.\.), he must have said so in the first section. In sleep the
bodily senses are suppressed, and the mind is for that reason free to
rise to loftier heights than in waking life. Cf. Pindar, fr. 131, speaking
of prophetic dreams: 75 ydp (se. the soul) éore pdvor | & Bedv* eide
8¢ mpacodvrov peNéow, drap ebdovrecaw év wollois dvelpots l delxrvot
repmviy épéprowray xalemdv e wplow. Aristotle, fr. r2: frav . . |
&v 7§ vrvoly kel s'avrv}v yévnrar ) Yy, Tote Ty idlav drolafolca
Piatv rpoyamvﬂ'm 7€ kal wpoayopever 7o péhovra. Cic. Dip. 1. 115
¢yiget enim animus in somnis, liberque est sensibus et omni impedi-
tione curarum, iacente et mortuo paene corpore’. Philo Quis rer.
div. keres 51. 257, Wendland III, p. 59: dmves yap vod éypiyopais
dorw alobhjoews’ kal yap éypiyopois Savolus aiobjoews drpatia.

(08 pévror) kalBdmep (7)oi(s) [[0nve]] BeBapnpévou(s) ék répou Tpodiis 7
ék kémou odpatos. Cf. Aristot. Ilepl Umvov 456 b: pdhiora yivovraw
vavor ard s TpodRs® . . . &t 8 éx kéwwy dviwr. But the prophet can-
not have said that his condition was like that of one who has fallen
asleep after a heavy meal. A man gorged with food would be in no
fit state to receive a divine revelation. See Pl. Rep. 9. 571 c-572 A.
Cic. Div. 1. 6o f.: in our dreams, ‘onusti cibo et vino perturbata et
confusa cernimus’. /2. rr5: ‘(Animus in somnis) omnia quae in
natura rerum sunt videt, si modo temperatis escis modicisque potioni-
bus ita est affectus ut sopito corpore ipse vigilet. Haec somniantis
est divinatio”. Maximus Tyrius 10. 1, p. 111 Hobein : &dmviov ydp v
éoriv drexvids obroot & Setpo Bios, xkab' v 4 Yuxi, raropwpvypdrm &
gdpatt, mo Kopov Kai TANOpOVis poys was dveipdrTe Ta dvra, Epxovral
8¢ 7als pév T@v woAAGY Yuxals dvepor 8 Eedarrivor wuddv (Hom, Od.
10. 562 ff.) el 8¢ wov 7ls éori kabepd Yuxy kai vypdhios, Kal SAiya
w6 700 debpo rdpov kal Tis wAnopovis émrapartopéry, elkds mwou Tavry

«+ « Gravrdy dveipata cagi . . . kal éyyirata 16 dhnbel. It is possi-
ble that the words kafldmwep . . . ék xémov cdparos have been inserted

by a later hand ; but if they were written by the author, he must have
meant to say that the sleep in which the vision came was #of like
that which results from bodily repletion or fatigue. I have therefore
inserted oi pévrot

Fulgentius quotes the words & xdpov Tpodis # ék kémov odparos,
but appears to have read xodgov in place of xémov. The passage
occurs in a chapter entitled Fadwla de novem Musis, and runs thus:
‘Septima (Musa appellata est) Terpsicore, id est delectans instruc-
tionem! (-tione?). Unde et Hermes in Opimandrae libro ait “ eccuru-
trofes et cufusomatos”, id est, absque instructione escae et vacuo
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corpore. Ergo post inventionem® oportet te etiam discernere ac
diiudicare quod Minvenies’ (inveneris?).” Thus he quotes the phrase
merely to illustrate the meaning of the second half of the name
Terpsicore. He identifies this -core (i. e. -chore misspelt) with «épos,
and translates xdpos by instructio. But what does he mean by
instructio? The context seems to show that he means ¢ digestion’,
He takes xdpos rpogijs to signify “digestion of food’ in the literal
sense ; and Terpsicore is she who ¢ delights ? in digestion ’ in a meta-
phorical sense, i. e. finds pleasure in the discresio and ditudicatio of the
material supplied by snzentis.

He seems to have felt the difficulty involved in making the prophet
say that he was like one who has just eaten a heavy meal, and to have
tried to evade it by writing ‘ @bsque instructione escae’ as his transla-
tion of é xépov Tpodfis. But & cannot mean absque.

&ofd Twa bweppeyédn pérpw dwepropiore (&v)ruyxdvorra k. \. The
prophet does not describe the appearance of his visitant, and does
not even say here that he saw him, but only that he was aware of
a vast and undefined presence, and heard a voice. Indeed the words
pérpy dmepioplory imply that there was no definite form or shape to
be seen. Cf. § 4 init,, épd Géav ddparov, viz. the boundless light
by which God, or the divine, Mind, is symbolized. dmepueyéfn pérpy
dmepiopiore is a clumsy phrase; and it may be suspected that the
author wrote rwa pérpw drepiépiorov, and that vrepueyéty is a gloss.

Ti Bother dxoboar xal Oedoacdas, kol voijoas pabelv kal yvavar ; The
writer has in mind the distinction between olafnais and véneus.
The pupil must first hear (the teacher’s words) and see (the vision
presented to him), and then exert his thought to apprehend the
meaning of what he has heard and seen (vorioas pabeiv Kal yravar).

§ 2. "Eyd pév, dnoiv, e & MowdvBpns, 6 iis adberrias voss. The
name Poimandres is employed in Corp, 1 as a designation of the
divine vofs. It occurs again in Corp. XIIL 15. It is once used by
the alchemist Zosimus 3. 51. 8 (a. p. 300-350 ?): 16y duorwiv ris
TAys kardmruoov, xal karadpapotoo émt o r]Iotpe'va.ySpu“ (Corp. 1)
«ai Bawriofeioa 1§ kparipe (Corp, IV) dvdpape éri 75 yévos 15 oév.
And Fulgentius (¢, A. D. 500), quoting Corp. 1. 1, says: ‘Hermes in

! The preceding Muse in his list is she who presides over inzentis,

* I assmume delectans to be used as the participle of delector, regarded as a
deponent verb.

¥ Zosimus ii. 8 in Zestim.

* Read Hoipdvpyy.
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Opimandrae ' libro ait’ &c. These are, as far as I know, the only
occurrences of the name elsewhere in ancient literature ; and in each
of these three passages, the writer is referring to Corp. 1.

The name Poimandres has been commonly supposed to be a
Greek word derived from moyufy and dwfp, and meaning ‘shepherd
of men’? It is possible that the author of Cozp. XIII took the
name to mean this ; for in § 19 he writes Adyov yip rov Tadr? (2udv?)
wowpalve (woypaivers ov?) 6 vois, and this phrase may have been
suggested to him by the name Ilowdvdpns. The man who wrote
our text of Zosimus certainly took it to mean * shepherd of men’,
and consequently altered ITowudvdpyy into MowévavSpa. But there
is not the slightest reason to suppose that the author of Corp. I
was thinking of a shepherd when he used the name. There is not
a word about sheep or shepherding in the document; the prophet
does not depict his divine instructor in the guise of a shepherd, and
indeed ascribes to him no definite shape or appearance of any sort,
but merely says that he was ‘very big’. Moreover, a Greek word
derived from oy and avijp could not take the form ToLUAVOpS.
The nearest approach to it that could occur in Greek is wofuar8pos,®
which might be a shortened form of wouuévar8pos.

!\ Opimandrac is the genitive of Opimandres, i. e. 6 Houdrdpns taken as a single
word,

? Reitzenstein, Poime. pp. 11 ff., starting from the mistaken assumption that the
Poimandres of Cosp, I is a shepherd, tries to establish a connexion between Corg, I
and the Sheplerd of Hermas. But his argument is not ccnvincinﬁ. Hermas, in
one of his visions, is visited by a person in the garb of a shepherd ; the prophet
who speaks in Corp. Lis visited by a Being who is #o7 said to be like a shepherd.
Between the contents of the two visions there is not the slightest similarity,

Reitzenstein, 25, p. 8 and p. 214 f., speaks of a ‘ Poimandres community ', and
says that this community possessed ¢a sacred writing, tke Sayings of Poimandyes .
Rut I have failed to find any evidence for the existence either of any such writing,
or of any community named after Poimandres. The passages (Corp. XIIL 15 and
Zos{mns, /. ¢.) which he adduces in support of his statement are to be otherwise
explained.

ls:‘The mythical founder of Tanagra in Boectia was named IofuarSpos (Paus,
9. z0. 1). Plutarch, Quaest. Gr. 37, p. 209, names the founder of Tanagra
Ioipawdpos, and the town which he fortified, fouardpia. Strabo g, 2. 10, P. 404 :
%) Hotpavdpis § éorwv ) abri) 7 Tavaypue. Lycophron 326, speaking of the sacrifice
of Iphigenia at Aulis (near Tanagra), calls her Howpavdplav orepnpbpory Bobr,
(Schol. ad Joc. : TotpavBpia 82 méhis Bawwrlas, firis kal Tdvaypa kakelrar.) There was
at Tanagra a cult of Hermes Kriophoros; and at his festival, a youth walked
round the city, carrying a lamb on his shoulder (Paus. ¢. 23. 2). The name
Poimandros may have been in some way connected with this cult’ it may have
been an epithet of Hermes Kriophoros, or the name of a local deity or hero who
was identified with Hermes in later times, But the resemblance between Mot péy-
8pns, the name of an Egyptian impersonation of the divine vofs, and Tloipardpos, the
name of a Boeotian city-founder, must be merely accidental. At most, it is
conceivable that the Egyptian name may have been somewhat altered to assimilate
it to the Greek name,—supposing that the name of the legendary founder of
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As the name Poimandres is not Greek, and as it first occurs in
Corp. 1, which was presumably written in Egypt, it is most likely
of Egyptian origin. F. Granger (Z%e Poimandres of Hermes Tris-
megistus, /. H. Stud. vol. v, no. 191, p. 400) suggested that it is a
transliteration of the Egyptian p7 m#r, which means ‘the witness’.
The pronunciation of the term thus written in Egyptian may be
inferred from its Coptic equivalent, which, according to Granger,
is pm‘ntre. (Erman, deg. Glossar, gives aittpe as the Coptic
form of the Egyptian mir, ‘a witness ) As far as the form of the
name is concerned, this explanation seems fairly satisfactory ; but
it is difficult to account for the substitution of the diphthong o for
the faint vowel-sound of the Coptic article. As to the meaning,
it might be said that Poimandres, the divine vods, is the ¢ witness’
by whom the truth is made known to the prophet; and we might
compare Co7p. XIL i. 8, where Hermes, speaking of the Agathos
Daimon, says that éxeivos udvos, ds mpwroyoves Beds, T& wdvra kariddv,
Oelovs aAnbds Adyovs eplbéyéaro (which implies that the Agathos
Daimon is the ¢ witness’).!

Granger’s explanation of the name might be accepted, if a better
one could not be found. But Mr. F. Ll Griffith, who has kindly
allowed me to consult him on this question among others in which
knowledge of the Egyptian language is involved, proposes another
derivation, which seems preferable ; namely, that Towpdvdpys is the
Coptic m-esane-n-ps, ‘ the knowledge of the Sun-god’. (He tells
me that ps, ‘the sun’, is usually preceded by the article m, but
that the omission of the article is not unparalleled in late times,
and that px without the article would have a more learned and
solemn appearance than the ordinary n-ps.)

As to the form of the transliteration, there seems to be nothing
against this. The 8 would almost necessarily be inserted by Greeks
for euphony ; and the representation of the vowel-sounds of erase

Tanagra chanced to be known to the Greek-speaking Egyptian who first spoke of
Poimandres,—The word moipdvap occurs in Aesch. Pers. 241.

 Analogous uses of the words udprus and paprupia in the New Testament might
be adduced. Rom. 8. 16: adré 74 mvelpa (the fefos vods of the Hermetists)
ouppapTupel T4 Tvedpart Hudv S éoplv Téva Geod. (Poimandres ¢ bears witness
to’ the same truth in Corp. L) Apoc. Jok. 1. 5 : Jesus Christ, 6 udprvs & morés.
1b,3.14. Ev. Joh. 5. 31 sgg. and 8. 18, Ep. Joh. 1. 5. 6 sgg.: 70 wrebpd dorw o
BapTupoly. . . . kai abTy Eomw B paprvpla, bre Cwly aldvioy Ewrey & Oeds Huiv,
(That is also the paprupia of Poimandres in Corp. 1.)

The words paprupla and ad@erria occur together in Const. Apost, 5. 7. 30:
AaBdvres dvroliy . . pabnredom wavra T ey xal Bamwricar els Tov alTov Odvaror
émt abBerriq Tol feod T@Y BAwv . , . xal paprupla Tod mredparos.
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by oc and e may perhaps have been suggested by association with
the verb woipaiver.

The meaning given to the name by this derivation would suit
the context. The Coptic word esae means ‘knowledge’ or per-
ception’; it corresponds to the verb “mj, ‘to know’, given as late
Egyptian in Erman’s Aeg. Glossar. 1f we assume that it is here
used as an equivalent for the Greek vois, Poimandres would mean
“the vods of the Sun-god’; and seeing that not only in Egypt, but
in the Roman empire at large, the Sun was very generally regarded
as the supreme God, or an ‘image’ or symbol of the supreme God,
this name might very well be taken to signify that which the writer
of Corp. 1 says it denotes, namely,. § rs aifevrias vots, “the Mind
of the Sovereign Power’ (i. €. of the supreme God).

The word adfévrns commonly meant (r) a man who does or has
done something (e. g. has committed a murder) with his own hand 5
(2) one who acts by his own authority, and not in subordination to
another. In the latter sense, it is equivalent to abrokpdTwp ; and
hence adfevria may be used to signify the ‘ supreme -authority ’ or
‘sovereignty’ of God. It was thus employed by Cerinthus (Hippol.
Ref. haer. 7. 33, repeated ib. 10. 21): K. eyev oby Tmd Tod TpGTOY
feot yeyovévar Tov kdopov, AN md Suvdpews Twis Kexwpiopéms Ths
tmép wdvra élovolas, xai dyvootons Tov Umep wdvra Oedv, . . . xal
perec 70 BirTiopa kareNdelv els (rov Inootv) éx Tis imép Td Gha
abflevrias vov Xpworév. In that passage, # Umép Ta 6Aa adfevria
is equivalent to % dwép wdvra éfoveia and § vmép mdvra BGeds.
Similarly Satornilus (Hippol. 7. 4. 28): 1dv dvbpwror 82 dyyélwy
evar molppe, dveler dro s adberrias duravijs elkdvos éripavelons'
and afterwards, oixreipaga adrdv % dve Svaps Erepe arwbipa
Lois. (7 abfevria is there equivalent to % dvw Svams.) Epiphanius,
Haer. 38, says of a sect of Gnostics, ofrot paci Tov Kdww ék ris
loxuporépas duvdpews Smdpxew kal tis dvolfer adberrios. In the Latin
translation of Irenaeus (1. 31. 1), & s dvwfev adbevrias is rendered
by a superiore principalitate

! adBerria might also be used in the sense of ¢ authenticity’ or ¢ genuineness’,
Since adévrns might signify © one who has written or signed a document with his
own hand ’, ad@errinds came to mean ¢ written or signed by the man himself’, and
thence ‘authentic’, ‘genuine’, or “true’, E.g, in a magic papyrus (Dieterich
Abraxas, p, 178) the magician says to his god (ofa) oov 16 dAnbivdy [tvopa] kal
avfeyrendy dvoun. And adfévrps seems to have been sometimes used as a substitute
for adbertucés in this sense. Pisvds Sopkia c. 126 (C. Schmidt, p. 207): ¢ Der
erster Archon, . . , der mit seinem authentischen (adbevrinis) Namen Enchihonin
genannt wird,” /4., of the third Archon, ¢ Ein Hundesgesicht ist sein authentisches
2806-2 C
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The divine vods assumes a personal form as Poimandres, and in
that form speaks to the prophet. But is this vots identical with
the supreme God himself, or is it distinguished from the supreme
God, and regarded as a Power which emanates from him,—the
first and highest of his dwdpeis? On this question, the language
of the writer appears to vary. On the one hand, Poimandres
repeatedly speaks of God (& feds) in the third person, as a being
distinct from himself (§8 b, éx BovAjs feod. § 10, 6 70D feod Adyos.
§ 12, 6 wamijp. § 18, &k Bovdis feod. 2b., 6 Oeds elwmev. § 21,6 Tod
feod Aéyos. § 22, mapayivopar &yd & wods . . . xal Tov woarépa
ikdokovraw. § 26 a, Spvel tov warpa. . . . pvovadv tov Bedv. . . .
avépxovrar wpos rov warépa. . . . & O yivovrar. § 26b, $rd eod
owdj). But the force of this argument is diminished by the fact
that in § 9 mit, (where the MSS. give § 8¢ vovs & feds, but the
true reading is probably 6 8¢ vois & mpiros,) Poimandres speaks of
the supreme vols also in the third person, though the vods there
spoken of cannot be other than § rs at@evrias vods, i. e. Poimandres
himself. And on the other hand, the divine vofs is expressly identi-
fied with the supreme God in the words éyd, vols, 6 mpdros (6 ods
MSS.) Oeds § 6, and 6 wdvrwv warp [[6]] vods in § 12! It seems
therefore that in the theology of Corp. 1 & s abbevrias vois (also
called 6 vois 6 wpbros, § wdvrwy warip, and & feds) is the supreme
Being ; but the writer makes Poimandres, in the course of his
teaching, use the forms of speech which are commonly employed
by men, and speak of the supreme Being in the third person, although
Poimandres is that very Being.

(adBévrys) Gesicht,) J7b. c. 127 : “ Der Drache der dusseren Finsterniss hat zwslf
aunthentische (ad8évres) Namen.! (On the other hand, ad8évrns appears to mean
‘supreme ' or ‘sovereign’ in Zistis Sophia c. 91 : ‘ Wer das absolute (ad@évrns)
Mysterium des ersten Mysterinms des Unaussprechlichen empfangen hat’ 75,
€. 97: ‘das zwolfte Mysterinm . . ., d. h. das absolute (adévrns) Mysterium.)
Orac. Sib. 7. 69 (Christian) : s wpiv xal yaips re xai olpavov dorepievros | addévrns
Toyévero) (yeyémro Alexandre) Adyos marph, (abfévrys there appears to mean
yhas) The word adferria might therefore mean ¢ authenticity ’ or ¢ genuineness ’ ;
but it cannot very well have that meaning in the phrase é v#s at@errias vois,

! Starting from the assumption that the vods is a person distinct from § feds, 1
thought at first of altering these two passages in which they are identified, by
cutting out éyd, vois in § 6% and vois after d mdvrwy marfip in § 12. But I now see
that these alterations of the text would not get rid of the identification; for it is
clear that the being who is called & wdvrawy wutfip in § 12 is the same being who is
called & vos 6 mpiTos in § 9. The wols Bnuovpyds, who is son of & vois & npiTOS,
is spoken of in § 13 as ¢ brother ' of Anthropos, who is son of & mévray marfp ; from
which it follows that the two phrases (& vods ¢ mpiros and & mdvray marfp) denote
the same person.

The words & HotpdrSpns dulyy 7afs Suvdpeaw in § 26 b might be reconciled with
either of the two views, -
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[[o8a § Bothet, kal bveip oou wavraxos.] If we retain the words
olda 8 Pove where they stand in the MSS., they serve no apparent
purpose, and bring into undue prominence the inconsistency
inevitably involved in making an omniscient Being ask for informa-
tion. If we place them after ¢yolv euot wdAw, they follow naturally
on the prophet’s answer to the question which Poimandres has asked.,
Reading (0s) kal avveul oo mavraxol, we may take these words
as an explanation of ofda. The divine vods knows all that is in
man’s heart, being always present there (if not in all men, at least
in the &wovs dvfparos, § 21 s¢.) ; though it is only at rare moments that
a man is so fully conscious of its presence as the prophet was in his
vision.

§ 8. Mabeiv Bé\w T8 vra kal vofjoar Ty Todrey ddow, kat yravar Tor
fedv. Le. ‘I wish (1) to understand the Kosmos, and (2) to know
the supracosmic God’. Cf. Corp. XL ii init.: o¥ pou wept rodrov
(s¢. 708 wavros kel Tob feod) Sunaddmaor.

§ 4. olrws elmdvros (obro elmdw MSS.), i\\dyn ((eibéws wdvra o))
) 18ég kal [[ ] fivowcro fomf. In the text of the MSS,, the subject
of #\Adyn is Poimandres. But as no ‘form’ has hitherto been
ascribed to Poimandres, it could hardly be said here that he
‘changed in form’. Besides, if he ‘changed in form’, we ought to
be told what new form he assumed ; but nothing is said about that.
(It is true that the expanse of light which the prophet now sees is
meant to symbolize the divine Mind, and Poimandres is that Mind ;
but the prophet does not know what the light means until he is told
its meaning in § 6.) On the other hand, we are told in the following
sentence that wdvra (i. e. the visible world) changed into a boundless
expanse of light; the subject of AAdyy must therefore have been
wdvre, and not Poimandres, who remains, as before, an undefined
presence.
¢ds [8¢] mdvra yeyerqpéva. The material world disappears, and
there is nothing but ¢as ddpiorov. The prophet has been transported
in his vision to the time before the creation of the world, when Mind
or God alone existed ; and God is pictured as light diffused through
boundless space.
kai per SNiyov, okéros katwhepés fiv &v péper (tul) yeyernuévor.
This is the first beginning of the Kosmos. 1In a certain part of the
expanse of light (i. c. at the place where the Kosmos is subsequently
to come into heing), there appears a cloud of darkness. This dark-
ness is duopos Ay, the raw material out of which the visible universe
cC2




20 CORPVS HERMETICVM

is to be made. It is called rarwepepés, which is an epithet applied by
the Stoics to the grosser and heavier elements, earth and water.
This, if the writer thought the matter out clearly, ought to mean that
the g«dros (like the ‘watery substance’ into which it presently changes)
tended to gravitate towards a central point, viz, the centre of the
future Kosmos. The author rejects the Platonic doctrine that ¥xy is
without beginning, and has existed side by side with God from all
eternity ; but whether it was brought into existence by God’s will, or
came into being of itself, he does not tell us,

He is in agreement with the Platonists in holding Ay to be the
source of evil ; and he symbolizes its evil influence by picturing it as
oK6Tos dofepdy e Kal aTvyvéy, in contrast to the ¢is My Te Kal
iXapdv which stands for God. But the symbolical representation of
the good God by light, and the evil vAn by darkness, must have been
suggested to him by some tradition independent of Platonism, In
Greek speculation, an early form of this notion appears in the system
of Parmenides, who, in his account of the “world of illusion ’, said
that the first things were fire and earth, ‘or rather, light and dark-
ness’! But the identification of the good principle with light, and
the evil principle with darkness, was especially characteristic of the
Zoroastrians ; and a Zoroastrian conception may very well have been
transmitted to the author of Corp. 1. Hippol. Ref. haer. 1. 2. 12
(Diels Doxogr. p. 5 57): Awdwpos 8¢ & Eperpieds (unknown) «al
"Apwordevos & povouwds (¢. 300 B.C.) paoe mpos Zapdray v XadSaioy
(i. e. Zoroaster) é\yhvfévas Mubaydpar' 7ov 8¢ éxbéobar alrd Svo elvar
aw’ dpxiis Tols ofow aima, warépa kol pmrépor Kal marépa piv pids,
pnrépa 8¢ orérost ToD 82 purds Képy Beppdv Enpdv kotor Taxv, Tob 8¢
oKiTovs Yuxpdv Sypdy Bap® Bpadi' & 8¢ rovrev mdvra Tov Kkéapoy
owverTdval, éx Oylelas xal dppevos. . . . wepl 8¢ TOV &k viis kal Tkéopoy]
(perhaps otpavod) ywopévey rdde pac Aéyew 7ov Zapdrav' $to Saipovas
elva, 7ov pév obpdviov, Tov 8¢ xboviov® kal 7dv piv xBéviov Taviévar Ty

! Simplicius % phys. f. 6. vv. 14~18, following Theophrastus (Diels Doxogr,

- 477) ¢ of pév Bio (rds dpyas €0evTo), s Tappevidys &v Tois mpds Béfav wtp ral yip,

HaAAoy ¢ds kal griros. Parmenides J7. 8. 56ff, Diels: 75 uiv PAoyis al@époy
wip, | fmov &y, uéy’ éNagpiy, tvrd wivrooe T vy | 7% 8 érépy piy Tariréy ardp
kdreivo kar' adrd | rdvrla vier adad), muiwiy Sépas EuPpidls re. b, Jr 91 abrdp

érady wivra gdos xal pig drépacra, . . . wdv whéov toriv Spob gpdeos kal vurris
daddvrov, | fvwv dugorépwr. Plut, ady. Col. 1114t Parmenides, oToixela puyrds

70 Aapmpdy wal ckorewiv, ik Totraw Td Pawvbpera mivra kal Sid Tovrwr dmoreer.
(The conjecture #mov for fidiov in Corp. 1 is supported by the phrase wip fmov v
in Parmenides.)

® Cf. axbros xaragepés in Cor

4 L 4.
¥ Le. the Power of Light zmcl’6 the Power of Darkness.
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yéveaw ék Tis yis evar 8¢ U8wp,t 7ov 8¢ obpdviov (xaraméumew ?) wip
peréxov [108] dépos.” The ¢ Pythagorean’ doctrine here spoken of is
clearly connected with that of Parmenides. Aristoxenus or his
authority presumably found this doctrine taught by some Pytha-
gorean, and having noted its resemblance to what he had heard of
the Zoroastrian cosmology, inferred that Pythagoras had learnt it
from Zoroaster. Cf. Eudemus (¢. 300 B, c.) in Damascius De prine.
p- 382 Kopp (Mullach, #7. p4. Gr. 111, p. 288 f.) : Mdyot 8¢ kal wav o
Apetov yévos . . . ol piv Toroy, of 8¢ Xpdvor ralobot [t voyrov dmov
xkai] 70 fopévor, ¢ of Suakplbijvar % Oedv dyalbov xal Saluova kakdy, 7
pis kal gkdTos WP ToUTWY, MBS éviovs Aéyew. olror 8 olv xal adrol®
perd. Ty ddudkpirov pigw TSuaxpwopévyy mowolor T Surry cUTTOLXY
rov rparrévov* (kal) tis pév dydoda Tov Qpopdaduy, Tis 8 Tov
*Aperpdviov.

The two principles of the Zoroastrians were adopted by Mani.
Epiphanius Haer. 66. 14 gives the opening words of Mani’s work on
the ‘ Mysteries’ as follows : v feos kal Az, Ppas kal okdros, dyafov kal
xkakdy, Tols wiow dkpws dvavria. Alex. Lycopol. Contra Manichaei
opiniones 2 (Brinkmann) : dpxas ériflero Oeov rai tAqv, elvar 8¢ Tov pev
Oedv dyalidv, Ty 8& TAgy kakov. ... 76 8¢ hapmpdy kai 16 Gds kai T dvw,

wdyta Tavra obv 7§ Ged elvat, 70 duvdpov 8¢ kal 10 okdros Kai TO kdrw
obv ) vAy. As the use of the terms ‘light’ and ‘darkness’ in
Corp. 1 closely resembles Mani’s use of them, it seems probable that
it was derived from the same source, i. e. from the Zoroastrians,
Plotinus repeatedly describes Ay as ‘darkness’; e. g. 1. 8. 4: (%
yuxn) oxorov dpg, kai éxer 8y tAyy. Plot. 4. 3. g (on the formation
of body by soul): ¢’ dxpois Tois éorxdrows Toi mupds (= urds) oxdros
éyévero’ Gmep iBoloa 7 Yux, émelmep dméoy (16 ordros), eudppucer
3 7
avTo.

! Tl)le sense required is dviévar (els) Ty yéveaw yiy kal U8wp (or ¥iv peréyovoay
tiaros).

% ¢Fire which partakes of air’ is what the Stoics called pnewma. The gross
substance of the human or animal body consists of earth and water from be ow ;
the prenma, which is the vehicle of life, consists of fire and air from above.

8 1 e. this second school of * Magi ’,

' The text is corrupt here ; but the general meaning is clear. There are two
¢does (substances’), viz. light and darkness, and in connexion with them, two
gugroyias (series) of deities ; the series of good deities is headed by Ormazd, and
the series of evil deities by Ahriman.

In identifying the good God with light and the evil ¥y with darkness, the writer
of Corp. I agrees with the second of the two schools of Magi spoken of by
Endemus ; but he differs from them in putting light at the beginning, and makin
the darkness come into being later, instead of positing an ‘undiscriminated substance
out of which both light and darkness came by differentiation.
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Tokohids wemerpapévor [Gs eixdoar pel.! .r.f)s' eikdoar pe is probably
a misplaced doublet of @s ei.xofcraf. a few lines below. re?ref.paps"vov
might possibly be a corruption of érafpopevor (the darkness being
pictured as consisting of wreaths of smoke curling upward); but
ératpépevor would be hardly consistent with kaTwepés above.,

elor (eldéra MSS., i8évra B?) peraBaldperor 18 oxéros els Gypdy
Twa $iow dbdres Terapaypdmy.  eiddra may be a conflation of two
readings, eldov and elra, The Uypa ¢ious corresponds to the watery
chaos which occurs in the Babylonian cosmogony, in Genesis 1, and
in the Stoic diacosmesis? Cf, Corp. 11L 1 b, v yip oxdros [0
dBioay, kal $dup ((dmepor)), and see notes ad loc. 'The writer of
Corp. 1, instead of putting the watery chaos at the beginning, as the
Babylonians and the author of Gen. 1 did, has prefixed a description
of its origin. But from the watery chaos onward, his cosmogony is
constructed on the same lines as that of Gex. 1.

kal kawvdv dmodiSolicar s Gmd wupds. It seems strange to say that
smoke ‘as from fire’ is given off by a ‘watery substance’. But the
statement may be accounted for, if we take it to be the writer’s
interpretation of the phrase in Gen. 1, xai oxéros Erdve s aBioaov.
The darkness which *was upon the face of’ the watery substance
when this substance had already come into being must be something
different from that darkness which had changed into the watery
substance itself ; and the writer takes it to be a sort of murky smoke
rising from the surface of the watery mass.

Mani (Alex. Lycopol. 3) said that Ay, when all ‘light’ or divine
substance has been extracted from it, becomes a P KavaTIoY pév,
oror@des 8¢ xal deyyés, vurtl wpooopowov. It is possible that some
similar statement, derived from a Zoroastrian source, may have been
in the writer's mind.

kal Twa fixor Mdmorehofoay? drexhdMnTor yoddn.  Fyow droTe\ety,

—_— 2 e 2 i ,
g, ot R s omspent Naassenes) : Nias 1t forry )ty PR
8¢ Tov b Ayovow odror T bypdv obaiav, kabémep Kal OaAfjs 6 MiAjoios' wal pndiv
bbvaghar T Svraw SAws, dfavdray 1} BTy, . . . cweardva Xepls abrod Smoneighe
8 abTd Td whvra. . . ., kal elvar abrdy dyaddv, dore 75 kdAdos wal Tiv dpubryra
émBidévar maat Tofs ofor, But there is little resemblance between the snake of the
Naassenes, which is the source of all good, and the ‘ grim and terrible darkness’ of
Corp. I, which stands for uopgos Ay, and is the source of all evil, It is true that
a ‘dragon of darkness?, regarded as an evil power, oceurs in other writings of the
period; but a mention of it would be inappropriate here, The gxdros of Corp. 11is

at this stage formless; as yet, it has not even assumed its first form, that of * watery
substance ’,

% It might also be compared to the Egyptian M: bat the cosmogony of Corp, 1
is more ncarly related to that of Genesés than to that of the Egyptians,
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¢fo accomplish a noise’, is hardly Greek; and there is probably
some corruption. We should have expected sxovea, to correspond
to eldov above ; and perhaps the author may have written something
like Fxov depLeloms mrovow.

No ‘noise’ is mentioned in this connexion in Genesis ; but in de-
scriptions of the ‘last things’ in Judaeo-Christian Apocalypses, (some
of the details of which, according to Gunkel, Sckipfung und Chaos,
are derived from traditional descriptions of the ¢ first things’,) we hear
of ¢ the roaring of the sea’ (Luke 21. 25: év dmopla Hxovs Bakdooys
Kol 0'0'4\011).

[elra] Boh (yap) é alriis dodvopbpos éfeméumero, The writer con-
trasts the ‘inarticulate roar’ of the watery chaos with the Adyos which
issued from ‘the Light’, i.e. from God. Myos means primarily
‘speech’, i.e. significant utterance; and the author, though he
hypostatizes the Adyos, still continues to regard it as the ‘spoken
word’ of God. The words ¢purviy purds must have been applied to
the Aéyos, and not, as in the MSS,, to the ‘inarticulate roar’,

§ 5a. Noyos dywos éméBn Tf (fypd) doer. This corresponds to
nveipa Oeol émedépero émdve Tod dares in Gen. 1. 2 ; but it also corre-
sponds to eimev 6 feds in Gen. 1. 3 &c. The writer identifies the
¢spirit of God’ which *moved upon the face of the waters’ with ‘the
word of God’ by which the world was made. Cf. § 5b, 8w 7ov . .
émupepopevor mrevparkoy Aoyov. Herm. Fragm. 27 1 6 yip Adyos abrol

. &yxvov 70 18wp émolnaer. (The Jdwp there spoken of is the dypa
¢ias of Corp, 1.)

§5Db. [[kai wip dxpator . . . wreuparikov Ndyor.]] This passage
evidently belongs to the account of the origin of the elements, which
is introduced by the question in § 8b init. (va croiyelo Tis Pioews
wéfev vréorn ;). It must have followed, and not preceded, the de-
scription of the vogroés kdopos in §§ 7, 8a.

§ 6. [[els dkoip]] & B¢ Mowpdrdpns ((els dxohp)) dpol .. . ¢nol. eis
drorjv is meaningless where it stands in the MSS, If we place it after
Howpdvdpys, it serves to mark the distinction between what the prophet
sazw in his vision and what he /eard Poimandres say.

T pis 2keivo, &y, 2y, vois, 6 mpiros Beds (6 ads feds MSS.). There
is no reason why the supreme Mind should say ‘I am #2y God’ ; and
065 is probably a corruption of dos or a'os, an abbreviation for mpéros.
See Corp. 111 init. An instance of wpdros written in the form o'os
occurs in Calal. codd. astrol. Graee. 11, p. 39.

6 B¢ I_vo&s] thar[sw]&s Adyos uvids Beol. The thing to be explained
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by Poimandres is the thing which the prophet has just perceived in
his vision, viz. ‘the Word which came forth from the light’; this
therefore ought to be the subject of the proposition. The prophet
saw the light, but did not see Mind, and did not perceive that the
Word came forth ‘from Mind’; & vods therefore can hardly be right.
And the epithet ¢wrewss is not suitable ; we have been told that the
Word came forth from the light, but not that the Word itself was
“bright’ or “shining’; it was a thing heard, not a thing seen. If we
write 6 88 é purds Adyos, all difficulties are removed. (We may sup-
pose that vods is an accidentally misplaced doublet of the preceding
vobs, and that ¢wrds, which had been rendered meaningless by the
insertion of vods before it, was altered into $orewds to make sense.)
Poimandres explains to the prophet (1) that the light which he saw
is God, and (2) that the Word which came forth from the light is son
of God.

The Adyos is here hypostatized, as in Philo passim; and the con-
ception of ‘the Word of God’ as a person, and a ‘son of God ’, must
have been adopted by the writer of Corp. T from Jewish speculations
similar to those of Philo.! On the Jewish hypostatization of God’s
Adyos, see Bousset, Rel. des JSudentums, p. 399 ; Schiirer, Gesck. des
7d. Volkes 111, p. 708 ff, ; Zeller, Phil, der Gricchen III, Abih. ii
(1903), pp. 418-434. Philo’s notion of the divine Logos was based
partly on the Mosaic account of the creation,? and partly on the Stoic *
use of the word Adyes to describe the God who pervades the Kosmos
and operates in it.* Philo’s Logos may be regarded as the Stoic God

1 Celsus (Origen ¢, Cels. 2. 31) represented a Jew as saying to the Christians ef
e & Adyos éariv Duiv vids Top feoi, m?':}pefs‘ érawobper., To this Origen replies that
he has never heard a Jew admit 79 Adyor efvar 70v vidy Tob feod. Dut the ]};w Philo
repeatedly asserts, if not recisely this, at least 70 7o Adyor elvar vidv Beod, . g
Philo De agric. 12, 51, Wendland 1L, p. 105 : & wouuiy Kal Bagiheds Beds governs
all things in the universe, mpoaTyadueros Tov bphdy airod Abyor kal mpwriyoroy vidy,
bs v Empédaar s tepds Tavrys dyédys ofd Tis Heydhov Bag éws Hrapyos dabéterar,
See also De conf. ling, 28, 146, Wendland II, p. 23 7) TV mparéyovoy airod Adyor
"TAL

? By the word of the Lord were the heavens made.” Philo Lege. alleg. 3. 31. 96,
Cohn I, p. 134 : & Adyos adred . . o @ walbdmep dpydvg TPOTX PO pEvos énorpomoler,
De cherubim 35. 127, Cohn I, p. 200: ebpfioes yap airop Bev (Tob Kbapov) ov
Ocdv, b’ of yéyovev, tAgy 5& Ta réooapa oroixeta, i Gy ourekpafn, dpyavor §¢ Adyoy
beod, 8t ol karegkevdgly. In Corp. 1, it is in connexion with the making of the
world that the Logos is spoken of,

3 The Stoics found (or thought they found) this use of the word in Heraclitus,

* It has been thought by some that the influence of certain analogous doctrines
taught by Egyptian priests also contributed more or less to the development of
Philo’s theory of the Logos. (Specimens of such Egyptian doctrines are given by
Reitzenstein, Poimandyes, p. 591, and Moret, Mystéres Egyptiens, 1913, pp. 108-
139.) This is not quite impossible ; but I do not think it can be held to have been




LIBELLVS 1: § 6. 25

dematerialized, with a supracosmic God (the God of Platonism) set
up above him. His distinction between God and the Logos is an
instance of the distinction between a *first God’ and a “ second God’
which presents itself in various forms in the teachings of the syncretic
Platonists of the Roman empire ; and this distinction, wherever it
occurs in their writings, seems to have resulted from a combination
of Platonic and Stoic conceptions. The transcendent God of
Platonism being debarred from contact with matter, a second God
was needed to operate in the world; and the immanent God of
Stoicism was at hand to supply the need. The Platonists therefore
adopted the God of the Stoics, but made him subordinate to their
own transcendent God; and Philo, influenced in part by the Stoic
use of the word Adyos, and in part by its use in the LXX to signify
the ‘word’ or fiaf by which God made the world (and the ‘word of
the Lord’ by which He spoke to the prophets), gave the name Logos
to the subordinate God of his system.

God'’s Adyos is already imagined as a person distinct from God in
Sap. Sal. (time of Augustus ?) 18, 135, in a description of the slaying of
the first-born of Egypt: 6 wavredivauds cov Adyos dn’ odpaviv &k
Opovey Bacilelwv dmdropos modepiorijs els péaov tis Shelpias HAaro yis,
Elos 6&0 Ty dvvmdrpirov érirayiy cov ¢épwr,! kel oThs erhijpwoer Té
wdvra Bovdrov: kai olpaved pev fmrero, Befijxer 8 ért yis.? But this is
an isolated instance ; and Schiirer says ‘as it seems, Philo was the
first to posit such an intermediate being between God and the world
under the name of Logos ".*

Obrw yvdby, 76 év ool Phémar | ] (émwel kol & ool &) Adyos uvids, 6 B¢
vois watfip.—(OdTw yraby 75 év ool BAémor kal dkobor (/. BAéwwr kal
drodwv) Néyos kupiou, 6 B¢ vols wahp Beds MSS.). This sentence is
meaningless in the MSS. Its restoration is doubtful ; but with the
alterations which I have made, we get a satisfactory sense. What

proved. At any rate, the chief sources of the Philonian Logos-doctrine, if not the
only sources, were Jewish and Stoic; and it can be sufficiently accounted for as an
outcome of Judaeo-Stoic speculation, without assuming any part of it to have been
derived from the indigenous religion of Egypt.

! The Adyos is here said to ‘ bear the command of God’ as a thing distinct from
himself; he cannot therefore be merely a figurative personification of that com-
mand, but must be regarded as an actual person.

* CL Prs. 107. 20, dréoteher Tov Adyov abrob kai ldoaro abrots, where the
language makes it at least possible for a reader to regard the Adyos as a person,
Ctrigen (e. Cels. 2. 31) quotes that verse in support of the Christian doctrine of the

05,

Mz Z'eller (III, Abth. ii, p. 430) agrees in the main with Schiirer on this point,
though he speaks somewhat more guardedly.
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do you mean’, the prophet asks, ‘by saying that the divine Adyos is
sor of the divine vods ?’ Poimandres answers : ‘ The relation between
the divine Adyos and the divine vojs is analogous to the relation
between the human Adyos and the human vols.  Your Adyos (speech)
may be called son of your voiis (mind or thought), because it issues
from your vois, and is inseparably connected with it ; and in the same
sense, the divine Adyos may be called son of the divine vops.” Cf.
Philo De c/er. 2.4, Cohn L, p. 171 (quoted by Clem. Strom. 5.8 ; see
Cohn I, p. Ix): the name Abram was changed to Abraham, which
means “waryp ecdexrds 7xous ", HXET pév Yap 6 yeywvis Aoyos, warip
3¢ Tovrou § vots, éfeeyuévos 82 & rop omovdaiov vods. Clem. Strom. 4
162: 80ev Kal Siddaralos Fpévos & pévos WicTov dyvoyl marpds (8edd-
agkados pdros § Adyos, vids Tod vop waTpds Schwartz), § rwdefor rov
dvlpwror,

Compare the Christian Hermippus (Kroll and Viereck) 1. 13. 97 :
6ev (sc. from the combination of vois, Adyos, and yuys xal mTvelpa in
ourselves) wuels Spudpevor, kat émt Geod TpEs VrooTdoes KaTavojoavres
oéfBopev, kal 5 s {wapyixiis Tpidos avekadply pvoripor § Yip vois
& iy, Tadr’ év éxelvors marip® § 8& Adyos, vids & 8 Yvxy kel mvedpa,
Kkai wap’ adrols dxpavrov kal {womoudy dor mveipa. Cf. also a document
Tept warpés kai vios, probably written by Sarapion, bishop of Thmuis
in Egypt, about a. p. 350 (Wobbermin, Zexte und Unteys. N F 1L
3b,p.22): 7és ody “ ge marp” kal “ det vids ” vofioar dpewov ; maryp
€l 109 Adyov Top épot, kai Gre Bovdopar Tov Adyov pov TPODEpw, kal els
érépas drods Ppldvwr § A6yos 6 euds o Suppély dm’ Euod. (And so it is
in the case of the Father and the Son ;) fé\yua Yap warpds éorw §
Adyos airod, mavrayod oly Siakovby 7§ warpl, ob Siatpeirar du’ atTod,
6. p. 231 Hvika § Adyos & 7¢ vol Hpeuet, rore oty éorw’ Gre 82 Bodhe
TaL 6 vois purivar i mdvra, 6 Adyos TPOEpXETOL TPOS PuTiopsy Tob rarrds.
For the explanation of divine things by a reference to what the pupil
knows about himself, cf. Corp. XI. ii. 19 init., where the teacher says
to the pupil rotre vénoov émd ceavrob. b 12a: rf eye 15 063 . . .
ToLEw, 0od rogaira mowodvros ; Jh. 1441 82 7 ol éyyiverac '

The text of Corp. T was Presumably altered by a Christian, who
failed to understand that the writer was here speaking of man’s
Adyos and man's vols, and consequently introduced an irrelevant
mention of ‘the Word of the Lord’ and ‘God the Father’, -

§ 7. eimdw Tovabra (eiwdvros Tabra MSS.). ‘He spoke (only) so
much’; i.e. at this point he ceased to speak, and proceeded to
influence me in a different way.
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ém whelova xpévov dvrdmnoé po.. He ‘gazed straight into my
eyes’. Here Poimandres is for the first time spoken of as if he
were visible in human form, and we are told that the prophet
‘trembled at his appearance (idéx)’. But even now, no definite
human shape is described. What is meant is that the divine visitant
imposes his influence on the prophet, as one man might influence
and, so to speak, hypnotize another by a long and earnest gaze.
Thus influenced, the prophet’s vods is raised to a higher potency,
and enabled to sec the vision of the voyrds xéopos.

Gewpd dv TG vol pou 1O ¢ds & Suvdpeow dvapibpfrors dv, Kkal
kéopov dwepidpioror yeyempévor. The writer has adopted from
the Platonists (or from some Platonizing Jew of the same school
as Philo) the conception of a voyrés réopos. This *intelligible
world’ is the wapdSerypa in God’s mind, after the model of which
the ¢ sensible world’ is organized. Cf. Philo De conf: ling. 34. 1711,
Wendland II, p. 262: es &v & feds duubijrovs wepl abrov éxe
duvdpets. . . . B TovTwy TAY Suvdpewy § dodpaTos kal vonyros
éndyn K6opos, T6 T Pawepévoy Todde dpxérvmov, ibéus dopdrows
ovarafels, domep obtos cdpacy éparois. The wapddetype must be
in existence before the organization of the sensible world begins,
and is therefore rightly mentioned at this point. Compare Philo
De opif. mundi 4. 16—10. 36, where the ‘first day’ of creation in
Genesis is explained as meaning the creation of the voyrds kéopos.!

The prophet now sees that the ‘Light’ is not uniform and
homogeneous, as it at first appeared to him to be. Ttisan organized
whole consisting of innumerable Swdues, and may therefore be
called a kdopos ; but it is not wepidpioros, as is the alofyris kdopos.
The Swdpes of which it consists are, in one aspect, the Platonic
idéw, i.e. the wapadelypara of the several parts of the sensible
world ; but inasmuch as the i¥¢a. are ¢ thoughts which God thinks =
these same Suvdpes are, in another aspect, parts of God himself,
and the whole which is made up of them is the ¢Light’ which
stands for God. ‘God thinks himself’ (éavrdv voel), as Aristotle
said; and in the view of the writer of Corp. I, as in that of
Plotinus, the divine vois and the sum of its voyrd are identical.

Compare the doctrine of the Docetae, in Hippol. Ref. zaer. 8. 9:
wexdopnro pdv Tdverdels' (Gverdeds) mioa % voyry o, Pas e

! Philo retains the form of the Mosaic narrative, in which the creation is described
as a series of events in time, though he is aware that in reality the vonrds xdopos is
not in time, and cannot have begun to be,
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W dravre ikeiva T vonte kai aldvia, $pds 8¢ otk dpopdor obde
4pydv, obdt oiovel Twos &ruroiodyros Sedpevor' GG Ixov & €aurd ..,
ameipovs éas Lgwv Tov kel modvrowiawv, karéhapper dvolber ds
Umokeipevoy xdos. 7o 8¢, puriclev Suod xai poppubéy éxelvais dvwber
Tals wolvmroiki\ots Béas, mhéw Dafe, xal dvedéfaro Tis idlas ras
dvoler drdoas,

[xal wepoxéobar 6 wop . . . kpatobpevor.]] This has nothing
to do with the voyrds xéopos; it is evidently a misplaced fragment
of the account of the formation of the alofyrds kéapos, which begins
at § 8 b nir.

Taita 8¢ eyd Sievoifny Spdv Bid Tov Tof Mowdvdpou Néyor.  Suevorjbiny
opdv is equivalent to Oewpd & 73 vol pov above. The ‘intelligible
world’ can be ‘seen "only with the eye of the mind. The Aéyos
(“speech’) of Poimandres, which caused the prophet to see it, is the
preceding command, vée 7§ s xal yvépide rodro.  We might rather
have expected to be told that he saw it & i 7op Howpdvdpov
dvrémnow. But we may understand that the Adyos and the dwrd-
mois operated together; the command worked like a spell, and its
power was supplemented by the gaze.

§ 8a. Elbes &y TG e 18 dpyérumor €idos, 8 mpodpyor s dpxds, o
dmépavrov (tiis dmepdrrou MSS.). The word dpxej is to be understood
asin Gen. 1. 1, é&v dpyfi émoinoer 6 Oeds Tév odpardy kal v yiv. The
intelligible world was in existence before God began to make the
sensible world out of formless vAn.  There is no meaning in saying
that the ‘beginning’ of the sensible world was dmépavros ; but as
an epithet of the voyrds xoopos, the word dmépavros may be under-
stood in the same sense as dreptdpurros above.  Simon Magus called
the supreme God peydAny Stvapuw, ™ drépavrov (Hippol. Ref.
lhaer, 6. g).

§ 8b. (18) orouyeia s $loews wéhey iméomy; . . . ’Ek Boulijs
Oeod, diris [[AaBoioa Tov Myor]] [kal] idofica Tov Kakdy KkSopoy
éupioaro, The *physical’ (i.e. material) elements are fire, air
water, and earth, out of which the aiocfyrds kéopos is constructed,
The first stage in its making is the formation of these four elements
by differentiation out of the watery chaos. The writer uses the
word ¢ious to signify the material universe. The xa\ds Kkbopos is
the vonros kdopos. The Bovky) Beot, by which the aiolnros xdopos
is made after the model of the voyTos kéopos, corresponds to the
mpovowa feod of the Stoics, and the BovAgats or Géyua o7 Beop
spoken of in some of the Hermetica, Its function is the same as that
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of the creative Adyos of God in the writer's Jewish authorities (cf.
Ps. 32 (33)- 6, 7¢ Noyw Tob xkuplov of efparol éorepedfyaar and Philo
Legy. alleg. 3. 31. 96, quoted above); but having adopted the terms
Adyos and BovAyj from different sources, the author of Corp. I does
not himself identify them. He here personifies the BouAy feod for
the moment ; but the personification is hardly more than a literary
figure, and God’s BovA#j does not take partas a person in the mythical
events which follow, as the Adyos does.

It is difficult to find any meaning in the statement that God's
Bov)yj ‘took’ or ‘received’ the Aéyos ; and it seems best to assume
that in the original text the phrase Aafodca rov Adyor was applied
to the dypa ¢iais, and was intended to refer back to Adyos dytos
éméfn i (bypd) ¢ioe in § sa. The Adyos ‘took its stand upon’
the watery substance; and the watery substance, having thus
¢ received the Adyos’, was developed into an ordered world, Com-
pare § 11 b, ob yap &n elye Tov Adyov (7 Pvas).

éroopomoriily, BiaxpilbévTwy € adtis TOv oroixelwr, £ v kal TS
yévmpo 1oy Eppixwr.—(koopomomndeion Bid Tév éavtis orouyelwr Kkal
yevmpdroy yuxdv MSS.). The traditional text is mere nonsense ; and
I have rewritten it so as to express what I suppose to have been
the author’s meaning. It is to be presumed that he here spoke of
the two stages of the xoopomoila, viz. (1) the separation of the
elements, and (2) the production of living creatures from the separated
elements. The second of these two stages is the process described
m§rrh.

§ 5b. kai (yap) wip . . . kpépacBar adrdr &n alred. This
passage, misplaced in the MSS.,, corresponds to the account of the
separation of the elements in Corp. III za (drexwpicfy 7o eNadpa
«xr.\.). Both writers alike have substituted for the Mosaic description
of the separation of ‘the waters above the firmament’ from *the
waters below the firmament’ a description of the separation of the
elements which is based on the Stoic physics.

xoipov B¢ djv kai 880, Bpaotikéy te. Cf. Hermippus (Kroll and
Viereck) 1, 6. 37: 70 piv (adp) AMav Spaoridy, 650 re xal KkoBghoy
bv kal Aerropepés.

drafaivuy [moiifov] (évaPaivortos adroi MSS.) péxpe Toi mupds.
If 7oc0drov is the right reading, it must mean ‘only so far’; the
air rose till it reached the fire above, but no farther. But as this
meaning is sufficiently expressed by uéypt Tob mupds, it is probable
that roooirov has been added by a later hand.
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s Boxelv kpduaolar adrdv dn’ adros. In the parallel passage, Corp.
IIL. 2a, dvaxpéuacfar occurs; but it is differently employed. 1In
Corp. 111, the fire is ‘ suspended aloft’, and rests upon the air below
it ; in Corp. 1, the air ‘appears to be suspended from the fire’, being
situated immediately below the fire,

((xal wepreayédy (wepioxéobar MSS.) 78 wip duvdper peylomy, kal
ordow &xe (loxneévar MSS.) kpatolpevor.)) These words were
probably suggested by the mention of a orepéwpa in connexion with
the separation of the waters in Genesis, The meaning seems to be
that the fire was (so to speak) solidified in the form of a firmly fixed
sphere. The ‘mighty Power’ which operated as God’s agent in
the fixing of the ‘firmament’ is probably the dnutovpyds vois spoken
of in § g, who resides in the outermost sphere of heaven (or in the
space immediately beyond it?), ‘encompassing’ that sphere, and
holding it in place. But as we have not yet been told of the
existence of the Snpioupyds vois, the writer cannot at this stage mention
him by his proper name, and therefore merely refers to him vaguely
as a Sivapus peylory.

Yi 8¢ kal BBwp Zpeve kab' éaurd ouppepiypéva,  Fire and air having
been separated out from the ‘ watery substance’ of the primal chaos,
what remained of it was a mixture of earth and water, Cf. Philo
De opif. mundi 11. 38, Cohn I, p. 11: after the making of the
firmament, éredy 73 ovpmay Wwp els dracay T Yiv avexéxvro kai
dua wdvrov adris émedoiriire Tov pepiv, ola owoyylas dvamemwrvlas
ikpdda, ds elva ré\pa[ra] ral Babiv ™Ay, dudorépwv iy orovyelwy
avadedevpdvoy kal ovyKexvpévay Tpdmov dupdparos eis play ddudrprrov
xkal dpoppov dvow xrA., In Philo, as in Genesis and in Corp, 111,
the separation of earth and water follows immediately; but in
Corp. 1, it does not take place (or at any rate is not mentioned in
our text) until a later stage ; see § 11 b.

kwolpera. 8¢ Ay Sid Tov (émdvw) ((rob 3Batos)) émpepduevor
mrevpatikdy Adyor. It seems certain that the word émpepdpevor was
suggested by Gen. 1. 2, LXX (kal wvedpa Oeod éredpépero érdvo Top
8aros) ; and as rop 8aros makes confusion where it stands in the
MSS., the simplest remedy is to transpose it to this Place, and insert
érdve before it. The vdwp here spoken of must be the mass of
mingled (or, more strictly speaking, still undifferentiated) earth and
water; and this inaccurate use of the word J8aros can be most
easily accounted for by assuming that the phrase was taken over
unaltered from the Greek Genesis. The meaning must be that
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the Adyos, which, before the separation of the elements, took its
stand upon’ the undifferentiated °watery substance’, now hovers
close above that portion of the watery substance which still remains
below in the form of undifferentiated earth and water. It afterwards
quits that position and flies up to heaven (§ ro). For the epithet
mvevparixds, cf. 25, 32 (33). 6, where 7 mvedpar Tob orduaros adrod
stands in parallelism with 7¢ Adyw 7o xuplov. The author must
have meant that the Adyos consists of mvelua, i.e. gaseous sub-
stance, and ‘moves’ the watery mass below it, as the wind puts
the surface of the sea in motion. From the Stoic point of view,
there is no inconsistency in holding that the Adyos is a gaseous
substance, and at the same time a living person.

§9. & 8¢ volls & mparos (vois & Beds MSS.), [[dppevédnhus &v]],
(6) Lod) xal dpds bmdpxwv. & mpdros is wanted, to stand in contrast
to érepov vodv below. Most likely mparos was written aos, as before
(see § 6), and dos was corrupted into fs, i.e. feds. Similarly below,
where the MSS. give voiv Sypiovpydy, Bs beds . . . &, it is probable
that feds is a corruption of Bos, i. e. Setrepos.

The phrase dppevdfiphvs év is out of place; it must have been
intended to go with and explain dmexvyoer, which is properly used
of the mother, and not of the father. For the description of the
supreme God as dppevdbylus, compare Ascl. Lat. I11. 20b, 21,

The phrase {wy xai ¢pds is repeatedly used in Corp. I as a known
name or description of God. Compare the use of the words {wi
and ¢ds in the Fourth Gospel.! The use of ¢as to denote God
may have been partly due to Zoroastrian influence; and that of
{enj may possibly have been derived from phrases used in Egyptian
cults. (See prefatory note on Cozp. XL, i.)

dmexdnoe(v) [Nyg]. The word Mdye is meaningless here. Perhaps
Reitzenstein is right in striking it out; but how did it come to be
inserted? Sense might be made in another way, by writing (rpos
7¢) Mdye, ‘in addition to the Word’. We were told before that
the Logos is son of God; we are now told that God has another
son also.

érepov voiv Bnuovpydv. The writer distinguishes a first vols, who is
the supreme God, and a second vois, who is the immediate ¢ Maker’
of the contents of the material universe. In this he agrees with
Numenius. See Numen. ap. Euseb. Praep. ev. 11. 18, quoted in

! And in the Old Testament ; e. g, 75, 35 (36). 10 : wapd aol myy) (wiis, & 78 parri
aov Sfdpefa dis.
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prefatory note on Corp. 1. Cf. Oracula Chaldaica (c. a.7. 2007),
Kroll, p. 14: wdvra yip éeréheooe warip, kal v mapéduke | Sev'rf’p{y,
v mwporov k\nilere mav yévos avdpdv. In the Christian Gnostic
systems also, the Demiurgus was distinguished from the supreme
God; and in most of them, he was enthroned (as in Corp. I) in
or immediately above the highest sphere of the material heavens.!
But most of the Christian Gnostics insisted on the inferiority of
the Demiurgus to the supreme God more strongly than the author
of Corp. I does, and separated the one from the other by a larger
interval ; and some of them regarded the Demiurgus as a positively
evil power,

The Demiurgus-Nous of Cozp. I begins his work only when the
four elements have already been separated ; his function is to make
the {@a, both dbdvare (the heavenly bodies) and Gvyrd, with the
exception of man, who is of different origin. The making of plants,
which is placed before the making of the heavenly bodies in Gen. 1,
and is coupled with the making of mortal {Ga in Corp. 111, is omitted
in Corp. 1.

The conception of the Demiurgus-Nous, which the writer of
Corp. T has adopted from the Platonists of his time, corresponds to
the Judaeo-Stoic conception of the Adyos; and one or the other is
in reality superfluous. The author however sought to include both
of them side by side in his system ; and finding in Gen. 1 a mention
of  the spirit of God moving on the face of the waters ’, he identified
the Adyos with this ¢ spirit of God , and accordingly assigned to the
Adyos the preliminary work of separating the elements, while he
reserved for the Demiurgus-Nous the function of making {Ga. But
he is conscious of their fundamental identity, and shows it by saying
in § 1o that the Adyos, after the completion of his task in the lower
world, flew up to heaven, and ¢ was united with the Demiurgus-Nous ;
for he was of one substance with him’, From that point onward,
the two are one,

Enpodpynae(y &) ((wupds kal mvelpaTos)) SrowkAr(op)ds Twas
érrd. From the reference to this passage in § 16 (rdv érrd . . .
obs &y oor & wupds kal mvelparos (yeyovévar)), it may be inferred
that the words & mupds kal mvevparos originally stood where I haye
placed them. The ‘seven Governors’ are the planets. The Stoics
said that the moon consists of a mixture of fire and air, and the

1 The Demiurgus-Nous corresponds in some respects to the supreme God of the
Stoics ; and the Stoics located their supreme God in the highest sphere of heaven,
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other six planets, of fire alone.! But the author of Corp. I says
that all seven are made of ‘fire and pneuma’; and this presumably
means that they are all alike made of fire and ai# in combination.
The Stoic mvetpe was commonly regarded as a mixture of fire and
air ; but when the word #vebpa is so used as to exclude an inter-
mixture of fire, it must be taken to mean air. wvedpa means the
element air in Pl Phileb. 29 o. Cf. Hippol. Ref. kaer. 4. 43 (quoted
in note on § 17 below) and Corp. IIL. 2a.

This paragraph corresponds to Gen. 1. 14-19 (‘ God said, Let there
be lights in the firmament ... to rule over the day and over the
night’ &c.), and to Cozp. IIL. 2 b (Smpbpdty (5 wuplvy odaia) aiv
rois év avry feols k.r.\.).

7 Bolknots adbrdy eipappérn kaleirar. The notion that Heimar-
mene is brought to bear on things below by the movements of the
heavenly bodies occurs repeatedly in the Hermetica, Cf. Corp. XVI.
16 Tovrgv 8¢ Ty Swlkyow (sc. the administration of the sublunar
world by the planets, through the agency of their subordinates the
daemons) ‘Eppds elpapuévyy éxdhecev. Herm. ap. Stob. Exc. XIL. 2 ;
omhov yap eipappévys ol dorépes kr\.  Corp. I1I. 4: mpds poipav
Spoprjparos (éy)kuhiwv Bedv. The writer of Corp. I says nothing
about the fixed stars, and takes into account the influence of the
planets alone.

eipappévy is a Stoic term. The identification of Heimarmene
with the operation of the heavenly bodies is characteristic rather of
the later Stoicism.

§ 10. émidnoer eibls & Tdv Katwdepdv oroixelwv ((Tis ioews))
[rof Ocod] & 7ol Ocol Ndyos els T koabapdv [[riis dioews]] Snpolp-
Yps. T4 Kkerwgep) oroixeta (a Stoic term) signifies the two heavy
elements, earth and water. 7ol feod has been duplicated by error,
and tfjs ¢ioews has been transposed. Cf. § 8b: 74 croyeia s
¢iloews mofev dmwéory; The kafapov dypmovpynua is the material
heaven, which has just been organized by the Demiurgus-Nous.
It is kaflapov, because free from any intermixture of the grosser
elements. The heavens apparently consist of fire alone, though
their inhabitants, the planets, are made of a mixture of fire
and air.

! Chrysippus, in Arius Didymus, Diels Doxogr. p. 458: &d (rdw TeTTdpan
arouyelar) rwbs,ﬁ Tvaw 1) kal mavray rd Aotmd guvéoTyre Bid pdv TAV TeTTdpwy, ds
R L -y:;s navra l‘!l."fkp‘,ﬂn?a Sid Bvoiv Bé, dis ﬁ oehfvy Bid mupds Kal dépos
awc'cr‘rqxs 5e’ évds 8¢, dis 6 fios' . . . 6 ydp ﬁ.\ms‘ wip éorv elhwpvés.
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Spootgios ydp fiv. The word Spoovoios was in use before it was
brought into prominence by the disputes with which the Council
of Nicaea was concerned. Plotinus 4. 7. 10: 8& cvyyéveiar xal 6
dpootowor. It occurs repeatedly in Gnostic documents quoted by
Hippol. Ref. /aer. (a. D. 220-230), e.g. 5. 17.

The Logos and the Demiurgus-Nous are ‘of one substance’ ; but
is that substance material or immaterial? If the author had been
asked that question, he might have been puzzled how to answer
it. The phrase rov mveyparudy Adyov in § 5b fin. seems to imply
that the Logos is material; and in stirring  the watery mass, it
operates like a wind. But on the other hand, the Demiurgus-Nous
is presumably of the same substance as his parent the supreme
Nous, who is {w3 ai ¢és; and though ¢ds in the literal sense is a
material thing, the (o) xai ¢as of this document is clearly not
aigfyrdy, but voyrdv. The truth is that the author has not completely
succeeded in harmonizing the Stoic and Platonic conceptions which
he has adopted. When speaking of Adyes, he speaks as a Stoic,
and therefore as one who assumes all things to be material ; when
speaking of vols, he speaks as a Platonist, and regards Mind as
incorporeal,

§1ra. 6 8¢ Squwoupyds voils oby TG Nye, [6] meploxwy Tods
Kkikhous kal Sy poilw, &orpede T& éaurod Snprovpydpara. The
dnuovpyiuara of the Demiurgus-Nous are the planets (and pre-
sumably the fixed stars also, though the latter have not been expressly
mentioned). He ‘encompasses’ the spheres in which the planets
are fixed; for his abode is in (or immediately beyond) the outer-
most sphere. On the arrival of the Logos, who henceforward ‘is
united with him’ and co-operates with him, he sets in motion the
planets which he has fashioned, and makes them move in circular
orbits. The mention of the Adyos in this connexion is perhaps
intended to suggest that the movements of the heavenly bodies are
‘rational .

claoe otpédeaai an’ dpxis dopiorou eis dmépavror Téhog: dpyetar
yép of Afjyer § [3¢] rodrwv wepipopd. The movement is circular,
and therefore everlasting ; for a circle has no terminal point. Cf.
Ascl. Lat. I11. 40b: “sic est enim rotundita(ti)s volubilis ratio, ut
ita sibi coartata sint cuncta, ut initium quod sit volubilitatis ignores.’
The phrase dpyerac ob Mfyer is not quite accurate ; for there is no
point at which the movement ‘ceases’. But the writer's meaning
is that any point in the orbit may be considered the end of a circuit,
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but that, if thus regarded, it must at the same time be regarded as
the beginning of a fresh circuit.

The words arx’ apxijs dopiorov seem to imply that the movement
of the heavenly bodies is not only without end, but also without
beginning ; yet we have just been told that it %as had a beginning.
Perhaps what is here said about circular movement was taken over
unaltered from an Aristotelian source, in which the movement of
the heavens was assumed to be without beginning, as well as with-
out end.

ub. (f & d>écrl.s), kabos H0éAnoer & vods, &k Tav KaTedephy
orouxetwr Loa fjveyker dhoya. This paragraph corresponds to Gen.
1. 2025, and to Cozp. IIL. 3a. Having described the making of
the heavenly bodies (rd afdvara {ga), the writer proceeds to describe
the making of ra fvyra {Go.

The subject of the sentence has been lost ; but the context makes
it almost certain that it was # ¢iows. * Nature’ (i.e. either the force
which operates in the sublunar world, or the sublunar world itself,
regarded as a living agent,) brought forth animals ‘according to the
will of vo?s’. The vots here spoken of must be the Demiurgus-Nous,
since in § 12 fnit, (6 8¢ wdvrov marip vods k.7.\.) the supreme Nous
is contrasted with it ; and as 6 vods without qualification is ambiguous,
it may be suspected that some qualifying word (Bnpovpyds or Sedrepos)
has been lost before vo?s. The Demiurgus-Nous, being stationed
in the highest heaven, does not directly act in his own person in
the sublunar world ; but he gives orders to ¢vow, and by her his
will is executed. Thus the words (5 ¢iouws), xabis 70é\noer &
(Bnpaovpyds) vols, éx Tiv karwpepdv orouyelwy {ba dveyrer k.M.
correspond to ‘God said, Let the earth bring forth’ &c. in Gen. 1,
and to dvijke 8¢ kaoros feds (i.e. each of the lower elements) ¢
mpooTaxbev ot k.r.A. in Corp. I11. In the KkaTwepl) oToryeia air is
here included as well as water and earth ; all three are ‘downward-
tending’ as compared with fire.

dhoya' ob yap Eru elxe (s § $ious) Tov Aéyov. The Logos has
quitted the sublunar world. His departure has left the sublunar
world devoid of ‘reason’; and the animals which ¢iios produces
there are consequently ‘irrational’. The word Adyos here means
‘the faculty of reason’, by the absence of which beasts are dis-
tinguished from men. In§§ 5a and 6, it rather meant God’s
‘speech’, i. e. his creative fiaZ; but the writer may have been hardly
conscious that he was using it in different senses. The dhoye {Ga

D2
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are ‘the animals which have not reason’; but they are also ‘the
animals which cannot talk’.

Brexexdproro (Baxexdprotar MSS.) 8¢ dn’ dfhwr e yi kal 19
dSwp. As we were told in § 5b that earth and water ‘remained
intermingled’, it was necessary for the writer to mention their
separation at the point where he speaks of the different kinds of
animals which earth and water respectively produced, if he had not
mentioned it before. But in this position, the clause interrupts the
narrative of the zo0gonia by an awkward parenthesis ; and it is
possible that it has been misplaced, and ought to stand earlier.
With the substitution of 8teywpicfy for Suakexdpiorar, it might be put
at the beginning of § 11 b, before % 8 $vois kr.A.

[kabbs #0éhoer & vods.] As there is no apparent reason for
repeating these words here, I take them to be a misplaced dotublet
of kaflis . .. vots above,

xai éiveyker () yq) [4n° adriis & elxe] Lon rerpdmoda (kal) épmerd,
Onpia dypia kal fipepa. I can make nothing of the words é=" airijs &
elxe. (Is & elxe a corruption of dvfike, an alternative for éfjveyrer 7)
The rest of the sentence closely resembles Gen. 1. 24 f.: kai lwev &
Oeds "Efayayéro 4§ vij . . . Terpdmoda xal épmera kai Onpia Tijs yis xard
Yévos. . . . xai émolnoev & feds & Onpla . . . Kkal T4 KTV . . . kol wdvTa
ta éprerd, (Cf Gen. 1. 12 kai e&ieyrer 1) v Bordvyy k.r.).)

With the making of the irrational animals, the demiurgia in the
narrower sense of the word is completed ; and it only remains to
explain the origin of man. The genesis of man is the climax in
which the whole process of creation culminates, just as in Gen. x and
in Corp. III. 1In his account of the origin of man, the writer is
still influenced by the Jewish Genesss ; but this part of his doctrine,
though partly based on that of Genesis, has been developed into
something which differs widely from it.

§ 12. 8 8¢ wdvrwv warhp [[8]] vois, ((8)) v Lwh Kal $ds, dmexinoer
dvfpumor adrG (Spotor (ioov MSS.). The rest of the {Ba, both
dfdvara and fyyrd, were made by the ‘second God ’y the Demiurgus-
Nous. But man is of a different and higher origin. He is no mere
product of nature ; he is son of the supreme God, and peer of the
second God. And though he has fallen from his high estate, and is
now sunk in matter, he has before him the prospect of returning to
his true home above, and resuming his lost glory.

In the myth which here begins, the human race is represented by
a person named Anthropos, who is the archetype and the ancestor of
mankind.
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The author cannot have said that Man, even before his fall, was
¢equal’ (igos) to the supreme God. There cannot be two supreme
Gods; and it is evident from the contents of Co7p. I as a whole that
the Anthropos is #of equal to ‘the Father of all’. The right word is
duowov :* cf. Gen. 1. 26, monjowper dvbpumov ket eixéva duerépay Kal
kol dpolwaw. The word dpowov may have lost its first two letters
and been changed into {oov by mere accident ; or a Christian reader
may have bethought him of the doctrine that God the Son is ‘ equal
to the Father as touching his Godhead’, and tried to introduce it
here by substituting ioov for éuowov,—though very inappropriately, as
the Anthropos of Cos. I has little resemblance to the Second Person
of the Christian Trinity.

The Anthropos of Corp. I is ‘like his Father’ in this respect
among others, that he is dppevdfpdvs. (§ 15.) It would be possible
for one who held this doctrine to find support for it in Gen. 1. 27 :
érolpoey & Oeds Tov dvlpomor' ka7’ elxdva Oeol émolnoev adrdy' dpoev
xai OfAv émolyoev adrovs. If a reader could persuade himself that
adrots is here equivalent to airdy, he might take these words to mean
that the first dvfpuros was dpoevdfylus, like God who made him.
Cf. Sir Thomas Browne, ed. Wilkin, vol. ii, p. 469: ‘Plato, and
some of the Rabbins, . .. conceived the first man an hermaphrodite ;
and Marcus Leo, the learned Jew, in some sense hath allowed it;
affirming that Adam, in one suppositum, contained both male and
female.? And therefore, when it is said in the text, that *“ God
created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him,
male and female created he them”: applying the singular and plural
unto Adam, it might denote that in one substance and in himself he
included both sexes, which was after divided, and the female called
woman.’

ob fydofy (fpdobdn MSS.) bs i8lou Téxou wepikal\iys yap (v, iy Tob
watpds elkdva Exwv. A father is not ‘enamoured of’ his son; and
ypdoty is undoubtedly a corruption of fydofly. (Cf. frdobyoar in
§ 13a.) Itisonlyin the relation between *Avfpwmros and ®iores (§ 14)
that épws is brought into action in the writer's mythical narrative.
The language of this passage is partly borrowed from Pl. Zim. 37 C:
s 8¢ kivybey adro (s Tov kbopov) kal (v &vdnoe . . . & yawioas warip,

1 If we were to retain igov, it would be necessary to substitute for abr@ some term
denoting the second God. But that would involve a larger alteration of the text.

? For the statement that *the first man was bisexual’, Bousset, Hauptprobleme

der Gnosis, p. 198, refers to Bereshith Rabba cap. 8 on Gen. 1. 26 ; Bamidbar K.
cap. 14 ; and Berackoth 61 a.
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Tydoby re xal edppavbels A But in the Zimaeus, the son in whom
the father ‘takes delight’ is the Kosmos! In Corp. 1, the son
spoken of is Man; but the writer has transferred to the relation
between God and Man the terms used by Plato to describe the
relation between God and the Kosmos. And there is another
difference. In the Z¥maeus, the son (viz. the alo@yrés k6o pos) is
made in the likeness, not of the Father, but of the voyTos kéopos ;
but in Corp. I, the son (viz. Man) ‘bears the image’ of the Father
himself. The words = rop mazpds eixdva éywy were doubtless
suggested by xar’ eixéva feod in Gen. 1. 26 £

The same sentence of the Zimaeus is imitated in Asc/. Zat 1. 8:
ydoly e kai wdvy épigoer o5 o Tékov. (The son is there the
Kosmos, as in Pl Zim.) Another reminiscence of the Platonic
passage occurs in Basilides, Hippol. Ref. haer. 7. 23 : the Demiurgus
(not the supreme God) 9élwre py) elvar Mvos, dAN& erolpoey €avrd kal
éyérnae & 1ov Smokeyudvor visy davrod TOAY Kkpelrrove, Kal gogdTepor.
«o - Wiw olv Tov vidy avpace xal yém)oe kal karerAdyy rowdror ydp
Tt kdAos édaivero viod 79 peydda dpyovre,

kol TapéBukey aldt§ wdvra Td 8y provpyfpara.—(kal Tapdiuke Ta éau-
o mdvra Snpioupyfuata MSS.) The reading r& éavroi . . . Snpiovpyij-
#era, ‘the things which he himself (se. the supreme God) had made?,
cannot be right; for it is not the supreme God, but the second Geod,
that is called § Sypovpyds in Corp. 1.

As to the statement that God delivered over to Man ‘all things
that had been made’, see note on &xov Tioay eovaiay in § 14.

§13a. (6 8¢,) ((yevbpevos &v ™1 Snproupyukf odaipe,)) ((karevénoe Tod
4Behdol T4 Snpiovpyipata)) ((ros émikeipévou et Tol mupds)).  [kai]
katavooas 8¢ k.r.\, This paragraph is in great confusion. T have
rewritten it freely, by way of an attempt to make it express what the
author presumably meant ; but there is little hope of restoring his
actual words. We should expect to be told where Anthropos was,
before we are told what he did 5 I have therefore placed Yevdpevos év T
Snpiovpyixy oaipa at the beginning, And karevonoe k.r.\. ought to
precede xaravofoas 8¢ x.7.\. The ‘demiurgic sphere’ is the sphere in
which the Demiurgus-Nous resides, i.e. the highest sphere of heaven ;
and it is there that Anthropos also took up his abode when he first
came into being. The ¢ brother’ of Anthropos is the Demiurgus-
Nous, both of them being sons of the supreme Nous; and & erwei-

! A similar thought is expressed in Gen. 1. 31: {8er § feds 7d wdvra Loa émoinaey,
xal iBod wakd Aiav,
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pevos émi T0v wupds, ‘he who is set over the region of fire (i. e. the
heavens) ’, must also be the Demiurgus-Nous, who, as we were told
before, ¢ encompasses ' the region of fire, and has made and governs
the inhabitants of that region, viz. the planets. The word raravofjoar,
which follows 7od émkepévov émi Tov mupos where that phrase stands
in the MSS., may perhaps be a miswriting of karaveijras, which
follows Tod émuceyuévor érl Tob wupds at the place to which I have
transposed it.

xoravofoas 8¢ Thy 1ol Snproupyol kriow & ¢ mupi (warpi MSS.),
ﬁﬂou:\ﬁaﬂ kat adrds Smpiovpyelv. ‘The creation of the Demiurgus-
Nous in the region of fire’ is the making of the planets. Anthropos
observes that the Demiurgus-Nous has made immortal {ga in the
heavens; and he seeks to emulate his brother, and produce a race
of {@a on his own account. He executes this design by generating
mankind! The design must have been innocent in itself; for it
was permitted (owexwpify) by the supreme God. But it was
executed amiss. Perhaps we are meant to understand that Anthropos,
being dpoevébylvs, might and should have produced a race of living
beings from himself alone. His descendants would then have been
free from the contamination of @Ay; they would have been, like
their parent, incorporeal,—soul without body, or wods without
alobyas; and as such, they would have been immortal. But he
was misled by &uws, and fell into the error of uniting himself with
¢vois. Hence his descendants have in them the ‘darkness and
death ’ which comes from their mother, ¢vous (that is to say, from
An), as well as the ‘life and light” which comes to them from their
father, the Anthropos. They are ‘double’; and though immortal
in respect of one part of their twofold nature, they are mortal in
respect of the other part. This is our prophet’s version of the
Mosaic story of ‘ the fall of man’,

( « ) ((whoar évépyerov & daurg Exovra  TOY  BrowknTépwr))
oi d¢ fydolnoar adred. I have placed the words wéoar . .
Sioucyropwr here, because they are clearly out of place where they
stand in the MSS., and when transposed to this position, they serve
to supply the needed antecedent to of &, which undoubtedly means
the planets. But something has been lost before them. In the

1 This appears to be the writer's meaning ; for we are not told that Anthropos
¢ made ' anything except his own descendants ; and indeed, there was nothing else
left for him to make., The verb evvdr is frequently used as an equivalent for

woweiv or dnmovpyety (e. g in Pl Z¥m. passim); and here Spuovpyeiv seems Lo
mean generare. Cf. Corp. 1L 17 a: marpds ydp 70 woreiv.
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missing passage, the writer must have sa'id that 'Anth ropos desco:ended
from the ¢ demiurgic sphere’, and associated with the planets in-the
lower spheres of heaven.

Exaoros 8¢ peredidou Tiis Blas dploews (rdfews MSS.). rdfews is
meaningless; and from the words peralafov ™S abrhy Pioews in
the following sentence, it may be inferred that the author here wrote
$hioews, or something equivalent to it, Cf, éxovros yap aidrod . . .
Tdv émrra Ty Pvow in § 16.

This statement is explained by § 2 5, in which we are told that
the human soul, in the course of its ascent to God, renders up to
each of the planets one of the evil mdfy which cleaved to it during
its residence on earth. The process spoken of in § 13 a must be the
reverse of this; and the things which Anthropos receives from the
planets in the course of his descent must be the same things which
the soul gives back to the planets in the course of its ascent, viz.
the evil wdfy. The planets are éumafeis ;' and in his association
with the planets, Anthropos receives from each of them the special
kind of wdfos which belongs to it. This is the first stage in the
process of his degradation or corruption, and the cause of the
disastrous event which follows,

§13b. karapabiv Ty Todrwv ololav. What is the point of saying
that Anthropos ‘learnt the being’ of the planets? Perhaps it is
implied that he now came to know (and experience) the evil wdby
which are inherent in the substance of the planets, whereas hitherto
he had known good alone. If so, we might compare ‘the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil’ in Gen. 2.

ABouliify dvappfifar Thr mepidéperar TdY Kkixhwy, The fiery firma-
ment has been fashioned by the Demiurgus-Nous into a series of
concentric spheres,—the sphere of the fixed stars, and the seven
spheres of the planets ; and as Anthropos has had dealings with all
the planets in succession, we must suppose him to have arrived at
the lowest of the celestial spheres, that of the moon. The lunar
sphere is the barrier between the heavens and the sublunar world ;
and he now seeks to break through this barrier, and enter into
communication with what lies below it. We are not told that #is

! This corresponds with the writer's view that the planets are made of inter-
mingled fire amf air, and not of unmixed fire, The doctrine that an intermixture
of air in the (material) soul goes along with an intermixture of wdby in the
character was taught by Posidonius, Perhaps it is implied that in the planetary
rigion Anthropos assumes a body made of #fp xai mvedpa, like the bodies of the
planets.
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design was approved by God ; and it seems to be at this point that
the overt error or sin of Anthropos begins.

§ 14. [6 Tob TBr BuqTdv kéopou kal Tdv dNdywy L(émr éxwv whoav
étovsiav.] This is probably a reminiscence of Gen. 1. 26-28:
dpxérwaay (ol dvfpumo)) Tiv ixGiwv tis Baldooys kel Tév werelvwy
rob olpavol kal TOV kTVav kel wdoys Tis yis kol wdvrev Tdv
dprerdv TOV épmovrwv éwl ThHS Yijs. . . . kal karaxupieloare adris,
xal dpxere xm.\. Here, the dominion of man over 74 émiyea alone
is spoken of, as in Gen. 1. But elsewhere, the author says that God
has given man dominion or authority over & odpdvia also. § 12 fin. :
mapédoker alr wdvra 1o Spmovpyjpara.  § 15 : wdvrev T éfovelay
v, § 32 fin.: mapéduxas adrd v wioay ovolav. Cf. Ascl. Lat.
I. 6a: ‘omnia illi licent’ (= wdvrov éfovalay éxet). The true man (i. e.
the vods in man, or the man who has got gnosis) is superior to
the whole material universe; or in other words, he is ‘above
Heimarmene’,

These phrases resemble Matth. 28, 18: &6y pot wioa ovela
év olpavd rai éwi yis.! But there is no reason to think that the
author of Corp, I borrowed from the First Gospel, or vice versa; the
truth is rather that each of the two writers independently adopted
a current phrase. The words are differently applied ; in Corp. I the
éovaia is given to Man (and, by implication, to every illuminated’
man), but in Ev. Mattk. it is given to Jesus.

It might perhaps be possible to retain the words § 7ot T Ovyrév
x7.A. where they stand in § 14, if we wrote &s in place of &; but
they are hardly to the point in this connexion, and it seems more
likely that they have been shifted from some other position.

Sid Tis dppovias mapékuper, dvappifas T xibros (xpdros MSS.).
For wiros in the sense of ‘the cosmic sphere’, cf. Pap. mag. Par. i.
IT19: xaipe 70 wvelpa 16 iijkov dmwd odpavod &l yiw, xal éwd yijs
Tiis & péog kir(en Tod kéopov dypr Tév mwepdruv Tis dfvocoy (i. e.
of space). Jb. 2828 (to the Moon-goddess) : 4 wolvydpyrov "kéopor
vukros! (lege kdapov kiros) dugiérovaa.

Anthropos broke a hole in the lowest sphere of heaven, and looked
down through the opening. The dpuovia is the structure of the
heavens. The writer seems to have adopted the Pythagorean phrase

! Mofiatt, Zkeology of the Gospels, p. 1%6, says ‘the phrase in Matth, 28, 18,
“All éovsia is given to me in heaven and on earth ", is an echo of the Danielic
prediction that “ there was given to him (i. e, the Son of Man) dominion and glory
and a kingdom ",
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‘the harmony of the spheres’; but he employs it in an altered
sense. He is thinking, not of music, but rather of carpentry; the
heavens are compared to the framework of a roof or dome fitted
together by a builder.

ol &eibe T kaTudpepel pdoet (Tiy kaTwdepdi dlary MSS.) v kel
100 Oeol popdiiv. The writer uses ¢ios in the sense of the material
universe as a whole, or the sum of the four oroxeia ; and accordingly,
7 katwdepi)s piois means ra karwpepy aroiyeia, i. e. earth and water,
or (if we include air also under r& xarwdeps oroiela, as in § 11 b,) the
sublunar world. But in the writer’s myth or allegory, this ¢dos is
personified, and is pictured in the form of a woman. The kal\y) Tod
Geo popepj is the *likeness of God’ borne by the Anthropos.

The imagery of this paragraph was probably suggested, in part at
least, by the story of the fall of Adam. (‘The woman gave me of the
tree, and I did eat’; and ‘in the day that thou eatest thereof thou
shalt surely die’.) As the conception of Anthropos in Cozp. I has
been developed out of the Adam of Genesis, it may very well be that
the part played by ®vous in the fall of Anthropos is the writer's
version of the part played by Eve in the fall of Adam. It is true
that in the Mosaic narrative itself the temptation to which Adam
yielded is not said to be that of sexual desire ; but in interpretations
of the story which were commonly accepted by Jews and Christians
at the time when Cozp. I was written, the sexual motive was brought
to the front, and the sin of Adam was held to consist in giving way
to sexual impulse." Philo (De opif. mundi 56. 157 fi.) explains the
Mosaic story as an allegory, in which Adam stands for veds, Eve for
alofqows, and the serpent for #8owsj;* and thus interpreted, it has
much in common with the account of the relation between”Avfpwmos
and ®dows in Corp. 1. But Pagan myths of the marriage of Heaven
and Earth under various names (Uranos and Gaia, Zeus and Hera,
&c.) may also have been in the writer’s mind.

The descent of the incorporeal Anthropos into the world of gross

! Cf. Mani, whose doctrine is given as follows in Milman, Aist, Christ. 11,
p- 266 ; ¢ Eve’s beauty was the fatal tree of Paradise, for which Adam was content
to fall. It was by this union that the sensual or concupiscent soul triumphed over
the pure and divine spirit (De mor. Manichacor. ¢, 19, Acta Archelai c. 10) ; and
it was by marriage, by sexual union, that the darkening race was propagated.’

" De opif, mundi 59. 165: & fuiv ydp dn\v&{:ds uiv Exel M-yoa;f 6 vous, Iwmxﬁs ¥
alofpois HBovi) 8¢ wporépars Evruyxdver xal dvouhel Tals aigbpaeat, 8’ v xal Tov
yepiva voby pevarie . . . § & abriva Seheacbels Smjkoos dve fyeucdvos, kal Sothos
dvri SeoméTov, kal dvrl moAiTov guyds, sal Gvyrds dvr dbavdrov yiverar, Compare

with this Cozp. I. 15, where the result of the marriage of *Avfpamos with ®los is
deseribed in similar words : d@dvaros ydp dw . , . 7d Ovyrad wioxe kT,
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matter is comparable to the descent of Sophia (regarded as a symbol
or prototype of the human soul) in some of the Gnostic systems.!
But though the thing signified is the same or similar, the symbolism
is for the most part different ; and that of Corp. I is more closely
connected with Genesis.

épedlacer Epure ((dropéore)) ((rol dvdpdmou)), [dre] Tis kakMloms
popéis [[Tod &vbpdmou]] 15 €lBos é&v 1§ Bari (dvab)Boboa, kal TS
okiaopa éwl Tijs yijs. dxdpearos is not a suitable epithet for xdA\os,
but may very well be applied to &ws. The false reading idofoa per-
verts the meaning of the sentence. The author cannot have said that
®ios sees and falls in love with the reflection of the divine form in
earth and water,—i. e. in herself. What she sees is Anthropos (the
eixav of the supreme God) looking down on her through the hole
which he has broken in the sky. She ‘smiles with passionate desire
for him’; and her smile takes the form of a reflection or shadow of
his beauty on the surface of land and sea. He sees this borrowed
beauty of ¢vous,—a reflection of his own beauty,—and Narcissus-like,
he loves it.* It is perhaps implied that the beauty of material things
is not inherent in the things themselves, but is projected into them
by the man who contemplates them,?

épiloe, xal fPoudifn adrob oikelv. The word épiAnoe does not
signify the passionate desire expressed by Zwr dropéory ; it is not
until Anthropos has actually descended into the lower world that he
is said to be overcome by &ws. Hitherto, he has only looked down
from above ; he now descends into the world of gross matter, and
takes up his abode there.

dpa 3¢ 1) Bouhfy (or perhaps Bouhf(oel)) éyévero évépyein. ¢ No
sooner purposed than done’ In the case of the incorporeal
Anthropos, as in that of the supreme God himself, to purpose or to
will is to accomplish. Cf. Ascl. Zat. 1, 8: “voluntas etenim dei ipsa
est summa perfectio, utpote cum voluisse et perfecisse uno eodemque
temporis puncto conpleat.’

! Compare especially the  Barbelognostics’ in Irenacus 1. 29. 4: ‘ Emissum
dicunt Spiritum sanctum, quem et Sophiam et Prunicum vocant. Hunc igitur,
videntem reliqua omnia coniugationem habentia, se autem sine coniugatione,
quaesisse cui adunaretur ; et quum non inveniret, . , , prospiciebat ad inferiores
partes, putans hic invenire coningem.’

* CL Plotinus 4. 3. 12 : dvfpdmaw 8¢ Yuxal, eldula abrév Bodoar ofoy Awvdaoy iy
karémrpw (an Orphic term), dxef (i. e. KdTw) éyévorro, dvaley dpunbeivar.

® Cf. B. Croce, Aesthetic, Eng. tr. 1909, pp. 159162 : ‘ The beautiful is not a
physical fact; it does not belong to things, but to the activity of man, te spiritual

energy. . .. As regards natural beanty, man is like the mythical Narcissus at the
fountain,’
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Sxnoe Thy dhoyor Tpopdip’. The author cannot have w_ritten jpop-
¢ijv, but may have written odoiav or ¥Amv. At any rate, his meaning
must have been that Anthropos is henceforward domiciled in the
sublunar world (which, as we were told in § 11 b, is doyos,) and is
‘clasped in the embrace of ®dous and intermingled with her’; that is
to say, the human soul is now incarnated. If the writer still adheres
to his notion of an individual person named Anthropos, we must
suppose him to imagine the hitherto incorporeal Anthropos as hence-
forward living on earth in bodily shape, a bisexual Adam. But it is
difficult to picture his mode of existence after his incarnation. Where
and how did he live? And what became of him? Did he die in
course of time, as other men die? As the writer leaves these questions
unanswered, it is to be presumed that he did not put them to him-
self. At this stage, the imagery of his myth is already fading away ;
and when he speaks of the incarnation of Anthropos, his meaning is,
not that the hero of his story began an earthly life at a certain
moment, but that all human souls are thus incarnated. The Anthro-
pos here ceases to be imagined as a particular person with a life-
history of his own, and his name becomes merely a name for any or
every man ; "Avbpwos passes away into dvfpwmos.

i 8¢ ¢lors NaPoloa Tév dpdpevor weplemhdxn. Cf. the doctrine
attributed to Ammonius Saccas in Nemesius De nat, kom. c. 3, P- 135
Matth. (Zeller Phil. der Gr. 111 Abth. ii (1903), p. 507): axéoe
xal 7§ mpds 7e pory xai Swbéve Sedéobar papdy tmd T0d cdparos ™y
yuxiv, ds Aéyopev dmd tis épwpévs (8edéofar) Tov épaoriv. As
Ammonius Saccas left nothing in writing, Nemesius must have got
this from some writer of the school of Plotinus,

§ 15. xal Bid 1obro . . . kpareirai. In this paragraph, the meaning
of the myth, or the lesson to be learnt from it, is clearly set forth.
We men are descended on one side from the incorporeal Anthropos,
who is son of the supreme God, and whose substance is ‘Life and
Light’; and on the other side, from corporeal ®daws, whose substance
is Ay, which is connected with darkness and death. We are there-
fore of twofold nature. In respect of one part (the odowidys dvfpwros
in us), we are exalted above all that is material ; in respect of the
other part, we are subject to material things, and therefore to Heimar-
mene, the power by which material things are governed. The higher
part is the true self ; and before our incarnation, we were wholly of
that higher nature, The lower part is an accretion which has resulted
from the descent of the soul into the world of gross matter. And
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there lies before us the alternative of salvation or perdition, ‘life ’ or
¢ death’, according as in our earthly life the one part or the other gets
the upper hand.

This is the Platonic doctrine of the nature of man ; and the writer’s
statement of it would have been accepted, in the main at least, by
every Platonist of his time. Cf. 4s¢l. Zat. 1. 7b: ‘solum enim
animal homo duplex est ; et eius una pars simplex, quae, ut Graeci
aiunt, edowddys, quam vocamus divinae similitudinis formam &ec.’

dmepdvw (yap) [odv] dv Tis dppovias, [vappdnios] (eipappéims) yéyove
Soihos. Elsewhere in this document, dpuovia means * the structure of
the heavens’. évappovios should therefore mean either ‘residing in
the heavens’, or ‘having the heavens inside him’; but neither of
these meanings suits the context. Moreover, Sofdos requires a
genitive. It is therefore probable that évappévios is a corruption of
elpappérys.

dppevdbnhus 8¢ v &£ dppevobfheos dv(Tos Tol) watpds, kai dumves dmd
admvou, (67" Epwros kal Mifys) kpareirar. God is bisexual. In Asc/,
LZat. 111. 20b., where the same epithet is applied to him, the thoughts
which it conveys are that God generates the universe from himself
alone, and that human procreation is an antitype of God’s generative
activity. But in Corp. I, the word connotes rather absence of sexual
differentiation, and consequently, freedom from sexual passion. Cf.
Gospel ace. to the Egyptians, Clem. Alex. Strom. 3. 13. 92 (see also
Clem. ad Cor. 2. 12. 2): death shall cease drav 70 s aloxtrys &dupa.
warjonre, kol orav yévmrar Ti 8o &, kal 10 dppev perd Tis Oyelas
oure dppev ovre OjAv. The Naassene ¢ Attis-document ’, Hippol. Ref.
kaer. 5.7 1 dwexdmy ydp, Pyoiv, 6 *Arris(who in that document is iden-
tified with Anthropos or the ¢ Son of Anthropos’), rovréorrw drd rov
Xoikdv Tijs kricews xdrober pepdv, kai ém Ty aloviav dve peredivfer
oboiav, bmwov, dnaiv, obx Errw olre Oihv oire dpoev,! AANL kawm) kriots,
kawds dvBpwiros, 8s éortw dprevifplus.

The obowddys dvfpwmos (i. e. man in respect of his incorporeal and
immortal part) is, like God, * bisexual ’, in the sense that he is neither
male nor female, and therefore not liable to &ws (sexual desire); he
is as the angels of heaven, who olire yapotow otre yapilovrar (Mark r2.
25). It is only the lower and earthly part of man that is concerned
with sexual intercourse. The author of Cozp. I, since he makes Zpus
the cause of death, must have held marriage to be evil. In this

! Cf. Ep. Gal. 3. 28: Xpiordy ivedboacfer ol iw. ..dprev kal OfAy mdvres ydp
Upels efs éori &v XpioTd "Ingob.
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respect he is at the OPPOSite extreme from t_he author of Ase/, Lat. III,
who regards sexual intercourse as a ‘sacrament’.

God is also dvrves ; i. €. his vonous is not intermittent, as is that of
men. ‘Our birth is but a sleep and a forgetting ’; and man’s earthly
life as a whole is often described as a sleep. Cf. Corp. X. 5, where
it is said that in this life even those who are able to catch glimpses of
the beatific vision keraxouuifovrar modris S Tod odparos,

(6" Eputos kal Mifns) kpateirar, The author must have said what
it is that ‘holds’ or ‘masters’ men ; and he must have used two
distinct terms, one with reference to appevabylus, and the other with
reference to dvrves. The first of the two must certainly have been
épws ; the second may very likely have been Ay, But ¥n’ pwros
«ai péfys would also be possible ; cf. péby kai trve in § 27. Drunken-
ness is associated with sleep in Corg. VII also.

§ 16. xal abrds ydp épd tod Néyov. ‘I too am mastered by éws; 1
have a passionate desire to hear what yet remains to be told” The
verb épd was suggested by the preceding mention of &ws. The
prophet perceives that his divine teacher is now on the verge of
revealing to him the origin of the human race ; and he is eager to
learn the truth concerning this matter above all.

Toito éom 78 [[ ]] puotipror (18) péxpe Tiiode Tis fpépos ((kexpup-
pévov)).  “This’ appears to be the doctrine which Poimandres
immediately proceeds to set forth, i. e. that which is contained in
§§ 16 and 17. It is a doctrine which ¢ has been kept secret until this
day’; this must mean that it has never been taught before. The rest
of the teaching of Corp. I is matter of tradition, restated and no doubt
modified by the author, but not originated by him. But the doctrine
of ‘ the seven Anthropoi’ was his own invention ; as it seemed to him,
it had come to him from God by direct revelation ; and it had been
revealed to none before him.

pvoripov here means ‘a holy truth which has not been made
known till now . This is the sense in which the word is commonly
used by Paul ; see Armitage Robinson, Ep. to the Ephesians, p. 234 ff.,
‘on the meaning of pverjpwr in the New Testament’. (Compare
especially Zpkes. 3. 3~5.) There is no suggestion that the truth in
question ought to be kept secret by the man to whom it is revealed;
on the contrary, the prophet holds that he has a mission to proclaim
to all mankind what has been revealed to him.

N dlows .. . drexinoer émrd dvBpdmous wpds Tag dloets Thv Emrd
SdrotknTépwy, dppevolfheas xal perapoiovs. These seven Anthropoi are
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the issue of the marriage described above; their father is the first
Anthropos, and their mother is ®Jows. They must therefore have in
them something of the nature of either parent. It is implied that
they have inherited ‘ Life and Light’ from their father, and the dark
and deadly influence of Ay from their mother. But they have
inherited from their father something else as well, viz. the ‘natures’
or distinctive characters of the seven planets, which, as we were told
in § 13, he received into himself during his sojourn in the heavens ;
and it may be inferred from § 25 that these planetary ‘natures’ are
seven evil wdf.

It is not clear how the seven kinds of wd6y which mankind inherit
through the seven Anthropoi from the first Anthropos are to be dis-
tinguished from the evil influences of #\y which they inherit from
@vas. It would seem that either without the other would suffice to
account for the moral evil which exists in men., The truth is that
the author has included in his system two different accounts of the
origin of moral evil,—one, which attributes it to the influence of ¥y,
and has been taken over by him from the Platonists, and another,
which attributes it to the influence of the planets, and is in part an
innovation of his own,—and has left them standing side by side but
unconnected.

We are evidently meant to understand that each of the seven
Anthropoi bears the special character of one of the seven planets. One
of them is characterized by the deceitfulness which comes from the
planet Mercury, another by the lust which comes from the planet
Venus, and so on.  And as these seven Anthropoi are the ancestors
of the human race, the writer’s meaning must be that there are seven
distinct classes or types of men, each of which is specially influenced
by one of the seven planets, and shows an evil disposition derived
from that planet. The men governed by the planet Mercury are
deceitful, and the men governed by the planet Venus are lustful.
The notion that the character of the individual man is determined by
the influence of the heavenly bodies (or by Heimarmene, using the
heavenly bodies as her instruments,) was commonly accepted in the
writer’s time; and it was held by many that a man’s disposition
depends on the planet which was dominant at the moment of his
birth.  (Our language still retains a vestige of this astrological
doctrine, in the use of the words “jovial ’, * mercurial’, and ‘saturnine 2]
The author of Cozp. I has adopted this belief from the society around
him.  According to his view, Heimarmene, i. e. the influence of the
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heavenly bodies as a whole, is split up into seven distinct influences,
corresponding to the seven planets; and mankind is divided into
seven classes, each of which is specially subject to one of these seven
planetary influences. When a man is ‘illuminated ’, or has attained
to gnosis, he is no longer subject to the baleful influence of his planet,
and the ‘ruling passion”’ derived from that planet is suppressed in
him. But the many are ‘slaves of Heimarmene’, whose dominion
manifests itself in the working of evil passions, and takes seven differ-
ent forms, according as the man is subject to one or other of the
seven planets through which Heimarmene operates onthe world below,

The innovation introduced by the author of Corp. I consists in
this, that he describes the planetary influence not as brought to bear
directly on each individual man at his birth, or throughout his life,
but as an inheritance which has descended to him from one of a group
of seven primal Anthropoi, who in their turn had inherited it from
their father, the first Anthropos. He tells us that the doctrine of the
seven Anthropoi is a novelty ; it had been ‘hidden’ till the day when
the divine Nous revealed it to him. But though the notion as worked
out by him and incorporated in his system is no doubt original, we
may presume that it was suggested to him by some mythological
tradition, and that he had in mind some well-known group of seven
gods or superhuman persons, who might be used to serve his purpose.
Perhaps the simplest hypothesis would be that he was thinking of the
seven Greek deities after whom the planets were named.! The
euhemeristic theories prevalent in his time had changed these feof
into dvfpwiror, who were supposed to have lived at a remote time in the
past; and it would be an easy step to represent the seven dvfporor
named Kronos, Zeus, &c. as the ‘supermen’ from whom the human
race is descended. But there were other groups of seven superhuman
beings, more or less closely connected with the seven planets;? and

! Apollo and Artemis might stand for the sun and the moon.

1 E. g. the seven Archangels of the Jews, In the Mithrasliturgie edited by
Dietericﬁl, the supreme God, who resides at the North Pole, is attended by a group
of seven youths and a grou p of seven maidens ; these two groups appear to be the
stars of the Great Bear and the stars of the Little Bear respectively, but their
number might cause them to be associated with the seven planets also.  If the two
groups were fused into one, we should have a group of seven bisexual beings,

According to the Orphic tradition, there were fourteen Titans, seven male and
seven female (Proclus in 2/, 73, 5. zgf D, Abel Orphica f7. 95 : rikre yép % I',
Aaboiioa Tov Obpavéw, s Do & Beokbyos, ““ émra piv eberders Kkovpas, , . . énrd 5
maibas dvakras”) ; and the lower or earthly part of man was derived from the
Titans, So far, the seven bisexual Anthropoi of Corp. I correspond to the seven
pairs of Orphic Titans. There does not seem to have been any connexion between
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as the writer has not given names to his Anthropoi, we have no means
of knowing what particular form of mythological reminiscence sug-
gested the conception to him.

In the text of the MSS., the seven Anthropoi are said to be perdp-
guwt, 1.e. “up aloft’, or ‘raised high in air’. The word would be
app]icable, for instance, to the Platonic daemons, whose abode is the
atmosphere. But as the seven Anthropoi have bodies composed of
gross matter, it necessarily follows that they live upon the surface of
the earth, like ordinary men, from whom they differ only in the fact
that they are bisexual. The word perapoiovs therefore seems inap-
propriate. If it is to be retained, we must take it to mean ¢ standing
erect ’, as opposed to the beasts. Cf. Philo De opif. mundi 51, 147,
Cohn I, p. 51: 3 8 (6 dvfpwmos) peréwpov (xai?) dmd yis dvdporroy
éEiprae 76 odpe (i e. stands erect), Aéyour dv &dixws depomdpov elvac.

pi) érpexe. ‘Do not digress.’ The prophet thought he was about
to be told the origin of the existing race of men and women. That
is what he is eager to hear ; and when Poimandres interposes the
doctrine of the seven Anthropoi, which appears to him to be less
directly connected with his own interests, he can hardly restrain his
impatience.

§ 17. ((é8veyxer ) lars Ta odpata’)y. . . § 8¢ dvlpumos . . . dydvero
els uxiy kat volv. The composition of the seven Anthropoi is here
described. They consist, like ourselves, of a material part and an
immaterial part.! The material part, in their case as in ours, is a
body composed of the material elements; and it comes to them
from their mother ®iows, who is a personification of the material
elements. The immaterial part, in their case as in ours, is yvyj and
vois; and it comes to them from their father, the first Anthropos.
For the word é&jveyxer, cf. éveyrer (7 v7) {@a Terpdmoda k.M in §11b.
®iaus ‘ brought forth’ the seven Anthropoi, as Gaia brought forth the
Titans and the Giants; and if the author formed in his own mind
any definite picture of their birth, he probably thought of them as

the Orphic Titans and the planets; bat this may be one of the innovations made
by the author of Corp. I.

It is possible that the writer found support for his doctrine of the seven Anthropoi
in Gen. 6.4: ol 8t yiyavres foav &ml Tijs vis év Tais fuépus Exelvars ., . , ixetvor
foar of yiyarres of dn’ al@vos, of dvfpwnor of dvopacroi. In the Hellenistic period,
the yiyavres of Greek mythology were often confused with the Titans.

! The material part corresponds to the yofis dwd 7#s vijs in Gesn. 2. 7: the
immaterial part corresponds to the wvoy (wfs in the same passage. The phrase
0 B¢ dvfpwmos dyévero els Yuyiy kal vov was probably suggested by &yévero &
dvbparmos els Yuxiy (@oav in Gen, 2. 7. i

2806-2 K
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springing up out of the earth like plants. It was thus that, according
to a notion widely spread among the Greeks, the first men had come
into being. Something of the sort is implied in the phrase dvipes
ynyevels addressed to mankind in § 27,

&qhuxﬁ Y&P ﬁv (1" Yﬁ), kal (1‘6) ﬂSmp Gxeuﬂxdv. The ViSib]E and
tangible body (as opposed to the invisible and intangible, but still
material, prenma or ‘vital spirit’) is composed of the two grosser
elements, earth and water. In the combination of earth and water,
carth is relatively passive, and water is relatively active; and this
distinction is expressed by calling the earth ¢ female ', and the water
‘male’. The Stoics more commonly called fire and air together
dpaorixd (= dyevrid), and earth and water together wafyrucd
(= Ophvxd). Nemesius De nar. hom. c. 5, p. 126 : the Stoics say
TV oTotyelwy T4 pév evar Spacrikd, o 8¢ mabyricd” Spacrid pev dépa
xal 7ip, ralfyrici 8¢ yiv xai 8wp. But a closer parallel occurs in
Hippol. Ref. haer. 4. 43- Hippolytus there gives a doctrine which
he calls ¢ Egyptian’; it is rather the doctrine of some Stoicizing
Pythagorean, but its author perhaps assumed that Pythagoras had
learnt it in Egypt. According to this doctrine, fire and mrvedua (air)
are 7o dyaforody e Kkal dvapepts xal dpoevkdy' earth and water are
76 katwdepts Ophukdy Te Kal Kakomowdv.  kal adrd 8¢ wiAw T8 dve &vo
oToLxEla éavrols ovykpvopeva Exovow & Eavrols 78 dppev kal 76 BH\y
mpos ebkapmiav kol adinow OV v xal 0 pev wip dppev éorl, 1o S
mveipa Blv.  kal wddw 74 Bup dppev éoriv, 4 8 vi Oidv.  kai ofres
am’ dpxis ovveBiwoe 7o 7p 1§ wvedpare, 1 8¢ i 70 Bop' Somep yap
Stvapus Tob mveipards éore 1o wip, odrws Kal Tijs yijs 70 Tdwp.

[75 8¢ &k mupds mémeipor.] “That part of them which was made of
fire was ripe” This is nonsense ; and the words must have been
inserted through some error.

€k B¢ aifépos 73 mredpa \aPor (ape MSS.). The wvetua is here
the ‘vital spirit’ of a man, which belongs to the material part of him,
and is sharply distinguished from the immaterial yvyy and voss. Cf.
Corp. X. 13 ff,, where the mvetpa is called the ¢ vehicle * (8xmpa) or
‘vesture’ (&Supa) of the Yuxij. The ‘vital spirit’ was commonly
thought to consist of the two finer elements, fire and ajr ; and this
was presumably the view held by the author of Corp. 1. 1t is
possible that aifépos is a corruption of dépos (kai mupds) ; but if we
retain aifépos, we must say that aifhjp here means * fire and air’, or
‘air saturated with fire’. The pure bright air of the upper atmo-
sphere was sometimes called aifiip, as for instance in Pseudo-Pl.
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Epinomis. In the Oracula Chaldaica (Kroll, p. 35, Procl. iz Zim.
154 €), aifpn is used as a synonym of dijp; the Demiurgus is there
said to have made the Kosmos éx mupds é¢ #daros xal yijs xal
sravTpéov alfprys.

(. . ) mpds T €iBos 10d dvdpdmou. In the missing words, the author
must have spoken of the incorporeal part, in contrast to r& cdpara
above. The incorporeal part of each of the seven Anthropoi was
derived from the first Anthropos, and resembled the first Anthropos
as he was before his incarnation.

& 8¢ dvbpwmos ék Lofjs kai purds éyévero eis Yuydy kal voiv. The
first Anthropos, before his descent into the world of matter, consisted
wholly of the substance of the supreme God, which is ¢ Life and
Light’. He transmitted this incorporeal substance to his seven
sons; and in them, the ‘Life’ became yuvy, and the “Light’
became vovs.

Every part of their being has now been accounted for. Each of
the seven was composed, as we ourselves are, of (1) a gross body,
consisting of earth and water, (2) a pneuma, consisting of fire and
air, and (3) 2 Yuxs and a vois, consisting of the incorporeal substance
of God. But they still differed from us, their descendants, in that
they were bisexual. The making of men and women is completed
by the differentiation of the sexes, which follows in the next
paragraph.

péxpe mepidou téhous. The state of things which has just been
described remained unaltered until the end of one ‘age’, and the
beginning of another.

Hesiod’s list of the five ‘ages’ (yéry), beginning with the age of
gold, and ending with the present age of iron, was known to every
Greek schoolboy. In Hellenistic times, the notion of a series of
ages into which the world’s history is divided was modified by
association with the astral and Stoic doctrine of apocatastasis,
according to which things run in cycles, and at the end of each
period, all things are made new. A division of history into succes-
sive ages (yeveal) was adopted by Hellenistic Jews, and occurs
repeatedly in the Jewish Sibyline Oracles; and the mention of a
series of ages in Virg. Zec/. 4 (‘magnus ab integro saeclorum nascitur
ordo’) was probably suggested in part by Jewish Sibyllina. To a
Jew, the most obvious instance of ‘the end of a period’ and the
beginning of another would be the Deluge ;* and the author of

! Compare the narrative of the Flood in the Jewish Orac. Si6, 1. 125 ff., and

E 2
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Corp. 1 was probably thinking of the Mosaic narrative of the FlOOfi.
In Genesis, the Giants, to whom the seven Anthropoi correspond in
some respects, are said to have dwelt upon the earth in the period
which the Flood ended, and are spoken of immediately before the
story of the Flood is told.

§ 18. mdvra ydp 1d [n, dppevobilea Svra, SieNdero Spa T dvfpdmy,
We here learn, what we were not told before, that not only the seven
Anthropoi, but also the birds, beasts, and fishes, the production of
which was described in § 11 b, were bisexual until the end of the first
age, and therefore did not begin to breed until the beginning of the
second age. The bisexuality of the first Anthropos (from which that
of his sons, the seven Anthropoi, follows) might, as has already been
pointed out, be found in Gen. 1. 27 by a reader disposed thus to
interpret the words ; and similarly, it would be possible to interpret
the phrase 8vo 8vo, dpoev xai Bidv, which occurs repeatedly in the
Mosaic narrative of the Flood, as meaning that down to that time
the beasts also were bisexual, or in other words, that each individual
among them was a still undivided pair.

The notion that men and women were brought into existence by
splitting bisexual beings into two parts was doubtless suggested by
the speech of Aristophanes in Pl. Sympos. 189-193. Buta reader of
Genesis might find support for it in Gen. 2. 21-24, where we are told

that God &aBev piav riv whevpdv (rod "Addp) . . . Kal groddunoer
<o T wAeUpdY . . . els ywraika. . . . Svexer TovTOV . . . Zrovral

oi 8io eis odpra plav. This amounts to saying that God divided
the man into two parts, and made one of the two parts into
a woman; and the resemblance might be made closer by taking
péay 7év mhevpdv to mean ‘one of his two sides’ instead of ‘one of
his ribs’?

6 Bé Oeds edfis elmev dylw Ndyy Adfdveale v adfhoe xal wAnBiveale
év mhifew mdvra Ta xriopata kal Snpiodpynpara, This corresponds to
the words spoken by God in Gen. 8. 15 ff. : «ai elrev Kipios 6 feds 7§
Nae Aéyov "Eéerde éx rijs kiBwrod, ob xal % Y] oov kA, Kal TdvTa T

especially 11, 283 f. : when Noah and his family came forth from the Ark, &8 adris
Biérow vén dvéreine yevéohy | xpuoely mphry, firis wéned’ €xty, dpiory | ibre mpuri-
mAagTos érip yéver'. In describing the Flood, the Sibyl speaks as an eye-witness ;
she was the wife of one of Noah's sons, and was herself one of the passengers in
the Ark.

! Reitzenstein (Poine. p. 110) refers to Bereshith Rabba (transl. Wiinsche, p. 30),
where a certain Rabbi is said to have taught that “the first man, when he was first
made, had two faces; but God sawed him into two halves, and formed out of him
two backs, which were turned in opposite directions’,
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‘e Soa dorlv perd oob . . o kal avédveale kal whnbiveobe émi s
=1 Tn Genesis, the command ‘increase and multiply’ is addressed
to fishes, birds, and men at the time of their first creation also (Gen.
1. 22 and 28); but the writer of Cozp. I, having assumed that men
and beasts alike were originally bisexual, and incapable of breeding,
necessarily defers this injunction until the beginning of the second
age, and makes it follow on the separation of the sexes.

There can be no doubt that the phrase edédvesfie kai wAnbivecle

came to him from Genesis. But he has altered it by inserting é
atéjoe and & mjbe. (CE Corp. III. 3b: eis 76 abédvecfar &
adbjoe kal TAnbivesfau dv wAifen) This form of words is a Hebraism ;
but the Hebrew idiom of which it is a rendering is not employed in
the command ‘increase and multiply ' as given in Genesis. We must
therefore suppose that the writer'’s more immediate authority was not
Genesis itself, but some document based on a Semitic original in
which the words of Genesis were paraphrased or expanded.
xai dvayvwpiodre & &wous (dvlpwmos) éaurdy dvra dbdvarov, kai Tov
otrior 100 Bavdrou Epura [xkal wdvra &) dvre. It seems probable that
wdvra 7é came from wdvra 7o xriopare above, and xal was inserted to
make sense of it.
The writer makes God supplement the command ‘increase and
multiply’ by a statement of the conditions under which men may
escape death and attain to immortality. This might be called his
version of God’s Suafhjxy with man ; it takes the place of the 8ialfyxy
in Gen. 9. 11ff. (odk dwobavelrar wage cipé ér dmd Tod Vdaros Tob
karaxhvopod x.r.\.). But he may have had in mind also the speech of
God in Pl. Zim. 42 a, addressed to the souls about to be incarnated :
Smére & odpacw dudvrevleiey . . ., mparov pév alobyow dvaykalov ey
A A fﬁp{ﬁvm; yiyveafar, debrepov d¢ Hlovy) kai Mimy pepry-
pévov &pura. . . . kol & pév €l Tov mpooijkovra xpovov Biovs, wdlw els Ty
100 Ewvdpov mopevleis oiknaw dopov, Blov ebdaipova kai oumiby o
(The ‘immortality ’ spoken of in Corp. I corresponds to the ‘ happy
life’ promised in Pl Zim.)

Man is distinguished from the beasts by the fact that he is (at least
potentially) &wovs; and vobs is immortal, If he recognizes the

! Compare the version of this speech of God which is given in Orac. Sib. 1. 267 ff.:
) i wpd | Beomweoin peydlowo Beod mdlw faye ¢wﬁ&£ Tolov émos® ¢ Nie, mepulay-

ve mari bixate, | Bapoakiéws EfeNde odv vio: kai Te dapapri | wal vipgas Tpiooals,
Kkai wAfoaTe yaioy dmacay | abfépevor wAnbuvipevor, Td dixain vépovtes | dAAGAos,
rrenfr:ytwav’; dxpis eis kplow g | wav yévos TdvOpdmen’ (dvBpdmeiov V), el Kpiais
égger’ dmaow,
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immortal vois in him as his true self,* or identifies himself with it, he
has overcome Zpws, and is freed from the power of death. If on the
other hand he ignores the vods in him, and yields to &ws, he is a mere
mortal creature, like the beasts. The @dvaros from which man may
escape cannot be the dissolution of the body ; for to this all men alike
are liable. It is rather the condition of a soul wholly immersed in
matter, and enslaved by the =dfy to which matter gives rise. The
life of a man in whom the bodily affections have the upper hand is
not life, but death. (Cf. Cozp. VII 2 b, where the body is called §
£av fdvaros x.1.\.) What will become of such a man when his present
life on earth is ended, the writer of Corp. I does not expressly tell us ;
but from § 24 it may be inferred that he will be resolved into the
elements of which he was composed, and will cease to exist as an
individual® vods only is immortal; and in the man who fails to
‘ recognize’ his true self, there is no vods to survive.

‘The cause of death is &pws.’ It was through yielding to &pws that
the first Anthropos was incarnated, and so fell under the dominion
of death ; and it is through yielding to &ws that men deprive them-
selves of immortality. Zpws is (or is inseparably connected with) love
of the body (§ 19) ; and he who would be immortal must ‘hate his
body’ (Corp. IV. 6 b).

(6 8¢ dvayvwploas éaurdy els 1o dyabdr Xwpel.) We are told in § 21
init, that these words (or something like them) occurred in ¢ God’s
speech’; they must therefore be inserted here. This clause of God’s
speech is paraphrased in § 19, in the words & dvayvwpicas éavrov
j\vber els 6 Srepotaior dayafév, and is commented on in § 21.

§ 19, 4 mpdvoia Bud Tis elpappéms kai dppovias tés pifes érovfoaro,
kal Tds yevéoers katéomee. God’s mpévowa is momentarily personified
here, as God’s Bov\j wasin § 8 b. eipapuévys and dppovias are probably
alternative readings; either might stand, but hardly both together.
It would, however, be possible to write Su& Tis dppovias kol eipap-
pévqy . . . 7is yevéoes karéorqoe.  The births are determined by ¢the
structure of the heavens’, i.e. by the influences of the heavenly
bodies ; and the heavenly bodies are the instruments by means of
which Heimarmene works.

! For & dvayvaploas éavréw, cof. Philo Migr. Abr. 3. 13, Wendl. 11, p, 271:
émeiddv yoiv & vois dpfnrar yrapilar tavrdr kai Tois vonTols évoukeiv Gewpipagiy,

dmay 78 kAwbpevor Tis Puxis mpds 78 alobyrdv €lSos dndoerar . . . owwoikeiy Yydp
dufixavoy Tov dowpdraw kal apbéprav épatt kareoxnpévor 7% wpis Td alobyrd kal
Gwré pémovre,

% Tt is to be noted that there is no mention of metensomalosis or reincarnation in
Corp. 1.
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& avayvoploas autdy A\vber eis 1O dmepodoior (meprodaror MSS.)
dyabév. The text from this point to the end of § 23 is a commentary
on the preceding ‘speech of God”.

No satisfactory sense can be got out of mepwodaiov ; but 70 tepov-
v dyafdv may be taken to mean ‘the supracosmic Good’, and this
would serve as a synonym for dfavacia. (CE. Todro drre 70 dyabiv in
§ 26 a fin). Platonists said that the Good or God is ‘above oloia’;
the phrase was suggested to them by PL Rep. 6. 509 B (érv éréxewa
+iis obolas). But the writer of Cozp. I probably meant that the good
to which & dvayvwploas éavrdy attains is above obeia in the Stoic sense
of that word, 1. e. above all ¢ material substance’; it is incorporeal.

The tense of e\Avlev is significant. He who has recognized his
true self fuas already entered into immortality. Though in the body,
he is no longer of the body; he belongs to another and a higher
world.

8 8¢ ayamioas [[13]] & whdms Eputos ((13)) odpa. For the phrase éx
rhdvgs Eporos, cf. Corp. XVI. 16 as emended : 6 Adyov obi Exwv Epus
. . & Thavdpevos kai TAavdv. See PL Phaedr. 2 38 B.

§ 20. 8t wpokatdpxerar . . . TO odpa ouréoTiKev. Death results
from the body ; and man is mortal so far as he is identified with his
body. It must be so, because the body, being material, is derived
from the ¢ grim darkness’ spoken of in § 4. That ° darkness’ is the
substance of death, as the ¢ light’ there spoken of is the substance of
life.

This might serve as an answer to the question ‘why aze men sub-
ject to death ?’  But it is not an answer to the question which is here
asked, viz. ¢ why do men deserve the death to which they are subjected ?’
If they deserve it (déwol eloe Tob 6.), that must be because of some sin
which they have committed. The sin of which death is the penalty
was described in mythical language as that of the first Anthropos, who
yielded to &ws, and wilfully entered into union with matter ; and it
might be said that all men who ‘love the body’ sink themselves in
matter by their own choice, and so repeat his sin in their own persons.
Something like this must have been the author’s meaning ; and we
must assume that some words describing the sin of which death is the
penalty have been lost after 7o cdpa ovéoTicer.

§ 21, 6 dvayvwploas (vénoas MSS.) éavtdv els (10) dyabdv xwpel (els
adrov xwpel MSS.). The paraphrase of these words in § 19 makes it
almost certain that the author wrote & éyafév here, and probable that
he wrote 6 davayvepioas.
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€ ol yéyover & dvbpumos. § dvfpwros is here the true self, i. e, the
incorporeal part of man (which is derived from the first Anthropos),
as opposed to the body. ¢ The Good ' is * Light and Life’, the sub-
stance of God ; the true man is of that substance, and is reabsorbed
into it,

Ed $ns [Nakév (8u) das . . . dvBpwmos]. The words s . . dvfpumros
are a mere repetition of the preceding sentence. This explanation of
the meaning of b ¢yfs is correct, but supetfluous ; and it was probably
added by a later hand.

of mdvres ydp dvdpwmor vobr &ovow; Cf Pl Zim. 51E: vob 8¢
(neréxew dparéov) Oeots, dvfpdman 8¢ yévos Bpaxd . Corp. 1IV. 3.
Ascl. Lat, 1. 7a and III. 18 b.

§ 22. wapayivopar dyd & vois Tois éaiots k.r.\.  The vods of the indi-
vidual man is consubstantial with the divine vots.

With §§ 22, 23 (mapayivopar &yis . . . wip éri wAetov adédver) compare
Corp. X. 19b-22a. That passage is an addition to Corp, X by
a different hand ; and its writer may perhaps have read Corp. I. But
he uses the word vogs differently ; he distinguishes two kinds of vois,
viz. a good vois which enters into the godly man, and a bad vovs which
enters into the ungodly man. The good vois and the bad vobs of
Corp. X. 19b-222 correspond respectively to the vobs and the
Tipwpds Saipwy of Corp. 1.

The mipwpds Saipw is here spoken of as a well-known personage,
The Jews knew him under various names (Satan &c.). Platonists
more commonly spoke of yuwpot Saipoves in the plural ; cf, Lydus de
mens. 4. 32 (a fragment of the Adyos réXewos, connected with A5/, Laz.
IIL. 33b): rods p&v Tipwpovs THv Sarpdver, &y aitfj T UAy wapdvras,
Tipwpeiobou 6 dvfpdmeov kar' déiay.

§ 23. v 8¢¢mra Tob mupds mpoaBdAlwr. The ‘fire’ is metaphorical ;
it is the fire of evil passion. The same metaphor is employed in
Corp. X. 20 (woiov wip Tovairyy pNdya e Sy 7 éoéBea; The
impious soul cries out xaiopat, $Aéyopar). The verb mwupodafa is
used in Greek poetry in the sense * to be inflamed with passion ’, and
especially ‘to burn with love ’; but the description of evil passion in
Corp. 1 and Corp. X. 20 as a fire by which the wicked are tortured
in this life was probably suggested by accounts of a fiery hell in which
sinners are punished after death, The notion of a penal hell-fire
existed among the Zoroastrians from early times, and was current
among the Jews at the time when Corp. 1 was written ; it occurs, for
instance, in the Jewish Sibyllina,
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xai paNhov éwl Tds dvopias adrdy dwhiler, Iva iy pelboros Tipwplas.
When a man has once fallen into the fundamental sin of ‘loving the
body*, he already deserves punishment ; and ‘the avenging daemon’
punishes him by driving him into acts of crime, and thereby causing
him to incur the penalties which follow on such acts. Cf. Cozp, XII.
i, g7, where it is similarly said that the wicked are punished by
being forced to commit crimes. But the function of making them
commit crimes is there assigned, not to ‘the avenging daemon’, but
to Heimarniene.

ob waderar ((oxoropaxdv)). The words dxopéorws oxoropaxidv are
manifestly wrong where they stand in the MSS. ; and I have disposed
of axoropaydv by inserting it here. The man is struggling in the
dark, and therefore at random, and to no good purpose. He has not
the ‘light’ of vo@s to direct his efforts.

én’ dpékes dmhérous (. . .), T éwluplay Exwr éxdpeoror. The
reading of the MSS,, éx' dpéfeis dmhérovs v émbuplay Ewv, could
only be translated aiming his desire at boundless appetites’; but
that is a strange phrase. The object towards which émbupia is
directed is not dpefis, but 8o, It is possible that the author wrote
ép nlovis dwhérovs, and that dpéfes has come from ras dpéfes written
as an alternative for v émbupiav. Cf. Corp. XII. 1. 4, where érifvpla,
dpefus, and 580wy occur together,

§ 24. &m 8¢ pou eime (wepl) Tfis dvéSou Ths ywopérms. So far, the
author has been speaking of man’s life on earth. He now goes on
to describe the ascent of the disembodied soul to the world above.

((wis els Loty xwphow.)) These words, which are evidently out of
place in § 21, fit in satisfactorily here, and supply a reason for the
use of the second person (elyes, mapadidws) in what follows.

Mpétov pév év 1 dvakdoer Tob odpatos Tol Shikod wapodiBusiy] airo
10 obpa els a\\olwow. This is awkwardly expressed ; and it may be
suspected that the author wrote something like mparov pév é&v 7
d\olwoer (‘ when the time comes for you to be changed’,—a
euphemism for ‘at your death’,—) wapadidus adrd 16 chpe (rj) pice
(i. e to the force that works in earth and water)) els dvd\vow (*for
dissolution ’),

kai 70 Tffos! 79 Salpon’ . . . mapadidus. If we retain ffos, it must
be taken to mean the sum of the wdfly. But we are told in § 25
that the man afterwards renders up his evil wdfly or vicious tendencies
to the planets from which they were derived ; and if he has already
parted with his 7fos before he reaches the heavens, how can he still
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have these 746y in him when he comes to the planets? It is evident
then that something is wrong. Now it appears from § 17 that the
parts of which a man is composed are (1) the gross body, made of
earth and water; (2) the mveipa, made of fire and air; and (3) the
yuxj and vols, made of * Life and Light”. These several parts ought
now to be disposed of in succession. We are first told what becomes
of the gross body (ré céua). It is “delivered up’ while the man is
still on earth, and it is there resolved into the mass of earth and
water whence it came. We should expect to be next told what
becomes of the nvelpa ; and as the mvebpa is of gaseous substance,
and the man apparently does not part with it till after he has quitted
earth and water, and has already parted with it when he reaches the
planetary spheres (i. e. the region of fire), it seems probable that the
author here wrote 76 mveipa 7 aépr mapadidws, or something to that
effect. 'We may suppose that a Christian reader was puzzled by the
word mveipa (which in his usage meant, not the material “vital spirit’,
but the highest and divinest part of man), and tried to improve the
sense by altering the text, and writing ‘you deliver up your (vicious)
character to the Devil ’,

dvevépyntor. The work of the wvepa as a part of the individual
man is ended.

kol oi alobioes 100 odparos els Tas Eaurdy myds éwavépyorrar,
The writer regards the bodily senses as parts of the material 7vetpa
which permeates the body. This is the Stoic view. Iambl. De an.,
Stob. 1. 49. 33, vol. i, p. 368 W.: wvelpara yap dmwd Tob fyepovenod
paow (of Srwixol) darelverr dA\a xar’ dAAa, T4 piv els pfadpovs, Ta 8¢
eis dra, 74 8¢ els d\\a alobymipa.  Aetius, Diels Doxogr. p. 410:
according to the Stoics, drd 7o fyepovicod érra pépy éoti Tis Yuxds
ekmedudra kal éxrewdpeva els 16 oGpa kofdmep af dmd 70D moAdmodos
mhektdvar Thv 8¢ énth peplv Tis Yuxis mévre pév elor 1o alobyripa,
Opacis Soppyois droy yebous kal . v 9 pev Spacis orl wveipa
Sareivoy dmd Yyepovikod péxpis Spfakuiv, dxo) 8¢ k.r. A, (The Stoics
held the Yy to be a material thing, and called it Tvelpa T Exov ;
so that the Yuysj spoken of in that passage corresponds to the mveipa
spoken of in Corp. 1) Compare the doctrine of & pavraoTicoy
mvebpa which is expounded by Synesius in his De insomniss ;e
1289 ¢ (Migne) : 76 gavracrudv mvelpa kowdrardy ot aloyripiov,
xal odpa mpirov Yuyds. See note on 7 alobyois obpe in Herm. ap.
Stob. Zxe, III. 21,

1épn (rol kdopov) yurdpevar, kat wdhw sunordpevar eis [rds] (érépas)
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vepyelas. The alobioes, being parts of the mvelua of the individual
man, go back into the mass of cosmic mveipa whence they came,
i e. into the atmosphere. But in course of time, the same ‘ pneu-
matic’ matter enters into other organisms, and in them, again
assumes the function of sense-perception. Cf. Iambl. De an., Stob.
1. 49. 43, vol.1, p. 384 W. : djrow yap Merar édory Stvaus dhoyos (ris
Juxis) eis v SAqv Lwi Tob wavtds, dg’ ds dmepepioly’ 4 kal oTe
péhiora péve dperdfSaros, Gomep fryetrar Topgiplos™ ) kai xwpialeloa
ard s Swavolus 7§ 6Ay dloyos {wn) péver kat adrm) Swowlopém & 16
xbopw, Gomep oif walawraror Tdv iepéwv dmodaivorrar. The dhoyor
Swdpes are, or include, the alofjoes; and the writer of Corp. I
apparently holds the first of the three views spoken of by Iamblichus.
(As to the third of these views, see Corp. X. 16.) Proclus in P
Tim. p. 311: of the Platonists, of pév, mpy Xoywy yuxiy pévip
4bdvarov dmolelmovres, dpleipovor Tiv Te dhoyov lwiy cipracay xal 6
mvevpaTikdy OXpo. TS Yuxis, kath Ty s yéveow pomyy Tis Yuxis T
$méaracw Sibdvres alrols, povov Te vovv dfldvarov Suarypotvres . . ., ToUs
*Arrikods Méyw kel "AABivovs kal Towodrovs Twds'' of 8¢. . ., domwep of
grep?. ]Iapq&‘lfpwv, o4 TAPALTOTVTAL eV 'rﬁm Km\oups’m;w ¢90péw KOTOTKE
Savvivar Tol Te dxrjpatos kal Tis dAéyov Yuyis, dvacroryeoiofar 8¢ abrd
¢aat kal dvalvecbal Twa Tpémov els Tas opaipas,’® dp’ dv Ty clvleow
Daye Pupdparae 8¢ elvar Tatra éx Tdv obpaviwy opaipdy, kai karwoloay
adrd ovM\éyew T Yuxiy' Gore kol elvar Tadta xal pi) elvar, adre 8&
daora pukért elvay, pnde dupévey iy Bidryre abrdv.’  kal Boxolow
&reabar tois Noylows (Oracula Chaldaica), v 1§ xaf6Se iy Yuxiv
Aéyovar cvAAéyew airo, hapBdvovaar  aiflpys pépos feliov Te oeljuys
7€ kai 6oa NépL auvéxovrar”.

! 1. e, the Platonists Atticus and Albinus (second century A. D.) said that at a
man’s death his ‘irrational part’ (the alo@yrwdv and wafnrindy) perishes com-
pletely, and his voiis alone continues to exist.

2 CL Corp. 1. 25. The éxppa tis yuxis spoken of by Proclus corresponds to
the mretipa (*vital spirit’) spoken of in Corp. 1. 17 and 24 ; the dAoyos (wij or
dhoyos Yuxay spoken of by Proclus corresponds both to the alo@joes spoken of in
Corp. 1. 24 (and there regarded as parts of the mveipa), and to the planetary mdfiy
spoken of in Corp. L. 25.

3 I.e. at death the man's alo@yruedy ceases to exist as an individual and separate
thing ; but in another sense it continues to exist, being absorbed into the cosmic
mass. This agrees closely with the doctrine of Corg. 1. 24.

Proclus here ascribes to Porphyry the first of the three views distingunished by
Iamblichus in the passage quoted above ; Iamblichus, on the other hand, ascribes
to Porphyry the second of those three views. Porphyry himself ('Agoppal mpds 7d
vonrd 29) says éfeAboday (15 Yuxq) Tob oTepeod gwpatos T Tveiua ouvopaptel, b ik
TWv gpapiv ovvehéfaro’ and this seems to show that Iamblichus is right in what
he says about him, But perhaps Porphyry spoke differently in different writings.
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[kal & Bupds xal 4 embupla eis v dhayor i xwpet.] This
statement implies that the man gets rid of Bupds and émbupia while
he is still in the sublunar region. But in the following section we
are told that, when he quits that region and enters the heavens, he
still has in him certain evil mdfy, which might be collectively
described as fupds and émbuuia ; and one of these wdfly is actually
called % émbupnricy dmarg. The author can hardly have been guilty
of so manifest an inconsistency ; and it is most likely that the words
kal & Gupos . . . xwpel were inserted by some one else,—possibly by
the same person who altered mvedpa into ffos above.

Even when these words have been struck out, a difficulty still
remains ; for a man who has got rid of his aiobhjoes could hardly
continue to be liable to the mdfn enumerated in connexion with the
planets, But the inconsistency of making the man retain the mwaby
after he has got rid of the aicfces is less obvious than that of
making him retain the =dfy after he has got rid of Gupds and émbupia,
and the writer may have failed to notice it.

§ 25. =i wpdry Ldvy Siduot . . . xal ™ €BBoun 75 évedpedor YedBos.
We were told in § 13a that the first Anthropos, in the course of his
descent into the lower world, took into himself the distinctive qualities
(¢aes) of the several planets. All individual men have inherited
these qualities from their ancestor the first Anthropos ; and we are
now told that the disembodied soul, in the course of its ascent to the
higher world, renders them back to the planets to which they severally
belong, and so gets rid of them. In his list of the planetary influences,
the writer has adopted astrological notions which were current in his
time. The adéyric) xai pewricy) évépyea (i. €. the operation of what
Aristotle called the Operrucy Yoxit, or 76 Bperrikdy ™5 Yuxijs pdpiov,)
comes from the Moon; fraud, from Mercury; lust, from Venus;
pride, from the Sun ; audacity, from Mars; covetousness, from
Jupiter ; and deceitfulness, from Saturn, (The distinction between
7 pxavy) Tv Kkaxdv Séhwy, which is attributed to Mercury, and 7o
évedpelov eddos, which is attributed to Saturn, perhaps consists in
a difference of motive. The ¢ Mercurial > man deceives others with
a view to his own gain ; the ‘Saturnine’ man deceives others out of
malice, and his object is to do them mischief.)

The influence of the moon, as here described, is neither good nor
bad,—except in so far as change in itself is bad, as compared with
the immutability of the higher world ; but the influences of the six
other planets are assumed to be morally bad. In regarding the
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planets as maleficent powers, the author agrees with some of the
Christian Gnostics.

A list of the planetary influences is given in the verses which
Stobaeus (Zxe. XXIX) ascribes to ¢ Hermes’: 8dkpu pév éore Kpdvos,
Zevs (8) 7 yéveors, Aoyos ‘Eppis, | Gupds "Apys, Majwy 8 dp’ Tvos,
Kvbépewn & dpefis.  The writer of those verses agrees with Corg. I in
attributing dpeéis to Venus, and in calling Mars fpacs, but differs as
to the characteristics of the other planets. Cf. Firmicus Maternus
Math. 1. 22 : *si Saturnus facit cautos graves tardos avaros ac tacitos,
Tuppiter maturos bonos benignos ac modestos, Mars crudeles perfidos
ac feroces, Sol religiosos nobiles ac superbos, Venus luxuriosos
venustos et honesto gratiae splendore fulgentes, Mercurius astutos
callidos et concitati animi mobilitalibus turbulentos, Luna acutos
splendidos elegantes et popularis splendoris gratia praevalentes.’

As to the notion that the soul receives certain things from the
planets in the course of its descent, and renders them back to the
planets in the course of its ascent, see Wendland, Hellen.- Rom. Kultur,
pp. 165-171, and Dieterich, Mithrasliturgie, p. 180 ff. This notion,
(in which the Stoic conception of the structure of the universe, as
popularized by Posidonius, is presupposed,) seems to have been
adopted by the Mithraists of the Roman Empire, and symbolically
represented in their ritual.! It was probably from the Mithraists that
it passed to certain Gnostics, who substituted names of angels for
those of the seven planet-gods (Orig. <. Ce/s. 6. 22-31) ; and it may
very well have been transmitted from the Mithraists to the author of
Corp. 1 also. :

The notion was accepted by some of the later Platonists ; cf,
Porph. Aphormai 29, quoted above. Arnobius 4dv. nat. 2. 16 speaks
of certain Platonists who say that ‘dum ad corpora labimur et pro-
peramus humana, ex mundanis circulis sequuntur nos causae quibus

! We hear of a sAipaf érrdmvdos (i.e. a staircase barred by seven successive
gates) in connexion with the subterranean sanctuaries of the Mithraists. Celsus,
in Orig. ¢. Cels, 6. 22 ¢ alvirrerar radra (viz, the descent and ascent of the soul)
wal & Mepoav Adyos, kal 1 Tod Mifpov Tekery) map' adrols torw, ot yap 1t dv adry
avpBohoy Tiy So T@v &v olpavy meplBwr, Tis Te dwAavols kal Tis els Tobs mAdvyTas
ab “yeyempévys? (al. vevepnuévys), kal Tis 8 abriv Tis Yuxds degdbov. Towlvde 16
obpBolor kAipaf "ipimuos’ (émrdmvhos Boherel), éml 8 adrf miAg dydon, . . .
wplrny (ndAqgw) Tifevrar Kpbvou . . .- é880pnv HAiov. (The order in which the
&hnets are arranged is that of the days of the week reversed.) The details of the

ithraic ritual (veAer#) spoken of by Celsus are unknown ; did the worshippers
enact the descent of the soul to earth by passing down the staircase into the cave,
and the ascent of the soul, by going up the staircase from the cave to the open air
above! Cf, Porphyry De antro nymph. 6, quoted in note on Corp, VIIL 3.
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mali simus’, 72, 2. 28, arguing against that doctrine, Arnobius asks
how embodied souls can know ‘quas ex quibus circulis qualitates,
dum in haec loca labuntur, attraxerint’. Macrobius Somn. 1. 12. 68 :
“de zodiaco et lacteo (i. e. from the outermost sphere, the ogdoas of
Corp. 1,) ad subiectas sphaeras anima delapsa, dum per illas labitur,
in singulis singulos motus quos in exercitio est habitura producit, in
Saturni (sphaera) ratiocinationem et intelligentiam, in Tovis vim
agendi, in Martis animositatem, in Solis sentiendi opinandique
naturam, desiderii vero motum in Veneris, pronuntiandi et interpre-
tandi quae sentiat in orbe Mercurii, naturam vero plantandi et
augendi corpora ingressu globi lunaris exercet’. Servius ad Virg.
Aen. x1. 51: “dicunt physici, quum nasci coeperimus, sortimur a sole
spiritum, a luna corpus, a Venere cupiditatem, a Saturno humorem,
quae omnia singulis reddere videntur extincti! Serv. ad V. Aen. 6.
714: “mathematici fingunt quod singulorum numinum potestatibus
corpus et anima connexa sint, quia quum descendunt animae, trahunt
secum torporem Saturni, Martis iracundiam, Veneris libidinem,
Mercurii lucri cupiditatem, Iovis regni desiderium.’ Cf. Porphyry
as reported by Proclus #n ZI. Zim. p. 311, quoted above in note on
§ 24.

A somewhat less close resemblance to the doctrine of Corp. 1. 24
and 25 may be seen in what Basilides says about the death and
ascension of Jesus (Hippol. Ref. /aer. 7. 27) : yéyove 8¢ radra, dnaiy,
va. drapxy s pulokpuifoens yéyrar rov cvykexupévor & “Incods. . . .
avaykaiov fjv v ovyxexupéva pvAoxpunbivar Sua s 703 Tyood Saipéoews.
émallev olv Todro Gmep Ty adrod cwpatikov pépos, 6 v Tis duopdplas, xai
dmekaréory els v dpopplay* dvéory 8¢ Tobro dmep v Yuxudy abrod
pépos, Smep fv tiis éBdopddos,® al drexaréory eis Ty éfBSouddar dvi-
ory[ae] 8¢ 7ofr0 Srep v Ths dkpwpelas oixelov Tob peyddov dpyovros,® kol
éuewe maps. ov dpyorra Tov péyay: Tdvjveyre! (dvmuéxbn) 8¢ péxpts dvew
Tobro Gmep v roi peboplov wveduaros, kal épewer &v 7§ peboply mvedpardt
dmrexaldply 8¢ 4 vidrys % Tpiry® 8¢ adrod, . . . kal avijhe mpos Ty

' L e. of gross matter.

? The hebdomas is the region of the seven planetary spheres,

# * The drphpeia of the great Archon’ is the sphere oP the fixed stars, the abode
of the Demiurgus,

* I.e. at the boundary between the material world and the immaterial world, the
latter being thought of as filling the space outside the Kosmos.

" The 7piry vidrys is the divine element which had been intermixed with matier
in the lower world. (Is it merely a coincidence that the Anth ropos of Cerp, I is
third son of the supreme God b
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Pamp{up vidryra, Sia wdvrov TovTwY Siehbodoa. . . . ths ofv dulokpunj-
cews drapy) yéyovev 6 Tyools’ . . . TolTg Yop TG TpTe Puoiv oAy T
vigryra T xarakeheypémy €s v dpoppiav . . . deiv puloxpunbijva,
¢ Tpbme Kai 6 Tnoods medvhorpivyrar.  The last sentence implies that
in the case of every man a like ‘separation of things of diverse
nature’ is destined to take place. Basilides has adopted and applied
to Jesus a doctrine which in certain Pagan schools was taught con-
cerning men in general. Compare the doctrine of a Gnostic sect in
Irenaeus 1. 30. 12 : ‘ descendisse autem eum (sc. Christum) per sep-
tem caelos, assimilatum (esse) Mfiliis? (rois dpyovow ?) eorum dicunt,
et sensim eorum evacuasse virtutem.’

§26a. yuprodels émd Tdv Ths dppovias dvepynpdrov. The rijs
dppovias évepyipara are the planetary wdfy which have just been
enumerated. As to yvpvefels, cf. Plotinus 1. 6. 7: dvafaréov odv
rdlw émt TO &yo.ﬂév. .+ . Tebéis B¢ adrov dvafaivovor wpos TO drvw, Kat
erurrpaeio, kai dmodvopévors & rarafaivovres fppiéopedor olov éri ta
dyta Tov lepov Tols driooe kafdpoes Te Kal iparivy dmobféceas Tiv mpiv,
kol TO yvpvois dvévar Ews v TS Trapedfov’ (dmofaliw ?) wiv Soov
aX\érpiov Tod Beotl, abrd pdve abrd wovoy idy x.r.A. I donot know what
particular ritual Plotinus had in mind. Did the Mithraists thus strip
themselves when they were ascending their xAipaé érrdrvios ?

yiverar émi Ty Sydoadukhv (Sydoarikhy MSS.) ¢dow. ‘The substance
of the ogdoas’ is the eighth and outermost sphere, that of the fixed
stars, Thisis the Snpiovpyws) cdaipa spoken of in § 134, i. e. the seat
of the Demiurgus-Nous ; and it was there that Anthropos was situated
before his descent through the region of the planets. Itis the sphere
to which the dy8éy wdAy of the Mithraists corresponded (Orig. ¢. Cels.
6. 22, quoted above). Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. 4. 161: eire éwra
ovpavol ots rwves dplfpodot kar' émavifaoty, elre kal ) dmhavis xwpa 3
m\noilovoa TG voyrd kéopw dydods Aéyorro. ‘The word éydods is
frequently used in this sense in the writings of the Christian Gnostics ;
e.g. Basilides, Hippol. Ref. kaer. 7. 27: € 6 xéopos dmpypévos eis
(1) éy80dBa (the sphere of the fixed stars), firs éoriv 4 xepaldy
Tob wavros kéopov, . . . kal els (2) éPSoudSa (the region of the
seven planets),® fris doriv T repadn) s éBSopddos 6 Snypiovpyds Tov

! The parapla viérys is that * Sonship * which dua 7§ yevéala 1ol omépparos Ty
wplrny karaBoAdy . . . dvijAfe xal dvédpape vdTwler dvw, and has ever since remained
above, in nnion with God.

? Cf, Irenaeus 1. 30. 9 : the Ophites ‘sanctam hebdomadam septem stellas quas

dicm:.t planetas esse volunt’.
Hippolytus, Ref. haer. 7. 26, apparently reports Basilides as saying that there
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tmokeypédvar ! kal s (3) Tobro 0 Sudorypua T xel Huds (the sublunar
world), émov éoriv % duopdpia.

The Valentinians used the word éydods in two different senses,
Their *first éydods’ was the group of the eight highest Aeons. But
they also used éySods as Basilides used it, in the sense of ‘the eighth
sphere’, i. e. the sphere of the fixed stars, which is above the planetary
kebdomas.  E.g. the Valentinian Theodotus, Clem. Alex. fragm. 63 :
) piv olv Tév mvevparkdv dvdmavous . . . &v Sydodde . . . wapd
v wyrpl (Sophia), "éxovral (lege éxdvrov) ras Yuxas [ra] évdipara?
dxp. ovvredelas'® of 8¢ dM\ar moral Yuyal wapa 76 Sqpuovpyd.t  wrept
8¢ mp ocwréhear dvaywpotor Kkal abrar els oySodBa. . . . 76 8
érretlev, dmoféueva T mvevparud (nom.) ris Yuyds k. enter into
the pleroma (which is above the material Kosmos), xai wpds TV Tod
Trvedparos’ Syw Zpyovrar, aiGves voepol yevdpeva. (This passage has
much in common with the description of the ascent of the soul
in Corp. 1) 5. 8o: bv yeng % wirmp, €ls Bdvatov dyerar Kai els
xbopov' by 8¢ dvayewd Xpiords, eis Loy perariferar €ls dydodda (1. e.
into the ‘eighth sphere’, which is above the seat of the Valentinian
Demiurgus, and beyond the reach of the planetary mdbh).5

are 365 ofpavol in the hebdomas. His words are these: mel obv xal 7d & 3
éBBopddi mivra wepdmiaro . . . —xriges Ydp eict (kar abrd rd Saoripara kol xar’
abrobs (lege kard Tobro 70 BtdoTnpua, se. in the planetary region) drepor kal dpyal
xal Buvdpes kal Hovalar, . . . &v8a kat Tpiakooiovs rovra Tévre obpavols pdorovar,
wal Tov péyav dpxovra abr@v elvar Ty 'ABpaddf . . . —dAN’ énel, o, Tadt olirews
éxévero, EBet Notwdy Kal Ty dpopplay (riv) kaf Huds (i. e. the sublunar world)
porwobijva  If this statement is to be accepted, the meaning may perhaps have
been, not that there is a serics of 365 concentric spheres, but that there are 365
different aspects of the heavens, corresponding to the 365 days of the year. Each
of these aspects of the heavens—or in other words, each of the days of the year—is
presided over by a different Power (a ypovoxpdrap, as Egyptian astrologers would
have said) ; and all these 365 Powers together are subject to * the great Archon’
Abrasax, who is lord of the whole region of the planets. Cf, Irenaeus 1, 24. 7 :
‘trecentorum (possibly #recentas?) autem sexaginta quinque caeclorum locales
positiones distribuunt (Basilidiani), similiter ut mathematici : illorum (sc. mathe-
maticorum, “astrologers™) enim theoremata accipientes, in sunm characterem
doctrinae transtulerunt: esse antem principem illornm 'ABpatas (elvar B Tov
dpyovra abrdv ¢now 'ABpucdf Theodorel), et propter hoc CCCLXV numeros
habere in se.” The letters of the name 'ABpagd¢ or ABpdtas, taken as numbers,
make up the number 365 when added together. (It was noted that the letters of
the name Meifpas also make up the number 365 ; Jerome #n Awmos lib, 1.)

! Perhaps 4 wegals) [ ] rév dmoreipévar,

The mvevparikdv is the highest part of the man; the Yux7 is a lower part, and

is regarded as a ¢ vesture’ or * integument’ of the mrevparueéy,

* L e. until the final consummation of all things,

 I.e. in the planetary Jeldomas, which is the seat of the Demiurgus in the
Valentinian system.

® Basilides sometimes used dyods and éBSopds as personal names, signifying
respectively ¢ the Power that resides in the eighth sphere’ and *the Power that
resides in the seven planetary spheres’; e. g. Hippol. Ref. haer. 7. 25: fw ., ..
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v i8lay Sovapw Ewv. The man has at this stage recovered the
powers proper to his true nature, which he had lost through his
descent into gross matter.

Sprel odv ois (éket) oliov Tdov marépa. Those who are ‘ there
(i.e. in the sphere of the fixed stars) are (1) the star-gods, and
(2) other human souls, which have previously mounted to that sphere.
The notion that human souls of the highest order, after their release
from the body, take up their abode in the sphere of the fixed stars,
can be traced back (perhaps through Posidonius) to Heraclides
Ponticus.! See Cic. Somn. Scip. ; and cf. Corp. X. 7 fin.: airy (viz.
residence among the astral gods) yuxfs % rehewordry 86fa. The
author of Corp. 1 has adopted this notion ; but he regards an abode
in this region, not as the highest to which the soul can attain, but
as a stage on the way to something yet higher,

dxoder xal t@v Suvdpewy, Gmép Thy dydoarwkiy low olodv, puwn
un idle Gpvoucdv Tov Bedv. As to the hymns sung by the Swdpes,
of. Valentinus, Hippol. Ref. kaer. 6. 31 fin.: dvédpaper . . . 6
Xpwrds kai 70 "Ayiov Tlvedpa mpos 7ov Notv wal Ty "AMjfeav évros
0% Spov (i.e. into the pleroma with which extracosmic space is
filled), 7 (' ) perd Tov Aoy aldvoy Gofdlwv Tov Marépa. For
pury T idlg, cf. rals 'y?u.ﬁcu'au; ... Tav dyyéhov in 1 Cor, 13, 1.
Testament of Job (Reitzenstein Poim. p. 57): the first of Job’s three
daughters amedpléytaro Tovs dyyehikods Vpvovs év dyyekix povy,
xal Spvov dvépehte 1§ Oep katd Ty dyyeludy fuvoloyiar' the second

Bamheds kal kipios ds Ebne 7@y Bhav & péyas dpxer, § 'OyBods” v & wal TodTOU
700 Biaorhparos Bagiheds kal wipios 7 ‘EBSopds. And in the same way, the
Valentinians, holding the eighth sphere to be the abode of Achamoth-Sophia, and
the planetary /febdomas to be the abode of her son the Demiurgus, sometimes
called Sophia herself *Oy3ods, and the Demiurgus ‘EBfopds. Trenaeus 1. 5. 3 (T
*Axapd6) xal 'OvyBodda kakovor kal Zopiav . . .- Exew B¢ Tdv 7is peoiryTos Thmwov
abriy, kal elvar bmepdve piv Tob Bpmovpyol, bmondrw B Tol whypbpatos péxp
guvrehelas. [b. 1. 5. 2: ‘EBSopdda ralotow abrév (se, Tov dnuiovpydv), T &8
pnrépa Ty "Axapdd *Ovyodda, dwooklovear Tiv dpBudy T1ol! (77s) dpyeyovov xal
wplorys Tob wAnpdparos dyBodBos, (The latter passage shows that the Valentiniang,
having adopted from their predecessors the use of dyods in the sense of  the eighth
sphere’; sought to connect this with their other use of it in the sense of ‘the first
eight Aeons’.)

A similar use of 'OvyBods as a person-name occurs in a magic papyrus (Pap.
Leyd. W, 139. 45 Leemann : Reitzenstein Poinr., p. 54): 70 kipoy Gvopa, o éoTwr
"Oydods Svopa, 6 7d wdvra émrdgowy xal Bow@y' ToiTg Yap merdynoov dyyehot,
dpyaryyehor, dafpoves, Supdnioear, xai whvra 7d bwd Ty wriow. [, 141. 5: xphon
7§ peydhe dvipat, § toTw 'Oydods dvopa, 6 Ta mavTa Boudy 7d kaTd THY plow.
This Being, who ¢ governs all things created’, and ‘administers all things in the
material universe ’, corresponds to the  great Archon’ or Demiurgus who resides
in ¢ the eighth sphere’ in the system of Basilides.

1 A suggestion of something like it occurs in Pl Z¥m. 42 B: els Tiy TOD
gurvépov mopevBels oiknaw daTpov, Biov eldalpova kai ovsifn Eor.

28002 F
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sang hymns in ‘the language (8uddexros) of the Archontes’; and
the third, in “the language of the Cherubim’.

We were told in § 7 that the ‘Light’ which stands for God is
subdivided into innumerable Suvdpes. That is, the supreme God
is pictured as a Being made up of innumerable ‘Powers’, which
fill the boundless space outside the Kosmos. In § 26a, these
‘Powers’ are regarded as persons. The Catholic Christians spoke
of three divine ‘Persons’; the Valentinians, of thirty. The author
of Corp. 1 recognizes innumerable Persons in a somewhat similar
sense; and he holds that individual human souls may be added
to the number of them (Suvduers kol adrol yerdpevor & Oed yivovrar).

His conception of the Swdues of God resembles that of Philo.
(See Bousset, Rel. des Judentums, Kap. XVIII; and Zeller, Phil.
der Gr. 111, Abth. 2 (rgog), pp. 407-418.) Philo speaks much of
God’s Svvduas. He repeatedly says that the two chief Svvdpes of
God are 4§ womrua) Stvaps (also called 4 edepyéris Sitvams and Ul
708 Beod dyafidrns), and +§ Baoiuxi) Sveus (also called dpxi, ékov-
ola, fryepovia, 78 kpdros, % Tyepoviky kal Segmoruci) éfovala, and 4
xohaaripos Svapss). In De fuga et invent. 18. 94 ff, Wendland
IIL, p. 130, he adds three others, the operation of which is limited
to God’s dealings with erring men, viz. 4§ Dews Stvaps (by which
God pardons repentant sinners), 4 mpooraxruc (by which God gives
commands to men), and 4 drayopevruci (by which God issues pro-
hibitions) ; and he there says that these five Suvdpess are subordinate
to the felos Adyos, which is the first and chief Stvamus, and the
yvioxos Tdv Suvdpewv, Cf. Decherubim g. 27, Cohn 1, P 176 kord Tov
éva Svrws dvra Oedv Bfo Tas dvwrdre evor kal wpdros Svvdpeas dya-
Gérgra xai éfovoiav, . . . Tpirov B¢ owvdyorra dudoly pégov elvar
Adyov, Adyw yap xai dpyovra kal dyafov evar tov fedv. In other
passages, he says that the two chief Swdpes of God are 4 wourK
and % Bacixsj, and does not mention the Adyos in connexion
with them. Elsewhere, he says that the Swdues of God are un-
limited in number ;! and he identifies them (1) with the Platonic
déar, (2) with the (omepparicol) Aéyor of the Stoics, and (3) with
the “angels’ of the Jews and the ‘daemons’ of the Platonists. At
times, a 8vams of God means to Philo merely a mode or depart-
ment of God’s action. But at other times, he conceives the Svvdpes
as persons distinct from God ; he speaks of them as God’s Sopupdpor,

1 De conf. ling. 34. 171, Wendland II, p. 262 : €fs dw & Beds dpvbyrovs wepl abriv
éxet Surdpets, dpwyobs kal cwrnplovs Tob yeropdvoy wdoas,
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and even calls them yuyxal (De conf. ling, l.c). See also Philo
Legat. ad Caium 1. 6, Cohn VI, p. 156.

Philo’s hypostatization of the Suvduess is an instance of a mode
of thought which was common among the Jews of his time, There
are traces in the New Testament of a tendency to hypostatize the
Sivapus Beov; e.g. 1 Cor. 1. 24 Xpordv Geod Sivapy xal feod codlav,
Luke 1. 35: 8tvaps “Yiorov émordoe oo (where Sdvapus Yyiarov
stands in parallelism with mvedpa dyworv). Luke 22, 69: Zorac & vids
0 dvbpdmov kabijpevos éx Sebidv Tis Buvdpews Tod Oeot. In Ep. Eph.
1. 21 ($mepave mdons dpyijs kal eovolas kai Suvdpews kal kupryros),
the dwdpes are persons. Simon Magus called himself % peydhy
Sivapus,! probably meaning thereby that in him the divine vois or
Méyos bad ‘become flesh’. Simon, as reported by Hippolytus,
spoke also of subordinate 8wvdpes, which he distinguished from ¢ the
great Power’ (j peyd\y Sivous, % dwépovros). The term Sdvapus
was similarly used by some of the Christian Gnostics, e, g. by
Satornilus.?

xoi Téve Tdfer dvépyovrar mwpds o warépa. The souls ‘ascend to
the Father’; i.e. they quit the material Kosmos, and enter the
incorporeal world, which is filled with the presence of God; or, as
some of the Gnostics would have expressed it, they enter the pleroma.
And they enter it in due order or succession (réée), as each of them
in turn becomes fit for this supreme exaltation,

[0ewbijvas]. If we retain this word, we must take it as equivalent
to év fe¢ yevéobar in the sense explained above. But the sentence
reads better without it; and it seems most likely that it has been
added by a later hand.

§ 26 b. kabodnyds yivy rols dflots. The prophet is to preach to
all mankind; but it is only ‘the worthy’ among his hearers that
will accept him as their guide.

& Mowpdvdpns épulyn Tals duvdpeow, The divine Mind, which has
assumed a quasi-corporeal form for the purpose of communicating
with the prophet, returns to the incorporeal world, and resumes its

! Aets 8, 101 of mpoceixoy mavres . . . Aéyovres OBrés dariv § Advapus 7o Beod 5
wakovpévy Meydhn. Irenaeus 1. 23. 2: esse se (dixit Simon) sublimissimam
virtutem (i.e. 8fvap), hoc est eum qui sit super omnia Pater” Hippol. Refo
haeres. 6. 19 : davrdv 8¢ Nyaw Ty brdp ndvra Svamy dvar.

* Hippol. Ref. haeres. 7. 28: Satornilus said éva marépa dyvworov Tols wiow
Umdpxew, v morfoarra dyyéhovs, dpxayylhous, Swwdpes, ifovsias, Epiphan,
g:;r. 23: Satornilus said 7dv gwrfipa dreordrbar dmd Marpds katd Ty Yrwpny TRV

ey,

Fa
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functions as the supreme Being in whom all the Surdpess are
comprehended.

§§ 27-29. [[eyd 8¢ elxeporioas . . . Thy idlav kolrqn.]] This
passage is out of place. § 30, in which the prophet describes his
state of mind on waking at the conclusion of his vision, must have
been meant to follow immediately after the account of the vision
itself ; and his hymn of thanksgiving (§ 31 f.), which follows rightly
on § 30, must have preceded § 27, the opening words of which (éya
8¢ edxapiomioas k.m.\.) refer back to it. When the text is thus re-
arranged, the order is perfectly satisfactory. The prophet first
speaks of his own reception of the revelation (§§ 30-32), and then
proceeds to describe how he preached to others the gnosis which had
been revealed to him ; and he brings his narrative to a fitting close,
by making his hearers go to bed at the end of the day thus spent,
§ 29 fin. (Compare the conclusion of the First Book of the /Zad.)
It is possible that the order of the paragraphs was deliberately
changed by some one who intended the Z#e//us to be read as a
‘lesson’ at a meeting of worshippers, and considered that it would
serve this liturgical purpose better if the hymn (in which the
congregation might join) were placed at the end.

§ 30. v edepyeoiar Tol MoupdrBpou Gveypafdpny els 2pavrér. The
more usual construction would be edepyérnpy Tov II. dveypaydpqy, ¢ 1
registered his name on the tablet of my memory as that of a bene-
factor’. Cf. Pl. Gorg. 506 C: ebepyérys wap’ épol dvayeypdier.

whnpulels av fbehov. These words refer back to § 3, pafeiv fé\w
T4 OvTa . . . Kol YrOvaL TOV Gedv.

i 70l Adyou ddopia (ékpopd MSS.) yéwnpa[ra] Téyabdrl. The
phrase % rod Adyou "éxpopd! is parallel to the preceding guwmj; it is
therefore evident that éxopd (‘ utterance’) is wrong. In his sleep,
the prophet uttered no words ; he was only dreaming that he spoke.
ddpopia gives the sense required, and suits well with the following
yévqpa and the preceding éyxipwv. The word dyeflév can hardly
be right, because yémpua{ra] dyufdv too closely resembles éyxiuwv
Tob dyaflod. We might get a good antithesis to Adyov (‘ speech’) by
writing dylov (vogudrer), ‘holy thoughts’.

Aafdvre md 708 MoupudrBpou, Touréort Tod THs adberrias (vods, Tov...)
Adyor.—(NaBévri &mwd Toi vods pou, Toutéori Tod MoipdrBpov Tob THS
abBevrias Néyou MSS.) With the correction 7év 1s adferrias Adyor
for Tob Tijs adferrias Adyov, and the omission of pov, the reading of
the MSS. would be intelligible, if we take aiferria to mean °the
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absolute truth’, though not if we take it to mean ‘the sovereignty’.
But it seems more probable that Poimandres was here again called
6 s abfevrias vols, as in § 2.

§§ 31, 32. Gywos & Beds . . . Th waoor ovolor. This hymn occurs
in a collection of Christian prayers, Berlin Papyrus 9794. (BerZ
Klass. Texte, Heft V1, Altchristiiche Texte. See Reitzenstein and
Wendland, ‘Zwei angeblich christliche Gebete', Nackrichten von der
k. Gesellschaft der Wissensch., Gottingen, Philol.-hist. Klasse, 1910,
Heft 4, p. 324 ff) We are told that the Papyrus was written in the
third century. There is no doubt that the hymn was composed to
form part of Corp. I, and was borrowed thence by the Christian
compiler of the collection of prayers in the Papyrus ; for some of the
phrases in it were clearly suggested by passages in Corp. I (e.g. Loy
kat $is, and wapédukas adrd Ty waocar éfovolar). It must have been
extracted from the Pagan Poimandres-document by some Christian
who considered it suitable for use in his own worship. The Christian
who adopted it added a doxology at the end, and probably inserted
the words 70 yap mveipd pov (. . .) 78 belw mvedpare.

§ 81. dytos (& Oeds, 6 imod)elfas por [dmd Tod vios] Lwy kal ¢(ds).
This clause is omitted in codd. Corp. ; but as the words & Swodelfas
pou vy xai s were evidently written with reference to what has
gone before in Corpus 1, it is to be presumed that it originally
belonged to that document,! and was taken thence, with the rest of
the hymn, by the compiler of Pap.

For drd rov wos, Reitzenstein writes dmd rob Nods. But this is
hardly intelligible. If 8ud were written in place of éwé, the meaning
might be 8w 7o Mowpdrdpov ; and if Poimandres could be regarded
as a person distinct from the supreme God, it might very well be
said that God has revealed ‘ Life and Light’ to the prophet through
the agency of Poimandres. But we have seen reason to think that
the writer’s view is rather that Poimandres, § vjs adferrias vods, is
identical with the supreme God; and if so, this explanation cannot
be accepted. It seems best therefore to assume that émd 7o vods
has been wrongly inserted here. It may possibly be a misplaced
doublet of the words dmé 703 woés which occur in the text of the
MSS. a few lines above.

dywos 6 Oeds, & marhp 1dv B\wv odd. Corp.—dyios & Beds k(ol marhp
@)y Shwy [dyios €l] (6 mpd) dpxA(s dv) Lap. As given in codd. Corp.,
the first clause of this triplet is too short to match the second and the

! 1t ought therefore to have been printed in the text.
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third ; it is therefore probable that it originally included the phrase of
which apyn, preserved in Pap., is a remnant. The Berlin editors of
Pap, write 6 éx* dpxqs dv; but perhaps & wpo dpyijs dv is preferable.
Cf. §8a: 76 dpyérvmov eldos, 70 mpodpxov Tis dpyys. In the vision
described in § 4, the ‘light’ which stands for God is in existence
before the first rudiment of the future Kosmos comes into being.

ol f| Bouhd) Tehelrar awd viv Mi8lwv] Suvdpewr. dnd is here, as often
in post-classical writings, used in the sense of $m¢ with a passive verb.
For Bovhij, cf. &k BovAis Beot in § 8 b. The duwvdpecs are the ‘ Powers
of God’ which were spoken of in § 7 and § 26 asq. The epithet
idiwv can hardly be right ; there is no need to emphasize the fact that
the dwdpes are Powers of God, and not of some one else. It would
be possible to write (&):dwv ; but though the Powers are, no doubt,
‘everlasting” or ‘eternal’, there would be little point in saying so
here. Perhaps the author wrote eidudv, ‘individual’ or ‘several’.
(For this meaning of i8uxds, see note on Ascl. Lat. 1. 2b fin)) The
personified Suvdpes correspond, in one aspect, to the ‘ departmental
gods’ of Pagan theologies. Each individual among them has some
special function of his own in the administration of the universe;
and by discharging their several functions, they collectively fulfil the
all-comprehensive BovAy of God.

s yvwobivar Bodherar. Cf. Corp. X. 15a: fé\a yropilealar.
Corp. VIL za: dpopovres ) kapdly els mov (ofrws) pabijvar Géhovra.
God’s will that men should know him is a part of his universal Bou\.

6 Nyw ouomadpevos té 8vra.  Adyos here means God’s fiaz, and is no
more hypostatized than in 2s. 32 (33) 6, 76 Adyw Tod «upiov of ofpavol
éorepecdyoar. But it is nevertheless possible that the phrase was sug-
gested by what was said about the hypostatized Aéyos of God in § 5 a.

dyos el, 8y 4 dplais olk fpadpuoer

dyios el, ol wion ¢iois eixbv Eu.

So Pap.; in codd. Corp. the two clauses are interchanged. The
order of Pap. seems preferable. In the first clause, the verb is
épadpwoey (no doubt a miswriting of fpavpucer) in Pap., but éudp-
$ooer in codd. Corp. 1f we accept éudpduoer, we must take gios to
mean here the power which imposes forms on matter, God is not
included in the sphere of operation of this power ; for God, being
incorporeal, has no popd#. But this conception of popd#, and of
¢vots as the imposer of popel, does not occur elsewhere in Corp. 1;
and fpadpwoer seems the better reading, as being in accordance with
the notion of ¢as and oxéros which is prominent throughout the
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document. ‘God is light, and in him is no darkness at all’ (Ep.
Jok. 1. 1. 5). Man also, in respect of his true being, is unmixed
light; but in his case, the light has been obscured through his
marriage with ¢vaus, that is, through his descent into the world of
matter, and incarnation in a material body. God, on the other
hand, remains on high, apart from all that is material, and unaffected
by the darkening influence of .

of wioa ¢lois elkdy &u. 1 wige Pious is the material universe ;
and the material universe is an ‘image’ of God. Cf. Ascl. Zat.
I. 10: ‘dei, cuius sunt imagines duae mundus et homo’,
Corp. VIII. 2: 6 xar’ eixdva adrol i’ adrod yevdpevos (sc. &
KGaLOS).

The three clauses of this triplet deal with the relation between
God and the Kosmos. The material world has been made by God ;
but God is not affected by the evil influence of the YAy of which it is
made ; and whatever good there is in it is a copy or reflection of the
Good which is in God.

8 wdons Suvacrelos (Suvdorews Pap.: Suvdpews codd. Corp.) toxupé-
tepos. duvdorews is probably a conflation of two readings, Suvaorelas
and Svvdpews. As durduewr was used a few lines above in a sense not
applicable here, Svvaorelas is the more likely reading.

8éfar hoywkds Ouoias dyvds. Cf. Corp. XIIL 18: 8éfar . . . hoyuow
Gvaiov. 1b. 21: wépmo Noyikas Gvalas. A Aoyuwks) Guala is an act of
worship which consists in verbal adoration, as opposed to a material
offering. Tertullian On Prayer, 27 : ‘ most excellent is every custom
which . . . helps us to bring to God, as our best victim, a well-enriched
prayer; for this is the spiritual victim which has abolished the former
sacrifices’. The epithet dyvds implies that such worship alone is
acceptable to God, and that fveia: in the literal sense (i. e. material
offerings, and especially bloody sacrifices) are ‘impure’. See Ase/.
Lat. 41 2. But perhaps dyvas ought to be bracketed.

4md Juxiis kal kopdlas wpds of dvarerapérms. Cf. Asel. Lat 41b;
Yuxg) waoy kol kapdle wpds ot dvarerapévy.

ow]) davodpeve. Cf, Corp. X. 5: 4 yip yidows adrod Babeia oo
éor.

§ 82. olroupdve 78 ph odalfrar. Cf. Ascl Lat 41b: 6éhnoov Huds
Sarnpnbivar . . . kal pijmore cpaliva Tod Towodrov Blov,

Tis yrdoews Tis kat obolav Yudv wdd. Corp.—tijs yvdoews Tis katd
Tugpos? (Oos ?) fjudv adrdv Pap. The reading of codd. Corp. might be
understood to mean either ‘the gnosis which corresponds to our
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true and incorporeal being (i.e. to the vobs in us)’, or ‘such
(imperfect) gnosis as (earthly) beings like us are capable of ac-
quiring’. The former explanation perhaps agrees better with the
tone of the context. But the phrase 7is «ar’ ololay apdv, taken in
either sense, seems irrelevant here; we should rather have expected
the speaker to say ‘the gnosis to which I have attained’. The
reading of Pap. is meaningless; with the emendation dyos (‘our
exalted station’) in place of wveos, the phrase might perhaps be
taken as equivalent to ris kar’ odoiay fpdv in the first of the two
senses explained above. But I am inclined to think that both texts
are corrupt here. Possibly the true reading may be 7is kar(e v
éyovaiar fudv (the efovaia which God has given to man).

kal évduvdpwody pe, (va) [kal] Tis xdpitos Tadms (Tuxdr) putiocw Tols
év dyvolg Tob yévous pov, ‘This boon’ means the revelation which
the prophet has received. He prays that supernatural power may be
given him, in order that he may be enabled to illuminate others as he
himself has been illuminated, and so obey the injunction of
Poimandres (§ 26 b: ody bs wdvra rapadafiv kabodyyss yivy k...
—rovs Toi yévovs pov means ‘ my fellow-men’ ; cf. kafodyyos éyevdpny
Tob yévous in § 29.

[0 yop mvedpd pou 76 Belw wvedpar] Pap.: om. codd. Corp. These
words are meaningless as they stand in ZPap. Reitzenstein inserts
avpmvel after pov, and takes the meaning to be ¢ my spirit is in accord
with the divine spirit’. But this can hardly have been written by the
author of the hymn. We have found #vefpe used in this document
in two different senses, viz. (1) ‘the element air’ (§§ o, 16), and (2)
the vital spirit’ of the individual man (§ 17). But both these uses
of the word belong to the same sfrafum of Greek thought, and are
connected with the Stoic system ; in both of them alike, the wvetpa
is a material thing of gaseous substance. If we retain the words of
Pap., we must say that the author has here used zvedpa in an entirely
different sense, to signify the divine Mind, and the highest and
incorporeal part of man. But he elsewhere uses the Platonic term
vots to express this conception ; and it is difficult to see why he should
here use wvelpa as a substitute for vols. On the other hand, #wvedpa
was habitually thus used by the Christians, from Paul onward. Hence
it may be inferred that these words were inserted by a Christian, and
presumably by the Christian who adopted this Pagan hymn for use in
his own worship, and included it in the collection of Christian prayers
contained in the Papyrus.
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If this clause was added by a Christian, it is possible that the
missing verb is ovupaprvpe. Cf. Ep. Rom. 8.16: abro 1o mvelpa
quvpaprTupel 7§ TredpaTe by or éopév réxva Beot. A Christian reader
of the Hermetic prayer might very well be reminded of that text by
the words viods 82 oot and morely rkal poprupd, which precede and
follow the interpolation.

(. ..)8d motelo kal paprupd (3m) eis Lwhy kal ¢ds xwpd. The
prophet ‘believes’ this himself, and ‘bears witness to it’ in his
preaching to others. But 8 is meaningless, and there is no clear
connexion: of thought with what precedes. It may perhaps have
been because he felt the need of something to which 8ié could refer,
that the Christian interpolator inserted before it the words 7o yap
mveipo kX, But I am inclined to suspect that in the earliest form of
Corp. 1 the greater part of this hymn or prayer was absent, and that
the prophet’s enlogia originally ran as follows: dyios 6 feds, & dmodeiéas
por Loy kel B [ | 8 moredw Kkal papropd éreels Loqy Kkal s yopd.
Adyros €, wdrepr & oos (vios?) owaydlev cou Bovlera, kabos
mapéduras abr® Ty micav éfovalav. ‘God has set before me the
promise of Life and Light ; therefore, I believe and testify that I enter
into Life and Light’ We may suppose that some one afterwards ex-
panded this short ex/ogia by inserting the three dytos-triplets, and the
petitions which follow them ; whence it resulted that 8o was separated
from the clause to which it originally referred. But if so, the addition
had already been made when the document came into the hands of
the Christian compiler of the collection of prayers in the Papyrus, and
must therefore have been made in or before the third century a. b.

§ ods dvbpumos ouvayidferr oor Bodherar. Thy man’ is the higher
and incorporeal part of the man, i. e. the vos in him, which is derived
from the first Anthropos, and in virtue of which he is a son of God.
But perhaps the author may have written 6 aos vids, which would suit
better with the preceding wdrep. The phrase 6 oos dvfpomos is
borrowed from Corzp. I in Corp. XI1L. 20 (6 ods dvBpwmos Tatra Bod) ;
but the text of Cozs. I may have already been altered when it was
read by the writer of Corp. XIII.

owaydlev oor must mean ‘to be holy as thou art holy’, with
reference to dytos 6 feds above. But dywdZew usually means ¢ to make
holy’, and we should rather have expected cuvayidfeafan

mwapédukas adrd Ty waoar dovolav. Cf. wdvrev iy éovoior éywr in
§ 15, and &yovres éovalar Tijs dBavacios peralafBev in § 28. Man, as
son of God, is adrefodaios ; he is no slave of Heimarmene, but is free
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to unite himself with God, if he will ; and the man who speaks does
will to do so (BovAerar). Cf. Ev. Jokh. 1.12: door 8¢ E\afov airor,
&dwker adrols fovaior réva Oeod yevéobar

§ 27. "2 haoi, dvBpes ynyevels, k.. Corp. VII is an expansion of
this missionary sermon.

Men, in respect of their lower nature, are ‘sons of earth”’ (ynyeveis).
As long as they remain unilluminated, the earthly nature which they
inherit from ¢douws, the mother of their race, is predominant, and
 Man, the son of God ’, is dormant in them.

€y . . . éavrods &deduxéres. Cf. Pl. Phaedo 79 c: 7 buxa), orav
p&v T odpare mpooxpiitar els 15 cromely Tt . . ., Tére eV ... mhaviTa
kel Tapdrrerar kal Iyyd domep pebiovoa.

§ 28. ol ourodeloarres T mhdvy Kkal guykovwviicartes T dyvolg.
‘Error’ and ‘Ignorance’ are here personified by a figure of speech,

§ 29. Eomeipa (&) adrois Tods THs codias Néyous, kal érpddmoar] (8
omapév) &k 706 dpuPpooiov dBaros. The notion of ‘the water of im-
mortality” occurs in many different regions. We meet with it in
Babylonian myths. Cf. the #8wp {v spoken of in £o. Jok. 4. 10-14
and 7. 37 . The Orphici spoke of ‘the fount of Mnemosyne’, in
contrast to ‘the fount of Lethe’. But as the writer of Corp. I has
just spoken of sowing seed, he must have gone on to speak, not of
water which men drink, but of water with which the seed is watered,
If then we retain érpdnoar, we must understand of Adyor as its sub-
ject. But a reader would more naturally take the subject of érpdgmoay
to be the men to whom & adrois refers ; and as this cannot be what
the author meant, it is more. likely that he wrote érpdghy 7o omapéy, Or
something of the sort. The thought partly resembles that of Paul in
1 Cor. 3.6 : éyd epirevoa, "Amoldrs érdriocer, GG 6 Oeds yiéaver. The
preacher sows the seed of wisdom ; but it is God that supplies the
water which makes the seed grow.

hots (8Ans MSS.) &kéhevoa aidrols eoxapioTelr T Oed. kol dramhnpd-
gayres Thy ebxapiorior k.T.N.  edyapioria here means a liturgical thanks-
giving. This is not far from the sense in which the word was used in
the early Christian Church, whence our word ‘Eucharist’. Cf.
Justin dpol. 1. 13. 1: vov Sppovpydy 7088 T0b mwavrds . . . Aoyw edxis
xkai ebxapiorias . .. alvotvres. b, 1. 65 3: drera wpoopéperar TG
mpoeaTdre Tév ddeddpidv dpros kal woripiov Bdaros kal kpdpuaros, kal ofros
Aafov alvov kail 86éav 7§ watpl 76w Shwv . . . dvaméumer, kal elxapioTiay
vwrép 100 karnéiboba Tovrwy Tap’ adrod el wold mouitar off cuvrelé-
oavros Tis ebyas kal Ty edyapioriov was 6 mapiw hads émeupnuel Aéywy
"Apajv.
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LIBELLVS II

In the MSS. of the Corpus Hermeticum, the text of Libellus IT
begins at the words 4 feds in §4b. The part of the text which pre-
cedes these words has been preserved by Stobaeus.'! It is possible
that, in the original document, the passage given by Stobaeus was
preceded by some introductory sentences ; but there is no reason to
think that any considerable part of the dialogue is missing.

In the Corpus, this piece is entitled ‘Eppot mpos Tar Adyos xabfo-
Awds. But this cannot have been the title of a dialogue in which the
pupil addressed by Hermes is Asclepius ; and there can be no doubt
that the right explanation is that which is given by Reitzenstein
(Poimandres, p. 193). 'The lidellus which originally stood second in
the Corpus bore the title ‘Epuod mpés Tar Ady. xaf. In a MS. from
which all our MSS. are derived, this title chanced to come at the
bottom of a page, and several following leaves were torn out and lost.
In these lost leaves were contained both the whole of the Zidelfus to
which the title ‘Eppod wpos Tar Ady. xaf. belonged, and the title and
beginning of the next /ellus (our Libellus IT), which originally stood
third.2 Thus the title of the lost second Zellus came to be im-
mediately followed by the words % feds k.7.A. of our Libellus II, and
was consequently taken to be the title of the Zée//xs beginning with
those words.

It appears from the headings of Stobaeus’s three extracts from this
document that it was known to him, not as one of the pieces of our
Corpus, but as one of a collection of ¢ Discourses of Hermes to
Asclepius’,

Corp. 11 is described in the concluding words as an inroduction to
a course of philosophy (mpoyvwsia 7is s mdvrev ¢ioews); hence it
may be inferred that its writer intended it to be the first of a pro-
gressive series of discourses of Hermes.

Conients of Libellus 11,

That which encompasses the Kosmos, and within which the move-
ment of the Kosmos takes place, must be something incorporeal ;
consequently, it must be either identical with God, or closely connected

1 This passage was restored to its place at the beginning of Corp. II by Patrizzi,
who was the first to see that Stobaeus’s extract had been taken from this document.

? Assuming that only one Zbel/us has been lost. Bat it is of course possible that
the missing leaves contained two or more /dei/i.
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with God (§§ 1-4 a). Butitis not identical with God ; therefore, it must
be something closely connected with God (§§ 4 b-6 a). It must also
be motionless (§ 6 b).—But is it not void? No, for there is no such
thing as void (§§ 10, 11).—

That by which the Kosmos as a whole, and all bodies within the
Kosmos, are moved, is something incorporeal (viz. soul) which is
within the body moved (§§ 8 b, g). And this thing also is motionless
(§ 6b).

The incorporeal thing which encompasses the Kosmos is Nous
(§ rza). But there is something above Nous, viz. the Good, which
is the source of Nous and Aletheia (§ 12 b).

What thenis God? God is distinct from and above Nous ; he is
the cause of the existence of Nous and Aletheia, and of all else (§ 13).
God is identical with the Good ; and no other being than God can
properly be called good (§§ 14-16).

(A passage concerning the movement of the heavenly bodies,
§§ 6 b-8 a, and a passage in which the duty of procreation is asserted,
§ 174, seem to have been subsequently added.)

The argument starts with certain propositions concerning move-
ment (ko) ; but the treatment of this topic is merely preliminary
to the account of God which is given in §§ 12-16; and it is in these
latter sections that the substance of the mpoyvwoia imparted in this
dialogue is to be found. The doctrine set forth may be shortly
stated thus ; ‘God is above and distinct from Nous ; he is the source
from which Nous issues, and is identical with 7o dyadv .

In the first part of the dialogue (§§ 1-11), the argument is confused
by the intermixture of statements concerning 7o kwodv (= 6 o¢ ob
Kkweitar 70 kwovpevor) with others concerning 76 & ¢ kweira.. How
far the author is responsible for this confusion, and how far it has
been caused by subsequent dislocation of portions of the text, it is
difficult to guess ; but the Hermetist’s meaning would certainly have
been more clearly expressed if the two topics (that of 7o é&v ¢ and that
of 70 3¢’ ob) had been kept separate.

The sources of Libellus I1.

The doctrine is mainly Platonic. The conception of 78 dodparoy
is derived from Plato ; and the source of the view that God is dvou-
oilacros (§ 4 b), and of the statement that vois and dAvjfewa are ‘rays’
emitted by 76 dyadév (§ 12 b), is to be found in Pl. Rep. 6. 508 Eff.
In his identification of God with 75 dyafév, and in his account of the
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relation between God and Nous, the writer is in agreement with many
Platonists of the Roman Empire; and in the latter, he must have
drawn from the same Platonic sources as the Christian Gnostics who
spoke of Nous as an emanation from the Propator. The doctrine
that yuyi is dxbmros (§ 6b, 70 kwolv érrykev) is not Platonic, but
Aristotelian. The discussion of 76 xevdy (§§ 1o, 11) presupposes the
Stoic doctrine of extracosmic kevdy, against which it is directed. The
use of the word rémos as a name for the extracosmic Nous is probably
of Jewish origin. There is nothing distinctively Egyptian in this
dialogue ; and there is no trace of Christian influence.

Date.

This /libellus must necessarily have been written later than the
revival of Platonism which took place in the first century . c.; but
how much later, it is difficult to guess. From the word mpoyruwaia in
§ 17 b, it may perhaps be inferred that it was one of the earlier of the
series of Hermes fo Asclepius dialogues, the latest of which seem to
have been written shortly before a. n. 300. (See notes on the dates of
Asel. Lat. 111 and Corp. IX.) It could hardly be said that any date
between A.D. 1 and 250 is impossible ; but the affinity of the doctrine
of Nous in Corp. II to that of Platonists such as Numenius
(a.D. 150-200), and to that of Valentinus and other Christian Gnostics,
affords some ground for conjecturing that it was written between
A.D. 100 and 2350,

I append here, for comparison with Corg. II and with other
Hermetica, the fragments of Numenius in which he speaks of ‘the
first God’ and ‘ the second God’.

Euseb. Pr. ep, 11. 18. 1-24:

6 8¢ Novuirios, o Ihdrwvos mpeafeiov, & rois Iepl Tdyalfod Tdde
Kal abros wepl Tod Sevrépov alriov ! Aéywv Srepumreler

1. “rov péhovra 8¢ ocvmjoew Beol mépr TpuTov kal Sevrépov xpi) mpd-
Tepov rehéofar Ekaora év Tdfe kal év edbnpooaivy Tl o .. 3. 6 Oeds &
pév wplros, év éavrd dv, éotiv dwlols, Sk 16 éavtd avyywinervos Sidhov
i wore elvar Siaperds: & Beos pévror & dedrepos Tkai Tpiros'? Eoriv els,
aupcpepdpevos 88 T Ay, Sudde olioy, évol pév adriv, oxilerar 8¢ I adris,
émbupagricov ffos® éyovans kal peovons. 4. TG otv Y evar mpos TG

1 L e. the second God.

® In place of wai vpiros (which is meaningless), something like waf’ avriv pév,

or (as below) wpds éavrd pev dv, is needed,
3 fj6os Dindorf : eldos Mullach.
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vord,—av yip dv mpos avrd,—dwl 70 (els ?) T Uiy BAémew, Talrys
émipelodpevos dmeplomros éavrod yivera. 5. kal dmwrerar Tov ololyrod
kol mepuémer, dvdyet Te &t els o Weov Hfos, Tdmopeédpevos ! s TAgs.”

6. rai ped Erepd ¢nav

“ kal yap of T2 Snpiovpyely Téari xpedy! ® rdv mpdrov* kel Tod Sypiovp-
yobrros 8¢ [rept marpos xal viod]* xpu {efvm] vopilecfar® mwarépa Tov
mporov Bedv. 7. €l piv olv wepl 7ol Snpiovpyot® {nrotpev, ddoxovres
M3ety Tov mpérepov dmdplavra obrws dv wotely Exew Bapepdvras!,’ olxeln
%) wpdaodos alry yeyovuia dv ely Tod Adyovr el 8¢ wepl oD dnpuiovpyod wif
éoTw & Adyos, {yroduer 88 wepl Tod wpdrov, dpoioTpal Te T& Aexbévra,

* by ? -~ o L3 Y -~ A ’ €t 7 ’

Kai éoTw pév ékeva dppyra, péreye 8¢ éNelv ToV Adyov érépwblev Bypdoas.

8. mwpod pévror Tob Adyov Tis dAdoews, Sopoloynodueba Huiv avrors
opodoyiay otk dudrofyriayuor drolaat, Tov pev mplrov feov dpyov elvau
dpywv Evpmdvrov, kai Bagihée,® Tov Syuovpykov 8¢ Bedv dryepovety, O
ofpavod Wyra. 9. Sui 8¢ Tovrov kai & ardlos v domi, kdTw TOD VOb
Tepmopévov év diefédw wao Tois (adrol ? st. 7ol voi) kowwrijoal curteray-
pévos.  10. BAérovros pdv olv kal émeaTpappévou wpos Hubv Exacrov
10b feod,'® aupBaive. v e kal Brdokeador Tére To cipara, Trydedovral M
T0b Beod Tols drpoffoliopols * peracTpéporros 8¢ els iy favrod weprwmiy
Tob feod,” radra pév dmooBévvvoba, Tov 8¢ volv Ljv, Blov Eravpdpevor
ebdaipovos.” 1

! dropefépevos MSS, : émopefdpuevos Dindorf: dmopeyuevos Mullach, Possibly
Emopeyopévns 7is DAns?  (CE émbupnrirdy ffos Exovons above.)

? ot 7« Mullach, Gifford : oire MSS.

A Perh:ﬂ;:s éore ypeav (elmeiv)? ¢ We ought not to say that the first God
Bypuovpyet.

* wepl marpds ral viod is doubtless a marginal note inserted in the text by error,

5 ypn elvar vopifeofar MSS., Dindorf: ypy voui{ar Mullach.

8 Syueovpyod Mullach : Snuovpyiwoi Dindorf.

7 Possibly, el pév ofy wept 7ol Snu. (groyNTEC PpdoroimeN Seiv (alyrdy, mpbrepov
tmaptavra (ayabfor), olrw (myar(ra) wowelv (dore) Exew Biapepdvrs (= GoTe
nivra €0 éxew)., Cf. PL T¥m. 29 E, dya@ds fjv x.7.h. That is Plato’s mpboodos
700 Adyov in the Timacus,

8 The first God is a king or emperor, who sits untroubled in his palace ; the
second God is a viceroy or subordinate ruler (fyepdw), who goes forth into the
world to execute the king’s will. Perhaps we ought to read kard Bacidéa, ‘in the
manner of a king’,

9 Perhaps, 6 (rot &) fuiv (vob) aréAos, ¢ the sending forth to us of the vos that
isin us’. At any rate, that must be what is meant.

10 Sz, the second God.

N gndedorra MSS. : xpbevipera Viger : kndedorros Dindorf,

2 rois depoBodiopois (sc. Tob perds) = Tais drriot, the radiations of his influence.
Some of the Hermetists would have said rais dvepyelas.

15 A reminiscence of Pl. Politicus 272 £ : 700 mavris § wvBepyyrys, olov mndalaw
ofaros dépevos, els Ty abrol mepiwmiv dméary, The phrase Ty éavrod wepwmiy is
here equivalent to 76 éavrdv voeiv,

14 As long as the Deminrgus i:i' e. the divine voiis operating in the sensible world)
directs his attention to a man, he infuses life into that man’s body, and the man
continues to live embodied upon earth; but when the Demiurgus averts his
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11. Tadra pév 6 Novwivios: ol 3¢ ye wapdfes atrols T dwd Tis Tod
Aafid mpognreias (Fs. 103 (104) 24 and 27-30). . . .

13. wdhw & a¥ . . . & Novpiwios émdxovoov ola mepl Tob Sevrépov airiov
feoloyeir

14. “domep 8¢ mddhw Adyos éori yewpyd mpos Tdv ! duredovra dradepds
1

prevos, 7ov adrov AMdyov pdhiord Teorw1? § wpiiros feds wpos Tov Sv,rpmvpyév.
1

& v Tye &v1? oméppa wdons Yuxis omeipe els T8 perakayydvovra adrod
xpijpare ovpmravtar 6 Tvopoférns! * 8¢ purele kal Savépe kal peradurede
els Hpas éxdaorovs To. ékelfev mpokaraSBefiquéva.” b

15. xal &éjs 8¢ wdluv wepl ToD wds dmd Tob wpdrov alriov 76 Sedrepor
$wéary © roudde oy

(13

brdoa 8¢ Sobévra pérewrt wpds wov NauBdvavra, dmedivra ik Tob
Seduidros,—(ole 8)7 Oepamelan,® xpipara, vépuopa Koiov, értonmor,"—

attention from the man, then the man's body dies (radra ptv drooBévuoda:), but
the vofis that was in him,—the »ofs which is his true self,—lives on, and enjoys a
life of bliss (being re-united with the divine voiis, from which it was parted during
the man’s life on earth), The divine voiis éavréy voei; and the disembodied soul,
being made one with the divine vods, shares in that beatific contemplation,

1 7dv Viger: ra MSS.

2 pdMiard domv MSS. : pdhora éya Viger,

3 Mullach translates ¢ Nam primus quidem, quum omnis animae semen sit’, &, ;
that is, he makes oméppa nominative, and takes dv owépua to mean * being seed’.
Bat that is impossible ; a sower does not sow himself, and is not the seed which he
sows. owépua must be accusative, and object of omeiper. One might conjecture
6 piv yap & owéppa whons Yuxijs orelpe els 1d peradayydvorra abric xphuara
aipmavra, ‘ The first God sows one seed (or one sowing) of all soul (or life), to
serve for all things together that partake of soul.’” (els is not quite satisfactory ; but

haps a word or two that would have made the meaning clearer may have been
Fl;;e;t before els.)

Cf. Basilides ap. Hippol. Ref. haer. ; 21 (quoted in note on Corp. IX. 6):
(¢ Geds) waraBardpevos . . . owéppa 71 &y, éxov macay v lavrd v Tob wbopov
mavomepulay, k... -

* Numenius cannot have called the second God ‘the lawgiver’. The sense
wanted could be got by striking out vopoBérys ; but how did the word get in?
Perhaps we onaght to read mouris.

* Perhaps 70 éxel mpokarafefAnuévoy, viz. the onéppa spoken of above. (vara-
BeBAnuévoy is equivalent to éomapuévor.)

I suppose the yewpyls is the owner of the garden, or head-gardener, and the
guretaw is the labourer who works under his direction. The head-gardener sows
a single sowing (of some kind of vegetable) in the seed-bed, once for all; the
labourer plants out the seedlings, and attends to them one by one,

This extract is obscure; but perhaps it may be taken to mean that the first God
emits from himself, in the voyrds kdopos, by one timeless operation, one nndivided
world-soul (one mass of soul-stuff, as it were); and the second God, working in the
algyros xdopos, implants portions of this one soul in all individual organisms, and
transfers portions of it from one organism to another. :

¢ I, e. how the second God came into existence by issuing from the first God.

7 ola &% add. Viger,

8 Bepameia, ‘service’, i, e, slaves.

¥ véopa éntonpov is coined money ; but what is vémopa rothov ? Perhaps we

ought to read (dpydpior) woihov, émiompuor, ‘silver plate and coin’, and strike ont
viuopa as a gloss,
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Tavri pdv odv eoru Oy kal dvbpdmwer T 8% feid éoTw olo. peradofévra
[80&8 &keibu yeyarppéva) dvbévle Te ol dmelilulle, kaxelb yevopeva Tov
pivt dvmoe, v 82 otk EBNaye [xat wpowdvyoe T wepl Gv ymioraro
dvapvijoa]]t 16, Zori 8¢ Tovro TO Kadv Xpipa émaTium B ke, s
Svaro piv & AafBdv, obk dmolelmerar 8 abrijs & dedunds, {{xal wpoo@vato*
7 mept dv Amioraro dvapwioer). olov dv iBois ¢éapfévra a’ érépov
Mxvov Mixvor, pds éxovra & wi) Tov wpiTepov dpeiharo, GAAL Tijs év alT@
54 a S ek ~ ’E el ~ 7 5 A 2 5
ns wpds 70 xelvov wip éfadfelons. 17, Towdrdy T® xpijpd éoTLTO
fis émwrm) 7 Bobet al Andfelao dvew ptv 76 dedwrdTe
s émomipgs, 1) dofldoa kai Andleioa mapup piv 78 ;
aiveot 8¢ 79 Aafévr ) admj. 18, TovTov 8¢ 70 alrov, & Eéve," 0vdéy
dotw dvBpdmwov, GAN b1 s Te kai obala % Exovoa Ty émoTiuny ® 7
abrf o mapd e 76 Sedwkdre fed kal wapd. 16 eilypore ol ral oo,
10. 8 kai § M\dray ® T coplay $wd Mpopnbées éNfeiv els dvbparrovs
7 pop
perd davordrov rwvds wupds Epy.” ¥
20. kal wdw trofis éfs dnow

“egal & obror Blov & pév mpdrov, & B¢ devrépov feod.M Snhovére 6
utv mwpiros Bebs dorin® éords, b 8¢ delrepos dumaliv éoTi kwvolpevos.
& piv oty mpros mwepl T& voyrd, & 8¢ Sevrepos wepl Td (7€) voyras kal (7é)

1 Sz, the recipient. 2 Se. the giver.

8 The words &al . . . dvaprfoe unduly anticipate the following sentence; the
reader has not yet been told that the thing spoken of is émarfpn. 1 have therefore
transposed this clause to § 16. (It may have been added by a reader, but must in
any case have been meant to stand where I have put it.)

% The teacher, when he imparts knowledge to his pupil, gets a benefit by recalling
to mind what he already knows.

I have altered mpoodwnae into mpoodvare, as dvare occurs in the same sentence ;
but dv{fic)are and mposerhoare would do equally well.

5 ToiobTdy Tt Scripsi : Towodrov T MSS,

¢ & ¢éve seems to show that the book from which this and the adjacent extracts
were taken was a dialogue.

7 1. e. Todrov 70 alridy éoTw GTe koA,

§ The éfis kal obola % &xovoa Tir émorfuny is vols, The vobs in you and me is
one with the divine vois.

8 This refers to PL. Phileb. 16 C : Bedv piv els dvpbmovs ddais , . . mobdv &k Oedv
Yppichn Bl Twos TpopnPéws dpa pavordre Twl mupl.

10 Tn this extract nothing is said about the first God and the second Godj yet
Ensebins says (§ 15 #74%.) that Numenius was here speaking wepl 708 nids dwd ToU
wplorov airfov 70 Bevrepor Uréorn. 1f Eusebius is right in this, we must suppose
that Numenius went on to say that, as a teacher loses nothing when he imparts
knowledge to a pupil, and as the gods lost nothing when ¢ fire ’ (i. e. the light of
wisdom) was conveyed from them to men by Prometheus, so the first God loses
nothing of his own being when he puts forth from him the second God. :

11 The distinction might be expressed by saying that the Bios of the first God is
aldmios (in the Platonic sense of aidv), and that of the second God is (partly at
least) év xpiva.

12 fefs tomv Viger : Oeds Eorat MSS. The same tense must have been used in this
and the following clause; but it would be possible to write €orar in both places,
meaning ¢# follotos that it is so’.—BpAdvert . . . mwoipevos may perhaps be a
marginal note.
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alobyrd. 21, p) Bavpdoys & e 1097 dyyt wodd yip I favpaord-
Tepov drovoy.  dvrl yap Tiis mpocoloys T derépw kfoews, Ty
wpocoioar 7§ wpire ordow $uui evar kivpow etuduron,! ad’ ds B
re Tdis T0D Kéopov kel § poviy 7 dldios ® kal § cgorpla dveyeira: els
\ o ”
T8 OAG.
L] F) ] o] 3 ” AL

22. éri Tovtows kal &v 7§ ke ® mpoarifyo raira

“éredy poa 6 IAdrwr mwapd rois dvBpdmwois ToV ey Sm.t.wup}'c‘w
ngo-xép.svw povov, Tov pévror mpaTov vouw,! Goris kaletrar adrod a8
mayrdmagty dyvoolpevov wap' abrols, Sk Toro ofrws elrev, damep dv (el)
nis [ofre] Aéyor® 23. ‘& dvbpwmor, dv romdlere tpels volv ok Eori

- ,M\ o ) 4 - ’ ‘ 6 ’ LR
mpiTos; GAAG érepos wpo TovTov vols mpeaBitepos kal Beidrepos.

24. xal pell érepa émhéyer

11 ’ ’ 2, ’ A'uf L 3 LY 8

kuBepwirns pév mov év péog mweldyer popovuevos, iwép mpda~

Mov Wilvyos, Tois olafi Subive. v vadv épelduevos Sppara ¥
abrol kai vols ebfb Tob aifépos Ewvrérara mpos TG perdpoia, kai 7
6805 adrd dve & olpavod Tdrao B whéovrt kdro xard v Bdlar-
rav. obtw kal & dnuovpyds v Ay, TOD ifre daxpoloar® pojre
dmomdarxBivac® adriv, (v71) dppovip Ewdnoduevos, adrds pev dmép

! gipguror probably means ¢ corresponding to his (unique) nature * (and therefore
differing from all other «ivgois). The first God is fords ; but his erdows must not
be taken to mean inertness or inactivity. The first God works as an efficient cause,
and produces effects in the Kosmos; and his ordes is in that sense 2 #ivnais. The
unvarying order (rdfis) and everlasting duration (povd) 4 dfios and cwrypla) of the
Kosmos are effects caused by the ordois of the first God.

¥ pori) 7 diios Mullach, Gifford : povy) dfSios Dindorf.

® L e. this extract is taken from Book VI of Numenius ITep! Tdyadod.

* Numenius uses the term & wp@ros volis as a synonym of ¢ wplros Beds ; and
he uses the terms & Sedrepos voils and & Sppeovpyds as synonyms of & Sedrepos feds.
He here says that 6 mplitos vos, i.e. the first God, is adrd &v; and in other

ssages he identifies him with 76 dyafdv. He does not say (as Plotinus did

ater on, and as the author of Corp. Herm. 11 does) that the first God, called 79
dyafdy (or 70 &), is éwéweva vob kal obolas, i.e. distinct from and above vofs
and 70 dvrws dv,

5 ard v Dindorf: adrér Mullach,

 Gomep dv s offrw Aéyor MSS. : dowep dv € mis obre Aéyor Mullach: offre
seclusi.

' Cf. Oracula Chaldaica (Kroll, p. 14) : wdvra vdp igerérecae marqp (i. e, the
first voiis), kal v9 wapédune | Sevrépw, by mpiroy Khyilere mav Yévos dvdpiw ( whom
ye, O mankind, (wrongly) call first’),

To what passage of Plato is Numenius here referring ? Probably Pl £, 2. 312 K,
wepl 7oy mavrwr Bacihéa kT,

# Some such verb as Selxvvrar or gaiverar would make sense, (¢)awera might
possibly be corrupted into aneqr.

* Biakpoboa MSS. : diakpovobivar Mullach, Perhaps Siakpotolacta, ¢ to evade’
or ‘escape from control ’,

10 dwomhexOfvar MSS. : dromhayyfivar Dindorf: wepimAavyfivar Mullach.

! For the notion that the Demiurgus ¢ bound #Ay together, lest it should wander
away ', cf. Corp. Herm. VIIL 3, where we are told that God fashioned the sphere
of heaven out of a part of #Ay, and enclosed the rest of Ay within this sphere, fva
MR 7 UAn, s (Tof marrds odparos) overdoews fedjoaca droorijvas, Bakvfj eis Ty

2806:2 g
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ravrys' Bpvrar, olov Swép veds émi Goddrrys Tijs Ays,? Ty dppoviay
8¢ iBiver, Tals 18éus olaxilov,® BAérer Te, dvri Tol olpavod, els ToV dve
Oedv, wpogaydpevor adrod Th Spparart Aapfdver 8 10 pév wpiricdy
dmwd s Bewplas, 76 8 Spparicdy dmd s dpéoens.”®

Euseb. Pr. ep. 11. 22. I-10:

wdAw 8¢ kal & Novwivios &v Tols Iepi rayafod, iy 7ov IIAdTwros
Sudvoway éppyyedwr, Tolrov Siéfeurt Tov Tpomov.® .

I “7d utv olv odpara AaBev™ dplv eor, oqpawopévors ik Te
Spolwy, &wd Te TV & Tols mapakeyuévols yrwpiapdry vdvrwr® Tayafov
8¢ obdevds &k mapaxeyuévov, obd oty * dwd bpolov [alobyrot] éore AafBeiv
pxavy [ris) obdeplar dANG Sefoer,—olov € Tis énl axomy kabijpevos vaiy
d\dda Bpaxeidy Twa Tovrov v Emaxtpldwv tov Tpdvor', plav, péy,

avriis dratlav. But what does Numenius mean by dppovig? If the thought is
similar to that in Corp. VIII, it would seem that dppovig (or rather, perhaps, (rj)
dppovia) fvvdnadpevos must mean ‘having bound ©Ay together by means of the
framework or structure of the heavens’, the word dppovia being used in the same
sense as in Corp, Herm. 1. In the phrase T dppoviav 82 Ifdve below, iy dppoviay
appears to mean 7dv xbopuov.

1 radrns probably means 74s UAns. Perhaps, indp Tairys i8pvrar, ofov €ni veds
ymep Bakdrrys [Tis TAgs).

? The steersman is the Demiurgus, i. e. the second God; the ship which he steers
is the Kosmos; the sky at which he gazes, and by which he directs the ship’s
course, is the first God (that is to say, 78 dyafdv) ; and the sea on which the ship
is sailing is ¥Ay. In this last point, the simile does not seem to work out rightly ;
for the Kosmos is made of #An, but a ship is not made of sea. Numenius probably
meant that #Az is like the sea in respect of its #raxros kivyas, but was unable to
make this comparison consistent with the rest of the simile.

9 The Demiurgus *steers’ (i.e. guides or directs the world-process) ¢ by means
of the archetypal forms’, which are the thoughts or purposes of the first God, and
which the Demiurgus ‘sees’ in contemplating the first God.

4 The first God * attracts the eyes’ of the Demiurgus.

8 7 kprikdy is that in him which discerns or apprehends truth ; and this he gets
ard 7fs Bewplas, * from his contemplation (of the first God, that is, of the Good)’,
76 Spunrueéy is that in him which impels him to action ; and this he gets amd Ths
ipégews, ¢ from his desire (for the first God or the Good)”. The word fewpla may
perhaps convey the meaning required withont any supplement; but a genitive (7ob

vw Beod, or Tov dyafod) seems to be needed with rjs épéoews, and may very likely
have been written there, and omitted by error.

¢ This extract (taken from Book I of Numen. Hepl 7dyafoi) appears to be the
beginning of a passage in which Numenius dealt with the question how knowledge
of the Good is to be got. Later on in the same work (see § 3 below) he
demonstrated that the Good is identical with the first God.

T AaBeiv = xarakaBeiv, fo apprehend or get a true notion of a thing.

® We can get knowledge of a corporeal thing, or learn to understand it, (1) &
Spolww, i. e. by noting its resemblance to things already known to us, and thence
inferring that it has qualities like theirs; and (2) dwd mapareipévaw, i, e. by noting
and drawing inferences from its relations to things adjacent to it. Butin neither of
these ways can we get knowledge of the Good ; for there is nothing that is like the
Good, and nothing that is adjacent to it. The Good is pévev, Epnuov ; it abides
in solitude, far removed from all things perceptible by sense; and only when
we have withdrawn ourselves from all things perceptible by sense can we draw
near to it.

9 a8’ oy Mullach: 008’ a? Dindorf,
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¢pmpov, peraxvpios' éxopévyy, 3&0 Sedoprds g BoXj xareide(y) [riw
vaiv}'—olrw & Twa, dre\ddvra wéppw Tiv aiofyrdv, Swjoac TG
dyab pove povov, &ba pijre s dvbpwmos pijre T {Gov Erepov, umd
gépa péya pnde opuxpdv, dAAG Tis datos kal dSufynros dréxvus épppia
feamécios, &vfa ot dyablold 70y (. . .) SiarpiBal e Kkal dylatar,® alrd 8¢
& elpijvyy & ebpevely, 6 fipepov, Trd sryepovicdy,d Pewr, émoyovpevor éml
79 oboilg. 2. €l 8¢ Tis, wpds Tols alebyrois Airaplv, 6 dyabov ('roﬁror.s')’
ipumrdpevoy pavrdlerar, kdmerra Tpuddv olorro ¢ dyab§ évrervymrévar,
Tod wavros dpaprdve.. TG yap Svre ob Padlas, Oelas Be Tpds avTod et
pebidov’ wal éom kpdrioTov, Tév alobirdv dpehjoart, veavievaapuévy
mpds & pabijpara,’ rods dpilbpods Geaoapévy, olrws éxpekerfoal pdbypo,
ot o (o101

3. Tabta pév év 14 mpdre.

év 8¢ 1¢ wepmro ® radrd dpow
“ el &' dori pév voyrdv 4 obala kal 4 idéa, Tavrys & wpordyyrac wpeaPi-
repov kal alriov evar 6 (mrpdros)® vols, adrds odros povos elpyrar v 1o
dyafor.’® xal ybp [el]™ & p&v Spuiovpyds Beds ™ éom yevéoews dpy,"® 7o

! peranvpios Dindorf: peraxupias Mullach. The boat is almost hidden in the
trough of the sea, or is visible only at intervals, when it emerges from the trough.

% The simile of the fishing-boat seen far ont at sea is meant to illustrate the
éppula of the Good (there is nothing  adjacent to it '), and also to suggest that the
Good is barely visible even to the keenest (mental) eye.

® In that solitude are the haunts and pastimes and festivities of the Good i bt
the Good itself dwells in peace’, &c. That can hardly be right. The mention of
datpifai and dyAaia of the Good seems incongruous with the context ; and with
what is ¢ the Good #/self” contrasted ? Tt seems probable that there is a lacuna
after 76y, and that the words diarpiBaf 7e xal dyAaio are part of a clause in which
was described the bliss enjoyed by the man who seeks the Good and finds his way
to it (SuAel 76 dyad pdve pdvos, as was said above). On this hypothesis, it is
possible to account for & edpevely (* goodwill” or * favour’) and iAeay (* graciouns "),
which imply a relation between the Good and man, and would be inexplicable if
nothing were said about man in the context.

* 70 fryepovindy is inappropriate here; and 7o fyeuor- may be a doublet of 7o
fipepov.  Perhaps, [70] fipepor, [0 fryepovidy +] fAews (or ihapds ?) Emoyoipuevor 7
ovoig. (For ihapds, cf. Corp. Herm. 1. 4, where God is pictured as ¢@s fmdy e
wal {Aapov,)

" Totros addidi. The Good is not to be found in the world of sense.

® veavievoapévy mpds 7d pabipara secludendum ? This and Tods dpifuots Peaca-
Méve appear to be alternatives ; either might stand, but hardly both together ; and
the fact that pdnua follows closely makes it preferable to cut out the first.

" 74 dv Dindorf: ¢ & Mullach. Possibly 74 (dadparior, or 0 (vopridv ? Tt
was as an dgopps) mpds rd voyrd that the study of mathematics was valued by the
Platonists, 8 Book V of Numen. Hepl rdyabod.

® mpdros addidi. Tither § mpiros vois, or the equivalent term & npiiTos feds, is
needed here.

1% On this point Plotinus differed from Numenius. According to Plotinus, 78
dyabéy is the first God, but is distinct from vods, and énékeva vop,

1o} seclusi. 12 T, e. the second vois.

'3 dpyip Mullach : dpiel Dindorf.—yeréoews means 7@v yeyvopdvaw ; odolas means
Ty SvTws SrTww,

G2
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(88)" dyalov odoias crin? dpxi. dvddoyov 8¢ Tovre® piv & Syuiovpyds
Oeds, by abdrod pupmris, 77 8¢ ololy 7 yéveos, elkov adris ofca’ xal
plpmua. 4. € rdp® 6 Spuovpyds 6 Tis yevéoeds éorwv dyalds, § wou
&orac [kal] 6 Ts oboias Snpovpyds® adrodyabov, aiupuro(s d’ 4
odalg. & yap Sevrepos dirros bv Tadromorel miv Te 1déav éavrob kal ToV
xbopov, Squovpyds Gy Erera Oewpyrinds Aws'? 5. cvAleloyopévar
& fpdv dvopara Terrdpuy mpaypdrey, Térrapa éotw Taita’ & pdv wplros
feds, abrodyalfor' 6 8¢ Todrov pupnris Snpuiovpyds, dyabis' 4 8§ odola,
pla pév 1 Tob wpaTov, érépa 8¢ 1) Tob Sevrépou. r'r',:gj ! pipnpa 6 [xa)u‘}s‘]
kb 05,10 kekadAwriorpévos perovoly Tob kadod.”
6. kai év 74 et 8¢ émléyer
 peréxer 8¢ atrod * v perloxovra év A\ piv oddevi, v 8¢ pdre TG

1 3¢ addidi. 2 égriy Mullach, Gifford: efvar MSS,

3 Sr. 79 dyabd (neuter), or in other words, 7@ mpwre 0¢@, The meaning is that
the second God is to the first God (who is 70 dya@dv) as the world of 7d yyvipera
is to the world of ra dvrws dvra.

4 elwwy adriis tore MSS,: elxdw alrfis ovoa Mullach, Gifford : elwdw ydp adrfis
¢are Dindorf,

B el ydp Mullach, Gifford : efmep MSS.

6 T.e, the first God, who is here (by exception) called a Sjumovpyds, as being
maker of 7d fvrws dvra. Elsewhere, the word 8npovpyds is used by Numenius only
to denote the second God, maker of 7d yuyvdpera.

T gipgpuros dv scripsi: odpduror MSS, The first God is ¢ of one nature with’
7d dvrws dvra which are made by him.

8 Sic Dindorf: & vydp dedrepos, Sirrds dv adrds, moel Thv 7e r.7.A. Mullach.
Perhaps: & ydp Bedrepos, Berrds &v abrds, woel THv Te oyciav éavrod wal
{riv yéveow), To} wbopoy Bnmovpyds &y émel[ra] fewpnrucds BAws (& wpdros).
For dirrés &v, cf. Numen, above (Eus, 11. 18, 3 sg. and 10), where we are told
that the second God both ‘looks toward himself’ and “looks toward #iag’.
The second God is both Bewpyrinés and wparrirds; the first God is Gewpyrucds
Bhass,

I can see no sense in wotel 7Hv [8éav éavrod; what could ¢ the i5éa of the second
God’ mean? In § g below, 74 dyafdy is called Toi Spmovpyel i3éa, i. e. the arche-
type of which the Demiurgus is a copy ; but it would be absurd to say that the
Demiurgus makes that. T conjecture 7iv obalav éavrob, the (corporeal) substance
which the second God employs in making the material world,—that is to say, the
cosmic elements collectively (obaia in the Stoic sense). This would agree with
what is said below, edola pia pév 5 Toil wphrov (Beod), érépa B¢ §) Tob Bevrépov. The
elements, being permanent relatively to 7d yyvépera ral dmoAddpera which are
made of them, may be called évra (olole in one sense); but the archetypal idéa
are dvrws évra (odola in another and a higher sense).

The Demiurgus first makes the elements (rfj» odoiav éavrot), and then makes the
Kosmos and the organisms in it (78 yéveow) out of the elements, And that is
just what Plato’s Demiurgus does in the T7maens.

? We ought to read here ()fjs (62 voi mpdrov obolas) pipnpa & wéopos, or some-
thing to that effect. The Kosmos is a plipngpa of 7d drrws l?vra ( = the archetypal
i8éar).

10 %’er]:.aps : 6 (kbopos.y walds (8¢ &) wbopos, k.7

1 Book VI of Numen, Hepi rdyafoi.

12 airoi probably stands for 7ot wpdrov fevd. It might be taken to stand for Tof
dyafot; but as Numenius writes wai vijs (70i) dyafoii gupfdrens in the following
sentence, he was probably speaking of the first God here. 3
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ppoveiv.! Tavry® dpa kai Tis (rot) dyabod cupPdrens dvivar’ dv, EN\\ws
8 ott. xal piv 8y "o dpovely Todro Sty ? oUVTETUXKE PbVY TG TPUTY.
3¢’ ol odv 7o d\\a dmoxpaiverar* kal dyafodras, & Todro éxelvy povor
péve mpoat), dBektépas dv ey Yuxiis e dudoyelvt 7. & yap dyalds
éorwv 6 delrepos o wap’ éavrod, mapd 8¢ 70D wpdrov, wds ooy Te, HP’ ob
perovaias éorly obros dyafds, piy (r0)° dyabiv (var), dMws Te kv Tixy
adirol ds (ToD) dyabod® peralaxdw & Sedrepos; 8. ovrw ror & Ihdrww
éx avhoyopod ¢ 6¢0 Bhérovre dméduxe 1o dyalbiv Sru loriv & (O

9. xal wdAw s Py’

“raira 8¢ olrws &xovre Ty b & Midrev dN\y Kal aAly
xwploas.  Big pdv yip tov kukhidy (Adyor)" et Tob Snpiovpyot
éypivaro &v Tepaiy, elmaw ‘ dyalbos fv’* &y 8¢ v Mokereiy ¥ 7o dyafov
elrev “ dyalod iéav’, ds 8y Tob Sypovpyod iBéav odaav 76 dyablov, doris
mépavras uiv dyalfos perovoiy Tob mpdrov [re Kkal povov)® 10, Jomwep

! ¢poveiv is equivalent to voeiv. Things (including men) partake of the first God
if and so far as they partake of »ofs, or have some vobs in them.

* Sc. @ ¢ppoveiv, By that alone can things ‘associate’ or ‘be in agreement’
(oupBaiver) with the Good.

8 Beiv (al. 5¢) MSS.: debvrws Mullach: &) Dindorf: ye Gifford. But the
corruption probably extends beyond this one word, It could hardly be said that 7o
¢ppovety ouvTeriynie (‘occurs together '?) with the first God alone, I have thought
of proposing ral pév &) T( ¢ppoveiv Tovrey (1)deiv ouvTervxnke(y Huiv) péve Ton
mp&ToN. ‘1t is by this gpoveiv (i. e. by using our vofs), and by this alone, that it
has befallen us to see the first God’ (i. e. that we have had the happiness to see
him).

"Jlin'oxpafw'ral, if sound, must be taken to mean ¢ receive colour by transference
Jrom something’,  Perhaps dmoxpaivera:, which might mean ‘are finged with
colour ', would be better,

® ¢ If then that from which the other things take their colour, and by which the
other things are rendered good, —if that, and that alone, appertains to the first God,
and to him alone, it would be foolish to doubt about this any longer,” That is to
say, ‘If that is so, the proposition which I have been discussing is indisputably
true.” That which is here said to be certainly true must be the statement that the
first God is identical with the Good ; and a statement to that effect must have been
made by Numenius in the passage which preceded this extract.

S 70 addidi, T elvar add. Viger.

¥ Ought we to read here ds (rod) dyafod, or ds dyaféc? With either reading,
tb};is last clause (dAAws e wdv £,7.0.) seems to add nothing fresh to what has already

en said,

? Perhaps, b7t éotly &v (1§ mplr 0ed) or something equivalent : ¢that the Good
is one with the first God’,

1% &y ptv MSS,: {nrev Dindorf: #8y éomd pev Mullach, Perhaps, firer pév &
I, dAAp (88) wal dAAp (Exdpioen.

M ¢ Vel addenda vox Aéyor, vel certe supplenda’ Viger. wuxhixés means in
cireulation, in common use, current or popular.

12 Pl. Z¥m. 29E. 18 PL Rep. 6. 507 sqq.

1t foris Mullach, Gifford : 8¢ Dindorf,

15 Se. feod or vod, It is possible to call the first God pévos, meaning that he
dwells &v povérymi or dpnula; but it is confusing to do so in a sentence in which a
second God is spoken of together with him ; and for that reason it seems best to
bracket e xal pérov.
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yap dvbpomor pév Méyovraw Turwbévres tmo Tijs avfpamov idéas, Poes &
Pd mis Bods, trmor 8 mwd s Lrwov déas, olrw xal eikorws 6 Snprovpyds
(dyabds Méyerai, Tumwlels tmd s 7od dyabod idéas)! e 2T dom
perovaly Tod wphrov [[dyabdot]]® dyalos (6 Symovpyds) idéa ((dyaboi))
v el 6 wplros vols, by abrodyabor.”

Proclus Jn Tim. 93 A (commenting on Pl. 7¥m. 28 ¢, 7ov pév olv
mouyry Kal warépe Tovde ToD wavrds kTN !

Novpivios piv ydp, Tpels dvvpwijoas Beols, marépa pev kolel 7ov
wplrov, momryy 8¢ Tov deirepov, molnua 8¢ ToV TpiTov. 6 yip kdopos
kat abrov & Tpiros éoti Oeds' ©  doTe 6 kar’ adrov dnuiovpyds durTds, O Te
mpiros Beds xal 6 Selrepos,® 1o 8¢ Syprovpyolpevor 6 Tpitos. dpewov yap
Todro Aéyew, 7} s &keivds dyow Tpaywdby, wdmmov, Eyyovov, dmoyovov.?

Proclus Zn Zim. 268 o (commenting on Pl. Z¥m. 39E, fmrep olv
vols dvovgas ibéas 7§ & domi Lo, olal Te dveiot kal Soar, kalbopg, TowvTas
xal rogovras Sievorfly Setv kal 7d8e axelv)

Novpsjwos 88 rov pév mpbrov (sc. voiv) xara 70 & éomu {Gov rdrre,?
xkai ¢ow & mpooxpijoe Tob Bevrépov voelr' Tov d¢ Selrepov kara Tov
votv, kal TodTov al &v mpoaxpioel Tol TpiTov Symiovpyely’ Tov 8¢ Tpirov

1 T have added dvya8is . . . idéas, which must, if not expressed, be understood, to
make sense of the argument.

? el Bé seripsi: elmep MSS,

3 dvyafob hinc transposui, We must understand @eol or voii with roi mparov, as
before.

4 & Bpuovpyds addidi.

5 When Numenius spoke of a ¢ third God ' in addition to the first and second, he
meant thereby the Kosmos, regarded as a living being, body and soul together,—
the {Gov that is called feds alobyrds in Pl. Tim, fire.

¢ I.e. Numenius divided the one Demiurgus of Pl. Zém. into two distinct Gods,
whom he called ¢ the first God’ and ‘the second God'. That agrees with Euseb.
11. 22. 4, where Numenius calls the second God & 7ijs vyevéoews nuiovpyss, and
the first God 6 7ijs ofolas Snuovpyds; but in the rest of the extracts in Euseb.,
Numenius uses the word yuovpyds only to denote the second God ( = second vois),
and adds a first God (= first vois, = 70 dyafdv,) distinct from and above the
Snpmovpyds.

T Eyyoves, grandson ; dmiyovos, descendant., This must mean that Numenius
called the first God ‘ grandfather ’ of the Kosmos, and that he called the Kosmos
*grandson’ and ‘ descendant’ of the first God. It is implied that he called the
second God son of the first God, and the Kosmos son of the second God (as in PL.
Zém. the Kosmos is called son of the Demiurgus).

8 This obscure passage may perhaps be interpreted as follows: ¢ Numenius takes
the first vois (of his own system, who is 70 dyafdy,) to correspond to (i.e. to be
signified by) Plato’s 70 & éort {@ov (the ideal archetype of the alofnrés wéopos);
and he taies the second vois (of his own system, who is the Demiurgus,) to
correspond to Plato’s vots.” The first vois voet (and does nothing else; éavrdy and
Tds év éavrd i8éas voer) ; the second vois contemplates (kafopd) the first veis and
the i5éar which ¢ are in’ the first vois (that is to say, the thoughts which the first
vous thinks), and Snmovpyel alter the pattern of those i5ém, That, it would seem,
is what Numenius took Plato’s sentence to mean, But I do not know what can be
meant by & mpooypfiae Toi Sevrépov (‘ making use of the second vobs in addition’?)
and & mpoaxpioe ot TpiTov,
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xara rov (al. o) Stavoovpevor.'—raira® 8¢ (says Proclus) ér piv dye
rvis kol éavrd Suacpopds, wpodylov' oy otrw 8¢ Syjonrar viv dws
rob TM\droves dore érepov pév evor Tov voolvra volv, &repov 8¢ Tov
Savootpevor.®

Corp. 11, §§ 1-6 a. Név 76 kwolpevor . . . bs dvépyeta xwpnrikd. In
1-4 a, the writer shows that 6 roros (i. €. 76 & & xweirar 6 xéopos) is
(1) péyos, and (2) dodparos. From the proposition that & réwos
is dodparos, he proceeds in the following paragraph (4 b-62) to draw
the inference that 6 rdmos is Oeiév 7. Then follows a digression ; but
in § 12 a he resumes the argument at the point at which he left it in
§ 62, and announces that é dros is voiis. That is the proposition for
which §§ 1-6 a are intended to prepare the way.

In § 1, certain general statements are made concerning «ivos ; in
§§ 2-4 a, these statements are applied to the case of the Kosmos.

§ 1. [loxupérepor dpa 78 kuvolv Tod kivoupévou—'loxupdrepor ydp.—]
This mention of 76 kwoiv is evidently out of place. The preceding
and following sentences are concerned, not with 75 kwotv, but with 6
&v ¢ kweiror; and the latter alone is under consideration down to the
end of § 6a. Moreover, dpa is meaningless, as the proposition
cannot be inferred from anything that has preceded it.

The statement may perhaps have been transposed to this place
from some other part of the dialogue. It would be more appropriate
in connexion with §§ 8 b, 9, where o xwobv is discussed. It cannot
be fitted into the extant text at that point; but it may possibly be
a remnant of a lost passage which preceded § 8 b.

§ 2, memhpwrar ydp. The Kosmos is wholly filled with bodies ;
it contains no void. Cf. 4se/. Lat. 111. 33a: ‘omnia enim mundi
sunt membra plenissima . . . corporibus.’

Zapa B€ 6 kéopos ;—Edpa,—Kal kwolpevor ;—Mdhiora. These words

! If my interpretation of rérre xard is right, this clause must mean * Numenius
takes the third (God of his system, who is the alo8yrds kdapos) to correspond to 7o
Buavoodpevoy (implied in Plato's word Sievenifiy) ', i.e. the thing which is thonght
out in detail, planned, or designed by the Demiurgus,

Bavoovperoy must here be passive in meaning ; though, in érepov 8¢ 7dv Siavoot-
pevov below, the word is in the middle voice, and active in meaning. The
ambiguity might be avoided by writing here xard 70 dnuovpyodpevor in place of
kard TO Savooluevoy.

* raira means, 1 suppose, 7 voelv and 70 npuovpyelv. There is a difference
between these two functions of the divine vohs; but that, says Proclus, is not a
sufficient reason for saying that there are two distinet vdes.

3 Numenius said that there are two vwdes, one of whom woel, and the other
Biavoeras (med.) and Snuovpyei ; and he thought that this was what Plato meant.
But Proclus says that Numenius was mistaken in thus interpreting what Plato wrote.
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are awkwardly placed ; the argument would run more smoothly if they
were cut out. Perhaps they ought to stand at the beginning of § 2.
The original text may have been something like this : ((3@pa 8¢ ofros
& Kéopos ;—Sdpo.—Kal xwoipevov ;—Mdlwwra—)) Méyas 8¢ & rdo-
pos . . « ;—Ofrws éxe.—][ ]| nAikov odv 8¢t Tov Tomov elvar k.T.A.

§ 3. Mnhixov . . . kal woramdv iy $dow ; The second of these two
questions anticipates Iloromrfs 8t ¢poews below. The answer to the
first question is Mappuéyebés T xpipa. The answer to the second is
'Agdparov.

s dopas ™y ouvéxewar. The movement of which the writer is
chiefly thinking is the circular movement of the outermost sphere of
heaven. This sphere must have room to move freely; if it were
closely enveloped and pressed upon by some (corporeal) thing out-
side it, its movement would be checked.

§ 4 a. "Aodparos odv 6 témes. This proposition is ostensibly in-
ferred from the axiom laid down in § 1, évavriav Exew Piow dvdyxn 6
& § Kweiraw T Tod kwovpévov. But that axiom, in the sense in which
it is used to draw this inference, is manifestly untrue; for we are
perpetually seeing instances of a body moving in another body, i.e.
in a thing which is not ° of opposite nature’ in respect of corporeality.
As a logical demonstration then, the argument is invalid. But the
Hermetist assumes that all existing bodies are included in the
spherical body which he calls the Kosmos (rer\ijpwrat & kéopos mdvrov
aa &om copdrev) ; and on that assumption, whatever is outside the
Kosmos must be incorporeal, though not for the reason he gives.

§ 4 b. 76 8¢ dodparov 7 Belév éorw §) & Beds. The conception of 7o
dodparov was first clearly defined by Plato,' who asserted the exis-
tence of an incorporeal world of voyrd, distinct and separate from the
corporeal world of aicfyrd. To a Platonist, 70 dodparoy means
primarily, if not solely, 7o voyrdy ; and 6 voyrdv is % Ociov 3 & Oeds.
See Herm. ap. Stob. Zxc, VIII. We are there told that there are
in man three kinds of dodpara ; the first of the three kinds is & adrijs
Ths wparys kol voyrijs obolas, and appears to be identical with vovs.

The real existence of things incorporeal, which the Platonists
asserted, was denied by the Stoics. Hence Platonists and Stoics,
while agreeing that all bodies are included in the Kosmos, differed

1 The word dowparos occurs only five times in Plato’s Dialogues (Phaedo 85 E,
Soph. 246 B, 247 ¢, Polit. 286 A, Phileh. 64B). But the conception which the
later Platonists used this word to express is present throughout a large part of his
writings, thongh he more commonly expresses it by means of other terms (déparos,
detdfs, vonrés, &e.).
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in their answers to the question ‘what is there outside the Kosmos?’
The Stoics said that outside the Kosmos there is ‘infinite void’
(kevdv dmepov). Now according to the genuine Platonic doctrine,
terms of spatial extension are inapplicable to the incorporeal, and the
voyrd. cannot be located in space, either inside the Kosmos or outside
it; and men who held this doctrine might have been expected to say,
like the Stoics, that there is nothing outside the Kosmos except empty
space. But many Platonists found it difficult to maintain their con-
ception of the incorporeal consistently. They were inclined to take
the symbolical language of Plato’s myths in a literal sense ; and they
could not refrain from imagining that the incorporeal woyrd (or in
other words, 6 feds and 7 feia) are situated in the boundless space
outside the Kosmos. Cf. 4se/. Lai III. 33a as emended: ‘nec
istud enim quod dicitur extra mundum, si tamen est aliquid, inane
esse credo, sic adeo plenum (ofitw ye wAfjpes 8v) intellegibilium rerum,
id est divinitati suae similium.’

But the writer of Cozp. II is not content with saying that & feia are
situated év 7¢ ékros Tol kéopov Témy, or that they fill the extracosmic
space with their presence ; he asserts that this rémros &5 @iy r; and
we learn from § 12 a that the fefov of which he is thinking, and with
which he identifies the extracosmic rdwos, is the divine vots. His
meaning is, that 76 & ¢ kweirar 6 kéopes is Nous ; or in other words,
that the space outside the Kosmos (that space which the Stoics held
to be void) is filled with Nous. But he expresses this view in an
unusual way. He uses the word rdmos in an altered sense, and
employs it to denote, not the extracosmic space itself, but that
incorporeal substance with which he holds the extracosmic space to
be filled, namely, the divine Nous. (Cf. Cozp. V. 10b as emended :
oV yop 6 Témos TdV Svrwr' ob Tomos éoriv dMlos oddels waph oé, wdvTa B
é& goi.) Thus used, réros bears a meaning not far removed from that
of aidv in Corp. XL 1. 2: 6 olv aldw & 76 e, 6 8¢ kbopos & 73 aldve.
s oo Kal 6 pev alov Ermnke wepl Tov Oedv, 6 8¢ kdopos KuveiTar év 1§ aibwi.
CL. dscl. Lat 111, 30 énit.: ‘in ipsa vitali aeternitate locus est
mundi’; that is to say, aefernitas (aldv) is 16 wepiéyov, within which
the Kosmos is located.!

This peculiar use of the word rémos must have been suggested to
the Hermetist by its employment as a name of God, or of a god, by

! Iamblichus (Simplic. Categ. gz a; see Zeller IIL. ii, p. 764) said that the word
émos is applicable to things incorporeal as well as to things corporeal, and that
the supreme Deity may be called the 7émos in which all things are contained.
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some of his contemporaries. There are traces of such a use of the
word ‘ Place’ among the Persians. Eudemus ap. Damasc. De princip.
(quoted in note on Co7p. 1. 4) : Mdyor 8¢ xai wav 70 *Apetov yévos . . . of
p&v Tomov of 8¢ Xpdvov kalodar 76 voyrov dmav kal 7o Hropévoy, kX, It
appears from this that, about 300 B. c., some of the Zoroastrians called
the primal Being, from whom both the Good God and the Bad God
emanated, by a name which Greeks translated by Témos. This primal
Being is Zerwan, the Persian god of time, who was worshipped by the
Mithraists of the Roman empire under the names Aidv and Kpdvos ;'
and it is possible that, among his other appellations, that of Témros
may have been still used by some of his worshippers in Egypt under
Roman rule. 3

But it is of more importance that God was frequently called ¢ Place’
by Jews of that period. R. Eisler, Weltenmantel und Himmelzelt,
P- 471, n. 3, and 744, gives numerous references to passages in the
Talmud, in which the word magom (place) is thus used; e. g. ‘The
Holy One is the place of the world (i.e. 6 méros év ¢ mepiéyeran &
xéopos) ; the world is not the place of the Holy One.’? ‘The ancient
teachers applied the name mdagom to God, because he produces all,
determines all, and bounds all. . .. God pervades the world ; he is
the space which supports it, the extension which upholds it.”* And
Philo uses the word réros in the same way. E.g. Desomn. 1. 11. 62,
Wendland III, p. 218 : rpixds 8¢ érwoeirar rémos, dmaé piv xopa dmd
ooparos merAnpopévy, kara deirepov 8¢ Tpdmov & Beios Adyos, by éxme-
mhijpoker Shov 8 SAov dowpdrors Swdpeaw & Oeds. . . . xkard 8¢ Tpirov
onpawopevov atros 6 Oeds kakeirar Témos, TG wepiéxew piv Ta Slay
mepiéxeatar 8¢ mpos pydevds dmAis, kal T¢ katadvyny TOv cvpmdvrev
abrov elvay, kai éredimep abros doTi xipa éavrod, kexwpkbs avrov Kal
éppepopevos povy éavr@. &y pév odv otk el Tomos, GAN &v Témw, Kal
ékaorov TV dvrwv bpolws' TO yap meprexdpevor dadéper o wepiéxovros®
70 8¢ felov, in' oldevos meplexdpevov, dvaykaiws éoriv adrd Témos éavrod.

! Cumont, Mystéres de Mithra, 1902, p. 9o: ¢ Au sommet de la hiérarchie
divine et a l'origine des choses, la théologie mithriaque, héritiere de celle des mages
zeryanistes, plagait le Temps infini. I'appelait parfois Aldv ou Saeculum,
Kpévos ou Saturnus, mais ces désignations étaient conventionnelles et contingentes,
car il était regardé comme ineffable, comme sans nom aussi bien que sans sexe et
sans passions.

% Abelson, 7he immanence of God in Rabb. lit., p. 109, says that statements to
this effect are ‘to be found passiz in Rabbinic literature’; he quotes Genmesis
Rabba 68. g as an instance.

8 Bousset, Rel. des ﬁtdﬁuuﬂu,ﬁ% 363, says that the use of the word *place’ as

a name of God is frequent in the Miskna, but that there is scarcely a trace of it in
Jewish literature before the first century A. D,
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Cf. Philo De Cherubim 14. 49, Cohn I, p. 182: God is dowpdrev
Seov dodparos xopa. De fuga et invent. 14. 75, Wendland III,
p. 125: Témov yap ke viv (Exod. 21, 13) ob xapav éxmemAnpopévny
s> odparos, G 8¢ dmovodv alrov Tov fedv, éredy mepiéxwy ob wepé-
xeral, xal 6L karaguyy TOv 6Awv éorl. A similar use of rémos occurs
in the writings of some of the Christian Gnostics, who doubtless
adopted it from the Jews. Hippolytus Ref. Zaeres. 6. 32 says of the
Demiurgus of the Valentinians, (i. e. the inferior deity who was the
maker of the material Kosmos, and was identified with the God of
the Jews,) kaketra 8¢ kal 7émos* P’ aidriv, kai éfdopds, kai makuds Téw
spepav. Cf. the Valentinian Theodotus in Clem. Alex. Zxc. § 34:
xare\elpbnoay 8¢ ol dprrepal (Suvdpes) dwo Tob Témov (i.e. Tod
Snpuovpyod) poppuwbivar. Tis pyTpds otv (sc. s Sodlas) . .. eloer-
fotans s T whifpwpa, TéTE 6 Témos (1. €. & dnpuiovpyds) Ty ovalav Tijs
poprpds kal Ty Taéw dmolierar v viv éxeun paprp. 16. § 38 ¢ morapos
kmopederar wupds ProxdTw T0Y Bpdvov Tob Témov, Kal Pel els TO Kevov TOD
kriopévor’ . . . kal adrds 8¢ 6 Témos mupwds éore.  (Hippol. 6. 32 says
that the Valentinian Demiurgus is 7vpddys.) . . . kai 6 'Ingots mwapa-
k\nfeis cvvexaféaln @ Témy, . . . iva Tov Témov Guepdoy. The word
rémos is similarly used in one of the Gnostic documents published by
C. Schmidt (Koptisch-gnostische Schriften 1, p. 344): ‘They praise
him, saying . . . thou art Father in the Fathers, and thou art God
in the Gods, and thou art Lord in the Lords, and thou art Place
(vémos) in the Places (rdmor).””’ Z0. p. 335: * This is the first Father
of the All. . .. This is the adrodvys and alroyérwmyros témos.” 2b.:
¢(Out of him?) has arisen the second rémos, who will be named
Sypeovpyds and Father and Aéyos and mqyy) and vods’ Compare also
the words addressed to God by Arnobius, 4dw. naf. 1. 31: ‘Prima
enim tu causa es, locus rerum ac spatium, fundamentum cunctorum
quaecumque sunt.’

The writer of Corp. 11 identifies the rémos év ¢ mepréxerar 6 xéapios,
not with the supreme God himself, but with the divine Nous, which,
as he tells us in § 12 b sq., issues from and is subordinate to the
supreme God. Thus the meaning which he assigns to the word rémos
resembles the second of the three meanings assigned to it by Philo,
viz. that of  felos Aéyos. There can be little doubt that the Her-
metist, in thus using the word, was directly or indirectly influenced
by some Jewish authority.

1 This is the reading of the MS. Duncker and Schneidewin insert pesérnros
after 7émos j but there 1s no good reason for doing so.
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70 8¢ Betov Néyw viiv o 1 yevwqTdy, 6AN& 78 dyéwmrov. The author
may have written yevyrdy, dyémrov ; the forms yeyrés and yevwyros
seem to be used without distinction of meaning in the Hermetica and
other writings of the time.

The adjective feios might be applied, not only to 7& dyévwyra (that
is, T& dvrws dvra, things eternal and unchanging), but also to yewnrd
(that is, things belonging to the world of time and change) ; e. g. the
heavenly bodies might be described as feia odpara, and the Kosmos
itself might be called fefos. The writer therefore warns us that the
term Befov is here used in its stricter and higher sense, and must be
understood as connoting dyengoie. That with which the space
outside the Kosmos is filled is perhaps not 6 feds, but only Geidv 7¢;
but if so, it must at any rate be dyévwyrov.

édv pév obv ) Belov, ododdés éorw &ar Bé 4 (8) Oeds, kai drovsinoTor
yiveras (kal dvénror?), yiverardoes not here mean ‘it becomes (some-
thing which it was not before)’; for God cannot change. The
meaning is ‘we must infer (from its identity with God) that it is
dvovolaoroy’. That which is felov (in the stricter sense explained
above) is oteiddes ; i.e. it is of the nature of 7o dvrws év, as opposed
to 7& yiyvépeva. But 6 feds is dvovaiaaros ; that is to say, he is not
obausdys, but is exalted above obofe. This statement is derived from
the passage about the idéa 703 dyaflol in Pl Rep. 6. 508 Eff,, and
especially from the words otk odoias dvros Tob dyofot, GAN &ru éméxeawa
Tis ofiolas mpeaPely kal Suvdper twepéyovros. The writer of Corp, 11
identifies 7o dyafidv with God (see §§ 14-16); and he here applies to
God what Plato said about 76 dyafidv. The thought that the supreme
God is above obgfu, or prior to otele, was familiar to the later
Platonists ; and the adjectives Srepodaios and mpootioios were employed
by them to express it. But I have not met with the word dvoveiu-
aros in this sense elsewhere! Does it mean ‘not fo de deemed
otoia’? Or ought we to read dvodoor ?

Plato /4 ¢ couples olola with yvbows (or émorijuy), the mental
process by which ofigla is known, and exalts 6 dyafiév above both

1 The word dvougiagros occurs in the heading of a magic charm, Pap. mag. Par.
i, 2441 (Wiinsch, dus einent gr. Zauberpapyrus, Leitzmann Kleine Texte 84, p. ‘L) -
"Aywyi), . . . dyovea doyérovs, Kal dvovoudaTovs, povonuépovs, That is to say, ‘ This
charm will draw people to you so that nothing can hold them back; it will draw
them to you within a single day, even though they are not worked on by means of
an ovoia ', The word ovgin, as there used, is a technical term of Graeoo-Egy?tian
magic; it means a smaterial thing employed by a sorcerer in the working of his
spell, and especially a thing taken from the body of the person who is to be worked
on,—for instance, a lock of hair, or a scrap of worn clothing.




LIBELLVS II: §§ 4b, 5 93

alike, saying that it is distinct from both, and is the cause or source of
both.! If then the Hermetist had that passage or some paraphrase
of it in his mind, he would be likely to couple with dvovoiacTor
some adjective signifying a corresponding negation of know-
ledge or thought. And as the following sentences apparently deal
with the question whether, or in what sense, God is voyrds, there is a
strong probability that the original reading was kai dvovoiaoroy yiverar
(xal dvéyrov). (Compare § 13: & odv feds ob vols dorw, alrios 8¢ 70D
(voiv) elvar) By inserting xal dvdnrov, we make a connexion with
what follows, and at the same time give a meaning to the otherwise
otiose xai which stands before davovoiaoror, God is kol dvovelasTos
(or dvovoos) ral dvdyros that is to say, he is above odoia, and he is
also above viyois® But the statement that God is dvéyros is
ambiguous. It might mean either that God ob voet, or that God o
voetrar; it might be taken to imply either that he is something other
and higher than vols, or that he cannot be apprehended by human
thought. Some explanation of its meaning is therefore needed; and
the following sentences were probably intended to explain it.

§§ 5-6a. d\ws B¢ . . . dvépyern xwpymkd. This passage is almost
hopelessly corrupt; but the author’s meaning may perhaps be guessed.
I assume that he here said that 6 feds is voyrds in one sense, and §
7émwos is woyrds in another sense, and that he thence inferred that
& 7éwos is something other than 6 feds; and I have rewritten the
Greek accordingly.

§ 5. voqrds ydp mpdtws (mparos MSS.) & feds éorw (éavrd, & B¢
Téwos) fpiv, ody €avrg. According to the MSS,, the Hermetist says
that God oy éavrg voyrds éare; which is equivalent to denying that
God éavrov voel. Aristotle said that God éavrov woel;® and that
statement was commonly accepted by Platonists.* On the other
hand, Plotinus says that 7o é (the Supreme, which is beyond or
prior to vois and 76 dv) ob woel.® If then the author of Corp. II

Y Tols yiyvworopévors Toivvy i) plvov T8 yiyvdowerfa Qdvar twd Tob dyabod
Tapeivar, dGAAG wal 76 elval Te kal Tiv ololay in’ ikelvov abrols mpoveiva.

* Hippol. Ref. haeres. 7. 21 says that Basilides placed at the head of his system
an odk @v feds, who dveqres . . . kbopov H6érnoe wafjoar, kA, This is equivalent
to saying that God is dvodoios and dvénros. The passage of Basilides in which it
oceurs is an extreme and intentionally paradoxical statement of the Platonic
doctrine that God is émékewva 7ijs odolas.

3 Ar. Metaph. 12. 9, 1074b 33. See Zeller Aristotle 1, p. 398,

4 CL Abammonis responsum 8. 3 (Testim.), where it is said to be taught by
‘Hermes? (that is, by some Egyptian Platonist) that ¢ the first vois’ is vobs éavrov
vodv kal Tds vonaes els éavrdy emoTpépur.

B See Plotinus 5. 6, mepl Toi 70 émnérewa Tov byros pi) voelv. 5.6, 2 70 éméreva
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meant by 6 feés what Plotinus meant by 76 &, and agreed with
Plotinus on this point, it would be possible for him to say that
6 Oeds oty éavrdv voel, and is not éavrg voyrds. But it seems more
likely that he agreed with Numenius, who said (Euseb. Pr. ev. 11.
18. 3 sq.) that the first God (also called by him the first vois) éavra
cuyyiveraw 8idhov, and that the second God (also called by him the
second vols) is not wpds éavrd, but ris tAys émypelodpevos dmeplomwros
éavrod ylverar. This implies that, according to Numenius, the first
God éavrov woel, and the second God, so far at least as he is
concerned with the material world, ody éavrdv voel. If we assume
that the feds of Corp. 11 corresponds to the first God or first vois of
Numenius, and that the mémos of Corp. II corresponds to the second
God or second wots of Numenius, a sense that agrees with that
assumption can be got by writing vonrds . . . 6 feds éorw (favrg, 6 &t
Témwos) Nuiv, oty avra.

If the meaningless mp&ros of the MSS. is a miswriting of mpdrws,
¢ primarily’, this word implies that 6 feos is not only voyrds éavre,
but is also, in some sense, voyros Huiv. A Platonist might say either
that God is voyrds fuiv or that God is not voyrds futv. (Men are
capable of apprehending God; yet no man can apprehend God
adequately.)

If the word voyros is taken merely as opposed to alofyrds, and
equivalent to dodpuaros, in that sense at least God is voyros; and the
unconnected scrap (od yap?) alobijoe dromimre. 6 feds may be a part
of a statement to that effect. The other phrases in § 5 which I have
bracketed, [d\\o Tt & Tob vooupévov] and [8id Toiro fHuiv voelrad], may
perhaps be remnants of a marginal note on the paragraph.

§ 6a. e 3¢ vonrds & Témwos oly (ds) & Beds, [ ] &AN s evépyera
xwpyrekd, ((dN\No i éomi)) (ol Beoll & rémos). The question whether &
Tomos 1 6 Beds, or is Geiov 7o but not & feds, which was raised at the
beginning of the paragraph, must surely have been answered before
the writer quitted the subject. We know from §§ 12 a-13 what his
answer would be, viz. that this rdmos is fetov 7, but is not & feds.
I have therefore added here the words dANo 7{ éore 70D feod 6 Tdmos.

évépyea must be taken to mean &épyea feot. (See note on Corp.
X. 1b.) The 7dros-vois is not God himself, but a certain manifesta-

Tob mpwTws vooivres olw dv &re vool. . . . wpds pdv Tov vovv voqTds éorar, kal' tavtdy
8¢ ofire voolv obre royrdy Kuplws éarar.  Plot. 6. g. 6: 0dB2 vémows (dori 7§ &i), Tva
pn Erepdrys (). .. . 7 ydp wal vofoer; 4 favrdy; ... &v B¢ Ov, ovwdv Eavt@, ob

Seirau vonaews éavrod,
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tion of God’s activity. This évépyewa is hypostatized, and is regarded
as a ‘second God’.

§¢ 6 b-8a. wiv 8¢ 16 wwolpevor . . . kal Omd oTdoews kweltar, It
seems impossible to make sense of this paragraph; it has probably
been ruined by unintelligent interpolation. It begins with the
assertion that everything which is moved is moved (1) 7# something
stationary, and (2) 4y something stationary ; and it ends with the
same assertion repeated in different words, But the instances which
seem intended to illustrate these two propositions, or one or other of
the two, have no discoverable connexion with either.

§ 6b. wiv 8¢ 10 kwodpevor odk &v kivoupévy kweitar, AAN' & éoTdTi,
Taken in their obvious sense, the words ovx év kwovpéve kweirar are
manifestly false; there are plenty of xwoiueva which are contained
in other xwovpere. But the writer probably meant that there must
be a éords outside the outermost kwoipevor, and intended to suggest
the inference that 76 7ov rxéopov wepiéyov (i.e. the rémosvols) is
motionless. Bodies alone are subject to movement; the divine
Nous by which the Kosmos is encompassed is dodparos, and
partakes of the eternal stability and changelessness of the supreme
God.

xai 10 kevoly 8¢ omrev. We learn from § 8 b sq. that o kwoiv is gruyj,
or something analogous to Yuys, and that it resides within the body
which it moves. The Kosmos as a whole, or the outermost sphere
of the Kosmos, is moved by a world-soul; individual organisms
within the Kosmos are moved by their several yuyaf, In what
relation the soul (16 «kwoiv) residing in the Kosmos stands to the
rémos-vois (t0 é&v & swebrar) which occupies the space outside the
Kosmos, we are not informed ; but it may perhaps be inferred from
§ 122 (or rather, from a conjectural restoration of § 12a,) that the
cosmic soul and the individual souls owe their power of originating
movement to the ‘light” with which the réros-vots irradiates them,
that is to say, to the life which the divine Nous infuses into them.!

We are here told that 76 xwodv (i.e. yuyd) is itself motionless.
This is a point on which the Aristotelians differed from the Platonists.
Aetius, Diels Doxogr. p. 392 : I\drwv dewivyrov pév mw Yoy ...
"Apwarorélns dxbmrov T Yy, wdoys kunjoews mpoyyoupévgy.  On
this question, the writer of Cozp. 11 sides with the Aristotelians, and

! Here again, we may compare Numenius (Euseb. Pr. ez. 11, 18. 10) : BAémovros
ptv by kal éreorpapplvor wpds Hpdv &kacrov Tob Beod (i.e. the ¢second God’)
ovpBaive (fjv Te kai Bubokerfar TéTe Td odpara, K.TA,
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against the Platonists, who said that the soul is ‘self-moving’. See
Pl. Phaedr. 245 cp, and Legg. X. 894 ff!

Nas odv . . . 1o &vBdde (kwoiivta) ouykweltar Tols kwoupérois; Ought
we to read & &vfdde (kwolvra) ovyrweirar Tois kvoupévors (codd. Corp.),
or & &8dde (kwolpeva) ovykweitar Tols xwolow (codd. Stob.)? In
either case, Hermes and Asclepius seem to be here speaking of 7o
«woiv, and not of 76 év ¢ xwetrar. And it appears from the words
kwetofar md s dmwAdvovs odalpas that the sphere of the fixed stars
is discussed as an instance of 7o kwoty, and not as an instance of
é&v & rwetrar,  Yet that sphere is certainly not 76 «wolv in the sense
in which this term is explained in §§ 8b, g ; it is not the incorporeal
soul of the planet-spheres. Besides, we have just been told that 7o
xwodv (as well as 70 év ¢ xwerrar) is motionless ; and the sphere of
the fixed stars is not motionless, What then has the instance of the
spheres to do with the subject under discussion? I cannot answer
that question ; and I can only conjecture that the passage about the
spheres was inserted by some one who did not understand the
meaning of the dialogue.

We can dimly discern through the fog of words that the writer of
this passage is seeking to show that, in the movement of the spheres,
there is something which stands fast. And he seems to have thought
that, by showing this, he would confirm the preceding statement
(wav 76 kwolpevor &v éordTe kweray, kal T kwolv 8¢ frrqier,) Or one
of the two parts of that statement. But what is it that stands fast?
Certainly neither the sphere of the fixed stars, nor any of the planet-
spheres. The movement of a planet (or of the sphere to which the
planet was supposed to be affixed) could be described in two different
ways. The simpler way of describing it was to say that the fixed
stars travel daily round the earth, and the sun, for instance, also
travels daily round the earth in the same direction, but not quite so
fast. The other way of describing it was to say that the sun is
carried daily round the earth with the fixed stars, but has also an
independent and slower movement of its own in the opposite
direction,’ and that the visible movement of the sun is a compound
of these two different movements. The writer, since he speaks of

! The notion that 76 swobv is Yux# occurs in a Cosmapoiia (second century A. D, 7)
made use of by a sorcerer in a magic Papyrus edited by Dieterich, 4éraxas, p. 184:
when the Creator ‘langhed’ for the seventh time, éyévero Yuxh. & 82 eds égn
“mdvra gufioas”, | . . 1ol elnbvros Tob Beob whvra Exhdy.

* Thus Cleomedes, De motu corp. cael. 1. 3. 16, compares the movement of the
_planets to that of ants creeping on a potter’s wheel in the opposite direction to that
in which the wheel is revolving.
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dvrucimos, must have conceived the movement of the planets in the
latter way. But where is the ordows to be found? The result of
the composition of the sun’s two different movements is, not that it
stands still, but that it moves from East to West a little less swiftly
than it would if it had only that movement which belongs to it in
common with the fixed stars. Neither the fixed stars nor the planets
are stationary, The only things in the material universe which could
with any show of reason be said to stand fast are, firstly, the common
axis* of the revolving spheres, or some point in that axis (e.g. one
of the Poles in which it terminates, or the centre of the earth), and
secondly, the globular earth, massed round the central point of the
whole system. And as the writer does not mention the earth, but
does mention the North Pole, round which he says the Bears revolve
(kivmow Ty mepl 76 atrd), we must conclude that the thing to which
he ascribes ordous is the Pole.” But if so, his point of view is entirely
different from that of the writer of the rest of the dialogue, who
ascribes ordots only to dodpara, viz. (1) the Témos-vois (10 &v & xwveirac
0 xwovpevor) outside the Kosmos, and (2) yuxy (10 xvoiv) within the
Kosmos.

But there is a further difficulty. The writer seems to assert that
the ordas of which he speaks is caused by the &avriorys of the two
‘movements, viz. the movement of the dwAawjs odaipa in the one
direction, and the movement of the planet-spheres in the other
direction (% yop dvrirvria ordows popas). But what could be meant by
saying that the Pole is kept fixed in its place by the combined effect

1 The obliquity of the orbits of the planets is not mentioned in this passage, and
~seers to be left out of account.
2 In the Mithraic cult, the North Pole seems to have been of great importance.
In the Mithrasiiturgie edited by Dieterich (pp. 12-14 and 69-78), the North Pole
is the abode of the péyioros feds (sc. Mithra.s;, to whom Helios, the ruler of the
planet-region, is subordinated. This greatest God’ holds in his right hand pdoyov
oy xpioeov, bs éorw dperos § kwoloa ral dvriorpégovoa Tdv olpavév: and he is
~ attended by a group of seven gods, who are called of woAorpdropes Tot olpavod, . . .
ol vabaropilakes, . . . ol orpépovTes Ime & réhevopa TOv weptblvnTov TOU Kiihou
‘dfova Toi ovpavoi, and who, no doubt, represent the seven stars of one of the two
(There is a corresponding group of seven maidens, who presumably stand
for the seven stars of the other Bear.) It might therefore be conjectured that the
passage concerning the movements of the stars was inserted in Corp. II by some
~one who was influenced by Mithraism, and who was thus led to locate the static’
‘vois by which the moving universe is governed at the North Pole, instead of in
‘extracosmic space, where the author of Corp. II places it.

Cf. Proclus /7 Eucl. (Friedlein), p. go, 1. 11 : d\Aot B¢ dwoppyrdTepot Adyor ral
Tov Byprovpydy EpeoTdvar 7O kbope Aéyovar Tois méhaws émoxolpevor, ral 3 Epwros
Beiov 70 wdv émaTpépovra wpds éavrév. The word dmwoppyrérepor seems to imply
that this doctrine was taught in connexion with some mystery-cult, which may
perhaps have been that of Mithras,

3808-2 H
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of these two opposite movements? To this question I can give no
answer.

The instance of the man swimming against a current (§ 8 a) appears
to be given as an illustration of the principle that the combined effect
of two contrary movements is to produce stability or immobility. But
if so, the instance is absurdly inappropriate.’ In the case of the
swimmer there is nothing analogous to the Pole; he could only be
compared to one of the planets, borne from East to West together
with the fixed stars, but at the same time moving from West to East
with an independent movement of its own. But this comparison also
breaks down. It is assumed that the swimmer is stationary (3 dwri-
Tvmia . . . ordats yiveraw 6 dvbpdme) ; and if so, the velocity with
which he swims must be equal to the velocity of the contrary current,
But the velocity of the planet’s independent movement is not equal
to that of the contrary movement of the fixed stars; and the planet
is not stationary.

785 yip odalpas Ens Tds mhavepdvas kweiohar o s dmhavobs
opaipas. The connexion of thought would be made clearer if this
were followed by something like xafror ovykwelral Tals mhavopévass %
damavis. It is to this latter proposition (implied, if not expressed,)
that Hermes replies Oix &orw alry avykivyos.

The word &bys must be meant to refer to some earlier discourse of
Hermes to Asclepius. Vet the doctrine taught in this dialogue is
described in the concluding sentence as wpoyvoaie T, 1. e. as the
beginning of a course of instruction.

1 3¢ dravrivaws ((rijs kufoews)) Ty dvréperow [ ] Exe éordoar. ™
dvrépewrwv appears to be used in the sense of o dvrepeidor, the
‘fulcrum ’, i e. the common axis of the spheres which revolve in
opposite directions.

§7. [mepl B 18 adrd orpedopévas.] This must be cut out ; for Hermes
would not go on to ask ‘what sort of movement’ (Kémow wolav) if
he had just answered that question himself.

kimals dotwv s ordoens kaTexopévm. Here it seems clear that the
ardais spoken of is that of 75 wepl § kwodvras ai dpxroy, i. €. that of the
Pole. But where, in this instance, is the davriomys kwijoews, to
which o7das was said to be due? Does the writer regard the move-
ments of the two Bears, circling in the same direction, but on opposite
sides of the Pole, as two ‘opposite ' movements ?

Y Galen, D¢ musc. motu 1. 7, K. vol. iv, p. 400 (Amim, Stoiz. wet, J7 IX

p- 148), employs the instance of the swimmer in a rational way, to illustrate the
case of a body held at rest by two equal and opposite pressures or tensions.
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xwhder T 6wép adrs. It appears from the context that this must be
intended to mean ‘ prevents them from diverging from their circular
orbits’; but it is difficult to see how that sense can be got out of the
words.

§§ 8b-9. 4 olv kimaws k.7 \. Here we have a discussion of =&
xwody, which down to this point has only been mentioned incidentally.
But the fresh topic is introduced with strange abruptness ; and it is
probable that the beginning of the paragraph about 76 kwodv has been
lost.

§ 8 b, ody dmwd Tdw kaTekTOs Tol oWparos cupBaiver yiveohar, AN dwd
Tov errds els O kaTexTds, fror Yuxds [§ mvedpatos] f dN\ov Tivds dow-

rou. The Kosmos is not moved by something which pushes it
from without, but by its ywy, which impels it from within. And the
same may be said of every individual man and animal. (The writer
is here thinking of spontaneous movement only, and leaves out of
account the case of a man or animal pushed, dragged, or carried by
another man or animal.) The Yy is incorporeal, but at the same
time is regarded as residing ‘within’ the body of the man or animal,
The phrase eis 70 katexrds, which is bracketed by Wachsmuth, may
be allowed to stand. A living organism is moved ‘from within out-
wards’, and not ‘from without inwards’; that is, the movement is
originated by the soul, which is within the body, and passes thence
to the bodily organs, and to material things outside the body.

I have bracketed 4 mvejuaros. If these words are retained, mvetpa
is classed among the dodpare. But the incorporeal mvebpa spoken of
by orthodox and Gnostic Christians (a Semitic equivalent for the
Platonic vois) occurs rarely, if at all, in the Hermetica, When the
Hermetists speak of rvedpe, they commonly use the word in the Stoic
sense, and mean by it a gaseous substance (s@pa, not doduaror),
which they regard as the corporeal vehicle or envelope of the
incorporeal soul. The words # mvesparos may have been inserted by
some one who was in the habit of using #vefpa as the Christians used it.

But if 7mvelpa is excluded, how are we to understand o Yuxis 3
@\\ov Twis dowpdrov? What other incorporeal thing besides ywys
can be included under the head of 76 kwodv by which living bodies
are moved? Possibly ¢iois? Or &épyeay, in the sense in which
that term is used in some of the Hermes to Ammon documents?

obpe yop Epuyor od(y dwd edparos) xwei(tar) GAN' 00d¢ O alvolor
obpo. By this restoration, the sense unquestionably required is
clearly expressed. It would be possible to interpret in the same sense

H 2



100 CORPVS HERMETICVM

the reading of codd. Corp. (cGpa yap cdpe émjuxor ob kivet kT.\.);
but no intelligent writer would use a form of words so ambiguous.

§ 0. épds yoiv kataBapuvopérmy Thy Yuxiy, oTar pém Bio ocdpara pépy.
The soul ‘carries’ the body. Hence, when a man carries a burden,
his soul has to carry both his body and the burden; and it feels
oppressed, because an extra burden is added to its usual load.

(&'pa‘re) Kkal (0T j.tév] & tin kweltar T Kivolpera, kal Gmd Tivos, Sfhov,
The reading of the MSS. («ai 6re pév & Tt . . . kal D76 Twos SHAov) is
a mere repetition of the first sentence of the dialogue, ay 6 kwoipe-
vov . .. otk &v Tt kwvettar kai Do Twvos;  Neither Hermes nor Asclepius
could have any reason for repeating at this stage the truism with
which the argument started. But if we write the interrogative =i,
Tivos, in place of the indefinite pronoun, the reference back to the
opening of the dialogue becomes intelligible. Hermes points out
that he has now answered the two questions which were there raised ;
he has explained both ‘4% what 7o xwodpeva are moved’ (§§ 1-6 a),
and ‘ 4y what they are moved’ (§§ 8 b, g).

§§ 10-11, ’Ev kevd ... peord domw. Asclepius here interposes an
objection. Does not all movement presuppose a xevor ? If bodies
were packed against one another without intervening void, would not
movement be impossible? And if so, must not the space outside the
Kosmos be void, to render the movement of the Kosmos possible ?
How then can that space be ‘full’ of feidv 7, as Hermes asserts ?

An argument similar to that on which Asclepius’s objection is based
was commonly used by those who asserted the existence of void.
Cf. Ar. Phys. 4. 6. 213b: (Aéyovow ol ¢doxovres kevov elvar) dre
Kkivnais ) kara romov otk dv el (el i) ey kevov)' O yap TAGpes ddlvarov
elvar 8éfacbfnl 7. But those who argued thus meant that a body
cannot move unless there is a void space info which it may move.
Asclepius goes further, and suggests that the outer sphere of the
Kosmos could not revolve if there were not a void space within
which it revolves. We might express his thought by saying that the
movement would be stopped by friction. Cf. § 3, &a ... uy O\Bé-
Jevoy TO kivovpevoy Tmd Tijs aTevéryTos émioxy Tiv kivyaw, where Hermes
himself seemed to assume the same principle.

The objection might have been better placed at the close of
Hermes’ explanation of 76 év ¢ kweiray, to which it refers, 1. e. im-
mediately after § 6a; but it is not unreasonable that Asclepius
should refrain from mentioning his doubt until both the subjects under
discussion (76 xwolv as well as 70 & ¢ xweirar) have been dealt with-




LIBELLVS II: §§ 8b-io 10T

With this passage on 75 xevév should be compared Ascl. Lat. 111
332 5¢., which closely resembles it. The Stoic doctrine, according to
which 76 &krds Tod kéopov is kevdv dmeipov, is presupposed ; the writer's
object is to declare and justify his rejection of that doctrine. He
points out that the apparently void spaces w##%in the Kosmos are not
really void, but are filled with some corporeal substance, such as air.
IWithin the Kosmos then, there is no void; and, since bodies
certainly move within the Kosmos, Asclepius’s notion that there cannot
be movement unless the moving body has void space juxtaposed to
it is thus shown to be untenable. It is true that this argument does
not directly bear on the question whether void space exists owfside
the Kosmos ; but the reasoning by which Asclepius was led to think
that there musf be void space outside the Kosmos is shown to be
invalid.

Since kevdv can mean nothing else than  space which is not occu-
pied by something corporeal’, the question whether the extracosmic
space is kevéy or is ‘filled’ with something incorporeal is in reality
futile. That which is dodparoy in the proper sense of the word is
not extended in space, and cannot ‘ fill’ space or be situated in space.
But the Hermetist tacitly assumes that the dodperor of which he is
speaking, viz. the divine Nous, is cwparwdr to this extent at least,
that it is capable of occupying space ; and the word xevév appears to
him to be inapplicable to the space which is ‘filled” with that dod-
porov. He probably pictured the divine Nous to himself as a thing
which pervades extracosmic space in the form of an impalpable
vapour, or a diffused light.

§ 10, povor 8¢ 10 pi) 8v kevdr éore. This is a reminiscence of the
language of Democritus, who called the empty space between the
atoms 76 p3 ov, though at the same time he said that it exists no less
truly than 76 dv, i. e. the atoms. Ar. Metaph. 1. 4.985b 4: Aedxunr-
mos 8¢ kal . . . Anudkpiros aToiyela pev 6 TATpEs kal TO Kevdv elval Paat,
Aéyovres 16 pv dv, 76 8 p3 &v.

(0 yap dmdpyor)) . . . el piy peotév Tis dwdpfews fv. The text of
the Corpus and that of Stobaeus have been differently corrupted ;
I have tried to make sense of the passage by combining the indi-
. cations of both, The argument appears to amount to this; ‘rd
Amdpyov cannot be void ; but 7o dv is dwdpyov; therefore, v év cannot
be void” The writer feels that the term =5 wdpyor connotes absence
of void more evidently than the synonymous term 76 év. The word
&évoy in codd. Corp. is doubtless a corruption of kevév.
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§ I of 8id wdvrwy Sufker Tav Svrwv, kal wérra difjkov wAnpol; The
writer speaks of air in nearly the same words in which the Stoics
spoke of the cosmic mveipa (a mixture of fire and air). Cf Alex.
Aphrod., p. 223. 25 Bruns: the Stoics say 76 way fwdofal e kal ovr-
éxeablar mvedpards Twos ik wavros Sujkovros abrod. But the Stoics, in
accordance with their doctrine of kpigis 8 Shwv,! held that mvelpa is
present in every part of sublunar space, even in those parts of it which
are occupied by other bodies. The Hermetist does not adopt this
view with respect to air; for he proceeds to say that air is excluded
from those parts of space which are occupied by other bodies. His
meaning therefore must be merely that all interstices between other
bodies are filled with air.

odpe B¢ olk ék Tdv Teoodpwy cwpdrwy kexpapévor ocuvéornke; No
portion of any one of the four elements actually presents itself un-
mixed with the other three. (Cf. Corp. IX. 7 : wdvra 8¢ éore aivfera.)
That which we commonly call “air’, for instance, is really a mixture
of all four elements, but a mixture in which the element air prepon-
derates. It is not the element air then, but the mixed body commonly
called air, that occupies all apparently empty spaces in the Kosmos.

It may be doubted whether the writer would have denied that
elemental fire exists unmixed in the heavens; but he is not here
thinking of the heavens.

bwdpews (dmdpéer codd. Stob. : Smdpxer codd. Corp.) yép peord domuv
[dépos kal mredparos]. The meaning of wvedpe here must be different
from its meaning in [# mvefuaros), § 8b; for the thing here spoken of
is oGpa, and the thing spoken of in 8b is doduaror. But kal wvel-
paros at least ought certainly to be cut out; for in the argument
which this sentence ends, air alone, and not mvebpe, is spoken of.
I think however that it is best to cut out dépos also; for we have to
account for the readings smdpées ydp and $mwdpyer yip xaf of the MSS. ;
and this can best be done by assuming that the author wrote $mdpews
yép peord éorw, ‘ for they are full of something which exists’, viz. air.
(CL € pj peorov Tijs Smdpéews v in § 10.) When $wdpéews had been
corrupted, some one inserted dépos kai mvefuaros to make sense:
Perhaps the interpolator borrowed these words from the Greek
original of Asc/. Zat. TI1. 33 c: ‘spiritu tamen et aere vacuum esse
non possit.

L Plut. Comm. not. 37. 1077 e the Stoics say o@pa Xwpelv Bid odparos, Kevdy
pnBerépou meptéxorros, AAAA ToD wAfpous els T mATipes Evduopdvou. They held that
it is possible for the same portion of space to be occupied simultaneously by two or
more different bodies. See Arnim, Sto, wer. 11, p. 151,
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§12 a., Tov oly vémwov . . . 7l elmopev; It is clear that elmoper (codd.
Stob.) and not eirwper (codd. Corp.) is the right reading. Having
dealt with 76 xwoty, and disposed of the objection about 76 revdr,
Hermes resumes the discussion of o év ¢ xweirar at the point at
which he left it at the end of § 6a; and he begins by reminding
Asclepius of one of the conclusions there arrived at, viz. that the rdmos
in question is dodparos.

Té olv dodpartor (tobro). It seems necessary to insert rodro; for
besides the extracosmic voiis here spoken of, there is at least one
other kind of doduaror, viz. the intracosmic ywyij by which the
Kosmos and the bodies contained in it are moved (§§ 8 b, g).

Nois dhos. Ought we to write vois dAos, é¢ d\ov éavrov éumepiéywy ?
Or volls, GXos & Shov éavrdv éum. ? The MSS. of Cozp. give vods, Adyos,
&€ Shov k.. ; but Adyos must be a corruption of )os.

éautdv dpmepiéywr. This means that the rémos-vols by which the
‘Kosmos is encompassed is not itself encompassed by anything else,
or that there is nothing else outside it. The Hermetist might have
said that this Nous {mwd rov feot éumepiéyerars but his view appears to
be that, though the divine Nous is located in space, the supreme God,
whom he distinguishes from it, is not in space. Vet a different view
seems to be implied in what is said below about the péyeflos of 7o
dyabdr.

éhedlepos owpatikiis whdrns.—(éhedfepos odparos wdvTos, dmharis
MSS.) It is superfluous to tell us that an dodparor is é\esBepor
gdpares mavrés. I have therefore altered dwAawis into wAdrys, and
taken this to be the genitive dependent on e\eifepos. The unmeaning
‘gopart kel which follows dmafhjs in codd. Corp. may have resulted
from a misplacement of cwparkis ; and wavrds may have come from
wAdims by duplication.

Xwpnrikds cupmdrtev kol cwtiplos Tov dvtwr, The divine Nous (qua
Téwos)  contains all things’ (cf. &s évépyera xwpyrucy) in § 6a). And
it “ preserves all things’; i. e. it is (in subordination to the supreme
God) the agent by whom the universe and all things in it are main-
tained in existence. In this respect it corresponds to the second and
demiurgic God of Numenius, though the writer of Cozp. IT does not
use the word Snuovpyds in describing it.

(84 ob (?) 8) ((ris Yuxis)) (bds). Some explanation of the relation
between the extracosmic vofs and the intracosmic Yy is wanted ; and
the words 7ijs Yuxss, which occur in the MSS, at the end of § 12 b,
probably formed part of such an explanation. The writer might be




104 CORPVS HERMETICVM

expected to say that the divine Nous (r3 & @ Kkwetrat & kéopos) is that
by which the soul (vd Kuvov, including both the cosmic soul and the
souls of individual men) is ‘illuminated ’ or vitalized.

The text of 1zab is badly damaged, and my attempted restoration
of it is open to much doubt; but it seems probable that the descrip-
tion of vols ended at the end of 12 a, and that the thing spoken of in
12b was 5 dyafir.

§ 12 b. ((T{ obv ¢iis)) ((rd dyaddr)) ;—((T8 dpxérumor $as)), of domwep
éxtivés elor(v) [[ 1] (8 7e voiis kal) § d\fbera. This passage is mani-
festly based on the discussion of *the idea of the Good’ in PI. Rep.
508 E ff,, where Plato’s Socrates compares the Good to the sun.

In the traditional text, 73 dyabév is called one of the drives of
something else. But as the writer holds that 3 dyabév is identical
with the supreme God, and is the primary source of all things, he
cannot have called it an dwrés emitted by something else. The words
76 dyafdv therefore must be out of place. The author’s meaning
must have been that certain things are dorep dxrives rop dyablod,
i.e. that these things are emitted by 74 dyabév as rays are emitted by
the sun, -

But what are these ‘rays’ or radiations of the Good ? One of
them is § d\jfea. But as dxrivés eior is in the plural, at least one
other ‘ray’ must have been mentioned, Now Plato /. speaks of
dMjbew as a thing produced or emitted by 76 dyabév; and he
repeatedly couples with it another thing, viz. &rorjun or yréos,!
which, he says, is also produced or emitted by =5 dyafév. The
leading thought of that passage would be correctly expressed by
saying that émorjuy (or its synonym yvéos) and d\jfewn are waTep
dxtives Tob dyafod. Hence it may be inferred that the other ‘ray’
which the Hermetist coupled with dMijfee. was either émioTiuy, or
something closely connected with émiorjun ; and as the topic under
discussion in this part of the dialogue is the relation between vois
and 76 dyabdv (= § eds), there is strong reason to conclude that he
wrote of dorep drrivés elow (8 e vobs kal) dAvjle.? That the

1 PL Rep. 508 £ . : airiay & émoriuns ofoay kal dAnbeias (v Tob dyadob ibéay)
oo olitw B8 kaAdy duporépwy Svrw, yhoeds Te kol dAnbelas , . . dyafoedy pév
voullew rajr dugdrepa (viz, Emoriuny Kol dhjfear) 0pdiv, dyabdv 8¢ fyeiobar
émbrepov adriv ok dpbiy . . .. Emaruny piv kal dAfifaar mapéyer (vd dyafdv). The
word dAfifeta is here used by Plato in the sense of ‘ reality * rather than ¢ truth '
and a few lines further on, the phrase 74 efvaf e kal i oboiay (rav Yeyraakopévar)
is substituted for it as an equivalent,

* The combination roiv xal dMfeway occurs in PL Rep, 6, 490 B: peyels 7§ dyrmi
dvrws, yevrfaas voiv kal dxjbeay, . , , ofrw Afyor wivos.
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Platonists of the second century A.D. were accustomed thus to
couple together vois and &Mrjfew, is proved by the use made of
these terms by the Gnostic Valentinus, who gave the names Nois
and 'AMjfea to the first pair of Aeons put forth by the supreme
God.! It may be added that the Hermetist would have no reason
for mentioning &\ fea here, unless he spoke of it as the correlate
(or in the language of Valentinus, the o{vyos) of vots, with which he
is more especially concerned. For the series 70 dyafdv, vods, Yruxi,
cf, Plotinus 5. 1. 8: alrwov pév Tov voiw (Aéyer 6 Tdrow) Syuiovpyds
yap 6 vobs abrg® Tobrov 8¢ dmot Ty Yuxiy Touely . . . Tod 8¢ alrlov, vod
dvros, marépa yat Tayabiv, [kal] 76 dméxewa vob kol émékewa odolast
. . . dore Mhdrove eidévar éx pév Tdyabol Tov vody, éx 8¢ 10D vol v
Y.

The dpxérvmov pis of which the Hermetist speaks must, I think,
be 7o dyafév itself. The statement that 76 dyafdv is ‘the archetypal
light’ corresponds to Plato’s statement that % i8éa 10D dyabot is the
sun of the intelligible world. The phrase implies that there is
another ¢&s which is an elkdv of the archetype; and this other and
subordinate ¢ds may be the ‘light’ which the extracosmic vois gives
forth, and by which the intracosmic yuysj is irradiated. Cf. Philo
De somn. 1. 13. 75, vol. iii, p. 223 Wendland : 6 feds ¢pbs éor, . .«
Kkal ob povov s, GAAG kel mwavrds érépov Gurds dpyérumov, piAdov B¢
aravros dpyervmov mpeoBirepor kal dvirepov. Plotinus 5. 1. 6 s¢. and
5. 3. 12, quoted in note on Corp. XII i. 1.

§13. ‘0 olv Oeds i doTwv;—'O pndérepov (undé & MSS.) TolTwr
tmdpywr, dv 8¢ kal ((rodrois)) Tod elvar [ ]| alrios, kal waov kv N, Of
the things to which roirois refers, dAjfleia is certainly one ; and if my
explanation of the passage is right, the other is vots. (We are told
below that 6 feds od vois éorwv, airios 8¢ Tob (voiv) elvar.) The writer
“has just said that vods and d\vjfewa are ‘rays’ emitted by 7o dyafdv ;
he now says that the cause of their existence is God, who (as he tells
us in § 15£) is identical with 76 dyafdv.

wdvra 8¢ o Té (ywépeva) dk Tav dvTwr ywdpera, oik (odxi py MSS.)
€k Tdv pd) dvrov. The writer apparently holds that the Kosmos is
without beginning, and denies creation ex mikilo. God is the
supreme cause of all things, inasmuch as he is the source of Nous,
by whom the Kosmos is maintained in being (vods is cwripios v

! Cf, Irenaens 2. 12. 2 : according to the doctrine of Valentinus, unwm ef idem
Jiet Nus et Aletheia, semper adhaerentes invicem. This part of the Valentinian
system must have been derived from PL. Kep. 1. c.
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dvrwv, § 12 a); but God’s agent Nous makes each thing, not out of
nothing, but out of something else which existed before it.

Té ydp pd) Svra ob piow Exer Tob Sivacdar yevéobar (m). That which
is not cannot become anything, or turn into anything, This is
merely another way of saying that & 76v ) Svrev ot Stwara
yevéobar 1.

[rod pnBémor’ elva.] These words have, no doubt, come by
duplication from the following 7o ) eval wore. Things which
now exist cannot at any time pass out of existence; they can only
change into something else. Cf. Corp. VIII, "Or oddty 7év Svrav
dréMwrat.  The words T7 ofv ¢yjs cannot have been intended to
stand here ; I have found a possible place for them above, in § 12 b,

6 olv Oeds ob vobs &orw, almos 8¢ Tob (voiv) eivar. Cf,
Abammonis Resp. 8. 1 ff,, where the Egyptian priest Abammon
answers the question / 7o mpdrov airiov fyolvrar elva Alyvrrioy
mérepov voiv 4 dwép votv. The doctrine that the supreme God is
bwép vov and airios Tod voiv elvar was current among the Platonists
of the Roman empire, and was adopted from them by Valentinus
and other Gnostics. Ps.-Archytas (first century A, D, P), Stob. 1. 41. 2,
vol. i, p. 280 W.: 70 8¢ rowdrov (sc. the principium which imposes
form on formless matter) ot véov uévor elper 8el, GANY kol viw T
Kkpéooor' véw 8¢ kpéoaov doTiv Smep ovopdfopev fedv. Irenaeus 1. 24. 3:
‘ Basilides . . . ostendens Nun . . . ab innato natum Patre.’

[008¢ mrebpa . ..] [odBe ¢ds, alrios B¢ Tob dis elvar.] The mention of
mveipa may be ascribed to the same interpolator who inserted Trelpa
in §8b. If we take ¢és to mean 7 ris Yuxis pas, ‘ the light by which
the soul is illuminated’, i. e. the secondary and derivative s spoken
of in § 12a, the words 0382 ¢as, airios 82 105 pids elvar might be regarded
as another way of saying that God (=4 dyafiév) is & dpyérvmov pis.
But as the matter under consideration is the relation between God
and Nous, it is more likely that the paragraph ended with a state-
ment of that relation, and that the words concerning s were added
by another hand.

§ 14. 7o Bedv Buat Tadrais Tals mpoonyoplais oéBeadar Dei. What are
the ‘two appellations"? ‘The writer of § r7 a must have taken them to
be 75 dyafdy and & marjp. ¢ The Good ’ has been spoken of already ;
but the word warjp does not occur until § 17 a, and the reader could
not be expected to supply it out of his own head in § 14. If the two
names meant by the author of § 14 were ‘the Good’ and ‘the Father’,
some words in which his meaning was explained (e. g. 7fj 7ob dyafod
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Kai T TOD warpos, in apposition to redraws Tals mpooryoplas,) must
: 'i:ave fallen out. But it is more probable that the two names of
which he is speaking are those which he has already been employing,
viz. & Oeés and 76 dyafdv, and that § 17 a, in which the second of the
two names is taken to be 6 warjp, was subsequently added by some
one else. In § 15, we are told that it is impious to call God by any
other name except ‘the Good’. This shows that the two names
which the author recognized were 6 feds and 76 dyafév; and the
writer of § 174, in calling God ‘the Father’, is guilty of the very
impiety which is denounced in § 15.

In Corp. X, the phrase & feds kal warip, (8) kai 76 dyabdy, occurs
repeatedly as a name of God ; but in that document the words & kel
70 dyafiv have probably been inserted by a later hand.

" obire ydp Tav &Ny . . . Tis BivaTar . . . dyabds elvar § pdvos & Oeds.
Corp. V1 is an expansion of this thought. Compare Mark 10. 18,
Luke 18. 19: T¢ pe Aéyas dyaldv; oddels dyabds el py els 6 Oeds.
Matt. 19, 17: 7C pre épotds mepi Tob dyalod ; €ls éoTv & &yo.ﬁds. The
~ saying must have been widely current, and there is no reason to
suppose that the Hermetist derived it from the Gospels. It might
be suggested to a Platonist by the discussion of the ode of Simonides
' in Pl Profag. 341E.

~ § 15. Tooolrov ydp éomi Tob dyafoi 16 péyedos. Here the Good
(i.e. God) is described as extended in space. We are told that
neither body nor soul is spacious enough to contain it, and that it is
coextensive with the whole sum of things corporeal and incorporeal ;
that is to say, it extends through all space, both cosmic and extra-
cosmic. But perhaps the Hermetist meant these statements to be
understood metaphorically, and not literally.

§ 16, Tempnpévor T Tod Beod mpoamyoplg. We honour the sub-
ordinate gods by applying to them an appellation which properly
belongs to the supreme God alone, i. e. by calling them dyafof.

The same phrase occurs in the prayer or hymn at the end of
Ascl. Lat.: dppoorov dvopa, Tetypmpévov 1) Tob Beot mpoonyopla,
..« kal ebhoyodpevor T Tob warpos. But in that passage, the words
are used in a different sense, and it is the supreme Deity himself
that is there said to be ‘honoured by the appellation feds’. It
would seem that the writer of 4sc/. Zat 41 b read the phrase in
Corp. 11 (which is probably the earlier of the two documents), but
either misunderstood it, or intentionally employed it in a different
way.
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[xal & yévos dpdorépuv, ¢ of T yévq mdvra.] yévos is a strange
word to use with reference to God; and when two things are said
to ¢ have the same yévos’, or belong to the same vyévos, it is implied
that they are specifically different, rather than that they are identical,
which is the point on which the writer is here insisting,

[6 yap Beds dyabds doriv, s dmavra Budods kal pndev NapBdvev.]— (8
yip dyabds dmavrd dor Bidods kal pndév Nopfdvuv MSS.) Cf. Corp.
V. 10b: wdvra 38ws xai ovdev AapBdvas. Corp. X. 3: 70 pndiv
AapfBavort.  Corp. IX. g: odk wbev aird mposhapBiver, w 8t
émibidovs.

The reading of the MSS. is certainly wrong ; for in an independent
statement the negative would be oddév, not undér.! But even in the
form into which I have altered it, the sentence is out of place here;
for at this stage the writer is asserting, not that God is dyafds, but
that God is 76 dyafov. If the words & vdp . . . undey AauBdvurv
occurred at all in the original text, they probably followed # uévos &
feds in § 14.

[6 oly Oeds mwdvta BiBuwot kal odbév AapBdver.] & olv feds is a
duplication of the first three words of the following sentence ; and
wdvra 88wot ral oddev hapBdve is an alternative for dmaprd éore Sidods
kal pndev AapfSdvar.

6 olv Oeds (15) dyaddv, kai 10 dyabdv & Oeds. Cf. Philo De spedial.
leg. 2. 53 (De septen. 5), Cohn V, p. 99: pdvos yip (& Oeds) eddaipww
xkal poxdpos, wavros pév duéroxos kaxod, whijpys & dyafdv Telelwy,
piMov 8, el xpi) raAnles elmely, abros dv 16 dyabon,® bs odpard al yf
7. kot pépos dpBpyoer dyabdd. Proclus on Pl Zim. 28 says that the
Platonist Atticus (a.D. 160-180) identified the Demiurgus with ¢ the
Good’ (rov Sypovpyov eis Tabrov dye rdyabd).

The statement that ¢ God is the Good, and the Good is God ’ forms
a fitting conclusion to the dialogue; and there can be little doubt
that in the original text these words were immediately followed by
Tocadra . . . Aedéxbo 7.\ (§ 17b). The topic of procreation, which
is introduced in § 17 a, has no connexion with the preceding argu-
ment, though the person who appended that section contrived to
produce a superficial appearance of continuity by referring to the
mention of two mpoayyoplar of God in § 14.

! It would be possible to avoid this difficulty without inserting feds, by writing
& ydp dryabbs torwv & navra BiSods kal pndév Aapfdvay,

* Batin Opif. mund, 2. 8, Cohn I, p. 3, Philo says that God (who is there called
& 7@y GAew vois) is xpelrraw 4 abrd 76 dyabdv kai alrd 70 xakdv,
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§ 17 a. watpds ydp T woieiv, o is here used in the sense ‘to
beget’, as in the compound radomotetv.

owoudl . . . edoeBeoTdry . . . doTww wadomorla. The thought that
human procreation is an imitation of the creative energy of God,
which is implied in this passage, is more fully expressed in Cozp. X1
ii. 142, and in Ascl. Zat. 111 zobsg.  The view that the begetting of
offspring is incumbent on manasa sacred duty is implied in Asc/, Lal.
I1L 20 b sg., but is more directly asserted in Cozp. IL. 172. The writer
must have found in his environment some special reason for insisting
onit. In saying that to die childless is ‘a great misfortune’, he is in
accord with a sentiment which was strongly rooted among Greeks:
' Jews, and Egyptians alike ; and he finds religious support for it in
his doctrine of “God the Father’, But in his time, there were many
who preferred to remain childless, some from a wish to avoid trouble,
expense, and anxiety, and others, (especially Pythagoreans, Platonists,
'~ and Christians,) on account of the confemptus mundi, and hatred of

the body, to which their beliefs gave support. The first of these two
" motives finds frequent expression in literature, from the time of
Euripides downward; see for instance the passages collected in
Stobaeus 4. 22. 28 sgg. Hense, ‘Ot odx dyafdv 76 yapeiv, and 1b. 4. 24..
16 $gg., ‘Ot dovucdopov 76 Exew Téxva. Augustus found that the
tendency to ‘race-suicide’ was becoming a grave public danger, and
~ enacted laws to check it. The same sort of inducements to prefer
a celibate life which were felt in Italy in the time of Augustus were
" no doubt also felt in Egypt some generations later ; and as the writer
of Corp. 11 17 a bids his readers p3) cvwofijvas, not to rejoice with’
a childless man (as with one who is fortunate), it may be inferred
that he is arguing chiefly against those who thought childlessness the
more comfortable state. On the other hand, the writer of Asc/
Lat. II1 was probably thinking rather of Christian ascetics who
‘abstained from procreation on religious grounds.
iy obros 8{Bwor perd Bdvatov Tols Saipoaw. The notion that the
. agents by whom sin is punished after death are daemons occurs in
Plato’s myths. See Asc/. Lat. II1. 28. The writer of Corp. IL. 172
“holds that the punishment inflicted by the daemons, in some cases at
least, takes the form of a penal reincarnation ; on this, cf. Corp. X. 8a.
Plutarch, in his ¢ Vision of Thespesius’, De sera numinis vindicta
567 ¥, describes the daemon-torturers reshaping guilty souls to fit
them for reincarnation in the bodies to which they are condemned.
obpa . . . phire Gv8pds prre yuvaukds iow Exov. This means a body
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other than human., Those who refuse to discharge the function in-
cumbent or them as dv8pes or yvvaixes will be punished by reincarna-
tion in beast-bodies.

[[6wep éori karqpapévor Gmd Tol fhiov.]] What is it that is ¢ cursed
by the Sun’?' According to the reading of the MSS., the thing
which is ‘ cursed’ is odpa olire dvdpds otire ywaikds dpvow Eov. A de-
formed or defective human body might be said to be ¢ accursed ', but
hardly the normal body of a beast. It seems more likely that the
clause has been misplaced, and ought to stand after drexvdy Tiva é
dvbpémwy draddayivac; it is childlessness that is the accursed thing.

But why does the writer add $md rod #7Aiov? Perhaps the Sun-god,
being himself the cosmic source of life and growth, might be thought
to look with displeasure on those who refuse to co-operate with him
by begetting children. The phrase may have been in use as
a traditional formula in some solar cult,

LIBELLVS III

The text of Corp. 111, as given in the MSS, is so corrupt as to be
almost wholly meaningless ; and I have altered it with a free hand.
It is not likely that the conjecturally emended text which is here
printed is precisely what the author wrote ; but I think it probable
that, in the main at least, it correctly represents his meaning.

There is no necessity to take this little piece to be an extract from
a longer treatise ; it appears to be a complete whole in itself, and it
is rounded off by a recurrence, in the concluding words, to the same
thought with which it began. It is the concentrated essence of some
unknown Egyptian’s reflections on the universe,

The author of Corp. III had read the first chapter of Genesis. It
is impossible to doubt this, when we compare the corresponding
passages in detail,

Genesis 1 (LXX). Corp. 111.
I. év dpxj émolnoev & Beds Tov Ia. dpyy dv dvrwv & Beds,
obpavov kal Ty yiv.

! “ Under the sun’ would rather be tmd 7ov #Aiov. (Cf. Eecl, passin, e g. 2,18 :
gopravra pbyfov pov dv Eyd komd fmd Tov fidtor.) Tt would be possible to write
w6 70v fiAow, and (perhaps assuming a lacuna before imé) to take this as meaning
¢ during life on earth’, as opposed to perd Bdvaror; but there is no need to reject
the phrase ‘cursed by the Sun’. Cf, warapabévra twd 700 HAiov, in a passage

:}uoted from Hermes by the alchemist Olympiodorus (Zestim., Zosimus Addesn-
unt (c)).
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arREVOTTOS,
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pavol eis padow Tijs yis, Kal dpyew
ijs fpépas kol s vukeds, . . . kal
dorwoay els onpeia . . . 15. kal

20. kal elwev 6 Oeds "Efayayérn
70 Ddara épmerd lpuxé'w {wodv kai
TETewd . . ¢ Kal eycvero olrws. 21,
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YéAa kol wacav Yoy Lo épme-

II1
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Tév, & ebfyayer 7o Bdata kard yévy
adT@y, Kai WAV TETEWOV TTEPWTOV
Kot yévos. . . .

22. kal yiAdynoev adra (se. the (See § 3 b below.)
fishes and the birds) 6 feds Aéyov
Adédverfe ral mAgbiveale. . . .

24. xal elrev & feos "Eayayérw (Differently placed): xai éyé-
3y Yoy Lboav katd yévos, Te- vero (pla Terpdmoda kol épmwerd.
Tpdreda kai épmerd kal Onpia Tihs
yis KkaTd yévos' kal éyévero ovrws.

26. Hovjowper dvlpwmor . . .° 3b. ... yevéoas Tov dvfpdmuy,
kal dpyérwoay Tov ixBiwv Tis fa- s . .. wdvrov Tév Y1 otpavov Se-
Adoons kol TGV weTewdy Tob odpa- gmdTelay, . . .
voll kai TOV KTYVBY Kai wdonS
THS YNS «  +

28. xal niAdynoer airods 6 feos els 70 avédveclo év avéoea kol
Myov Adédveafle kal whybfiveale, mAnbivesfar dv whiber.
kal wAnpdoare TV YV Kkal kaTa-
xuptedoare alris.

It is evident then that the writer of Co#p. II1 knew the Mosaic
account of the creation. But he also knew the Stoic cosmology ;
and in this document, he has tried to harmonize the one with the
other, and so to ‘reconcile Genesés with science’.

We have fragments of another cosmogony, which appears to have
been likewise derived in part from Genesis and in part from Stoic
science, but was said by its author to be based on writings of Thoth,
whom the Greeks called Hermes Trismegistus,—namely, the cosmo-
gony of Sanchuniathon, as reported by Philo Byblius ;' and it seems
worth while to compare this with Corp. III. Philo Bybl. is quoted
as follows by Eusebius, 77. e. 1. 10. 1 (33b) sqq.?

“Toy rov Shwv dpxay troriferar (6 Sayxovdfuy) dépa Loduwdn xal
wvevparddy, § mvoiv dépos Lopddous,® kai xdos Golepov épefddes,’ (b

1 Date of Philo Byblius, ¢. A.D. 64-140 (Christ Gesch. Gr. Lift.). He may
have written this book about A. D. 100-120.

? The text here given is based on that of Gifford's edition, 1903.

3 dnp mvevparwdns and mvof dépos appear to be two alternative translations of a
Semitic term corresponding to the ‘spirit of God’ in Genesis 1. 2, and the mvedpa
Aentdy woepdy in Corp. I1I. In what follows, this same thing is called simply 7o
nveipe. The epithet (opwdns corresponds to the ¢ darkness upon the face of the

deep’ in Genesis. z
¢ The xdos fohepdy épeBdes, which is coupled with the mvelpa, and is the other
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xaheirad) (por ToUTe Twés pacwy Ny, ol 8t Vdarddovs pifews o))
raira 8¢ evar drepa, kol Sk moldv aldva piy Eyew mwépas® dre 8¢
gnoty, pdaty (rob pdr) 76 mvelpa, Tiv (d)dlov dpxiv [[kal]] éyévero
B st () § (supddos) deeiy dekfdy wifost abry B o)

two primal things, corresponds to zekome (‘the deep”) and ‘the waters’ in
fé.g:;';, .mg to dBuvoaos, idwp, and 7d &v yde: in Corp, 111,
1 [ have inserted here the words pdr . . . afjw, which are evidently misplaced
where they occur below in the text of Eusebius. They must have been meant to
apply to t{ne ¢ turbid chaos’ or formless watery mass ; and it is to be presumed that
por i 2 Semitic word, of which Philo Byblius, as before, gives two alternative
explanations, viz. IAgs (‘ mud ), and d8arddovs pifews ofls (*a fermenting watery
mixture’). A word meaning ¢ the waters’ (Heb. mapim) would serve the purpose.
I find it stated that the Semitic word for water occurs in the form a7 in Aramaic;
and it is possible that pwr is a miswriting for pex, Cf. Assyrian m, pl. mz. (The
Egyptian for water is mw, Coptic an007y ; but the immediate source of Philo Bybl.
must have been Semitic, and not Egyptian.)

In Damascins's account of the Babylonian cosmogony, De princip. (Kopp)c. 125,

p. 384 (Gunkel, .S‘ck?pfmg und Chaos, p. 17), there is a Being named Mavuis, son
of "Anaciy and Tav8é (i e. Apsit and Tiamat,— ABvooos and Tehom) ; and mummu
{:’idie tosende Wassertiefe ', Delitzsch,) is sometimes used in Babylonian documents
as the name of the messenger of Apsii (Langdon, 7%e Babylonian Epic of Creation,
1923, p- 72). But Mr. Langdon %z'b.) also says that ¢ Mumamu is an ordinary word
for “form ", which was personified as creative reason, and inherent in the first
principle, water'. Ts there any connexion between this Mammnu—Mevpis and the
per of Philo Bybl.?

1t has occurred to me that per might possibly be #kim written backwards, A
 Greek might conceivably make this mistake in transcribing a Semitic word written

from right to left; but this is hardly probable.

The origin of the word pd7 is doubtful, but we are not left in doubt as to its
meaning in this passage; for the writer himself tells us that it may here be taken
to mean IAds. For our present purpose then, pdr means ‘ mud’.

* Viz, the mveipa and the ydos foAepdv (also called udr).

3 mépas is here used in its Pythagorean sense, as an equivalent of eldos or popgs.
~ (Cf. Philo Sgecial. leg. 1. 329, Cohn V, p. 79: dmeipov (= dudpgou) kal mepuppévns
{Ags.) For a long time, the two primal things (the mvevpa and the pdr) continued

M‘Ee unformed or unordered. This clause corresponds to ° the earth (i. e. all that
existed in the beginning) was waste and void (foh# wa boki)’ in Genesis, and to
 abwoploray Svrav dmdvrav kal dkaraskevdorey in Corp. III. The epithet dweipor
ocears in Corp. IIL 1 b, and in the original text of that passage, was probably
-;:lpiﬂied to fidwp, i. e. the formless watery mass.

In Eusebius, the reading is fpdoby 76 mvelpa tav Iblwv dpyxdv. But that is
‘nonsense. The wrebpa is itself one of the two dpyal, and has no ¢ dpyal of its own’
‘of which it might become enamoured. The writer must have meant that there
‘were two diior dpyai (i, e. two things without beginning), viz. the pueuma and the
watery mass, and that at a cerfain time the former became enamoured of the latter,
and the two (which had hitherto been separate) consequently came to be inter-
mingled. This is his interpretation of the phrase in the Hebrew Genesis, * the
spirit of God was brooding upon the face of the waters’. His mvefua corresponds
to ‘the spirit of God’; his pdr corresponds to ‘ the waters’ ; and the Hebrew
word which our translators render by ¢ was brooding’ is taken by him to mean

e Y

P @dfos or épws occurs at the beginning of many cosmogonies, from Hesiod
‘downward. Some of these were no doubt known to the writer; and by his
interpretation of the Hebrew text, he has contrived to find this same =éfos in the
first chapter of Genesés also.

- Compare the ‘Sidonian ’ cosmogony reported by Eudemnus (Damascius De princ.
P 382 Kopp : Mullach Fr. Pk, Gr. 111, p. 289) : Zdddwior . . . mepl mévraw Xpdvoy

2806.2 1
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krioews drdvror [alro 8¢ obx éylvwake Ty airod kriow']' kai ék Tis
[adlrob (uirr) cupmdoxis (xai) Tod wvelparos éyévero [[udr Tobrd Twés
daow X, of 8¢ S8arddovs pifews ofyw]] [kal ék Tavmys éyévero] Tioa
omoph. kricews.? kal (alry) yéveors Tav Sdev. [y 8¢ rwa o odk
éxovra alobnow.]l [[¢€ dv éyévero [Go voepd, kal kMiifly Lwpaonply,
Todr’ éorw otpavod kardmrar]|®  kai dvemhdaty (o) ((udr)) dpolws God

trorifevrar wal 6oy kal "OpixAny Tdfov 8¢ xal ‘OpixAys peyévray ds Sveiv dpyaiy
'Aépa yevéobar kol Alipay, . . . wahw B¢ éx Todrwy dugoly “Oror yevwnffvar There
is some confusion here ; wdfos ought to be the name of the cupmioxd itself, as in
Sanchuniathon, or of the Power which presides over the supmhors, and not the
name of one of the two who are joined in marriage, Perhaps we ought to read
Xpovov 8¢ in place of Ildfov 36 It is Frobable that Xpévos is Kpévos, i.e. the
Phoenician god £/, There are two dpyai; but they have little resemblance to the
two dpyal of Sanchuniathon. Is’Qros the same as the udr of Sanchuniathon? If
80, it is differently dealt with, and is made a son of ‘A7p and Afipa (two different
forms of mveiua), instead of being married to mveipa.

Damascius 75, mentions also a cosmogony of the Phoenician Mochus, in which
the two dpyal are Aléfp and 'Afp. These correspond to the 'Afjp and Atipa of the
¢ Sidonian’ cosmogony ; and they probably mean either ‘the upper air’ and ¢ the
lower air’ (cf. the aifnp and anp of the Epinomis), or ‘ bright air’ and ‘dark air’.

These two Phoenician cosmogonies do not show any such resemblance to that of
the Hebrew Genesis as is apparent in the cosmogony of Sanchuniathon.

! The words aird . . . kriow are unintelligible, and have presumably been
inserted by error, If we read adrds 8¢ . . . 7iw abrot sriow, we might take them to
be a note appended by a Christian, and suggested by the mention of xrigts in the
preceding clause : ‘ The deluded heathen who wrote this did not know how he
himself had been created.’

? With the alterations which I have made, we get an intelligible sentence. ¢ This
(namely, the intermixture of the two primal things, prewma and mat,) was the
beginning of the creation of all things; and from the marriage of mét and preuma
came forth all the brood of things created,” [#ai & Tatrys &yévero] is a doublet of
ral &k 775 . . . ovpTAokds . . . dyévero above.

® It is clear that the words v 8 7wva . . . obpaved karémrar have been wrongly
inserted here. It would be absurd to talk about (§ia at a stage when the production
of ($a cannot yet have taken place, and when even the cosmic sphere has not yet been
shaped. (Its shaping is first spoken of in the following sentence.) It is to be
presumed that these misplaced fragments have come from the paragraph which
followed the xoopoyovia of Sanchuniathon, and which Eusebins calls his (E;o-yovla.

I suppose the strange phrase (§a odw €xovra alofnow (which, in the terminology
of the Greek schools, would be self-contradictory, ) is a translation of some Semitic
equivalent of the term dAoya {($a, and means the beasts ; and the ‘animals which
possess intelligence and contemplate heaven’ must be the human race, Cf, els
waronreiay obpavoi in Corp. IIL. 3b, where ‘the contemplation of heaven'® is
mentioned as one of the functions of man, or one of the purposes for which he has
been made, It is a thought which very commonly occurs in Hellenistic writings,
that men, in contrast to the beasts, have been so constructed as to stand erect, in
order that they may look up to heaven. See note on Corp. XII ii. 20 a.

The clause abont men can hardly have been intended to follow immediatel
after the clause about beasts; for if it were, & &v would refer to the beasts, and it
would be implied that the writer held men to be descended from beasts, which is
not likely. More probably, we have here two separate fragments, and & dv (if
rightly read) refers to something which has been lost.

{wpaonuiv is Semitic. The words of which it is a transliteration are those which
in Hebrew would take the form Zsgphek, ¢ one who watches’, and hask-shamayim,
‘heaven’. Philo Byblius is therefore right in saying that it means ofpavos mrmm.
He has here retained a phrase of the Semitic original, and added his translation of
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axipat,’ (-2 )? al éhoppely) [[pir]] Fhids Te Kal oe\jvy, doTépes
TE Kol -iﬂ"i'pm peyé:\u.” B

rowatry pév (says Eusebius) adrdv % koopoyovia, dvricpus dfedryra
cladyovoa’ WBoper 8¢ &ijs bs ral Ty Lpoyovia! Smoorivar My, doiy
otw (6 Sayxowidfov) “|[kal rob dépos Suvyacbérros® did (miw 0B $\dov)
wipoow ® kai Tijs faldoons kal tis yijs, éyévero mvelpara kal végn Kal

it. (Perhaps Philo may have written (wpé d(o)onuiv, which would agree more
closely with the Hebrew.) P

It is evident from this and other indications that Philo Byblius is telling the
truth when he says that his work is a translation of a Semitic text. He did not
then invent the so-called * writings of Sanchuniathon’ out of his own head , as has
sometimes been supposed ; he had them before him, wrilten in Phoenician, or some
cognate language, and translated them out of that language into Greek. But the
Semitic original which he translated must have been of recent date. As the
cosmogonia with which it began was constructed, like that of Corp, I11, by blending
data supplied by Gemesés 1 with conceptions derived from Stoic physics, it cannot
have been written before the third century B.C.; and it is most likely that it was
written either after the Christian era, or not long before it.

! Something ¢ was moulded into an egg-like (i.e. spherical) form’. The subject
of dverAdofy has been lost. It must have been ¢ pdr; and I have accordingly
transposed pdr to this place from the following sentence, where it interrupts the
sepse. The mass of unformed matter, under the influence of the fmmma by which
it was now permeated, was moulded into the shape of a spherical Kosmos.

The world-egg occurs in Egyptian and Orphic cosmogonies, but not, as far as I
know, in Babylonian documents. :

# A passage describing the separation of the four elements, and corresponding to
Corp. 111 22, must have occwrred here; but it has been lost. Something of the
sort is presupposed in what follows (éredy Sienpity w.7.A.).

8 This sentence corresponds to Corp. I11. 2 b,

* A soogonia must mean an account of the origin of beasts and men, such as is

iven in Corp. ITL. 3asg. Kusebius here says that he is going to give the zoagonza of
E.nchuniathan; and at the end of the para%'raph which these words introduce, he
says that he has given it (roiadry abdreis wai 4 (woyoria). Yet he does nothing of
the sort. It is true that the disconnected fragment with which this paragraph ends
(xal &y . . . dppev ral 6fAv) may very well have occurred in a soogonia, But
in the rest of the paragraph, not a word is said about the origin of beasts and men.
It deals with an entirely different topic; it is an explanation of the origin of
thunderstorms. And the subject of thunderstorms is apparently introduced for the
purpose of explaining how men (7d voepd ($a), assumed to be already living on the
e_a:tpi:l, came to imagine a thunder-god, and to worship this imaginary being. The
so0gonia then has disappeared, all except three detached scraps, two of which (viz.
v 8¢ Twa (o odx Exovra aiclpow and & dv. . . obpaved karémrar) have got into
wrong places ; and a theory of thunderstorms has been substituted for it. This
explanation of thunderstorms probably occurred later on in the Sanchuniathon-
docnment, and has been transposed to this place through some blunder. It is hased
on the Stoic physics ; and the writer's object is to sEow that the phenomena of
thunderstorms, which men mistakenly attribute to the action of a personal god,
result from the operation of physical laws. The passage shows the same atheistic
tendency as the other extracts from ‘Sanchuniathon’, in which it is asserted that
the gods of the traditional mythologies are not gods, but men who lived a long
time ago.

5 Biavydoavros Enseb.

§ The wlpaais is the heat and light of the sun (cf. &d 7w 7ob HAfou Tipwaw
below). There may have been a preceding mention of ¢és (as in Genesis and
Corp. 111) at the beginning of the lost passage on the separation of the elements;
but it is also possible that the writer of the Sanchuniathon-document deliberately

Iz
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obpaviov H8drov péyiorar katadopal kal xloes' kol (yap) éred Siexpify
(78 oroeio)! kal {els) Tois) lov(s) rémou(s) Suexwpioly, [8is v Tod
W\ov wipwrw]? [kai] md\w cvwjvrnoe wdvra év dépi Tdde roiode, Kol
owéppatav, Bpovral Te dmereMéotyoay kal dotparal. Kal wpos TOV wiTa-
yov Tév Bpovridv Té wpoyeypappéva voepd (o "éypyydpyoer!} kal mpos
rov Jxov erripy (.. )] kab ékwify & e vy xal Baddooy dppev kal
Ginv.”

rowatry adrots (says Eusebius) kol i {woyovia. Todrows éffjs 6 abros
ovyypapeds (sc. Philo Bybl.) émubéper Aéywr: “ raill nipédy év rqf koopuo-
yovig. yeypappéva Taavrov kal Tois ékelvov tmopvipacw,’ ik T€ cTOXAT Y

diverged from Genesis in this respect, because, like modern readers, he found it
difficult to understand how there could be light before the sun had come into
existence,

1 When the Kosmos was first formed, the elements were separated, and arranged
in distinct strata ; but *after their separation’ (i.e.in the world as we know it),
portions of them are continually quitting the regions originally assigned to them
fire, in the form of light and heat, descends from above, and watery exhalations rise
from below. These detached portions of the higher and lower elements come into
contact with one another in the atmosphere, and their conflict produces storms.
This theory of storms resembles the meteorology of Posidonius.

2 This is probably a doublet of &id {riy Toi fAiov) mipwowr above.

3 {ypyydpyoev must be either a misreading or an inexact translation of some
Semitic verb, Something like ¢ were startled " is wanted, to correspond to énripy
(*were scared ).

4 (“and they thought there must be a God who thunders, and they began to
worship him.) Cf. Sext. Emp. 9. 24: elgt 8¢ oi dnd 7@ yryvopévaw ward vov
wbopov mapadofor imovongavres els Evvoww fjpds EApAvlévar fedv: ¢’ fis paiverar
elvar Béfns Kkal & Anpdrpirost bp@vres ydp, o, Td &v Tols peredpors mabfuara of
mahaol Tov dvfpditar, kaldmep Bpovras kal deTpamds kepavvous Te kal doTpaw
auréBovs HAiov Te kal cehivys Exhedpes, EbeipaToivro, Beods oldperor Tolrwy alrious
elvar, Similarly Critias, in his account of the origin of religion (Diels Forsoks,
p. 621), mentions, fnfer alia, dorpands . . . Sevd 8¢ krvmjpara Bpovrijs.

3 Cf, Philo Bybl. in Euseb. ¢4, 1. 9. 24 : 6 Sayyovwabwy . . . 7d ¢ dpxqs, 4’ ob
T4 wdvra cuvéeTy, mapd mavrey eldévar wobdv, woAd ¢porTioTikds EfepdoTevge Td
Taairov, eldws 1t 7@y I’ fAly yeyovdrav mpitis éori [[Taavros o)) Tév ypappdray
Ty ebpeaw tmwonoas kal Tijs TAv dmopyypdray ypadis kardpfas (a& Tdavros)), [[rai
and Tovde fomep Kpymide Baldpevos Toi Adyov]|—bv Alyiwrior piv Erdlegar Owib,
"ANefavBpers §¢ @af, "Eppijy 5t "EAAqves pereppacay,—({ral dwd Tolbe bowep xpymide
BaAépevos ot Adyov)). (This sentence, as given in the MSS,, is intolerably clums;
and confused ; I have made the meaning clear by transposing Tdavros and watl dm
«+ . TOU Adyou.)

¢ Taantos’ is the Egyptian Thoth ; and in the text above, Philo Byblius says
that Sanchuniathon constructed his cosmogonia out of material which he found in
the writings of Thoth, and supplemented by his own reflections. Philo Bybl. must
have read a statement to that effect in the Sanchuniathon-document. This might
be thought to indicate that the author of that document had access to some of the
Greek AHermetica; and in that case, Corp. III itself might possibly have been
known to him. But it is more likely that his statement that he had read and made
use of writings of Thoth was a mere figment. He certainly had no scruple about
inventing authorities ; for in another passage (Porphyr. ap. Euseb. #. 1. g. 21),
when he was speaking about his sources for early Hebrew history, he mentioned,
as one of the most important of them, certain memoirs written by *‘TepduBahos
(Jerubbaal), priest of the god 'levs (Jahwe)'. He must have got the name
Jerubbaal (which is the other name of Gideon, the Hebrew * Judge’,) out of the
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xai Texpnpiov &y ébpaxev odrod (sa Tod Sayyowndbuwves) % dudvoia kol
.,P',P( Kol 'f”.lfv Edm'rrw'w.”

If we compare the cosmogonia of * Sanchuniathon’ with Cozp. III,
we find that in their theology the two writers are at opposite poles.
The author of Cozp. III makes it his object to assert the supremacy
of God over ¢iows. The author of the Sanchuniathon-document, on
the other hand, is content with ¢veis, and sees no need of a God.
As Eusebius expresses it, dvricpus dféoryra eiodyer © his doctrine is
sheer atheism’. He recognizes no deity at all ;—except indeed that
he so far personifies his two physical dpxal, the udr and the wvetua,
i.e. the primal ‘mud ’ and the primal ‘gas’, as to say that one of
them fell in love with the other;' and even that, perhaps, is not
much more than a figure of speech.

But in other respects, there are close resemblances between the
two documents. Both writers agree in saying that (leaving God out
of account) the two things which existed in the beginning, and out of
which the universe has been evolved, were ‘mud’ and ‘gas’; and
the two cosmogonies seem to have been arranged in the same order,
and constructed on similar lines, though this is less apparent, owing
to the loss of parts of the Sanchuniathon-document. Both writers
were acquainted with the Stoic physics ; and both of them had read
the first chapter of Genesis. The author of Corp. II1 had read that
chapter in the Greek translation of the LXX, and the other writer
probably in the Hebrew text. There is no reason to suppose that
either of them borrowed from the other ; but both these cosmogonies
were constructed out of the same or similar materials.

Corp. 1I1 shows hardly a trace of Platonism;? and its writer
definitely rejects the Platonic doctrine of the survival of the individual
soul, It contains nothing distinctively Egyptian ; and there is not

Book of fudges, and invented the historical writings of that ancient chief. (It may
be remarked in passing that a man who had read the Book of Judger must almost
necessarily have read the first chapter of Gemesis, and had its contents in mind
when he was composing a cosmogony.) He would not hesitate then, if it suited
his purpose, to invent cosmogonic writings of Thoth, who must have been known
to him by report as an ancient Egyptian sage, believed to have been the earliest of
all writers upon earth, and the author of the sacred books which the Egyptian
priests had in their keeping. And he may very likely have assumed that Moses,
whose Book of Genesis was one of the sources which he really used, had derived his
cosmogonic knowledge from earlier writings of Thoth.

! Compare the statement that the two light elements, fire and air, are ¢ male’,
and the two heavy elements, earth and water, are ‘ female’ (Hippol. Ref. haer. 4. 43,
quoted in note on Cosp. I 17).

® See note on migar évoaprol Yuxiv in § 3b.



118 CORPVS HERMETICVM

the slightest sign of Christian influence. The document may be
shortly described as Judaeo-Stoic.

I can find no clear indication of date in Co#p. ITI. It might con-
ceivably have been written at any time after the translation of Genesés
into Greek, and the rise of Stoicism, in the third century . c., and
before the date of the latest of our Hermetic writings, which is
probably not far from A.D. 3oo. If we could be sure that the heading
in which it is ascribed to Hermes Trismegistus was written by the
author of the document, that might be a reason for presuming that it
was not very far separated in time from the other Hermetica, most of
which were written almost certainly after the Christian era, and
probably not before the second century at the earliest. But
there is nothing in the document itself to connect it with Hermes ;
and it is quite possible that it was written in complete independence of
the Hermetic tradition, and that the superscription which attributes
it to Hermes was added at some later time, when it had passed into
the hands of a Hermetist. It differs markedly in character and style
from most of the other Hermetica. 1t shows traces of a connexion
with Corp. I, which contains a similar cosmogonia, and presents simi-
lar evidence of acquaintance with the early chapters of Genesis. But
Corp. 1 also differs widely from the bulk of the Hermetica ; and in
all the rest of the Hermetic literature, signs of Jewish influence are
few and faint.!

But though it is conceivable that Corg. III may have been written
in the third or second century B.c., so early a date is hardly probable.
It seems reasonable to consider that attempts to amalgamate the
Mosaic account of the creation with the Stoic cosmology are not
likely to have been made until both had been long and widely known ;
and the prominence given to astral influences in the system of Corp. 111
connects it with the later rather than the earlier Stoicism. The re-
semblance between this document and the csmogonia of Sanchunia-
thon makes it likely that both belong to the same period ; and I am
inclined to conjecture that both of them were written in the first
century A. D.

Title. (3r) wpdros dmdvrwr (8da mdvrwv MSS.) 6 feds, The 8ééa
of God, i.e. his ‘glory’, was frequently spoken of by Jews (see
Bousset, Rel. des Judentums, pp. 362 and 398); but I can find no

! The peculiar use of & réwos in Corp. II is probably of Jewish origin; and some

of the Hermetic fragments quoted by Cyril show knowledge of the first chapter of
Genesis,
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meaning in the statement that God is the 8¢éa of things. God
might be called épxy) wdvrwv, Or wyyi) wdvroy, Or pila wdvrwv; but it
is difficult to see how any of these words could be corrupted into
86¢a. It seems more probable that the author wrote mpiros drdyrav.
(CE. Corp. VIIL. 2 nit. : wpdros yop wavrov . . . & Syuiovpyds T8y Ghav
feds.) The word mp@ros may have been written in the abbreviated
form dos (see Corp. L. 6). If we assume that the second word was
Smdvrov, that gives an a to follow ; and the letters AOSA might
easily be read as AOEA.
The MSS. give the words T86&a wovrav 6 eds . . . xal piows fein
as the beginning of the discourse. But it is more likely that these
words were written as a heading, with ér. before them, and that the
discourse itself began with the sentence which follows (dpxy rév
Syrwv & Beds ko)), This accounts for the repetition of & feds, which
would otherwise be purposeless.

xoi () ¢vors Bela. The writer both begins and ends by asserting
that ‘nature is divine’, that is to say, that the force by which all
cosmic processes are carried on issues from God, and is directed
by God’s sovereign will. He must therefore have had in mind some
persons who denied that doctrine. His position is that of the Stoics,
who employed the word ¢vos, among other terms, to describe God’s
working in the universe. The contrary view was held in its extreme
form by the Epicureans. But the Aristotelians also were inclined
to minimize the action of the Divine in the sublunar world, and to
speak of ¢iows as a power distinct from God and working inde-
pendently of him; and some people, for that reason, denounced
them as little better than Epicureans.! The Aristotelian Strato (who
was called & uaixds) went so far as to ‘renounce the idea of God
as a being separate and distinct from the world as a whole, and
content himself with ¢iais’, which he regarded as ‘a necessary force
operating without consciousness and reflection’ (Zeller, Aristotie,
Eng. tr. IT, p. 455). And the position of the sceptical Academics
was similar. E.g. in Cic. NVat deor. 3. 27, the Academic speaker
says ¢ At enim (quaeritur) unde animum arripuerimus, si nullus fuerit
! E.g. the Platonist Atticus (¢. A.D. 170), in Euseb. Pr. v, I5.5.7: & pév
TAdraw els Oedy wal éx Beod mdvra dvdmrer but Aristotle, like Epicurus, denies that
the world is governed by God. “7i obv;” ¢roar mis dv “ & 7abrd TaTTES
*Apigroréhyy kal “Emirovpov ;" mévy pbv odw, ds ye wpds 70 wporelpevor® . . . Kat
ioov ydp wap’ duporépois 7o Ee Bedy GpeAds els Tobs dvfpomous. . . . Epicurus banishes
the gods to a place outside the Kosmos; but Aristotle, o' abriy Thy S TEV

beidy 18 dvbplmva wpbypara bmobels, dlagey drquéAyra Kal dppévrioTa, pioe Tivi
xal ol Beob Aoyiopd Sioikovpeva.
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in mundo. . . . Naturae ista sunt, . . . omnia cientis et agitantis
motibus et mutationibus suis. . . . Illa vero Tcohaeret et permanet’
(cohaerent et permanent e44.) naturag viribus, non deorum’. J75. 2.
81, the Stoic speaker contrasts the two views: ‘alii naturam esse
censent vim quandam sine ratione cientem motus in corporibus
necessarios ; alii autem (se. the Stoics) vim participem rationis atque
ordinis, (i.e. “divine’,) . . . cuius sollertiam . . . nemo opifex con-
sequi possit imitando.” Lactant. Div. nst. 2. 8. 23 (criticizing the
Academic speaker in Cic. Nat deor.): ‘melius igitur Seneca. ..,
qui vidit nihil aliud esse naturam quam deum. , . . Cum igitur ortum
rerum tribuis naturae ac detrahis deo, (you are in error).’

1a. dpxh Tav drrwv & Beds, kal vol, kal Ploews, kai Thns (kal vols
kal ¢pdois kai Gy MSS.). ¢vous is the force which works on #i\g;
and the external world consists of #Ay and ¢ios in combination.
vols, I suppose, is here the human mind, in contrast to the external
world ; cf. ¢ quaeritur unde animum arripuerimus’ in Cic. Nat. deor.,
quoted above.

If T have restored the words rightly, the writer says that God is
the source (or maker) of i\y. Cf. Abammonis Resp. (Testim.) 8. 3:
UAqy 8 mapijyayev & feds, xr.A. The statement that God is dpyy
vAns contradicts the Platonic doctrine that ¥\ is without beginning,
and exists independently of God; but it agrees with the doctrine
taught (in later times at least) by the Jews, and adopted from
them by the Christians, that God made the world ex s#kile, and
not out of pre-existent ¥Ay. Origen, De princip. 2. 9. 1, says that
God rooairyy I\ xareoxedagev, Sopy Hdivaro karakooufoar. Lac
tantius, Dip. inst. 1. 5.9 and 2. 8. 8ff., says that God first made
materia ({\y), and then made all things out of it. The question
whether ¥Ay is or is not dyéwyros and ovyypoves 3 0ed (coeval
with God) is discussed at some length in Methodius Iepl rod
atrefovaiov.

oodla(s) eis Betfv (wouoas mdvr)a. Cf. Corp, XIV. 3: the Maker
of the universe is udvos dvrws cogds T wdvra. The word copla was
used by Jews especially, but sometimes by Stoics also, in connexion
with God’s making of the world.

For the thought, cf. Methodius Ilepi 70D adrefovoiov 22. 3 (see
prefatory note on Ascl. Zat. II): ¢yui Toryapodv mwoddis tmoféoes
imdpxew 1§ 0ed kol ds Spuiovpyely adrov e wpdrov pdv (i) Tis
Téxvys émaripmy, v dpyev [udv] odk Expi. . . . domep yip € Tis éme
oripny Ewv ) povouds 4 ad wdlw larpuds 4 Texrovucs, els doov ToD
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pyov pi) Exeror pnde 8 atrod Ty émomijuny delwvvaw, pdryy (Tiy)
réxyy Eew Sokel, wijre abrds dmolavwy &v éricrarat, pifre érépois
yvdow wapéxwv ToUTwY TEY Epywr, kal TO évredfer Suotos TG undE TV
dpxiy émoTapévy yiyverau, piy olions Tis Téxvys évepyods' ékdary yap
rov ooy S Tis évepyelas Ty Séiéw Aepfdver kai, bs Myov eimely,
™ ToD elval oloTacw.

kol 7ol Oeol évépyera 1 duais, kat dvdyiny kol Téhos kal dvavéwary
(]upynﬁa'u).-—-(ﬁ Belov kai 4 $uois kal dvépyea kal dvdykn kol Téhos
ol dvavéwois MSS.) It is difficult to see what could be meant by
dvépyea coupled with ¢iows and dvdyxy, and placed between them.
It is true that the word évépyeiat is sometimes used in the sense of ai
709 Oeot évépyea, ¢God’s workings’ (see Corp. X. 1b and 22 b); but
there would be no reason here for inserting évépyeia in that sense. It
seems more likely that évépyewa has been shifted, and that what the
author said is that % ¢dots is rod Oeod vépyeia. Cf. Corp. XI. 1. § init.:
elre dvdykny, elre mpovoww, eite piow, dre dANo T oleror . . . Tis, ToTO
dorw 6 Oeos évepydv. See also Ascl. Lat. 111, 39 (Lydus).
The word dvdyxy is here a synonym for eiuappévy ; and in the view
~ of the writer of Cozp. 111, ‘necessity’ or ‘destiny’ is brought to bear
on things below by the movements of the heavenly bodies. (See § 4.)
réhos, coupled with dvavéweis, must mean redevrs), i.e. extinction.
7élos and dvavéwas together (the ¢ extinction ’ and ‘renewal’ of sub-
~ lunar things) are wrought by ¢vas, the action of which is determined
by the movements of the heavenly bodies ; and these movements are
themselves determined by God’s will.  ¢ors is therefore efa.
1b. fv yap oxéros [[dmwepor]] &v dBloow, xal BBuwp ((dmeipor)), xal
mvelpa Nemrdv k.t A,  Some epithet of #8wp is wanted, to match the
epithets applied to wvefua ; and the sentence is improved by shifting
dmwetpor.
The author evidently had in mind the similar words in Gen. 1
(oxéros érdvw tod dfvoocov LXX). It would be easy to bring the
‘text into still closer agreement with Genesés by writing ér’ éBvdoow in
place of & 4fvcow.
kai wredpa hemwrdv voepdy, Suvdped Bela (. . . Jov Ta év xder. The writer
has taken over from Genesis the wvedpa feod which ‘moved upon the
face of the waters’ (émedpépero émdvw ot 8aros LXX) ; but he identi-
fies it with the mvedpa of the Stoics, i.e. the gaseous substance
~ (a mixture of air and fire) which pervades and animates the Kosmos.
‘This substance is Aewrdv (‘ rare’), as compared with the denser mass
of 7& & yde; and it is voepdr, 1. e, living, conscious, and intelligent.
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A participle agreeing with mvebpa, and governing ra év xde, has
been lost. The Stoic word 8ifjkov (‘ pervading’ or ¢ permeating *) may
be conjectured ; but the LXX would rather suggest émupepdpevov rois
év xdet

({adiopiorwy 8¢ Svrwv dmwdvrwr xal dxataokevdoror.)) These words
are out of place in the MSS. ; they must have preceded the descrip-
tion of the demiurgia, which begins with the emission of light (dvelfy
&) s dywv). The word dxeraokevdorwy shows that the writer’s
source was the LXX, and not the Hebrew Genmesis. In the LXX,
the corresponding words are 4 8¢ yfj fv ddparos kal dkarackelaoros ;
and it is very unlikely that two persons would independently hit on
drarackelacros as a translation of the Hebrew do/ue,

[[kal éwdyn on° dppe é bypas obolas]l The author cannot have
said that #4e Zight ‘was solidified out of watery substance’; light is
not a solid body. These words doubtless belong to the following
passage about the elements (§ 2 a), and describe the formation of the
solid earth by separation out of the hitherto undifferentiated mud or
slime.

(xal &yévero 1) oTouela [kai Beol wdvres]. The results which fol-
lowed on the emission of light are first shortly summed up in these
words, and then more fully described in § za. The feol recognized
by the author of Corp. I1I are the heavenly bodies (§§ 2 b, 3b, and 4),
and the cosmic elements (§ 3a 7z#.)., But to couple feof in the
sense of cosmic elements with oroxele would be to say the same
thing twice over; and a mention of the heavenly bodies at this stage
would be premature. It seems best therefore to assume that xai feol
mdvres has been added by a later hand.

§ 22, dmwexuplofn (&modiwploBn MSS.) td éhadpa els dfos k.7.\.
This passage corresponds to the dividing of ‘the waters under the
firmament ’ from ¢ the waters above the firmament’ in Genesés. In
the Stoic physics, which the writer of Cozp. III had adopted, there
were no ‘waters above the firmament’; he therefore took the
‘waters ’ here spoken of in Genesis to stand for matter in general.
He substituted the lighter elements (r& dvedeps), fire and air,) for
‘the waters above the firmament’, and the heavier elements (r&
karweepd, water and earth,) for ‘the waters under the firmament’,
and proceeded to describe the separation of the four elements, in
accordance with Stoic doctrine. The text is badly damaged, but his
meaning seems to have been as follows. In the beginning, there
were two distinct things, viz. {8wp dmepov and mvelpa Aerrdr. The
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former was not exactly water, but the substance out of which earth
and water were subsequently differentiated ; and similarly, the rveipa
was not air or fire, but the substance out of which fire and air were
subsequently differentiated. We might call the one ‘mud’, and the
other ‘gas’. The ‘gas’ was living and intelligent (voepdv); the
¢mud’ was presumably inert and lifeless.! When light appeared,
the separation of the elements took place. The ‘gas’ (r& éhagpd)
rose, and was differentiated into two distinct elements, fire and air ;
and the fire rose above the air. (This seems to be the meaning of
dvaxpepacfévroc (Tl mupds T8) mvedpare dyeiofar) The ‘mud’ (rd
Bapéa) sank, and was differentiated into two distinct elements, water
and earth ; and the earth settled down, partly in the form of sand?®
at the bottom of the sea, and partly in the form of dry land. (Com-
pare what is said about the separation of the elements in Co7p. 1. 5 b.)

The Stoics described the diacosmesis as follows. Zeno, in Arius
Didymus, Diels Doxogr. p. 469 : rowadryw 8¢ defjoe elvar év wepiody
i 700 Shov Buardopyow i Tis ololas' drav ék wupds Tpomy els Wwp &
dépos yémrar, 16 pév T Spicracbar kol yiy cwicracbar, [kal] é Tob
Nofmou 8¢ 10 pev Sapévew vduwp, éx 8¢ Tol drpulopévov dépa yivealar, éx
Twos 8¢ 70V dépos wip éfdmrew.® Cleanthes (#5. p. 470): ékployt-
olévros Tob mwavrds, owilav 16 péoov airod wphrov, era Ta éxdueva
dmoo Bérvuabar 8 Shov. Tod ¢ mavros éfvypavBévros (16 Eoxatov Tod
mupds dvrirvmioarros alrd Tod péoov!* tpéreabur wdlw eis Tolvavriov,
& olrw Tpembpevor dvw ¢noiv adbeobar, kol dpyecbar Sukoopely TS
éhov. Chrysippus, in Plut. Sto. repugn. 41, p. 1053 : 7 8¢ mupos pera-
Bo)yj éoti TowndTy 8t dépos eis VBwp Tpémeror’ wdk TovTov Yijs UtoTa-
pévys anp dvobupdrar Aemrvvopévov 8¢ 10D dépos 6 alflip wepiyelral

1 As the participle L‘E:rec‘.edilzlg 7d év xdet has been lost, we are left in doubt how
the writer conceived the original relation between these two substances. He may
have said that the ¢ gas’ was above (#redépero érdrw LXX), and the ‘ mud’ below.
But the words dmexwpiofy Td éAagpd els {ifos are more easily explained if we
assume him to have said that the ¢ gas’ permeated the ‘mud’ (8ifjkor). In the latter
case, we must suppose that the two substances were distinct in character, but were
contained in the same space.

 ¢Sand’ is mentioned in connexion with God’s creative action in Jer. 5. 22: 7ov
TdtavTa dppov S‘pwv 7§ fakdooy, . . . kal fyfoovow Td xipare adriis kol oy
tmepBroerar alrd, But the dppos of Corp. 111 seems to be the ‘foundation’ on
which the water rests, i, e. the sandy sea-bottom, and not the sandy shore.

8 Perhaps dmrrecfal

¢ The probable meaning is, that the last remains of the original fire begin a
motion in the opposite direction’ (Zeller). Perhaps: 7o §¢ wav éfvypavBéy, Tob
Eaxdrov ol mupds dvmiTumfoavros abTd Tob péoov (Aepbévros), (i. e, ¢ when the last
of the fire, which has remained in the midst of it, reacts npon it’,) rpémeafos mdiv

€ls Tobvayrior €8’ olirw Tpemopdvov (sc. Tob wavtds), dve gnolv abfecfar (7o nip)
BTN



124 CORPVS HERMETICVM

xikAg. Chrysipp, in Plut. 8. : 8i6hov pdv yap by & rkéopoes mupddys,
€bfds kai Yoy domiv Eavrod kol fyepovicdy'! Sre 8¢, peraBaddv els To
Dypdv xai Ty évamolapbeioar Yuxijv,? Tpémov Twh €ls cdpa xal Yuxiw
peréBaler, dore quvertivar ék Tovrwy, dAAov Tiwd Erye Adyor. Diog.
Laert. 7. 135-137: & e elvar fedv xal volv kai elpapuévmy kol Ala,
mwoAlais 7e érépats dvopacias® mpocovopdlecbor kar dpyis pév olv
xal’ abrév Gvra,’ rpérew Ty whoav olailav 8 dépos els Wwp.” kal domep
& 1f) yorj] 6 oméppa’ wepiéyerar, olitw kai Tolrov, omeppaTikdy Adyov
dvra Tob kéapov, Towrde Sroluréobor év TG Hypd,” edepydy adrd mowotvra
v Ty wpos Ty 1év éfjs yéveow.  elra droyewav wparov T& téocapa
orowyeia, wip, Wdwp, dépa, yiv. . . . dvordre pév odv elvar 76 wip, & &
aiflépa kadeéiofar, &v § mpdrny Ty 1oV drhavdy odaipav yewaobar, ra
Ty tov whavepdvar' pel’ v tov dépa elra 75 Fwp' SmoordOuny 8¢
whvrwy T Yy, péony dmdvrov odoav. 1b. 142 1 yiveshau 8¢ Tov k6T pov,
orav éx mupds 7 obola Tpamf) 8’ dépos els Pypdryra, dra T maxvpepls
abrod overav dmoreheotfj yij, 76 8 errouepts éfapaidly,® xal Todr émt
wAéov Aemrwbey wip dwoyewjoy. Clem. Alex. Strom. 5. 14. 105:
Aéye® S wip dmd Tob Sowkodvros Adyov kol feod & adpmavra 8 dépos
els dypdv, '78 Gs1"° owéppa s Siaxoopioews . . .* & 8¢ Todrou adbis
yiverar i) kol olpavds kal Th éumepiexopeva, Dio Chrysost." 36. 55,
452 M. :** (at the completion of the eggyrosis), AeipBeis & pdvos & vois
(i. e. the voepow mip, which is God,) . . . odderds év airTd mwukvod Aet-
$Oévros, GANa wdans émwpatolons pavéryros, . . . v kabapwrdryy AafBiv
abris ' dkgpdrov giiow, edbbs érébyoe Tov & dpxis Blov™  fpwra 8y
\afow . .. dppyoev érl 10 yevay kal Swvépew éxacra, kal Snuiovpyely

! T.e. at the completion of the ecpyrosis, the world is all soul (= voepiv mip).

% Le. when it has changed into a watery mass permeated by a fiery soul (or
living mveipa).

# Among these many names were ¢iois and dvdryrr.
) :}oAdE the beginning of each diacosmesis there is nothing but fire, and this fire
is

% The fire changes into water, having first become air at an intermediate stage of
the process.

® Perhaps rather 76 wvefiua, the *vital spirit’ of the individual in its most
rudimentary form. Cf. xabdmep év yorf mveipa in Dio Chrysost., quoted below.

" Le. at this stage there exist (1) a watery mass, and (2) God, in the form of
voepdy mrelpa, permeating the mass.

* AL &aepobi: * fortasse iapaiwdiy (Gépa) wgr' Enl wAlov” Arnim,

¥ Se. Heraclitus (as interpreted by the é;:aoics).

10 Perhaps &xov &v davrd 76,

! Dio calls the doctrine which he is here expounding ¢ Zoronstrian’; but it is
mainly, if not wholly, Stoic.

1? The text here given is based on that of Dindorf, 1857,

¥ alyijs edd. : adrds codd.,

1 L e. desired to return to the state of things before the ecpyrosis,
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sov Syra ViV KGTpOV « . .. doTpdYas 1 8¢ Mohor! ol draxtov ovd¢ pumapav
darpariy « « <1 GAAG koflapty kal dueyf mavrds oxorewod, peréfole
padiws dpa ) vojoer.  pmobels 8¢ . . . yevéaews, émpdvve kal dvijkev
abrdv, kal woAY Tod urds droaPéaas, els dépa mupddn ® Tpémerar Frupds
inr[gu—l.‘ ,u.r.xfie?s 8¢ Tore "Hpa® . . . dinoe v waoar ab Tov TavTos
yoviiv. « + « Dypav 8¢ moujoas Ty oAy obalav, [&v oméppa Tod wavrds,] ®
abrds &v Tovre Swbéwv, kaldrep &v yovf) mvedpa v whdrrov kol Snpeovp-
yoby, [[rdre &7 pdiara . . . odx dwd Tpdwov (see below)]] v& Aoumd. 78y
padlus whdrTer kol Tvmol, Aelav kai padaxiy abrd mwepiyéas Ty ololav
xal Thoay ekovoar evmerds, ((1-61': &y pdMoTa Tpooeowkws T TOV dAAwy
qvordoe {oov, kaf Soov éx Yuxis kal coperos ouverrdvar Aéyorr dv
oti dmrd Tpémou))?  dpyacdpevos 8¢ kal reledaas dméleler & dpyis Tov
dvrd Kéopov KT

According to the Stoic doctrine then, the first stage of the diacos-
mesis consists in the transmutation of the greater part of the universal
fire (‘through air’) into water ; and when this first process has been
completed, the universe is a mass of water, having latent within
it, and diffused throughout it, living and intelligent fire or pneuma.
Then follows a second and distinct stage, in which the latent prenma
works on the watery substance through which it is diffused, and
differentiates it into the four cosmic elements.

The writer of Corp. I11 ignores the Stoic doctrine of a periodically
recurrent ecpyrosis and diacosmesis, and speaks only of a genesis of the
Kosmos which took place once for all. He also ignores the first
stage of the diacosmesis as described by the Stoics, i.e. the transmuta-
tion of the universal fire (all but a hidden remnant) into water. But
the state of things which he assumes to have existed ‘in the beginning’

1 1,e, the deminrgia or diacosmesis began with a flash of light. No such flash
of light occurs in the Stoic cosmogonia j this detail then may have been borrowed
by Dio from some oriental source. It is possible even that it may have been
tra.ns:;nittcd to him from Genesis, in which the creation begins with ¢ Let there be
light ",

% Not such lightning as we see in storms.

# ¢ Fiery air ' is mveupa,

¢ Something like & wupds duiyols is wanted here,

5 ¢ Hera’ means air. This allegorical interpretation of the marriage of Zeus and
Hera was borrowed by Dio from Chrysippus; see Arnim Sto. wef. fr. 11, p. 314.

6 The words &v . . . mavsés break the connexion here, and look like a misplaced
explanation of iy mdgay Toi mavTds yoqy,

1 have inserted here the words Tére & . . . dwd Tpdwov, which it seems necessary
to remove from the place where they stand in the traditional text. It is only when
God (the wiip voepdy) has fashioned for himself a body composed of gross matter
(abr@ wepryéas -rSv obolar), that he can be compared to a {@ov consisting of Yux7
and c@pa. For this comparison, ¢f, Chrysippus, quoted above.
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is identical with that which, according to the Stoics, followed on the
transmutation of fire into water; and from that point onward, his
cosmogony agrees with theirs.

If the founders of Stoicism had invented their system de novo, they
would have had no motive for interposing a watery chaos between
the primal fire and the differentiated elements of the present world ;
and the more obvious course would have been to say that air, water,
and earth were formed from fire by successive condensations.! But
the conception of a waste of waters out of which the ordered universe
has been developed was a piece of earlier tradition which they re-
tained; and there can be little doubt that this tradition was of
Babylonian origin. The notion must have arisen in a country where
the land was yearly seen emerging from the floods at the end of the
rainy season (Gunkel, Sckipfung und Chaos, p. 15); and Babylonia is
such a country. Long before the time of Zeno the first Stoic, there
were ways of communication by which Babylonian notions might be
transmitted to Greek thinkers ; and the theory of Thales, who held
water to be the dpxij of all things, may perhaps have been derived
from that region. But Zeno’s successors, if not Zeno himself, may
also have read the writings of Berosus, by which the Babylonian
cosmology was more directly and more fully made known to the
Greeks. Berosus said that ‘in the beginning all was darkness and
water’; and after giving a summary of the Babylonian creation-
myth, he explained its meaning thus: ‘this tale is an allegorical
description of natural occurrences. The All was once fluid ;. . . but
the god Bel . .. divided the darkness in the midst, and so separated
earth and heaven from one another, and therewith established the
order of the universe.” (Gunkel, Sckipfung und Chaos, pp. 17-19.)
The account of the beginning of things which is given in the first
chapter of Genesis was no doubt ultimately derived, in part at least,
from the same Babylonian sources; but the two parted streams of
tradition had been flowing in separate channels for many centuries,
when they were brought together again by the writer of Corp. 111

§ 2b. Bunpbpddn (i wupiim odola) odv rois év adry Beols. airy refers
to the lost subject of 8uypfpdfy, and shows that it must have been
feminine. I have inserted # mupivy otota ; but it would be equally
possible to write % wuplvy dros.

! This is what Chrysippus did say, when he was speaking, not of the first forma-
tion of the world, but of that transmutation of the elements which is perpetually
going on in the world in which we live. (Arius Didymus, Diels Doxogr. p. 458.)
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wol Oeot . . . adv Tols adrdy onpelos dmact. These feol are the stars,
The writer has taken over the word oquelo. from the LXX (éorwcav
¢s ompeia, ‘let them be for signs’); but he uses it in a different
sense. 1t here means ‘constellations’.

xal wepuehixbn 76 aibépiov kurhiy Bpopfpari.—(kai weprehdyn (so A)
76 wepixixhiov &épr kukhie Spopfipare MSS.) T have cut out mepr-
xixAtow, which 1 take to be a doublet of rde'pz" KukMw.

avedpats Bele dxobpevor. Cf. mvedpart dyeiorfar above. The revolving
fiery heaven ‘rides on’ or ¢ is vehicled upon’ the air, which is situated
immediately below it. The writer here applies to the air, as an
element distinct from fire, the same word, mvedpa, which he previously
applied to the undifferentiated ‘gas’. (For wveipa in the sense of
air, cf. Corp. 1. 9.) The air is called feiov, as the ‘gas’ was called
yoepdv before. It is itself a god, as are the other three elements;
and it is God’s instrument, by means of which the life he gives is
conveyed into all terrestrial creatures.

§ 3a. dvijke 8¢ Eaoros Oeds . . . T mpooraxbév adrd k.m.N. The
¢gods’ here spoken of are the several elements. At God’s bidding,
the earth produced quadrupeds and reptiles ; the water, fishes ; the
air, birds; and the earth again, plants. (As to the fire, we have
already been told that the heavenly bodies were formed from it.)
In this paragraph, the writer follows Genesis closely, But he was
dissatisfied with the strange order of events in Genesis, according to
which the plants were created before the heavenly bodies ; he there-
fore shifted the production of plants, and coupled it with the
production of animals.

[kol wéoa owopd &vomopos]. I take this phrase to be a misplace-
ment of something connected with 76 owéppa s maliyyevesios év
éavrois in the following line. The words are corrupt; but évomopos
must have been intended to convey the same meaning as the phrase
in Genesis, ob 76 oméppa abrod & adrd, ‘ whose seed is in itself’. In
Genesis, it is the plants alone that are said to ‘have seed in them
after their kinds’; but perhaps the writer of Cosp. 111 meant the
phrase to apply to animals and plants together.

§3b. (...) Te yevéoers Tav avbpdmov. An account of the making
of man, the event in which the whole process of creation culminated,
must necessarily have occurred here ; but it has been lost. In the
words yevéoes vav dvfpamov k.T.\., the writer is speaking of the pro-
pagation of the human race, and assumes that at least a first pair of
human beings is already in existence.
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[els &pywr Oelwy yvbow . . . dyabdv éxlyvwow]. This appears to be
a doublet of eis xarorrelay . . . els re onpeia dyafav below. Compare
the following phrases :—

;) ’ ~ ] ’ ¥ ’
els Epywr Oelwv ywdow els koTomreloy . . . Epywy felwy
Kol pucews évepyoioay papruplov Kol pioews évepyelas
kai dyabdy énlyvoow els Te anpela dyalov

The two passages cannot have been intended to stand together in
the same paragraph; one of them must have been written as an
alternative or substitute for the other. The first of the two contains
the significant words kal (els) wdvrov rdv i obpavéy Seororelav, which
correspond to the passage in Genesis, dpxérooay . . . wdons Tijs vis
«r.X It seems probable that this phrase originally stood in the
second passage also, and followed eis karomrelav ofpavod there. When
rkaromrela obpavod and wdvrev Tév Sr obpavdy Sermoreia are brought
together, the combination resembles the description of man’s twofold
function in Ascl. ZLat. 1. 8: ‘et mirari atque adorare caelestia, et
[inJcolere atque gubernare terrena.’

[xal mhfiflos dvBpdmwv]. These words are meaningless here. Per-
haps (els) wAfjflos dvfpdrov may have been written as an explanation
. of & mwAjlfe below.

€is 0 adfdvesbar & adffoer kal wAnbdvecbar & mA\fBer. This is
evidently derived from adédvesfe xai mAnfivesle in Gen. 1. 22 and
28.! But how are we to account for the addition of & avéoe
and é& wAjfe? This construction is a Hebraism ; but the Hebrew
idiom which it represents® is not employed in the phrase ¢ increase
and multiply” in Gen, 1. On the other hand, the very same form of
words occurs in Co#p. 1. 18, where we are told that God said to men
and beasts adédverfe év adéfoe xal wAybiveofe v whsife. This looks
as if the writer of one of these two documents had borrowed from the
other. But it is possible to account for the facts without assuming
that either the writer of Cozp. I or the writer of Cozp. III had
read what the other wrote, if we suppose that both of them alike
got the phrase, not indeed from Genesis directly, but from some docu-
ment based on a Semitic paraphrase of Genesis, in which the verbs
‘increase’ and ‘multiply’ were thus emphasized. '

! Cf. Gen. 8. 17 (after the flood): abfdvesfe xal whnfiveole imt 7is vfs. Genm
9. 71 abfdveabe xal wAnfiveobe, ral mhypdoare Thv yiv Kol mAnfiveate ni Tis yis.
Gen. 17. 20 %)'f Ishmael) : adfav® abrdy kal mAnbuvd airdv opdlpa. Gen. 35. 11 (to
Jacob) : abfdvov wal mAnbivov. Gen. 48. 4 (to Jacob): &yd oe abfavid xai mAnfuvd,
Lxod. 1, 7 : the children of Israel nigiyoar xai imAnfivéyaar,

* This Hebrew idiom is differently rendered in Gen. 16. 10 (to Hagar) and
Gen. 22. 17 (to Abraham): mAn8dvor TAnburd 70 oméppa cov.
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wacay dvoapk(o)l (év capki MSS.) Yuxiv 81 Spoprfpates fedv dyxu-
«Mwv. A verb is needed ; and as the writer is here speaking, not of
the first creation of man, but of the births which take place
I successive generations, the present is the right tense. I have therefore
written évoapkot. In incarnating human souls, God uses the revolutions
of the stars as his instrument ; that is, human births are determined
by astral influences. (See Asc/. Lat. I11. 35.) The verb &voaproiv
: may perhaps have been adopted from some Platonist, as it would
= more naturally be employed by a person who believed in the pre-
existence of the soul ; but it does not necessarily imply this belief.
Man is Zuuyos, 1. €. he consists of a body with a soul inside it ; and
the soul may be said to be ‘put into the body’, though its individual
existence begins at the moment of birth. It is clear from what
follows that the writer did not himself admit the existence of un-
embodied souls.
wapaokeudoos (repacmopias MSS.) els katowr(e)iav opaved k.T.\.
The strange word repaomopias (‘sowing of portents’?) is unques-
tionably due to corruption. It seems clear that some participle
must have stood here; and wapagkevdoos suits the context well.
By writing évoapkol for & capki, and wapaokevdoas for repagmoplas,
the chaos of words in this section can be reduced to grammatical order.
[kal Bpopfpotos ofpaviwv Bedv.] This is probably a misplaced
doublet of 8i& Spoprjparos Gedv éyxvrhivy.
{{els yrdow Oelas Burdpews)) [fpywv Oelwv] kol $ivews Evepyeias
((papruplav)). The words &pywv felwv, which occur above in the
doublet of this passage, were probably written here as an alternative
for felas Swvduews. The balance of the phrases is improved by
inserting papruplav, which occurs in the doublet. Compare with
this clause the description of ‘ the purpose for which man was made’
in Corp.1V. 2 as emended : Gears yip 7Gv Epywy Tod feod 6 dvfpwmos’
xal (¢t Totro dyévera, 76 Tov kb pov) favpdoar, kal yrwpiTe Tov woujcayTa.
els e oqpelwow (onpeia MSS.) dyabav. By writing oyuelwow in
place of owypeia, we get a phrase nearly equivalent to the words
dyabov dréyyvoow in the doublet above. . onpeoiobar means either
‘to mark or note a thing’, or ‘to infer a thing from indications’.
polpas "dxhoupérms! yvivor dyabdv kal ¢adhwr. This is an ex-
planation of onpeiwow dyafav. The meaning must be ‘to learn to
distinguish good things from bad things’. uoipa (‘a division’) may
mean ‘a class’, regarded as divided or distinguished from another
class ; and the sense required may be got either by cutting out
8062 15
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dxAovpévns, or by writing poipas kexwpiopévas yrivar. Cf. Pl Philed.
54C: & 19 1od dyalol poipe ékeévé éoTi . . . els d\\gw ) TV TOD
dyabod polpar (v H8oviy) Tibévres.

As the author of Corp. III had certainly read the first chapter of
Genesis, it is probable that he had read the second and third chapters
also ; and this phrase may have been suggested to him by ‘the tree
of the knowledge of good and evil’in Gen. 2. But if so, he must
have deliberately rejected the teaching of that passage in one respect.
The God of Gen. 2 f. seeks to debar man from ‘the knowledge of
good and evil”. The God of the Platonists and Stoics is devoid of
¢Bvos, and intends man to acquire that knowledge; and in this
matter, the writer of Corp. I1I sides with the Platonists and Stoics.

waoay [dyaBav] Sadalovpylav edpelv. dyafdv is awkward ; and as
the word has occurred twice just before, it is most likely that it has
been repeated here by error. The thought expressed by wicay
Sadadovpylay ebpeiv resembles that of Soph. Ans 332 fi. (woAd 7t
dewd, kotdey dvBpdmov Sewdrepov wéker k).

§ 4. Biboal Te kal dpaviobfvar (codobivar MSS.) wpés polpav
Spopdpatos (dy)kukhiuwy Bedv.  polpe here means the ‘lot’ or “destiny’
assigned to each man by the revolutions of the starry heavens. Not
only the man’s birth, but the course and end of his life also, are
determined by the movements of the stars. The writer does not
add that men, by observing the stars, can discover beforehand what
is destined for them. If this were added, the view expressed would
amount to a belief in astrology.

Each individual man, at the termination of his life on earth,
‘ disappears ’ (apaviferar), and ‘undergoes dissolution’ (dvalderac eis
(ra oroxeia P)). Not only is there no mention of a survival of the
individual soul after the dissolution of the body, but the contrary
is clearly implied. Nothing of a man continues to exist after his
death, except his ‘name’ (i. e. the memory of him in the minds of
living men) ; and even that, in most cases, fades away in a little while,

peydha dwoprnpovedpara Texvoupynudtur éml THs yhs katalimdyres.
Perhaps the writer was thinking of the old kings who built the
pyramids. But droprgpovelpare Texvovpyqudrov might be taken to
include the works of the poet and the statesman as well as those
of the builder ; for momrwj and molerucj also are réyvar. Cf. Hor. Od.
3. 30: ‘exegl monumentum aere perennius: .. .non omnis moriar.’

wioar yéveaw éupixou oaprds kal kapwod owopas (Siadéferar pbopd).
Men, beasts, and plants alike (must perish). The end of the sentence
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is Tost; but its meaning can be inferred with certainty from the
context, Perhaps the author’s thought might be better expressed
by writing (Gomep) kai kapmol owopds. ‘All flesh is grass” oy wep
Gy yever, Toiy 8¢ kal dvBpdv.

[kat wdoas (wdons MSS.) rexvoupyiasl. If we retain these words,
we must take them in connexion with dmopvypovelpara TEXVOUpYpATOY,
and the thought suggested would be this : “not only do men perish,
but their works perish also; and though the names of great men
may be preserved through long ages by the memorials they have
left behind them, yet even the greatest will be forgotten in the end.’
But the phrase is awkwardly interposed, and hardly suits the
context ; it cannot be said of the works of human art that they are
¢ renewed by the operation of the stars’, in the sense in which this
is said of human and animal births and vegetable growths.

dvavewbijoerar [dvdyky| [kal dvavedoe! Bedv [kal pioews] (y)kukhiny
&vaplbpiv (kikhou évapibpiov MSS.) Spopfpar. The reading is very
uncertain ; but this, or something like it, must have been the
meaning. dvavedoe may have come by duplication from dvavewfijoe
rue; and dvdyxy kai ¢ioe may have been inserted as an explanatory
note on fedv . . . Spoprjper. Sense might be made in another way,
by shifting ¢doews, and writing dvavewBijoerar dvdyxy ¢dioews, xai
Oty éyrvrhivy dvaplfple Spopjpari.

That which decays and passes away is ‘renewed’, but only by
substitution. The individual perishes, but the race is immortal,
The dead do not live again, but others are born to succeed them.
And this unceasing renewal of life on earth is caused by the unvary-
ing movements of the heavenly bodies, through the operation of
which fresh births are continually taking place. The force by which
-the renewal is effected may be called ¢iows; but ¢iows is dependent
on the movements of the stars, and therefore on the sovereign power
of God, by whom the stars themselves were made and set in motion.

It is to be noted that, in the first part of the text, the lacunae
which we have found it necessary to assume occur at nearly equal
intervals. This suggests a suspicion that in the writing from which
our MSS. are derived the lacunae came at the ends of the lines.
In the appended transcript of the conjecturally restored text, the
Greek is divided into lines in accordance with this hypothesis.! The

! One or more lines, in which the making of man was described, have probably
been lost between 1. 13 and 1. 14.

K 2
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numbers of the letters in the first eight lines, not counting the
lacunae at the ends, are 59, 67, 67, 65, 67, 70, 26, 64 ; and adding the
letters of my conjectural supplements, we get the numbers 64,
- 48, 76, 69, 79, 80, 38, 76. In the first line, which contains the
title, the letters may have been more widely spaced ; and this might
account for their smaller number (59 without the supplement, 64
with it). At the end of the fourth line, the missing word may have
been longer ; if, for instance, we wrote (émpepdper)or Tois in place
of (8fjk)ov rd, we should have a line of 75 letters instead of 6g.
We must suppose that a large part of the seventh line has been
lost in some other way; but seven of the eight lacunae might be
accounted for by assuming that the Greek was written in lines of
75-80 letters, and that a piece at one side of the column was torn
off. Lines of this length' are exceptional ; but even longer lines
occur in some of the Oxyrhynchus papyri; and a document of this
kind, which may have been scribbled down by some sort of Pagan
hermit in a hut at the edge of the desert, would not necessarily
be written according to the rules commonly observed in libraries
and bookshops.

The probability that the Greek was written in lines of 75-80
letters is somewhat increased by the positions of the lacunae in the
last section. In the restoration of that part of the document
especially, there is much uncertainty; but in the conjectural text
of § 4 we find lacunae again occurring at nearly equal intervals;
and these intervals are of about the same length as before. If we
place the lacunae at the beginning of the lines, the last four lines
yield the numbers x+63, 9470 (=179), 15+ 70 (=85),® 10+66
(=96); and these numbers look as if they were in some way
connected with those of the first eight lines. Assuming that the
Greek was divided into lines as here shown, and that it was written
on the face of a detached piece of papyrus, the two groups of
lacunae may have been caused by the destruction of two opposite
corners of the leaf. But if we suppose that it was written partly

1 In this transcript, all the words are written out in full ; but it must be
remembered that in the archetype the lines may have been somewhat shortened by
the use of abbreviations.

* The total number of letters (85) in l. 22 is rather too large ; but the excess is
due to the fact that my conjectural supplement (Biadéferar ¢pfopd) extends to 15
letters, whereas the supplements of the line before and the line after contain

ively 9 and 10 letters only. If we wrote, for instance, mdoav yéveow .. .
(aiphoe ¢pfopd), or wdoa yévems . .. (meifer ¢pBopd) (12 letters), 1. 22 would be
reduced to 82 letters; if we wrote wdga yéveass . . . Ewapﬁﬂm} (10 letters), the
total would be 8o.
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on the face of the leaf and partly on the back, and that the writing
on the back began at 1. 20, both groups of lacunae may have been

LIBELLVS IIT
caused by the destruction of one corner.
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LIBELLVS IV

Conienis

(God is incorporeal ;) and that which is incorporeal is impercep-
tible by sense. God is prior to all corporeal things, and has made
themall. §1b.

Having made the Kosmos, God sent man down to earth. And
man was made for this purpose, that he might admire the Kosmos,
and learn to know its Maker. § 2.

God bas ordained that those men only shall have mind who seek
it by their own free choice. The men without mind give heed
only to corporeal things, and ignore all that is higher. But those
who have sought and received the gift of mind rise above earthly
things, and see the Good ; and thenceforward they scorn all that is
corporeal, and press on towards God. §§ 3-6a.

If you would receive the gift of mind, you must begin by hating
the body. You are free to choose either things corporeal and
mortal, or things incorporeal and divine ; but you cannot have the
one without rejecting the other. Those who choose the incorporeal
win glory by their choice ; those who choose the corporeal exist to
no good purpose, and are a mere encumbrance in God’s world.
God is blameless ; if we suffer evil, it is because we ourselves have
chosen the evil. §§ 6 b-8a.

We have to rise above all that is corporeal, and make our way
up to the Good. And to do this, we must put forth all our strength.
It is not easy ; for the things that attract us here below are visible,
and the Good is invisible. §§ 8 b, o.

-« (A lacuna of unknown length.) . . .

God is the source whence all things have their being. He is to
things as the arithmetical unit is to the numbers derived from it;
that is to say, he contains all things, and is contained by none;
he generates all things, and is generated by none; he is perfect,
and all things else are imperfect, §§ 10, 114,

If you meditate on God, you will find yourself led upward ; for
when a man has once caught sight of things divine, they draw him
to them. § 11 b.

Sources. The doctrine of Corp. IV is wholly Platonic. The
contrast between ‘things corporeal’ and *things incorporeal’ which
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runs through the document is the Platonic contrast between aisfyrd
and voyrd ; and the exhortation to ‘hate the body’ is in accordance
with a side of Plato’s teaching which is prominent in the Phaedo.
The Platonic doctrine that human souls existed in a higher
world before their incarnation is taken for granted (§ 2, xarémeupe ;
§ 9, émi T4 medaid kal dpxaia dvardurrew); and the doctrine that
some souls return to that higher world after death is alluded to in
§ 4 (morefovoa 87 dveleloy); though the state of disembodied
souls is not directly dealt with. The comparison of God to the

vds was doubtless suggested by a theory of numbers which was
adopted by Plato’s immediate successors, and must have been
known to all Platonists. The term 6 dyafdv is employed in its
Platonic sense, § 8b. Reminiscences of the Zimaeus occur in the
account of the demiurgia, §§ 1b, 2. The influence of particular
passages in Plato’s dialogues is to be recognized in the assertion
of man’s freedom of choice, §§ 6 b, 8a (Pl. Ke¢p. 10, 617E); in the
mention of ¢@6ves, § 3 (Pl. Phaedrus 247 a?); and probably
in the mention of the loadstone, § 11 b (PL Zox 533 D).

The allegory of the crater may possibly have been suggested by
Christian invitations to baptism ; but this is a doubtful point. The
words of xepolv GA\& Adye in § ra may have been inserted by a
Christian.

Date. On the hypothesis of Christian influence in § 4, a late date
must be assumed ; for such familiarity with a Christian rite as this
implies would hardly have been possible for a Pagan writer before
the latter part of the third century. Setting that hypothesis aside,
I can find no indication of date in Cozp. IV except its general
~ resemblance to other Hermetica, from which we may infer that it
was probably written in the second or third century A.D.

Title. The title & xpamijp refers to the allegory in § 4. We have
no means of knowing whether this title was given to the dialogue
by its author, or subsequently inserted by some one else. The
second title, % povds, which is applicable only to §§ 10, 11 a, was
probably added later.

§ 1a. &wedd) Tov mdvra k7N The text of §§ 1 a, 1 b is in confusion,
The beginning of the dialogue is missing ; there is no apodosis to
the clause which stands first in the MSS. (éredy . . . dAAd Aéyw);
and there is no satisfactory connexion of thought between the
sentence Gore ovras tmolduBove . . . T dvre and the following
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sentence, roiro ydp éore 70 ghpe ékelvov xaA, I have tried to
express what I suppose to have been the writer's meaning by re-
arranging the sentences. It may be presumed that the passage dore
ovrws dmoldpfave . . . T& dvra stood at or near the end of a paragraph
which dealt with the making of the Kosmos; and the words émei
8¢ Tov mdvra kbopov émolyoev & Sypovpyds supply a suitable transition
from this to the following paragraph, § 2, which deals with the
‘sending down’ or embodiment of man.

[od xepoiv éAN& Néyw]. These words would evidently be out of
place at the beginning of § 2 ; if therefore we are right in transposing
éredi) . . . & Spuioupyds to that position, it follows that o? yepaiv dAA&
Adye must have been added after the clause had been shifted from
its original place.

The Aéyos here spoken of is the creative fia# of the Demiurgus.
It is not hypostatized or personified. The notion that God made
the world ‘by his word’ or ‘by the breath ot his mouth’ was
familiar to the Jews; cf. Psalm 33.6. It appears to have been
familiar to the Egyptians also, from a time long before the beginnings
of Hebrew literature. Moret, Rifuel en Egypte, 1902, p. 155:
‘l'idée de la force créatrice du verbe existe déji nettement dés les
textes des pyramides’’ The thought expressed by the words od
Xepoiv &AA& Aéye might therefore have been derived from sources
either Jewish or Egyptian. But if these words were added later,
it is most likely that they were inserted by a Christian.

§ 1b. w(o)oiro ydp éom 75 (&)odpaltor) [[ékeivou]]. If we retain 7o
adpa éxeivov, the reading of the MSS., we must say that the writer, by
a bold paradox, ascribes a ‘body’ to God, though at the same time
he denies that God’s ‘body’ has any of the qualities of other bodies.
But the statement that God has a body is not only unparalleled in
Hermetic literature,® but is also irreconcilable with what is said
elsewhere in this document. (See especially § 6b: 8vo Yap Svrwy Tov
dvrwy, coparos kal dowpdrov, & ols 10 Gvqrov kal 5 Belov.) There
can therefore be little doubt that the text is corrupt. It would
be possible to write eldos in place of odpa; compare the i8éa

! See also Moret, Aystéres égyptiens, 1913, ch, 2, ‘Le mystére du verbe créatenr”,
But Moret hardly distinguishes with sufficient clearness between the doctrine that
God made or makes things by his creative fiaf (which may be ascribed to the
Egyptians without hesitation), and the doctrine of a Logos regarded as a person
distinct from the supreme God. (See note on Corp. 1. 6.) The Iatter doctrine also
may perhaps have existed in Egypt before the Hellenistic period ; but the evidence

for its existence seems to be far less conclusive,
* See Corp XIV. 7 7oiro éomi 700 Beod Gomep Taipa), § molyaus,
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aroparos of God which is spoken of in Corp. XI. ii. 16b, But it
seems most likely that the writer, having asserted that God is
dowporos in the lost passage which preceded this sentence, here
went on to explain what sort of thing 7o dodparov is. I have ac-
cordingly written 76 dodparor. The word ékelvov may have come
from éxeivos misplaced.

obire yap wip éorwv ((ékeivos)), olte BBwp, olire dvp, olire mredpa. God
was identified with fire by Heraclitus ; with water, by Thales ; with air,
by Anaximenes and Diogenes of Apollonia ; and with fire or pnexma
(i.e. bheated air) by the Stoics. That which is common to all
these theories is the notion that God is corporeal; and this is
the notion against which the Hermetist is contending.
ds abroll mpodvros (bs Tol wapdvros MSS.). Cf. Herm. ap. Stob.
Exc. XX1. 1: & rolvuv 70 mpodv ér{éxewa) wdvrwv tév Svrov k.
In Iren. 1. 1. 1, the term wpodv is applied to the supreme God of
the Valentinians (the Bythos or Propator). In the writings of
Plotinus and his successors, 75 mpodv would mean 6 &, rd émékewa
otoias (ki vo?); but the writer of Cozp. IV means merely that
the existence of God is prior to the existence of the corporeal
universe.
dyabds ydp @v, Tpove éavrd Toiro dvaleivar) Stob.—dyabds &.
Ipdve ydp 7oty draréleker! Corp. As the phrase dyafds dv is here
used in connexion with the demiurgia, it was probably suggested
by PL. Zim., 29E: dyalfos v, . . .* (Ppfovov) & érés dw wdvra ore
piharo yevéobar éfovhijfy mwoparlijoa éovrd . . .. BovAnbels yip 6
Oeds dyabi pev wdvra, phadpor 8¢ undtv elvar kard Stvapw, ofrw 8y wav
ooov v GpaTov . . . €is Tdéw . . . Wyayev & Ths drofles. And if the
writer was thinking of that passage, he may perhaps have written
something like dyafds yap ov, (éBovhijfly mdvra) dyaba elvar. The
words pdve éavrd Tobro (pdve vip Tovre codd. Corp.) might be a
corruption of pdvos adrés (‘inasmuch as he, and ke alone, was good ’) ;
or they might possibly have come by duplication from pdvov r 8¢
adrol in the preceding sentence.

§ 2. #0noe kal T yiy koopfioar. If my rearrangement of the
passage is right, myy yijv is contrasted with rov wdvra kéopov. Having
made the Kosmos, God bethought him that something more was
needed to complete the order and beauty of the earthly part of it
and supplied what was lacking by peopling the earth with men.
The thought is somewhat similar to that of Pl Zim. 41t B, where
the Demiurgus, having made the gods, says that mortal creatures
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have not yet been made ; rovrov 8¢ py yevopévaw, odpavos (i. e. the
universe) dredys o T4 yap dmavt &v odrd yém {Guv obx e,
3¢t 8¢, €l pé\der réheos ixavis elvar.  Cf. Kore Kosmu, Exc. XXIIL g:
after the first creation, # (rdv Smokepuévar) piois érdyxave areipa, until
the gods represented to the supreme God 67 8éov éori ovykoopnbivar
{xal) radyra: whereupon the supreme God proceeded to make souls.
Perhaps the word xoopfou implies that it is a part of man’s function
to tend and beautify the earth; if so, we may compare Asd. Lat.
I. 10: ‘curam propriam diligentiae suae (suscipiens homo) efficit
ut sit ipse et mundus uterque ornamento sibi’ /6. 8: ‘sine quibus
(sc. the work of the human arts and crafts) mundum deus noluit
esse perfectum.’

kéopor B¢ Belov odparos katéweppe Tdv dvfpwoy, (elrdva) tujnu
dBavdrou Lgov Bvmrér, There is here a play on the two meanings
of the word «éopos (“universe’ and ‘ornament’), as in ‘ut sit ipse
et mundus ornamento sibi’ (Asc/. Lat.). The Oeciov odpa is 3 y7;
the {dov dfdvarov is the Kosmos, of which man (the microcosm)?
is an image. But the combination of the two phrases is somewhat
awkward ; and it may be suspected that elkdva {dov dbavdrov {Gov
Gvyrov has been added by a later hand.

The word karémembe shows that the writer holds the Platonic
doctrine that human souls existed dvw before they were embodied
on earth. In the Zimaeus, we are told in mythical language that
the souls were made by the Demiurgus, and that when made, they
were first placed in the stars, and afterwards sent down to earth.
But the writer of Corp. IV, as he says nothing about the ‘ making’
of souls, may have held that individual human souls are without
beginning. It is true that he repeatedly says that man yéyove (‘ has
been made ) for a certain purpose ; but when he uses this expression,
he is speaking of man as an earthly organism composed ot body
and soul, and not of the unembodied soul.

[[xal 6 pév kéopos . . . Tdv voir.]] This must have been written to
introduce the topic of the distribution of rofs, and must therefore
have stood at the beginning of § 3.

Beaths yap [[éyévero]] TOv €pywr Tob Beod & dvbpumos, Cf. Asc. Lal
1. 8, where it is said that when God had made the Kosmos, ‘esse
voluit alium qui illum quem ex se fecerat intueri potuisset’, and

1 The saying that man is a yurpds kéopos was attributed to Democritus (Dicls
Fr. Vorsokr. p. 398). In Ar. Phys. 252b 26, a {gov of any kind is said to be a
purpos Kiopos,
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therefore he made man. Corp. III 3 b, as emended: wapagkevdoas
(v avlpwmov) eis karorreiay odpavod, . . . kol els yrdow Belos Suvipeons,
xai ¢ioeos évepyelas poprupiav. Iamblichus, Profrept. o, says that
Pythagoras, when he was asked what is the purpose of xdpw % ¢ios
Hpas éyévmae kal b fecs, answered, 76 fedoacbor Tov odpavdyr” kol
avrov 8¢ Dewpov Epacrey elvarTis Ppioews, kal TovTov &vera wapehplufévac
els Tov [lov.

Something to which ydp refers, and which connected this sentence
with what precedes, must have been lost.

xai (émi Tobro ((éyévero)), 16 Tdv Kdopor) Ouupdaar, kal yvwploar Tdv
noufoarra.—(kal eadpace kal éyvdpioe v moufoarta MSS.) As we
are afterwards told that many men do not ‘come to know the
Maker’, the indicatives éfadpace and éyvdpire, which imply that
man in general does so, can hardly be right. In the following
sections, the writer speaks of ‘the purpose for which man was made’
‘as a thing known to the reader; hence it may be inferred that he
somewhere said what that purpose is. And if so, there can be
little doubt that he said it at the end of the paragraph about the
‘sending down’ of man, and in some such words as I have
written.

§ 8. 7or Adyov kol 7ov voiv. It may be doubted whether Adyos
ought here to be translated ‘speech’ or ‘reason’. But in the
parallel passage Corp. XII i 12 (8do tabra 76 dvfpdre & Beds . ..
éxapioaro, . . . Tév Te voiv kal Tov Adyov k.T.A.), the word clearly
means ‘speech’.

v 8¢ voiv obkére (whou Tois drfpdmois éuépioe). The vois of this
dialogue is the higher sort of vots, which only a few men possess;
and the lower sort of vobs, which goes along with speech, and is
possessed by all mankind, is not expressly mentioned. Cf. Corp. 1.
21 fin. : ob wdvres yap dvbpwmor volv Exovaw ; Ascl. Lat 1. 7a: ‘non
omnes . . . intellegentiam veram adepti sunt.’

6 yap $Bévos obx odpavdber (&vber MSS.) dpyerar. It would be
possible to write dvwfer; but &fev, the reading of the MSS., may
very likely have arisen out of ot#ofev (i. €. olpavéfer abbreviated).
¢lovos does not ‘start from’ heaven or ‘begin with’ heaven;
i.e. od whow éyylyvera dwd Tév ofpaviwv dpxdpevost it is not present
in all beings from God downward. Cf. Pl. Phaedrus 247 A: &rera
0% (rols Oeols) 6 del é0éhwv Te kal Suvdpevos” $lfdvos yap ¥w Oelov
Xopov iorarar. Pl Zim. 291: todrov 8t (so plovov) ékros by (6
feos) x.r. )\
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Gomep aOhov. Nous, or the grosis of which nous is the organ,
is a thing to be striven for. The Hermetists speak of gnosis some-
times as a gift bestowed by God’s grace, and at other times, as a
thing to be sought by human effort. This writer takes the latter
view, and insists on man’s freedom to choose either the higher life
or the lower.

§ 4. xparipa péyav . . . kerémeppe k. This passage was known
to the alchemist Zosimus; see Zosim. ii. 8 (Zes#im.), Bamwricheioca
TH KpaTpL.

Whence did the writer of Cozp. IV get his notion of ‘a great basin
filled with vods’, in which men’s ¢ hearts’ are invited to dip themselves?
The figure must have been suggested to him by some sacramental
rite with which he was acquainted; but it seems clear that he
himself attached no value and ascribed no efficacy to the sacramental
rite of which he was thinking, and that he uses it merely as a figure
to illustrate his doctrine of vois. To what cult did the rite which
he had in mind belong? It is not impossible that his allegory was
suggested by the Christian sacrament of baptism, and that the
xparijp corresponds to the Christian font. The use of the words
Bamrilew and moretew, and the mention of a xijpvype by which all
are invited to undergo the rite, agree well with this hypothesis;
and the language of § 4 might have been used by a Christian almost
without alteration, except that he would have spoken of mvedpa instead
of vois. But on the other hand, it seems improbable that a Pagan,
writing before the end of the third century, would have been so
familiar with the Christian rite of baptism as to base an allegory
on it. Did a similar practice of sacramental dipping exist in any
Pagan cult which is likely to have been known to the writer of
Corp. IV? Purifications by sprinkling, washing, or bathing were
no doubt in constant use in the indigenous cults of Egypt, and in
almost all the other religions of the time.! But the rite presupposed
in Corp. IV. 4 is not a mere ceremonial purification, but an opera-
tion of sacramental efficacy, by which the personality of the votary

! On the Jewish rites of purification by washing or dipping, see Schiirer,
Geschichte des Juidischen Volkes, 4th ed., 1L, p. 564 f, and III, pp. 181-185.
Proselytes, at their admission to the Jewish community, were cleansed from the
pollutions of their Pagan life by a ceremonial ablution. ~ This is spoken of in the
exhortation addressed to Pagans in the Jewish Orac, Sibpl. 4. 162 ff. (written
probably towards the end of the first century A.D.): d péheo perdfeafe Bporol
rdber .. | & morapois Aovoacle Ghov Sépas devdoow, | yeipas 7' éntavigavtes és
alfépa Tiv whpos Epyev | auyyrdpny alteiofe. But this Jewish ¢baptism’ of
proselytes (if it is to be called by that name) hardly amounted to a sacrament.
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is profoundly transformed ; and if a non-Christian ‘ baptism’ in' that
sense was anywhere in existence, it is most likely to have existed
in Syria, or at any rate, to have been of Syrian origin.'

We have further to consider from what source the writer of Cozp.
IV can have got the term xparjp, which he uses to denote the
tank or basin in which the votaries are dipped. In Pl Zim. 41 1,
the vessel in which the Demiurgus ‘mixed’ or ‘blended’ the
substances of which he made the world-soul and the individual
souls is called a xparijp. Cf. Lucian Bis accusatus 34. 834 (a jesting
reference to the Zimaeus): éxeva apuxpoloyoipevos, el dfdvaros 4
yuxil, xol wéaas korvdas & feds, omdre Tov Kkdopov kareokevdlero, Tis
dpryols kal kard Tatra &xolons olcias évéxeev & Tov Kkparijpe & & T&
wdvra écepdvvure.t  But the kparijp of Corp. IV, which is a receptacle
containing a liquid in which people dip themselves, cannot have
been derived from the ‘ mixing-bowl” or ‘crucible’ spoken of in the
Timaeus.

There seem to have been two Orphic poems called Kparip.
Servius ad Aen. 6. 667 (Abel Orphica fr. 159): ‘ad (Musaeum
Orpheus) primum carmen scripsit quod appellatur Crater,’ Joannes
Diaconus ad Hes. Theog. 617 (Abel b, fr. 164): drove yap Tod "Oppéws
& 76 Aeyouévy Kparfjp tdde gor Aéyovros' “Eorv &) wdvrov dpyy) Zels,
Ly yop Boke kv Joannes Diaconus ad Hes. Theog. 950 (Abel
#b. fr. 160): paprupel xal &v 7@ purporépy Kparfpi!(i. e. in the shorter
of the two poems which bore that title) 6 "Opepeds, Td8e Aéywr' ‘Eppis
8 éppyveds Tiv wdvrov kAo The poem from which these extracts
were taken seems to have contained a catalogue of gods, with
explanations of their names and functions in the Stoic manner.
We are not told the meaning of the title Kparijp which was given

1 See notes on Carp. XIII, and Appendix on Rebirth.

It is no doubt possible that in some of the many Egyptian temple-cults a
sacramental rite of dipping in a basin or tank was practised. (There seems to be
an allusion to some such rite in the Egyptian Book of the Dead, ¢ Chapter of the
going forth by day’, Erman’s transl. 459 f., quoted by Dieterich Mithrasiit, p. 195
* My uncleanness is driven away, and the sin which was upon me is cast down. I
have washed myself in those fwo great ponds whieh are in Heracleopolis,in which
the offering of men is purified for that great god who dwells there. I go on the
way where 1 wask my head in the lake of the righteous) But the writer of Corp. IV
speaks of an invitation to all who will to receive this baptism ; and that is hardly
in accordance with the spirit of the Egyptian religion. 1n the cults of Egypt, the
privilege of sacramental initiation appears to have been almost entirely restricted to

priests.

? Arnobius 2. 25 says that the emima (humana) was spoken of by certain
Platonists as afffuens ex craterilus vivis. This phrase was probably suggested by
the passage in the T¥macus,
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to it; but Joannes Diaconus, in the same connexion, quotes from
‘Orpheus’ the line Zebs 8¢ e wdvrav éori Tfeds' (warip?) mwdvrov e
xepacris (A el fr. 161); and it seems probable that this fragment
also belongs to ¢ the smaller Crafer’, and that the poem was so named
because it said that Zeus ‘mixed all things in a bowl’ when he
made the Kosmos. (Cf. 7ov kparijpa & & 70 mdvra éxepdvvuro in
Lucian.) If so, the kparip of Corp. IV can have nothing to do with
“the smaller Crater’ of Orpheus.

We are also told that in some Orphic poem ‘ the crafer of Diony-
sus’ was spoken of. Proclus #z Zim. 316 A (Abel O7ph. p. 216):
xai 'Oppeds olde piv kai Tov T0b Awvigov xparipa, wolovs 8¢ kai
dovs (xporipas) ©pve wepi Ty Fhaxiy rpdmelav. Macrobius
Somn. Scip. 1. 12. 8 identifies the constellation called the Craer
with ‘the crafer of Dionysus’, and says that unembodied souls
drink from it, and being thereby intoxicated, are drawn down to
earth and embodied there. To Macrobius then, ‘the crafer of
Dionysus’ meant the vessel which contains the drink of Lethe; and
the term ‘may possibly have had the same meaning in the Orphic
passage to which Proclus refers. But it is evident that the Hermetist’s
notion of a bath or font filled with Mind cannot be in any way
connected with Macrobius’s notion of a drinking-vessel filled with
the wine of Lethe,

It might with somewhat more show of reason be conjectured that
the legend that Empedocles leapt into the crafer of Aetna arose
through perversion of a saying that he plunged into the xpamjp of
divine fire (i. e. of vo¥s), and so became a god. Diog. Laert. 8. 69:
‘IrwéBoros 8¢ ¢yow &favaordvra (rov 'Epmedoxhéa) @devkévar ds émi
i Alnv, elra mapayevbpevoy érl Tods kpatijpas Tod wupds évaléofar
kot dpavioBijver, Bovdopevor Ty wepl adrod ¢rjuqy PBeBordoar ori
yeybvor Beds. (I do not know the date of Hippobotus; but the
story was commonly known in the time of Horace, Ars poel. 464.)
On this hypothesis, the Hermetist’s allegory might possibly have
been suggested by a conception which originated among the Orphici
or Pythagoreans of Sicily and South Italy. But there is no evidence
that the word wpamjp was thus employed by any Pagan school or
sect ; and perhaps the passage about ‘the basin filled with mind’
can be most satisfactorily accounted for by assuming that the author
of Corp. IV, though himself a Pagan, had heard or read a Christian
invitation to baptism, and adapted a few sentences of it to his own

purpose.
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Tais 7@y dvBpdmwy kapdlais. rapdla here means ‘soul’. Cf. § 11 b,
rois s kapdias épfalpols. The word was not thus used by Plato,?
nor by philosophic writers in general after Plato’s time. On the
other hand, it is habitually thus used in the Septuagint and the
New Testament. Its employment here might therefore be considered
to tell in favour of the hypothesis that the source of this passage was
Christian. But the word ‘heart’ was used in the sense of ‘soul’
or ‘mind’ by Egyptians also.

Bdwrwov oeavtiy 7§ Suvapém. % Suvapévy would seem to imply
that there are some men who cannot ‘dip themselves® in the bath
of Mind. But it is difficult to reconcile this with the writer’s view
that the choice between the higher and the lower life is open to all
(§ 6 b: 7 alpeois farépov karakelmerar 13 ENéobou Bovlopéve). It seems
probable therefore that the author wrote, not # Swapém, but 7
ﬁov).w;u’m.

morefovoa 3tu dvehedoy wpds Tov kataméparra Tdv kpaTipa., TOV
xparijpa is an awkward repetition of robrov rév rparijpa close above ;
and it may be suspected that the true reading is rév {oe) xararéuparra
(cf. rarvéwempe rov dvbpwmor in § 2), and that 7d» xparfpa has
been added by error. In the traditional text, rév xaraméujarra Tov
kpatijpo. refers to parfipa . . . rarémempe at the beginning of § 4 ;
but I am inclined to think that we ought to read some such word
as karéoryoe there in place of karérempe. The ‘sending down’
of a ‘ great tank’ from heaven is a process that it is not very easy
to picture; and karéorqoe would agree better with the preceding
verb idpvoare.

Tékeror éyévorro dvbpumor, T8 voiv Sefduevor. A man without vods
I8 dreldfs ; it is only when he has received vods that he becomes a
complete or fully-developed man. The word ré\ews sometimes
carried with it religious associations connected with re\erj and rédos
in the sense of ‘initiation’. But in this sentence, the common and
popular meaning of ré\ews gives a satisfactory sense, and there is no
need to look for any other.?

! Its use in the speech of Alcibiades, P1, Sympos. 218 A (v rapdiav ydp § Yuxiy
3 & 7¢ 5ei adrd évopdoar whipyels ve wal SnxOes imd TGy v ukocodia Abyar) is an
isolated instance.

* Reitzenstein (Hellen, Mysterienvel, P- 165) says that the Hermetist associated
the word réxcior with reXers, and meant to imply by it that the men of whom he
':Eeaks are ‘ consecrated ’ (gewes/it) by a sacramental rite. But I see no reason to

hink that any such meaning was intended here.

Reitzenstein 75, says ‘ein kparip wird bei der Reinigung oder Taufe in den
griechischen Mysterien immer verwendet "; but he does not give any authority for
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§S 4, 5. Soou B¢ fpaprov Tod knplypatos . . . yeyorévar moTedorTes.
There is evidently something wrong in the long string of participles
which this passage contains ; but it is doubtful how the text ought to
be corrected. The words rov volv pi) mposeknpdres correspond to
7ov voiv Sefdpevor above ; it therefore seems probable, on the ground
of symmetry, that the sentence ended at mpocekngores. If so, we
have to provide a subject and a verb for the sentence which follows.
I have provided a subject by inserting kai obrov pév, which seems
needed to match doou 82 . . . peréoxov, ofror below ; and a verb, by
altering éyovres into ouvéyovTat,

§ 5. [al 82 aloBfoes Todrwv Tols TdV dNSywy {dwr mapamhoua.]
The two sorts of men are sufficiently distinguished by the fact that
the one sort possesses vols and the other does not; why should
it be said that their alo@joes also differ ? And if the alcfjoes of the
dvovs dvfparos are like those of the beasts, in what respect do the
alojoeas of the &wovs dvfporos differ from those of the beasts?
We might rather have supposed that, in respect of their alotijoes,

-all men are alike. Besides, there is some awkwardness in saying '

that the dvovs dvfpwros is like the d\oya {§a, when we have just been
told that he possesses Adyos. It seems best therefore to bracket
these words.

dpyt Kol dxpacie ouréyortan—(xal & Bupg xal &v dpyd Ty xpdow
xovres MSS) There is no meaning in ™y kpdow &yovres; and
dxpacia is a probable correction. It may be considered a substitute
for émfupia ; and some such word is needed to suit the following
phrase rais Tdv copdrav jdovals kai 8pééecr, which has nothing to
do with Guuds or 8py. The words kol é& Ouud are probably a
variant for «ai & épyf. In Corp. XIIL 7 b, dxpacia stands third, and
Spy tenth, in a list of twelve evil passions.

Baupdlovtes o ob Béas dfia.—(od Bowpdlovres ob Té Oéas dfia MSS.)
The reading of the MSS. seems to have resulted from a mixture
of Bavpdlovres 7o ob Oéas déwa and ob Gavpdlovres o Oéas dbua. !

§6a. adm .. . 1 108 vob doriv drépyea, émaripns Tdv Belwv edmopia
kol Tob Beod kaTavofoews.—(adm . . . § 7ol vol éoTlv EmoThpm, TV
felwr évropla, xal § Tod Beod karavénais MSS.) There is no such
word as &vropla ; and the correction érwomipys . . . ebmopia is confirmed
by =ov voiv &wv kel Tis émoriuns perahijyy below. The phrase

this statement. At Eleusis, the preliminary purification of the myséae by bathing
took place, not in a kparfp, but in the sea, as is shown by the cry dAade ploTai,
I know of no Greek mysteries in which bathing or dipping was the central or most
significant part of the sacramental action, as it is in the Hermetist’s allegory.
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troripn 7av Oelov kai tob Oeol karavdneus is equivalent to ywdaus
and yvdoews elmopla might very well be said to be the &épyea of
vots. Some such word as évépyewe is wanted here ; and there is
a superfluous évépyewa at the beginning of § y, which may possibly
have been transposed from § 6 a.

§ 6b. Kdyd ((rob kparfipos)) Bamrioffvar Bollopar. A mention
of the kparip is out of place at the end of § 6 a, as Hermes is there
describing the results produced by the possession of vods, and has
ceased to talk about the ‘basin’. On the other hand, 708 xparfpos
is wanted to supplement Bawrw6fvar in the words spoken by Tat.
A genitive might be used with Bomwrifecboi, as with Aovecfar. CF.
¢Bawrigavro Tod vods in § 4.

v pi) wpdrov TS obpa poveys, . . . ceautdr dlfoar of Sivacarr
$\foas 8¢ oeaurdy, voiv €eas. Tat's words, ‘I wish to be dipped
in the basin’, mean ‘I wish to get vois’; and Hermes replies: ¢ If
you wish to get vols, the way to do so is to hate your body, and
love yourself’. 76 odua means the separate and narrowly limited
self of the man who is sunk in matter; and ceavrdr means ‘your
true self’, i. e, the larger and higher self of the man who has risen
above the limitations of the material world. Cf. Corp. XI. ii. 212
div 8¢ karaxheloys oov v Yuxw &v 1§ cdper krh. On the two
meanings of ¢iAavros, see Ar. £tk Nic. 9. 8. The man whom the
Hermetist describes as ‘loving himself’ corresponds to Aristotle’s
gwovdaios, Who is ready, if need be, to die for others, and by that
very fact, shows himself to be ¢{\avros in the sense that he seeks
76 kalév for himself. The Hermetist, however, was probably not
thinking of the man who shows his ¢ulavria by unselfish action,
but rather of the man who develops that which is best and highest
“in himself by religious meditation, and in that way seeks and finds
his true good.

Nas Tadta Aéyeis; ralre means especially the paradoxical state-
ment ‘if you do not first hate your body, you cannot love
yourself’,

9 aipeois Barépou katalelwerar. The writer insists on man’s
freedom of choice. Cf. PL Rep. 10. 617E: ody ipds Safuwy
Miferar, &N duels dalpova aipijoecle. . . . dpery 8¢ adéomoror v
Tipdy kal drypdlov wAéov kal élarrov airiis ékaoros e alrla
éhopévors Beds dvairios. That passage was frequently referred to
by later writers' as a /ocus classicus on the subject of free will; and

¥ See e.g. Porphyry wepl 7ob &g’ fjuiv, Stob, 1. 8. 39, vol. ii, p. 163 W.

28002 L
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the author of Corp. IV no doubt had it in mind. CL § pév feds
dvairios in § 8 a.

ob yip dpdirepa olév Te xavohaBeiv.—(ob ydp éoriv dpddrepa &v
ols e 4 efalpeais xarahelwerar MSS.) You are free to choose either
the one or the other (se. either r& fvyrd, the illusory goods of the
corporeal world, or & f¢la, the real goods of the incorporeal world),
but you cannot have both. This must have been the writer’s
meaning, though it may be doubted in what words he expressed it.
The phrase % éalpeais karaleirerar is a doublet of 7 alpeais Garépov
xorakefrerar above, and has taken the place of the original ending
of the sentence.

75 82 Erepov Ehartwliv Ty Tol érépou épavépuoer évépyerov. When
the body ‘ gets the worst of it’, and the man ceases to be influenced
by the bodily wdfy, then o felov works, and the effects of its working
become manifest in him ; and the reverse takes place when the body
gets the upper hand,

§ 7. ((ob pévov)) Tov dvfpumor dwoodlouosa, dANG kel THy mpds (ﬂ‘:v)
Bedv edoéBerar Embewvion. (dmwobedoar . . . émdelkvuowwy MSS))
It would be a strange anticlimax to say that something ‘not only
changes a man into a god, but also shows that he is pious’. We
need two phrases which can stand in contrast with 7ov pév dvfpwroy
drdleaer, . . . es (88) mov fedv émhnupéinoer and the opposite of
dwohéoar is odoar. It may therefore be presumed that the author
wrote drocdfovoa. The choice of the better not only * brings the
man off safe’ (from the evils which beset him who ‘loves the body *),
but also entitles him to claim the merit of piety. If it merely saved
him from misery, the aipecis Tob kpelrrovos might be called evudopos,
but hardly kedsj; but since it also shows him to be eloefiys, it is
kaANioTy.

oidev 8¢ (firrov) els Tdv Oedv emhqppéhnoer [ Tobro pévorl. What
is wanted here, to match the words =y wpds rov fedv edoéBeav
émdeaxvica above, is a statement to the effect that the choice of the
worse shows the man to be Svooefis. The meaning required may
be obtained by writing oidey 8¢ drrov; and we may suppose that,
after frrov had dropped out, some one tried to restore sense by adding
7 Tobro pévov. (oddev 4 occurs repeatedly in the Hermetica in the
sense of ot8&v aAN 1.)

ofroL pdvor mopmedovoww év 7§ kéopw. If a man fails to recognize
¢ for what purpose he has been made’ (érl 7{ yéyover, § 4), and does
not discharge the function which his Maker has assigned to him,




LIBELLVS IV: § 6b-7 147

he is offending against God. The life of such a man serves no
good purpose; it is nothing but an unmeaning show; and his
presence in the world is a mere hindrance to those who seek to live
as God meant them to live.

The writer speaks of wopumral with evident dislike. What sort of
«processions’ was he thinking of? The wopmwal most frequently
seen in the streets of Alexandria and other Egyptian towns must
have been religious processions, more or less resembling the wopm)
of Isis at Corinth which is described by Apuleius. The Hermetists
in general may have taken little interest in the ceremonial of the
established cults ; but we should hardly have expected one of them
to speak of such things with positive contempt. The writer of
Ascl. Lat. 111 would certainly not have spoken in this tone about
a piece of religious ritual, and would not have said that it has no
efficacy (o?d&v évepyfioar dvvarar); but it is possible that the writer
of Corp. IV was more averse to the usages of the popular religion.
At any rate, it is not the religious significance of the moumy that he
is here concerned with ; he is thinking of it merely as a train of
people passing through the streets ; and his point is that the persons
who take part in the procession are led passively along (rapaydpevor),
and are not only doing no useful work themselves, but hindering
other people from going about their business. To one who wanted
only to be left in peace to live the contemplative life, the tumult
of a city festival, culminating at the time when the procession was
on its way, may well have been a mere annoyance.

The word wops is similarly used by the alchemist Zosimus (i. 4
Testim. ; Reitzenstein Poim. p. 102): 7obs rowobrovs 8 dvbpdmovs

. & "Eppijs év 18 mepl piioewy éxder dvoas, Tis eipoppéims phvon dvras
wopmds,® kTN Corp. IV was certainly known to Zosimus, since
he speaks elsewhere of ‘dipping oneself in the Crafer’; but it is
not clear whether he is here referring to it, or to some other
Hermetic document, In Corp. IV, Hermes does not indeed use
the word dvoes, but he says that men of this sort are devoid of veds,
and also speaks of & dodpara. But on the other hand he says
nothing about elpapuérm; and if Zosimus is referring to Corp. IV,
he must himself have introduced the conception of eipapuérm (i. e.
the power by which r& cwuoerwd are governed) in giving his inter-
pretation of its contents. Zosimus gives to the document of which

! pdvovs codd, : pdvor Reitz.
* I e. led passively along by Heimarmene,
L 2



148 CORPVS HERMETICVM

he speaks the title Tlepl ¢ivewr (possibly Iepi (rdv dvo) dicewr?).
This might be taken to mean either ‘concerning the two kinds of
things’ (viz. cdpara and dodpara), or ‘concerning the two kinds
of men’ (viz. &voes and dvoes); and understood in either of these
senses, it would be a possible title for Corp. IV.!

Reitzenstein Poim. p. 10z says that the simile of the wopmj ‘is
taken from Greek philosophy’; but I do not know to what philo-
sophic writings he refers. The comparison of a ropsj is used in a
different way by Epictetus, Diss. 4. 1. 104: oyl éxeivis (sc. & feds)
oe eofyayer; oy bs bGvyrdy; oby bs perd Aiyov caprdiov {ioovra
éml yis, kal Geaodpevoy Ty dwoikpow abrod, ral ovpmopreioovra alrd
Kal ovveoprdaovra mpds GAlyov ; ob Békeis olv, dws dédoral oo Deaordpevos
™y wopmy kai T wavijyvpw, elra, drav o édyp, wopeverbar mwpoo-
xuviaas kol ebxapiomioas drép by frovoas xai eldes; In that passage,
the wopm) is a show exhibited to us for our entertainment.—Marcus
Aurelius 7. 3 describes human life as woprijs xevoomovdia. This is
a somewhat closer parallel; but the word soumy must have had
different associations for a Roman emperor.

§ 8a. & pévOeds dvalrios, fpels 8¢ altiol T@v kakdv, TalTa Tpokplvorres
tov dyabdv. The germ of this thought is as old as Homer. In Od.
1. 32 5¢¢., Zeus says olov & vv feods Bporol airwdwvran | é& fuéwv yip
paa kdk' Eppevar ol 8¢ kal adrol | odfjow draclaligow Ymwép popov
d\ye’ &govow. But there can be little doubt that the source from
which the Hermetist got it was Pl. Rep. 10, 617E. Compare also Pl.
Tim. 42 D, where the Demiurgus explains to the new-made souls
the laws under which they are to live ; dwaflecpoferijoas 8¢ wdvra adrols
radta, o Ths émeita ey kaxlas éxdorev draiTios, fomepe x.T.A
Rep. 2. 379C: 7w 8 xkaxdv EAN drra Bel {yrev 7o aimia, dAN' od
Tov Beov.

§8b. (...) épds ... wéoa fpds dei odpara . . . defeNdelv. The
thought expressed in this passage may be connected with that of the
preceding paragraph in this way: ‘in order to draw near to God,
who is incorporeal, we must reject all that is corporeal; we must
therefore rise above the corporeal Kosmos.! But in the traditional
text, the connexion is not apparent ; it seems necessary therefore
to assume a lacuna before dpds.

When he says that ‘we must pass through many bodies in
succession ’, the writer does not mean that we must be many times

1 Tn IV. 6 b (8do yap dvrwy 7@y dvrwv, cdparoes kal dowpdrov), one might very
well read ofio@y 7av Puoewy in place of dvray @y drray,
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incarnated. He is speaking of men who are still living on earth,
not of the destiny of the soul after death ; and his meaning is that
we must ascend 7z #ought to the heavens, and beyond them, to reach
‘the incorporeal’, which here, as often, is spoken of as if it were
situated in extracosmic space. Cf. § 5: mdvra éumepdafBovres 73
éavrdv vol, . . . 0. év odpavd, kal € 7{ éoTw Ymep olpavdv. The many
‘bodies’ which the mind must successively traverse in its upward
course are, first, the atmosphere, (or perhaps a lower and a higher
stratum of the atmosphere, as in the system of Posidonius), and
then, the several subdivisions of the region of fire, namely, the
seven planet-spheres, and the sphere of the fixed stars. Compare
Corp. XI1. ii. 19, where the ascent of the yuyy (i.e. the mind or
thought) is similarly described.

kal wooous xopols Baupdver [[ ]) kal Bpdpous dorépwr. This is
another way of describing the same ascent through successive strata
of matter. The daemons are the inhabitants of the atmosphere ;
the planets and fixed stars are the inhabitants of the region of fire.

(- .. &)ddBatov yap T8 dyabéy, kal dmépavror. The region of 7o
dodparov, which is above the highest heaven, and extends beyond
it without limit, is filled with the Good. (Cf. § 5, rogoirov éovrods
Wagavres eldov 76 dyafio.) When you have once entered that region,
you will never come to the end of it, or reach its further boundary ;
you may continue your ascent for ever, and there will still be more
of the Good above you.

Here again, the connexion of the thought with what precedes
can be guessed without difficulty ; but the writer must have expressed
it, and some words or sentences must therefore have been lost before
abud Barov.

kol drehés, abra 8¢ kal drapyor, fpiv 8¢ Boxolv dpxiv Exewr Thy yvaow.
The Good is correlative to God, if not identical with God (see Corp.
11, Corp. VI, and Corp. X); and ‘for itself’, or in itself, it is with-
out end and without beginning, even as God is. ‘For us’ also
(9piv, as opposed to éavrg or dmwAds), it is without end ; that is to
say, the man who has once attained to it will continue to enjoy the
possession of it for ever, But ‘for us’ it is not without beginning.
The unilluminated man is not aware of its existence. It is only when
a man gets gnosis that the eternally existent Good presents itself to
his consciousness ; and from his point of view, the existence of the
Good appears to begin at the moment when he first becomes
conscious of it.
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§ 9. wdvu ydp éori Béokohov (okohidy MSS.). For dioxoow, cf. Lo.
Mare. 10. 241 whs Slokordy éorw €is v Bacidelav Tob Geoll elioelbeiv.

éml 18 mohaid kal dpyaie dvaxdpmrer. The cuwijfy xai mupdvra are
Ta cwparikd (Plato’s aloflyrd), to which we have grown accustomed
since our incarnation ; the malaw kai dpxoia are ra dodpara (Plato’s
voyrd), i.e. the things of the higher world in which we lived before
we were ‘sent down’ to earth.

o 8¢ dpavi) Suomioriar worel.  The fact that these things are dpavs
makes it difficult to believe in their existence. The words dgpanjs
and ¢avepds are here employed as in Corp. V.

$avepdrepa 8¢ dor. 76 kakd, The kaxd are the corporeal things
which seem to us to be goods, but are really evils. Cf. Corp. VI
2b—-4a and 6.

0 8¢ dyebov . .. méow érdpowor. This passage is meaningless in
the MSS. ; I have put a meaning into it by transposing édivaroy . . .
¢avivar, and inserting ér.. If the words 70 8¢ dyafov dpavés rois
davepois are sound, they must be explained in accordance with the
statement dddvaror yop dodporov cdpare pavivar, and T pavepd
must here be taken to mean our bodily organs of sense, which are
themselves perceptible by sense. We cannot see the Good with
our bodily eyes; for the Good is incorporeal, and that which is
incorporeal cannot be seen by that which is corporeal.

814 Tolro, (8m) abrd pév dorw Spoiov, Tols 8¢ ENNos waow dvdpotor.
Cf. § 1b, as emended : rowiro ydp éore 6 dodparov, ody . . . pardy,
-+ . 0088 dA\g Twi dpowov.' It is to be presumed that in § g, as well as
in § b, the subject is 70 dodparor. When the writer speaks of
opowov and dvépoiov, he is thinking of the saying that *like is known
by like’. (Cf. Corp. XI.ii. 20b: 6 yap Spotov ¢ opoly voyrov.  Ar,
De an. 1.2, 404 b 17: ywioreobar yap 7@ bpoly 76 Spowov. Philo-
laus, in Sext. Emp. Matk. 7. 92: 4w 10b Spolov 16 Spotov karalap-
Bavecbar mépuxer.) That which is dowparov is ¢ unlike’ copa, and
therefore cannot be apprehended by the cwparikal aichices; but it
can be apprehended by the vols in man, which is itself doduaros;
for all that is dodparoy is adrd Spowoy, or in other words, all dodpara
are déAAjhows Guota.

[adm Biaopd . . . mpds 78 Spowor.] I can make nothing of this;
and it seems best to assume that it is a marginal note.

' A similar phrase oceurs in a sentence attributed to Philolaus in Philo De opif.
mundi 33. 100, Cohn 1, p. 34 : dort ydp fHyepdw kai dpyow dndvrav feds els, del ow,
pévipros, drivyros, abrds abT@ Bpotos, Erepos Tav EAAwy,
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§10. {. .. [[% yép povés . . . kal pifa]] kmA. The breach of con-
tinuity at the beginning of § ro can be accounted for only by
supposing that a connecting passage has been lost.!

The text of § 10 is in confusion; and the best way of restoring
order seems to be to assume that the writer first said that a certain
thing is the épysj of all things, and then illustrated his meaning by
the comparison of the arithmetical unit, which is the dpxyj of all
numbers. If so, the words % yap powds are out of place at the
beginning of the paragraph. Moreover, the pointlessness of the
repetition oloa dpxy xal pile ... bs &v plle kal dpxj shows that
there is something wrong in the first sentence. I have therefore
removed the words % yap povds, mivrwv oloa pile xai dpyrj, and
inserted them below, where they fit in well. But what is the lost
subject for which % povds has been substituted ? What is it that is
here said to be the dpxy of all things? It might be 7o dyafév, or
70 felov, or 6 Beds. But in § 11 b, we read alry oot . . . Iwoyéypamrar
tod Beod eixwy' and if these words were meant to refer to §§ 10, 174,
it would seem that the lost subject of § 10 Zni/. must be 6 feds.
Compare Hermippus (Kroll and Viereck) 1. 18. 135: % 8¢ povis
év piv Tols dpibpols dpxn kol pila Tis Swdkerar, dv 8¢ Tols voyrols 6 Peds,
ad’ of kabdmep é myyfs éppin T4 dvra.

& otdevds aAN #) [éf] alrfis. It is difficult to see any definite
meaning in the statement that a thing “has arisen out of itself’, or
“has been generated by itself’; but to the Hermetists, and other
writers of their time, the phrase appeared to express an important
truth. The epithet adroyéwmros, ‘generated by himself’, was fre-
quently applied to God, and seems to have been regarded as equiva-
lent to dyémmros, ¢ without beginning’. See Ascl. Lat. IL 14b: ‘ex
se nata sunt’, adroyemjs occurs in the same sense in Pseudo-Philolaus
(Diels Forsokr. p. 249): aplfpov elvar tis 7w kogpuxdy alwviss S~
jovis kparioTedowray kal adroyeri (“unerschaffene’ Diels) avvoyijv.

povdde obv (foiker & Beds).—(povas obv dpxA (or 7 dpxi), codd. Corp. :
povds oboa olv dpxY codd. Stob.) If my reconstruction of the
passage is correct, this is the first mention of the monad; and we
must suppose that the writer here wrote something to the effect that
“God (gua apy) is like the monad’.

The use of the povds as an elxav of the ‘uncaused cause’ of all
things was, no doubt, suggested to the writer by the arithmetical

! Or else, that 10-11 b is a fragment of another document, and has been appended
to Corp, IV by error.
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speculations of Pythagoreans and Pythagorizing Platonists, But the
Hermetist, if I have interpreted him rightly, uses the arithmetical
unit merely as an ‘image’ or illustration, by means of which the
learner may be helped to comprehend the nature of the dpyy wdvrov;
he does not identify it with the dpxy) wdvrov itself. He does not
say, as some Platonists did, that the povds is God, or that God i
the povds, but only that the relation of God to things is analogous to
the relation of the unit to numbers.

Plato spoke much of 76 & in contrast to r& woAd ; but he did not,
in his written dialogues at least, use the word povds with any special
significance. But Plato’s pupils and successors, Speusippus and
Xenocrates, adopted from Pythagorean sources a sort of arithmetical
theology ;' and we are told that Xenocrates said that the povds is
the supreme God. Aetius, Diels Doxogr. p. 304 1 Bevoxpdrys - . . Ty
povdda kal i Sudda feotls, Ty piv os dppeva, warpos éxovoar Tafw,
&v otpav Pacidedovaar, fvrwo mpogayopever kal Zijva kal mepurTov kai
voiw, boris dariv abrd mpidros feos: iy 8" dbs Byjheway, pyrpos Gedv dixyy,
THs Do Tov otpavov AMjfews Myovpévy, Hris oy abT@ Yuxn TV mavtds.
From the time of Xenocrates onward, there are frequent instances
of this deification of the number one. *Pythagoras’, in Aetius
(Doxogr. p. 281): iy povdda kal v ddpiorov Sudda (rifpow) év Tais
dpxals’ ometde 8¢ abrg Tév dpxdv 1 pév (s 7§ povas) éml 76 ooy
alriov kal eldikdv, Smep Eore vols, 6 Beds, 4 B8 (se. 4 ddpioros Buds) émt 7o
wabyrcdy e kal DAikdy, Srep Eoriv & dpards kdopos. . . . vols pév oy
% povds éotw kA Aetius, Doxogr. p. 302: Ivlaydpas tév dpyav
i povida Oeov xai tayabov, fris éoriv 5 Tod évds Pros, adros & vods,
kal Ty dopuoTov Budda kal 70 kakdy, wepi v éoTL 70 Yhakor wAffos. (This
passage is evidently corrupt ; perhaps the original text was something
like this: II, apyas mjv povdda, 7ris oriv & vots kol adros 6 feds kai Td-
yabfov, kal Ty dapirrov Sudda, wept v éoTi 70 DAwov wAGfos Kkal To kaxov.)
Hippol. Ref. haer. 1. 2 (Diels Doxagr. p. 555): Pythagoras povdda pev
elvas dredjvaro Tov Bedv. Compare the ¢ Egyptian’ (i. e. Pythagorean)
doctrine in Hippol. /. 4. 43 : épagav Tov evw eivar povddae ddaiperov kai
abm éavmy yawboay, kal & adrijs To. wdvro, kateokevdofar,  alrTy yips
pnoly, dyévvmros oloa, Tobs éfijs dpluovs yerva: ofov ép’ éavriy 7 povas
émumpoorefeica yevg v dvdda, kal bpolws émurpoorilepévy yevvd T

1 It appears from Aristotle’s reports of Plato’s ¢ unwritten ’ teaching that Plato
himself, in his old age, went some way in this direction; and the metaphysics of
his earlier successors contained ‘a large admixture of arithmetical mysticism'
(Zeller, Plato, Eng. tr. p. 565).
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rpudda kal Terpada péxpu Tijs Sexddos. Synesius, Hymn. 1. 52 (Migne 66.
1589 A): & pén, adréaouros’ dpxd, | Taplas wamip Te (wvrov,’ || dAd-
xmos,’ Wnlborwy | Smep obpaved kapivwv, || dAire «idel yalwy, | Geos
dpmwedos Oadaae || évorjrov évas dyvy | povidov povds te mpuwry, ||
Tgmhomjras dkporiroy | évdoacal?
ofev abmy mpoblopolion | T8 mpwrdamopor €ldos! || povds, dppyra yu-
feioa, | TpwopipBov Eoyev dhdy'® || Srepolaios 8¢ mayd | oTéderar kak-
Aéi maibov || dmd xévrpov Te Gopdvrav | mepi xévrpov Te puévrwv. Synes.
Hymn. 2. 691 péya xaipe, pilo xéapov, | péya xaipe, xévrpov Gvrav, |
povas dufporov aplbpdv. 1b. 3. 171 wayd wayby, [épxdv dpyd,] puldv
pita, | povas € povddwv, aplfudv "dpilbuds.’"  1b. 4. 60: povas & povd-
dwv, mdrep & warépuv, | dpx@v dpxd, waybv wayd, kA

wdvra Gpibudy épmepiéxer, Gmd pmBevds Eumepiexopdrm. The unit
¢ contains in itself every number, and is contained in no number’,
In the obvious sense of the words, this is the reverse of the truth;
the number one does not contain the number three, and is contained
in the number three. But the writer probably meant that the unit
contains the other numbers dmplicitly, or in germ, 1. e. that they can
be developed out of it (by a series of additions), but it cannot be
developed out of them (by the same process).

wdvra dplpdv yewd. Cf. Corp. XILii. 152 : af 8¢ évddes rov dpibfpor
yevidor kai avéover. Pseudo-Plutarch, Stob. 1 (Procem.) 2, vol. i,
p. 16 W.: % povas yovyy dwo Tualov Tob Aokpod mpocayopelerar, s
dpxovaa Tis Tav dpludy yevérews. Just as we say that ‘one and one
make two’, the Greeks were accustomed to say that the unit generates
(yewd) the other numbers, meaning by this that each number is
produced by adding a unit to the preceding number (1+1 =z,
241 =3, &c.). It was probably, in part at least, through this use
of the word yervar, that some of the Pythagoreans and Platonists
were led to hypostatize the arithmetical unit, and ascribe to it
a demiurgic power ;* and applying to things in general the principle

xai Texoboa || drepovoios Aoyelas” 7|

! = abroyéryros. 8 Gvrw Migne. 3 = dyévros.

! Perhaps dnhorfiTos drpdryras yovéwoa.

3L :5 2. 631 ob marip, ob 3’ éaoi pdryp.

5 The meaning of thl.s Sif it can be said to have a meaning) appears to be that
the supreme God is a povas povddww, or mpopovds, from which issues a ,uavas which
is also a 7pds (i. e. the Christian Trinit ). Cf Synes. Hymn. 3. 210: by ae,
Tpuds® ;.(avg; el, Tpuds dv' Tpuds €l, povas Jv

T Perhaps tipue,uaw dpxd.

¥ The earlier Pythagoreans probably meant by the monas’, not the abstract
arithmetical unit, but a point situated in space; and some of them, in their
cosmogonic speculations, began by positing such a sonas in the midst of 74 dreipor,
and ascribing generative or demiurgic activity to it.
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which they thought they had discovered in the relations of numbers,
they identified ‘the Monad’ with God, the wdvrov yewyris. Bug
from this confusion of thought the writer of Cozp. IV seems to have
kept himself free. d

§1ra. [xai 7o pév adbyrdv. .. Ty povdSa xwpfioar.] This passage is
omitted by Stobaeus; and it is probably a note inserted in the
Corpus-text by some reader. The words 6 p&v adéyrov adéd
démd Tijs povddos mean that the numbers are produced from the
by successive additions. This is merely another way of saying
the unit mdvra dpuov yewd. But when we are told that
numbers ‘increase from ’ the unit, it might be thought to follow tk
since they are all greafer than the unit, any one of them would
more fit than the unit to serve as a symbol of God ; and the wri
object seems to have been to guard against this inference. ‘It S
true’, he says, ‘that the number three, for instance, is greater th
the unit ; yet it is inferior to the unit; and its inferiority is sho
in this, that it is incapable of containing the unit, whereas the
can and does contain the number three.” The verb xwpeiv h
equivalent to éumepiéyew above,

§ b, alr oou ... dwoyéypanrar Toi Oeod eixdv. Applying
analogy of the numerical unit to God, we may infer from what h
been said about the unit (1) that God mdvra éumepiéyer and -
obderos éumepiéyerar, (2) that God wdvra yewd and o7 odderds yevva:
and (3) that God is ré\etos, dduaiperos, dvarénros kai dpeiwros, whe
& Dm0 70D Geod yarvdpeva are dreldj, Suuperd, adénra kal pelTd.

Tois Tiis kapdlas dpOalpols. kapdia, as here used, corresponds to
the vois of Corp. V. 2, 7ols 10b vod S¢pfa)puois. \

adr oe % [eikiv] (0éa) 6Bnyfoer. If we read 4 eixdr, it must be
taken to mean 3 povds, to which the preceding words (alimy oo v o o
vmoyéypamrar Tod feod eixav) refer ; and Hermes must be understood
to say that the arithmetical unit, or the comparison of God to t
arithmetical unit, ‘ will guide you on your upward way’. But that !
is hardly satisfactory. A better sense may be got by writing 6éa here,
and taking it to refer to e feday above. o

éxer ydp T WBiov My 0éa’ Tods pOdoavras Bedoachar karéxer, Kal
dvéhker xabdmep pacly § Mayviiris Nifos o ofSnpor. The subj
of &e, karéyer, and dvé\re, which is the same as the object of
Oedoaclar, can hardly have been # 6éa. Something like 7o Geiov
would serve the purpose.
raréxeafar means ‘to be possessed’ by a deity. Compare Pl. Zon



LIBELLVS IV: § to-11b 155

533D dom 8¢ Todro Téxm piv odk by wapd oot . . . Oela B¢ Stvapus,
7 o€ xwel, bomep &v T \ibo fv Edpuridys pev Mayvirw dvopager. . . .
rdvres yip ob . . . womral . . . &vfeor Gvres Kal Karexopevor K.T.A.
As 0 karéxerfar and 5 Mayviimis Alfos are spoken of together both
in the Zon and in Corp. 1V, it is probable that the thought was
suggested to the Hermetist by the passage in the Zon. For the
comparison of the magnet, cf. Porphyr. De abst. 4. 20: TPOOTEPUKDS

7o 0ed palov ) oibypos T peyrre.

L/IBELLVS A%

Contents

God is unseen, and ever-existent. He brings all things into being ;
but he himself isnot brought into being. Coming into being means
appearing as a thing perceived by sense, and God causes all things
thus to appear ; but he himself does not thus appear ; he is unseen,
or hidden. § 1b.

Yet, inasmuch as he causes all things to appear, he can be seen
in all things ; but he can be seen by thought alone, and not with
the bodily eyes. Seeing the Kosmos with your eyes, you can
apprehend by thought Him of whom the Kosmos is an image. § 2.

The heavenly bodies observe order in their movements; and
air, sea, and earth are likewise ordered. Now where there is order,
there must be one who has established the order ; there must there-
fore be a Maker and Master of all these. (It is true that there
are some things which are out of order; but these things also
are subject to the Master, and will be brought to order by him.)
§§ 3 4
If you could see all parts of the Kosmos at one view, you
would see everywhere the hidden God manifested through his
works. § 5.

You can also see him in all mortal organisms, For instance,
the structure of the human body shows evident marks of design;
there must therefore be a Craftsman who made it. §§ 6-8.

All things then have been made or generated by the one God.
He could not exist if he were not always and everywhere producing
things. He is all things that now are, and all things that are to be
hereafter. § g

s
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God, though hidden, is yet manifest ; for he is all things. § roa.

How can I worship Thee? Thou art everywhere; all things are
Thine ; Thou art in all times alike; Thou art the author of all,
I cannot do or say anything by my own power; for I am not
other than Thou. There is nothing that Thou art not. §§ rob, 11,

Thou art Mind, and Father, and God, and Good. § 11 fin.

Sources. The distinction between 76 dpavés and 76 pavepdv corre-
sponds to the Platonic distinction between 6 voyrdy and 76 aiocfyrév.
But the terms ddavés and pavepdv are not thus used by Plato;
the writer must therefore have got them from some other source;
and his use of these terms may possibly be due to Egyptian
influence.

In the description of the human body (§ 6), the influence of the
Tiémaeus may perhaps be recognized in the list of the internal organs,
and especially in the words Gyeredoas and oypayydoas.

In the argument that the structure of the human body shows
design, the writer handles in a cursory and superficial way a topic
on which the Stoics were accustomed to dilate ; see e.g. Cic. Vat
deor. 2. 134-146 (probably from Posidonius). The remark that the
Demiurgus has concealed the unseemly parts of the body may be
traced back to Panaetius.

The term ¢avracio (§ 1b) has been adopted either from the
Aristotelians or from the Stoics, but probably from the latter.

When the writer of Corp. V says that God is the ‘maker’ and
“ father’ of all-things, he is using the language of the Z¥maeus. But
he also says that God ‘is’ all things. The latter statement, which
is hardly consistent with the former, must have been derived from
a different source. It might perhaps be accounted for as a develop-
ment of Stoic theology ; but it may also have been suggested by
the diction of hymns used in the worship of the Egyptian gods.
The phrases kai ré dvra kai 7é p3) dvra (§ 9), and 10 yevdpevor, T pi)
yevopevor (§ 11), as here employed, may perhaps be of Egyptian
origin. In the concluding hymn, the worshipper’s denial that he
is other than God (ds d\hos dv ;) is in accordance with the distinctive
character of Egyptian religion.

A sign of Jewish influence may perhaps be seen in the statement
that God is the 7émos of all things (§ 10 b); and possibly also in the
use of 6 xiptos as a name of God (§ 2).

The document shows no trace of Christian influence.
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Date. There is little evidence of date in Corp. V, except the
intermixture of Stoic conceptions with Platonism, which shows that
this document, like the Hermetica in general, cannot be earlier than the
first century B. c. It appears from the introductory words that it was
one of the dwefodixol Adyor addressed to Tat ; and these were presum-
ably later than the yevol Moyor. It may therefore be reasonably
conjectured that Cozp. V was written in the third century A. D.

Title. ér ddavhs (. . . 8) Oeds povepdrards or. In § 1b, the
writer asserts that God is d¢amjs; in the rest of the document, he
asserts that God is ¢avepdraros. On the assumption that the
heading referred to the contents of § 2 sgg. only, sense might be
restored by striking out ddawjs. If it referred to § r b also, the
meaning required might be got by writing 87 (xai) ddarvis (5) feds
(kal) paveporards éorv or dre (kaimep) daviys (dw (or elvar Soxdv)
&) Oeds pavepdrards éom or dm (i pdv) dbavis (6) Oeds, (m) 8¢)
davepdraTis éoTi,

§1a. kai Tdvde oo Tdv Noyor, @ Tdr, Siefeheloopar. The verb
Sieépyeabor corresponds to the substantive 8iuéfodos; it is therefore
probable that this document was one of the series known as of mpos
Tar Siefodikol Adyor, and that at least one other Adyos preceded it
in that series.

dmws pi) dpdnTos fjs Tod pelrroves Beol dvdparos. The pupil is to
be ‘initiated’ ; that is, the gmosis which this discourse is to reveal
to him is spoken of as a pvemjpov. But it is a ‘mystery’ only in
a metaphorical sense. Sacramental ritual, which was the essence
of the Greek mystery-cults, is wholly absent; and the gnosis is
imparted to the pupil by oral instruction only. The term dauiyros
may be taken as implying, firstly, that the gwosis has hitherto been
known only to a few (and possibly, that those to whom it is known
ought to reveal it only to the few who are worthy to receive the
revelation) ; and secondly, that he to whom it is revealed is thereby
brought into communion with the deity concerned,—that is, in this
case, with the supreme God. Cf. 4se/. Laz 1II 19a, ‘tibi .. .
divina nudo mysteria’; and see note on Corp. L. 16.

70D kpelrrovos Peod dvdparos, if that is the right reading,! must be
the genitive of 6 kpefrrov eod dvéparos, ‘ He who is mightier than

! The phrase is obscure ; the author’s meaning might be more clearly expressed
by writing 7oi &pelrroros mivrar dropdrwy here, and 6 mavrds dvdpartos wpelrrav in
§ 102,
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the name feis’, i. e. too great to be rightly called feés. See § 102
and g #nit.; and compare Asel. Lat. I1L. 20 a. The word Oeds is
applied to many subordinate beings; it is inadequate to describe
the supreme and all-inclusive Being, The writer subsequently uses
the name feds (§ 7 fin., § 11 fin.), as well as others (5 xipios, § wamip,
&c.); but he holds that the supreme Being is, strictly speaking,
either wavrdvupos ordvdvupos (§ roa). Cf. Exe. VI 19: & Oeds,
Aoy 88 6 peildv o bv Trod feod 70 dvopal.

6 Bokolr Tols woMhols ddavés. The ddarés of which this writer
speaks is the ddparor or dedés (i. e. voyrov) of Plato. God is dpamis;
that is, he is not directly apprehensible by the senses. But the
word édeamijs is not employed in this connexion by Plato; and it.is
possible that the author of Corp. V was influenced in his choice
of the term by language used in the Egyptian cults. ¢ According
to the received explanation in the time of the New Kingdom, the
name of the God Amen signifies “ The Hidden One”’ (Wiedemann,
Rel. of the Ancient Egyptians, Eng. tr, p. 108). Brugsch, Rel. und
Mytk. p. 97, quotes from Egyptian documents : ‘ God is hidden, and
his form is known to no man’ ‘No one has searched out his
likeness,” ‘He is hidden to gods and men. ‘He is a secret for
his creatures,’

In the system attributed by Hippolytus to Simon Magus, the
terms «kpvmrrév! and cpavepdy were used as dgavés and davepdr are
used in Cozp. V. Hippol. Ref. Aaer. 6. g : &ori 8¢ rodro (sc. 76 kpumrdy
kal 10 pavepdv) dmep . . . Mhdrwy voyrov kal alobyrov (kaded). . . .
kafodov 8¢ [éorw] elmeiv, mévrwv 16v Svtwv, alclyriv Te kal vonrd,
Gy (6 Ziuwr) xpvpivv kal pavepdy mpocayopeder, Kt

§1b. wiv yap 70 dawdpevor yentée . . , 10 8¢ ddarés del domi.
To this writer, 70 ¢avirar and 76 yevécbar are equivalents, The
things of the sensible world have no substantive existence ; they are
merely gawdpeva. And they ‘appear’ only for a time; it is the
‘hidden’ or ‘unseen’ alone that ‘exists everlastingly’.* The thought
is derived from Plato, though the terms used to express it are not
those which Plato commonly employed. As here stated, the
doctrine resembles Berkeley’s idealism. In the world of sense, esse
is percipi, There are no really existent ‘external objects’; there
is nothing but perceptions (¢pavracia), and God, who causes the

1 Cf. éxpwpas, Corp. V. 11,
2 Cf, Paul, 2 Cor. 4. 18 : i) owomodvraw fpdv 1d Brembpeva, dANG 7 ju) BAemds
pevar Td ydp BAembpera mpokaipa, 76 8¢ iy Brendpera aidwa.
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o

perceptions.! Cf. Herm. ap. Stob. Exe. II A. 18: 74 ¢086s (i e.
the sensible world) ¢y rijs dAybeias (i. e. Tob Beod) evépynua elvar.

abrds dpavis év. Here we find the writer speaking no longer of
70 davés in the neuter, but of & deawijs (feds) in the masculine.
Some words in which the transition from 7o davés to & dpavijs was
made have probably been lost.

odk alTds yevviperos év davracia. Pavresia is a technical term of
the Aristotelian and Stoic? theory of cognition. It signifies the
mental image which results from the action of an object on the
bodily sense-organs, or the process by which this mental image is
produced. Aetius (Diels Dowxogr. p. 401) gives Chrysippus’s defini-
tion of ¢avracia as follows: ¢avracia .. . éorl wdfos & 17 Yuxf
yuyvépevov, évdewripevor & abrd ral T wemounkds olov éreldiy 8 Sfrews
Dewpbper 70 Aevkiv, &ore mdbfos 16 Eyyeyerquévor dib s Spdoews &v
i yuxii' kai (kard) Tobro 70 wdbos elmeiv Exoper dri méxerar Aevkdv
xwolv fpds. . . .« 1) pavracie delkvvow éavriyv kai TO wemoukds admijv.
Chrysippus took for granted the reality of 7o memoupkds, i. e. the

1 Sir William Jones, writing with reference to the Indian doctrine of Maya, says:
¢ The inextricable difficulties attending the vulgar notion of material substances . . ,
induced many of the wisest among the ancients, and some of the most enlightened
among the moderns, to believe that the whole creation was rather an enerey than a
work, by which the Infinite Being, who is present at all times and in all places,
exhibits to the minds of His creatures a set of perceptions, like a wonderful picture
or piece of musie, always varied, yet always uniform ; so that all bodies and their
gn]:.lities exist, indeed, to every wise and useful purpose, but exist only as far as

y are perceived.’ (Hargrave Jennings, 7l Rosicrucians, p. 147.)

There was frequent communication by sea between Roman ]'ljgypt and India; and
it is not impossible that some Indian notions may have been transmitted to Egyptian
Greeks. Numenius, in Book I of his Hepl 7dyafof, mentioned the Brahmans
(together with the Jews, the Zoroastrians, and the Egyptians) as one of the peoples
whose religious rites and philosophic doctrines he would have to adduce and com-
pare with the teachings of Plato and Pythagoras. (The passage is given as follows
in Enseb. Pr. e, 9. 7: defoet . . . mwakégaobar 7d vy 1a ebbonipovvra, mpoadepi-
pevoy abrdy Tds Teherds wal Td Bbypara, vds Te TiBpioes ovvTehovpévas TIAdrant
Spohoyoupévesl, dmboas Bpaypdves xal "Tovdaior wal Mdyor kal Alyimwroe 8ié8evro,
Neither {8pdoes nor ourrehovpévas makes sense. I am inclined to conjecture that
Numenius wrote 7ds e fepds (B8iBAovs or ypagpds) SphotvraTINdray: dpokoyoiras, dmi-
aas Bpayudves . .. 8iéferre, ‘ showing that all the sacred books which the Brahmans
&e, composed agree with Plato’, or something to that effect, He had read some
of the sacred books of the Jews, and doubtless knew—or thought he knew—some-
thing about those of the Zoroastrians and the Egyptians; and he may have had
some information about Indian writings also.) Moreover, both the fictitious visit
of Apollonins Tyaneus to India described in Philostr. Fitae Apolion., and the
historical fact that Plotinus made an attempt to visit India, show that in the third
century A.D. Greek thinkers had some inkling of the significance of Indian
Ehilosophy. But the doctrine of Cosp, V can be sufficiently accounted for ss a

evelopment of Platonism, without assuming Indian influence.

* Plato, Soph. 264 A, defines a pavrasia as a 5éfa which wdpeori Ton ) waf'
abriiy, dAA B’ aloBfjoews, i.e. an opinion which is formed in the mind as the result
of an impression on the senses; but he does not habitually use the word,
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external object ; but the writer of Cozp. V here ignores 7o memoLrds,
and speaks only of & wdvra pavracidv (i.e. 6 Tos pavracias moLdv,
or & Ta wpdypate yevvov év ¢avraciy,) namely, God.

f yap avracia pévev Tav yewnrov o, & yevwyrd are presented
to us in ¢avracia; indeed, it is only in our ¢avracia that they
exist; ‘for yévesis is nothing but ¢avracia’. But & dyévmros
feds is not presented to us in ¢avrasia ; he is therefore dpavijs.

§ 2. 7& 8¢ whvra davracidv, Sid wdvrwv galverar. In the preceding
paragraph, the writer has shown that God is dpavis; he now
proceeds to show that God is gavepds. Cf. Cozp. XIL.ii. 22 a: 7is
atTol PavepwTepos ; :

We commonly suppose that our ¢avraciu are caused by external
objects, and we say that we see those objects. But in reality,
our ¢avracia are caused by God; it is really God then that
we see.!

76 kuple kal warpl, [kall (76) péve kal [odx] &i (dyabe ?) [N &4’
o6 & efs]. The words ody &l dAN" ¢’ ol & ¢fs are inconsistent with
the rest of the Xellus. Everywhere else, this writer speaks only
of the one God as Demiurgus, and does not recognize a distinet
and subordinate Being called & €fs. It might be conjectured that
the words which I have bracketed were written by some Platonist
who distinguished a first and a second supracosmic God (correspond-
ing to the & and the vobs of Plotinus); but if so, we should have
expected him to give the name & €5 to the first God, not to the
second. Possibly 4AX’ dé¢’ ob may be a corruption of dyafd, and
oty and & s may have been subsequently added to make sense.
For 73 péve kol & (Gyab@), cf. Corp. IL 14 olire yap 7év oy . . .
is Sdvarar . . . dyabos elva, # povos 6 Beds. But o €ls xal pévos might
be used (without &ya6és) as a name of the supreme God.

axtivd oou kv plav adrod. Cf. Corp. XVIL 16: (Syre olv & 78
Aoyikd axris émthdpmer k.7.A.  The divine vois is the light by which
the ‘gnostic’ is illuminated ; and it is by that light alone that a man
can ‘see’ God.

(€l 8¢ kol 7d & ool . . ., mds . . . puvfjoerar;)) This sentence is
clearly out of place at the end of the section, where it stands in the
MSS. Here, it suits the context perfectly. The words 7o & oo

1 Cf. Tennyson, Zhe Higher Pantheism : ‘The sun, the moon, the stars, the
seas, the hills and the plains—Are not these, O Soul, the Vision of Him who
reigns? . . . And the ear of man cannot hear, and the eye of man cannot see; But
if we could see and hear, this Vision—were it not He?’ 2
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which are obscure when taken by themselves, are satisfactorily
explained by the preceding wéyois . . . ddarys odoe; and S rdw
épfarpdv (‘ with your bodily eyes’) prepares the way for the con-
trasted phrase, Tols 7ol vobd dpfatpols, which follows. It may there-
fore be considered certain that the sentence was intended to stand
where I have placed it. For the thought that § év #uiv vinous is
agaris, and is in that respect comparable to God, cf. Corp. XI.
il fin.: 6 vols (the human mind) éparar & 78 voely, & feds év
7§ woLelw.

v elkdva 10l Oeod: i.e. the sensible Kosmos. Cf. Ascl, Zat. 1.
1o: ‘dei, cuius sunt imagines duae mundus et homo.” You can see
& ofpdvie ; you can both see and grasp with your hands ra& Gvyrd,
e.g. a human body.

§§ 3-5. €l B¢ Béheis adrdv ieiv . . . pawdpevor 8’ dv morel, Compare
Corp. X1, ii. 6 b=11, where it is shown by a similar argument that
there must be a ¢ Maker’ of the Kosmos. In both passages alike,
the rdéws ob wavrds is insisted on; but the word {wy, which is the
keynote of Corp. XI. 1ii, is not employed in Corp. V. Cf.
Methodius Ilepi Tob adrefovoiov (Bonwetsch) z. 3 ff. (a ‘ Valentinian’
speaks) : I observed that the sea is under control, oix dmepBaivovaa
0V oikelov Témov, s émos elmelv Ocldv T mpboTayue mwehofnpévy. . . .
dAd pot kal mepl Tob HAlov {nretv édoket, . . . GTL uyde olitos wapépyerar
T0v oikelov Opopov, aAM& kai alrds, ds éveaTw elmely, dvrolijy Twa
Pvhdrrer xpelrrovos. kal .. . édpwy . .. ocelfyyy . . ., 8TL T€ Kal adry
ipel Tov kikAov TV fuepdv. kal por ke 16 évteblev s fela Tis
tmdpyet olcovoplo kal Stvapus rkparrovey (al. kpelrtovos) 7 cuvéyovoa
7 6Aa, v kai Oeov Sikalws dv elmorper.

§ 3. [rdfis yap maoa]. This may possibly be a misplaced doublet
of wioa yap rdfs in § 4.

6 fAtos . . . @ wdvTes elkouoty ol olpdriol feol Goavel Boohel. Cf,
Corp. XVI, and Corp. XI. ii. 7 as emended: 7ob HAlow, . . .
700 . . . wdons ThEews dpxovTos, Kol Nyepdves ThV émTo KT pwY.

ékaoTos Toltay TOr dotépur ((wepudpioTar dpbpd kol Tomwe)). The
words wepuipiorar . . . Témg are evidently out of place where they
stand in the MSS.; and something of the sort is needed here to
complete the sentence. By apifpé must be meant the ‘measure’
or ‘extent’ of the planet’s orbit. Thus mwepudpiorar dpilfpd kai réry
corresponds to Tév 7[pldmov kal 76 péyebos Tob Spopov dpioas below.

§ 4. (/) dpxros, ((A)) . . . T8 wdvTa kéopor oupmwepupépovon, The
two Bears, as depicted on a celestial globe or planisphere, looked

2506.2 M
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like two animals walking in the same direction round the Pole (see
e.g. Boll, Sphaera, Tafel I); and this, no doubt, suggested the notion
that they worked like mill-horses, and made the whole sphere of the
fixed stars revolve, or that one of them did so. Cf. Herm. ap. Stob.
Exc. VL. 13: (rijs dprrov) 5 dvépyed domi xalfdmep déovos, . . . mepl
(r8) abrd orpedopévrs, vepyovons 8¢ Ty (rod) Lwoddpov KikAov
(wepupopdv). The Mithraic Apathanatismos (Dieterich ‘ Mithras-
liturgie’) p. 14 &pxros 7 kwoloa kai dvriorpépovaa Tov obpaviv.

(. ..) vis & Tolito kexTnpéros TS dpyavor; According to the traditional
text, the writer passes abruptly from the highest heaven to sea and
earth., But it is more probable that he mentioned all the four
elements in succession, and that after discussing the heavens (i. e.
the region of fire) he spoke of the air before dealing with the water
and the earth. If so, the dpyavov is air, regarded as the ¢ instrument’
by means of which life is conveyed into terrestrial organisms and
maintained in them. Cf. Asel. Laf III. 19b jfin.: ‘aer vero
organum est vel machina omnium, per quam omnia fiunt” The
function here assigned to air corresponds to that which the Stoics
assigned to mvepa, i e. warmed air. (/5. 17 a: ‘spiritu . . .
qui quasi organum vel machina summi dei voluntati subiectus est.’)
A similar function seems to be assigned to ¢as, or illuminated
air, in Corp. X1, ii. 7. In Corp. X. 18, the dpyavor is fire.

AN odk dBéamoros 0d8E adr .. . v pndéme abrf Thy Tdfw Tdfavra,
Here the writer touches on the problem of evil. The evil in the
world (70 &uerpov or 76 draxtov) is TAy which the Demiurgus has not
yet brought to order; it is a survival of the primitive chaos. But
sooner or later, order will be imposed on it ; that is, the evil will be
changed to good. The Hermetist seems to be thinking chiefly of
physical evil; he holds that ‘plagues and earthquakes break not
Heaven’s design’, but only show that Heaven’s design is still in
process of execution, and has not yet been completely carried out.
But the solution which he suggests might be applied to moral evil
(‘a Borgia or a Catiline’) also.

§ 5. dépos 1 dveypévor. dvapévos means ‘free to roam at large’s
The wind ‘ bloweth where it listeth’.

§ 6. € (3¢) 0d\eis kal Bud Tdv Buqrdv k.r N, After speaking of ra
d@dvara, 1. e. the heavenly bodies and the elements, the writer passes
on to 7& Bvyrd. The Maker’s skill may be seen in the bodies of all
animals,—men and beasts on land, and fishes in the sea. As an
instance, the Hermetist takes the human body, and speaks of its
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construction in detail. Some words introducing this special instance
have probably been lost. The topic may have been suggested by
the description of the making of the human body in Pl. Zim. 69 ff. ;
but the writer does not, like Plato, discuss the Junctions of the bodily
organs ; he contents himself with speaking of their shape.

This is probably the passage to which Lactantius refers in Dy,
inst, 2. 10. 14 (Testim.).

v ke Tadmy kai Oelav [1od dvbpdmou] eikdva. If we retain 700
avfpdmov, the meaning must be, not  this image of man’, but ¢ this
image, namely, man’, But the phrase is awkwardly ambiguous ;
and it seems best to cut out 7od avfpdmov, which may have come
from a repetition of rév dvfpwmor above.

The human body is a living statue; cf. § 8 /nst., avdpudvra piv 4
' The epithet felav may perhaps have been intended to
suggest the thought that man is an image of God; but that thought
is not here fully expressed.

6 70 velpa éxtelvas kol Seopedoas. The word Seapeioas shows that
the writer means by 74 vepa the ‘sinews’ or *tendons ’, and not the
‘nerves’. In Plato (Z¥m. 74 B, D) and Aristotle, velpa means
‘sinews’. [Erasistratus, about 258 B.c., ‘won the highest fame by
his discovery of the function and nature of the nerves’ (Puschmann,
Gesch. der Medizin, p. 296).  After his time, vedpa came to be used
by medical writers in the sense of ‘nerves’; but the word continued
to be used also in the earlier sense of *sinews’,

6 &xereloas tas ¢NéBas. Cf. Pl Zim. 77¢: 7o oopa abro Hudv
dwyérevoar, téuvovres olov & Kimois dxerovs. . . . xal wphrov piv
dxerovs kpupaiovs . . . 8o pAéBas Irepov voraias K.\,

([vis & 7ov omMva éxrelvas;]] It is not likely that the author
placed an organ of such subordinate importance as the spleen first
among all the internal organs. In Pl Z¥m. 72C, the spleen is
mentioned as an appendage of the liver, and we are told that it
Serves as a sponge or napkin to cleanse the mirror-like surface of the
liver and keep it bright. I have accordingly placed the mention of
the spleen next after that of the liver.

v kapdiav mupapoeid worficas. Ar. Hist an. 496 a 19: 76 dxpov
(riis xapdias) eis 6& owirrar. The Hermetist must have meant
‘conical’ rather than ¢pyramidal’. The word Tupapgoedys means
‘conical’ in Pseudo-Ar. Hepi dvriw 2. 7, 827 b 11-16,

¥,
ELKOVL,

! Lactantius Z ¢. contrasts God’s work, the making of a living man, with that of
Prometheus, who, he says, merely made lifeless statues.

M 2
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(kal) [rls 6] 78 velpa (adrh) ouvBels; It has been proposed to
substitute some other word for vetpa. Flussas conjectured mAevpd ;
but it would be strange to interpose ‘the ribs’ or ¢ sides’ between
‘the heart’ and ‘the liver’. The writer mentions in succession all
the chief internal organs,—heart, liver, spleen, lungs, and xothla
(which may be taken to mean stomach and bowels together). In
Pl. Zim. 70 Aff,, the same organs are spoken of, in the order
(1) heart, (2) lungs, (3) liver, (4) spleen, (5) abdomen and bowels.
As there is no other organ which is likely to have been mentioned
here, it is to be presumed that the words & velpa guvfeis, as well as
those which precede, have to do with the heart; and I have there-
fore inserted adrfj. As to the connexion of the vebpa with the heart,
cf. Aristot. Hist. an. 3. 5, 515 a 27: 9 pev dpxi) (rdv vedpwy) éoriv &
Tiis kapdlas® xal yip &v abrfj  xapdla e velpa kX Ar. Part. an.
3. 4, 666 b 13 : &e 8¢ xal vejpuy mATlos 7 kopdia, kai Tolr ebAoyws:
dmd Tavrys ydp ai kwijoes. mepalvovrar 8¢ 8u Tod éhwew Kkai aviévar
8¢ oy Towadrys tmpeaios kal loxdos. The vedpa were regarded as
the strings’ by which the limbs are moved (cf. dydApara vevpd-
oracra, ¢ puppets moved by strings’); and it was thought that the
heart is the organ which pulls the strings, and that the veipa must
therefore be connected with the heart. Cic. NaZ deor. 2. 55. 139
(probably from Posidonius): ‘huc adde nervos, a quibus artus
continentur, . . . qui sicut venae et arteriae a corde Mtractae et
profectae? (tracti et profecti edd.) in corpus omne ducuntur.” J. B,
Mayor ad loc. says that nervos here ‘includes no doubt both tendons
and nerves properly so called’.

6 Tov mredpova ampayydoas. CL PL Zim. joc: mp 7od wAedpovos
i8éav dvediirevaay, . . . ajpayyas évrds Exovoav olov amdyyov KkataTeTpn-
pévas.

& 1 Tymdrata els 1O davepdy ékrumboas, kal & aloxpd kpiyas. Cf.
Cic. De off. 1. 35. 126 (from Panaetius): ‘natura. .. formam nostram
reliquamque figuram, in qua esset species honesta, eam posuit in
promptu, quae partes autem corporis ad naturae necessitatem datae
aspectum essent deformem habiturae . . ., eas contexit atque abdidit.’
A partly similar thought occurs in 1 Cor. 12. 22-24.

§ 7. mola pAmp, wolos warhp, €l pi) 6 dards Beds; To the Greeks,
the notion of a Mother of all that lives (Mother Earth, 4 peyddy
wirnp, known under many different names,—Gaia, Rhea, Cybele,
&c.,) was as familiar as the notion of a Father of all. In Roman
Egypt, the name by which the Mother was best known was Isis.
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But perhaps the writer was not thinking of gods and goddesses, but
rather of the human parents of the child. The growing embryo is
fashioned with consummate skill, and the work of thus fashioning it
is certainly not done either by the mother or by the father; it must
therefore be done by some one else; and who can that be, if not
¢the unseen God’? Cf. Psalm 139. 13-16.

§ 9. ToiTo ity TO Epyor éoti, (10) marépn elvar. Cf Corp. XI. L 5,
as emended : 7 8 adrod d\o &pyov % 70 wowelv; XL ii. 13b-14a:
76 ot Beot Epyov & Oy, lva wdvra yimray, KT\

rodrou ot (1)) obola 76 kuvelv (kbew MSS.) mdvra kai wowelv. The
verb wdew or xkvetv is used of the mother only, not of the father.
The writer of 4scl. Lat. 111, who asserts that God is dpoevdfnhus,
might have said that 6 feds both yervd and wie; but in Corp. V,
there is (apart from wola psyryp, woios wamjp above, which need not
be thus understood,) no hint of that doctrine, except in this one
word xvew ; and the bisexuality of God can hardly have been tacitly
assumed here. There can therefore be little doubt that wlew is
corrupt ; and xweiv is an obvious emendation. Cf. Cozp. XLii. 17 c:
rodro yap domep (odaia?) éore Tod Geol, {rd) kvely T wdvra xal {womorelv.
Corp. IX. 9: roiro éorw % alobpois kal vénois o0 feot, 70 Ta wdvra
del kel

roror Bei (del MSS.) pi) elvar, €l piy wdvra del wowolvra.  Cf Corp.
X1 ii. 12 b dAXN’ 028 Suvarov xwpls 7ol éxelva woiely Tov Bedv elvay,
KT Ib. I7cC: obdE O 195{‘)9 Svvarac (c?v:u) p.')‘} ToLLY 1'(‘] &yaﬁév.

& pév ydp dvta dpavépuoe, Té BE pi) dvra Exer dv daurg. T i) Grra
are the things which are to be hereafter. They have not yet come
into being ; but they exist already in God’s thought or purpose, and
so God may be said to ‘contain them in himself’. Asc/ Zat. 1. 2a:
¢ omnia unum esse et unum omnia, utpote quae in creatore fuerint
omnia, antequam creasset omnia.’ Compare the ‘ Unknown Gnostic
document’ in C. Schmidt, Kop#isch-Gnostische Schriften 1, p. 358:
“Thou art the Sppwovpyds' of those things which have not yet
manifested themselves; for these Thou alone knowest, we know
them not.’

The phrase ¢ that which is and that which is not’ occurs frequently
in Egyptian documents (Erman, deg. Grammatik, p. 192).

§10a. dvépata Eéxer dmavra . . . dvopa odk éxen Cf. Ascl. Lat.
111, 20a: ‘innominem vel potius omninominem.” ‘Unknown Gnostic

I 1t is not clear what is meant by dnuovpyds here; we might rather have
expected ¢ Thou art the témos of’, &e.
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document,’ C. Schmidt, Kops.-Gnost. Schriften 1, p. 366: ¢ He has
no name, and all names belong to Him.’

§ 10 b. tis oliv oe edhoyfoal kv \. The Zbellus ends with a hymn
addressed to the supreme God. Compare the hymns in Corp. I,
Corp. X111, and Ascl. Lat. fin.

ad yép & Téwos Thv vtwr of Téwos oTlv ENNos olBels wapd oé.—(od
yip Tpbmos ob Témos éori wepl o, 0682 dNNo oldév Tdv Svrev MSS,)
The words o ydp Tpéros are meaningless, It is possible that Tpéwos
has come by duplication from the following rémos; but it seems
more likely that the Hermetist wrote b yap 6 Témos, ‘thou art the
place in which all things are contained’. Compare the téwos
(= vots) of Corp. 11, and the Jewish parallels there quoted.! Thus
corrected, the sentence follows suitably on the question woil SAérwy
ebloyrjow oe; It is impossible to choose out any one place, and say
that God is there rather than elsewhere ; for God is himself the
all-containing ‘place’. The words otd¢ dA\\o otdev Tdv dvrur are
irrelevant ; if they are not wholly spurious, they must be corrupt.
The passage cannot be restored with certainty ; but the writer’s
meaning was probably not far from that which is expressed by my
rewriting of the words.

The Egyptians considered it important that the worshipper should
face in a particular direction during prayer. Cf. Ase/ Lat. 41 a,
‘orare . . ., in austrum respicientes ’ &c.

(. - .) wdvra dwd ood' wdvra 3idws, kal oddeér AapBdvers. This has
nothing to do with the question ‘in which direction am I to look?’
It must therefore be presumed that it followed on another question
which has fallen out of the text; and that question probably was,
‘What can I offer to thee?’ (Cf. Ascl. Lat. 41 a, where Hermes
rejects the proposal to burn incense.) The writer’s object is to show
that, in the worship of the supreme God, all rites employed in the
cults of subordinate deities are inadequate ; and among those rites,
the most important were fvoia and Tuvor. A satisfactory meaning
might therefore be obtained by inserting riva 8¢ gol wéupw Guofay;
Cf. Corp. XIIIL. 21: ool . . . wéprw Noywds Gvolas. As to wdvre
8idws kal obdv AapBdves, cf. Corp. I1. 16: & odv Oeos mdvra SBwot xal
ovdev AapfBdver

§ 11. wére 8¢ oe Spriow; Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. 7. 35: obre
opopévoy Témov oire Efalperov fepby, oldt pijy foprds Twas kal fuépes

! Ménard quotes an Indian parallel from the Baghavat-Gita: *Tues . . . le lien
du monde.’
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amoreraypévas, d\A& Tov wivra Blov & yvworikds, v mavrl TémY, . . .
repd Tov Oedy, TovréoTwy xdpw Spoloyel Tijs yvdoews Kai Tijs molirelas.

. . Towodros & wdvry wapeivar Tov fedv wemeiopévos, olyi 8 &v Témors
niriy dptopévos karakexhewpévor modafdv. . . . wdvra Tolvuv Tov Blov
éopmiv dyovres, wavry wdyrofev wapelvar Tov fedv memeopévoy, yewpyoTpeyr
aivotvres, wAdoper Upvolvres, kard Ty dAAqy molirelar dvbéws dvaoTpedd-
peba.

dwép v émoinoas, ) dmép bv olk &moinons; The things which God
¢has not made ’ are, I suppose, the things which have not yet come
into being, but which are destined to come into being hereafter.
Cf. 7& dvra kai 7o pyy dvra in § 9, and 76 yevduevov . . . T p) yevdpevoy
below.

imép Gv Epavépwoas, 7| dmwep dv Ekpudas; The things which God
¢ has hidden’ are ra dgarvij, 1. e. ra voyrd.

8ud Ti(vos) B¢ kai dpriow oe; Sua 7¢ (MSS.) is not satisfactory. If
we retain it, the implied answer must be ‘there is no reason why
I should adore thee’. The preceding clauses signify that any
adoration limited to particular places and times is inadequate ; but
this phrase would mean that all adoration is useless, and the
Hermetist would not say that, A better sense may be got by
writing 8wx rives, ‘wherewith shall I sing hymns to thee?’ The
obvious answer to that question would be 8w s Puwris, or & Tod
Adyov, But the Hermetist reflects that man has no power of his
own to speak or act (ov €l & av Aéyw), When a man is said to ‘sing
praise to God’, itseems to be implied that he has a power of
utterance in himself, as a being distinct from God ; but I have no
such power, and when I praise God, it is God that speaks in me
or through me. Cf. Corp. XIIL. 18-20: Lwy kal ¢pds, ap’ tudv (not
from me) xwpel 4 edloyla. . . . & oos Adyos 8 éuol Jpvel oe . . .
6 aos dvbpamos Taira Bod i . . . 7OV kTiopdTOV OV

@s épavrol @v; Gs Ewv T idwov; Cf. Philo Zeg. alleg. 3. 70. 193,
Cohn I, p. 156: pdve dppdrrer 0ed Méyew “ 7o éuév”, adrod yap dvrws
KTjpoTa povev T& wdvTa.

os dhhos dv; ol yap €1 & '[e]&v @, This is the typical utterance of
mysticism ; ‘I am Thou, and Thou art I.” In the Greek mystery-
cults, the worshipper sought some kind and degree of union with
the particular deity to whom his worship was addressed ; but among
the Greeks, the abolition of the boundary-walls of separate personality
was seldom spoken of in such emphatic and uncompromising terms.
In Egypt, on the other hand, the Pyramid-texts of the VIth Dynasty
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(2500 B.C. or earlier) are full of phrases which show that by that
time the primitive worshipper’s sense of identification with the
object of his worship (or at least his assurance that he would, after
death, be identified with his god) had already been stereotyped in
traditional formulas of unknown antiquity; and the same sort of
language persists in Egyptian documents of all periods,’ down to
the time when the magicians of the Roman age borrowed the phrase
o éyd kel éyd o from reputable cults to use it for their own sordid
purposes. The tone of this hymn is not Greek, but Egyptian.

ob yip wdyra e, kal &G\ho oddév &orwv & pfy oy el CL Marlyrium
Petri (Lipsius-Bonnet, Acta Apost. Apocr. 1, p. 96): ov 76 miy,
kai T6 wav &v ool kal 10 bv ov, xal otk doTw dANo O forw € py
Jovos .

voig pév (el), voolpeves, marhp B¢, Bqueoupydr. God is Mind, in
that he designs things, and Father, in that he produces or ‘ manifests’
the things which he has designed. We might rather have expected
waryp 8¢, yewdv; but Snuovpyelv, ‘to create’, is interchangeable
with yevvay.

[OAns pev . . . voii 8¢ Beés]. This passage is evidently out of place
here. See Corp. XII. i. 144, where the same statement occurs in
a more suitable context.

There is some reason to suspect that the preceding sentence also
(voils pév e . . . wdvra wodv) has been added by a later hand. Tt
is not closely connected in thought with what comes before it; and
it is something of an anticlimax, after the sweeping statement ‘ Thou
art all things’, to add that God makes things. Perhaps the hymn
originally ended thus: ob yap wdvre € [ ]| o e wav 70 yevdpevor,
o 70 pay yevopevor, ((xal dANo oddtv Eomiv & iy ob €l.))

L Cf. &vwous wpds Tobs Beots in Abammonis yesponsum ( Testim.) passim.,

*E.g Fap. mag. Leid. W. 17. 445q.: elgéNfos Tov éudv voiv kal 7ds Epds
ppévas els Tov dravra xplvov: , . . ob ydp el Eyd, xal éyw o, Pap. mag, Lond, 122,
37: ob ydp éyd, kal éyw g © thy name is mine, and mine is thine’, eze.  Cf, Ophite
Fyangelium Evae (Reitzenstein Poim. p. 242), quoted in note on Corp. XL ii, 21 b:
¢ 1 heard a voice as of thunder, which spoke to me and said &yd o xal ab éyd,
#.r.h. In that passage, the words are addressed by the god to his worshipper;
more often, they are addressed by the worshipper to his god.
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LIBELLVS VI

Corp. V1 is a discourse on 6 dyafév and 6 xaldv. The point on
which the writer insists is that nothing good or beautiful is to be
found in the world in which we live. This document is distinguished
from most of the other Hermetica by its intensely pessimistic tone.
The Kosmos is described in it as “one mass of evil’. Men may
indeed attain to gnmoesis; i.e. they may come to know God, and, in
knowing God, to know the Beautiful and the Good ; but even for
the man who has got gnosis, beauty and goodness are unattainable
as long as he is in the body ; and of the life after death, the writer
does not speak.

The doctrine is Platonic ; and there is no trace of anything
distinctively Egyptian, Jewish, or Christian. The conceptions of
76 Gyafév and 16 xaldv are derived from Plato, and that of 6 kal\dw
more especially from the Symposium and the Phaedrus. But in
his sweeping condemnation of the Kosmos and all things in it,
the writer goes beyond Plato,* and agrees rather with some of the
Neo-Pythagoreans and some of the Christian Gnostics.? The
document contains no clear indication of date ; but as this sort of
confemplus mundi was more prevalent in the second and third
centuries A. D. than in earlier times, the tone of Corp. VI affords
some reason for thinking that it ought to be assigned to that period.
Two or three verbal agreements with Numenius point towards the
same conclusion, as far as any significance can be ascribed to them.

What is the relation between Corp. VI and Corp. II? The
doctrine of Corp. VI. 1—4a concerning 70 dyafdv resembles that
of Corp. 11. 14—16 ; but it is not quite the same. In Corp. II, ‘the
Good’ is completely identified with God ; in Corp. VI, ‘the Good’
(or *Goodness’) is described as a ‘part’ of God, a property of God,
and a thing inseparably connected with him, but is not absolutely
identified with God, except in two phrases which are hardly consistent
with their context, and have probably been added by a later hand.
Moreover, there is no trace in Corp. VI of the doctrine of a supra-

! Compare and contrast PL. Zege, 10, go6 A ¢ ovyrexwphraper fuiv abdrois elva
pev 7o obpavdv (. e. the Kosmos) moAAGy peardv dyabiv, elvar 82 xal 7éw dvavrior,
whebvew 88 T@v piy (dyabdv). In the T¥maeus, Plato mdv kbopov érawel xal Oedv
Mye elvar ebdaipova (Plotinus 4. 8. 1),

* The doctrine that ¢ the Kosmos is evil” is that against which Plotinus especially
protests in his controversy with the Gnostics (Znn. 2. g, Hpds Tods waxdy Tov
Snpuiovpydy 1o wbopov kal Tv kbapov kady elvar Aéyorras).
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cosmic Nous distinct from and subordinate to the supreme God,
which is taught in Corp, II. For these reasons, it is improbable
that Cosp. VI was written by the same person as Corp. I ; but its
author may perhaps have known Cosp. I, and may possibly have
intended Corp. VI to be read as a sequel to it. (In both I and VI,
the pupil is Asclepius.)

The author of Corp. X probably had Corp. VI before him ; and
he seems to have made it his aim to supplement the teaching of
Corp. VI, and to correct its pessimistic tendency.

Contents
A. §§ 1—4a: wept Tob dyabol.

The Good is changeless, free from wants, and exempt from
perturbations (or evil passions). But these attributes belong to
God alone; therefore the Good (or Goodness) is in God alone.
(85 1, 2a.)

The Good is not in the Kosmos, nor in anything contained in it.
The Kosmos is good in this one respect, that it is productive, but
in no other respect. It is subject to perturbation ; and where there
is perturbation, the Good cannot be. (§§ 2b, 3a.) The Kosmos
is one mass of evil. (§ 4a.)

The Good is not in man; for man’s material body subjects
him to evil passions and delusions. And the worst of all the
evils that beset him is the error of thinking evils to be goods.

(8§ 3b,4a.)

B. §§ 4b-6: wepl 10D kakob kol 10D dyabod.

The Beautiful (is inseparably connected with the Good (?); and)
the Beautiful and the Good may be described as the very essence
of God. But the Beautiful and the Good (or Beauty and Goodness)
are not in the Kosmos, and cannot be seen by the eye. They are
parts of God, or properties of God; and man can apprehend them
only so far as he can apprehend God. Itis by piety alone that we
can attain to knowledge of the Beautiful and the Good. (§§ 4 b, 5.)

But no man can be beautiful and good. Men are encompassed
by evils; most men think these very evils to be goods; and no
man can escape from them. (§6.)

§1a. 10 ayaldv . .. [&v olBevl 2oy el ph & pdvy 16 Bed.  paNhov
8¢ 10 dyabdy adrés éoriv & Oeds [del]. el B¢ olitws,] obolar elvar Bel




LIBELLVS VI: § 1a 171

xrh  The words év oddevi . . .. e 8¢ olrws are an interruption.
There can be little doubt that the author began by describing =5
dyafév, and then, in § 1 b, proceeded to say that it belongs to God
alone. & odderi éorw el pi) év pdve T i is merely a repetition
of the words of the heading, or & pdve 14 0eb 10 dyabiv éorw.
The words pdlov 8¢ 70 dyalov adrés éorw & feds are perhaps a
subsequent addition. Cf. [ adrds éorw & feds 76 a‘.ya%v] in §3b
init. The statement that ‘the Good is God himself’, or ‘God
himself is the Good’, hardly agrees with the rest of the document.
The writer says that the Good is 77z God; but except in these two
clauses, it is nowhere said or implied that 6 dyafdv is identical with
God ; and the language used in other parts of the discourse would
be difficult to reconcile with that proposition, See especially § 4 b,
where we are told that 76 xaldv and 76 dyafldv are ‘parts of God’,
and that God is in love with them. Both p@\\ov 8 & dyabdv adrds
éorw & Oeds in § ra, and 4§ adrds dorw & Geds 70 dyabdy in § 31,
may have been inserted by some one who had been reading Corp. 11,
the conclusion of which is é ofv feds (o) dyaldv, kal 0 dyabov & Beds.

The meaningless [4¢¢{] may have resulted either from a duplication
of e, or from a misplacement of 8¢,

0 dyaBov . . . odolar elvar (or voelv?) 8l mdons kwifoews xal
yevéoews Epnpov.  ooia here means &v 7, ‘a thing’. It is similarly
used in § 2a, where & 7§ rowairy odoly, ‘in a thing such as that’
is parallel to & ovevi vGv d\wy, ‘in no other thing’. odola is
often used by Platonists in the sense of ‘eternal and changeless
existence’ as opposed to yévesis (whence ovowddys, as employed in
Corp. I. 15 &c.); but it cannot bear that meaning here ; for if it
did, the following words mdowys kwijcews xal yevérews dypuov would
be superfluous.

[82 c08éy dorw]. This may have come from & odSevi éorwv above.

abriy 8¢ wepl abriy orarudy évépyear Exovouv.—(adris wepl Be
abmiy oratukiy dvépyeiar éxouon MSS.) The Good is active, but its
activity does not involve movement or change ; it is éords. Cf. Ascl.
Lat. 111. 30: ‘solus deus stabilis’ &c. Corp. X. 11: % 8 voyTi)
ordows kwel v YAuapy kimow. Numenius ap. Euseb. Pr. ev. 11.
18, 21: ™ wposoloar 7§ wpdry (0ed) ordow dyui evar xivyow
aipduror. _

drevBed] kal (waddv) dwelpnrov (or dmeipatov). dmeipirov, the reading
of the MSS., cannot be right. dweipiros (= drepos, ¢ endless’,) occurs
in Homer and Hesiod, but seldom in later literature ; and the state-
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ment that dyafdy is ‘endless’ would here be irrelevant. The
writer is arguing thus: ‘76 dyafév has certain properties; these
properties are to be found in God, and in God alone ; therefore 7é
dyafiv is in God alone.” Now in describing the properties of God,
the point on which he dwells is that God is not subject to certain
wdlly, viz, émbopla, My, &pws, 8pyd, &idos ; and this would not be to
the purpose, unless he had previously said that 7o ayaldy is free
from such wdfy. The passage about God might be summarized by
saying that God is dverdels kal mwaBév dmelparos; the writer must
therefore have previously said that r& dyaféy is dverdeis xal mabdv
drelpatov, or something to that effect. CF, §2a: dmov 8¢ 0 dyabdy,
ovde &v wdfos.

wav ydp T8 Xopnyoiv dyabdv [Srav] Méyerar (Néyw MSS.). The mean-
ing might be more clearly expressed by writing 75 (6re0v) xopyyodv,
‘everything which supplies anything at all’, and thus emphasizing the
opposition to wdvra xal del xopyyotv below. And [6rav] might then be
accounted for as having come from éreofv misplaced.

The statement ‘I call all things good which furnish a supply of
anything’ is hardly consistent with the author’s assertion that the
Kosmos is wAjpwpa tijs xaxios, which implies that he would call
nothing in the world good; it is therefore most likely that he
wrote, not Aéyw, but Aéyerar; ‘the word dyaféy is commonly thus
used.’ _

§1b. [Awy ydp kaxias pépos]. Cf. Corp. XIII, 7 b, where Ay takes
a place among the vices or evil passions, side by side with dkpaoie,
émbupla, a8ixia, &c., and xapd, its opposite, is ranked with éykpdreia,
Kaprepia, Swkawoaivy &c. The statement Admy kaxias pépos is un-
objectionable in itself ; but as it is not wanted here, and disturbs the
symmetry of the passage, it is most likely a marginal note inserted in
the text by error.

olte kpeirror abroi dotiv 0d8éy, 6’ of dBiknlels mwokepdoer (5 of
mohepnffoerar MSS.). The reading of the MSS. (‘by which he will
have war made on him’) does not make sense ; for a war might be
begun by one who was not ‘the stronger’. Nor would sense be
restored by writing 3¢’ ob (kara)roleunbioerar, ‘by which he will be
vanquished’; for defeat is not a wdfos in the same sense as émilbvpia,
Spyd, &c.  Now the words 7o aducybBivar kal Sub rodro are evidently
out of place in the MSS., where they separate ovlvyov from épacthi-
oerar; and it seems probable that they have arisen out of something
originally connected with offre xpeirrov . . . 030é&. I have therefore
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inserted dduwybeis here, and altered woepnbioerar into mohepyoe to
make sense in combination with it. It is true that 76 mwolepeiv is
not, strictly speaking, a wdfos; but it may be regarded as implying
6 éxOfaipew, and &xbpa is a wabos. The writer may have had in
mind the feopaxior of Greek mythology, which had long been a
scandal to pious thinkers.

odre olluyév (perhaps oifuyds) dorwv aing, [ ] o Epachicerar.
Compare the system of Valentinus, in which each pair of Aeons
consists of a male and a female ailvyos, i. e, a hushand and a wife.
On the question whether the supreme God (called Proarche, Propator,
and Bythos) had a o{vyos, the Valentinians differed among them-
selves. Irenaeus 1. 1r. 15: some of the Valentinians (rév Bufov)
@lvyov Aéyovor, pijre dppeva pujre Gihear . . .0 dAhow 8¢ dppevdfnAuy
abrov Méyovow elva, éppagdpodirov Piow aird wepudmrovres. Siyyy 8
mdAw dM\ov ovvevvérw adrd mpoodmrovow, iva yémraw wpdry ovlvyla,
Hippol. Ref. lhaer. 6. 29: of pév yip (of the Valentinians) . . .
dfghvv kai dlvyov kai povov Tov Marépa (i. . the Propator) vopifovaw
elvar' ol 8¢, adivarov vopilovres [Sivaoar] & dppevos povov Yéveaw
oAws ThV yeyerquévay yevéolu s, kal 7§ maTpl Tév Swv, iva yévyrar
warip, Suyy & dvdyns cvvapilfpolon [riy] ovlvyor. In the version
of the Valentinian doctrine which is given in Iren. 1. 1. 1, the
consort of the Propator is named "Evvowa, Xdpis, and Sy Z6. 1.
12. 1: the Valentinian Ptolemaeus assigned to the Bythos two
avvyor, named "Evvowa and @é\npa (mpdrov yip évevoriy mwpofaleir,
$notv, eira 90é\noe). In the Pistis Sophia (C. Schmidt, pp. 2, 14,
24, 138,) xwpwadlvyor, ‘ without consorts’, is used as an epithet of
a certain class of divine Persons. The writer of Cozp. VI may
perhaps have heard of the Valentinian doctrine of ovlvyia, and must
certainly have met with analogous doctrines.!

In § 4 b, we are told that God épg ro0 xalo? rai rod dyaflot. But
as 10 kalév and 76 dyafév are there called ‘ parts of God’, the state-
ment that God ‘is in love with them ' does not imply that he has a
ovlvyos, i. e. a consort other than himself, but rather corresponds to
the doctrine that God is dpoevdfyhus ; and the Zpws there spoken of
is not regarded as a wdfos.

olre driikoor, & dpyiobioerar, The will of God finds complete and
instant fulfilment. Cf. As¢/. Zat. 1.8 : *placitum enim dei necessitas

! Amobius Adv. #at. 3. 8 speaks of the attribution of sex to God as a Pagan

error rejected by Christians; ‘non enim deus mas est, sed nomen eius generis
masculini est.’
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sequitur, voluntatem comitatur effectus.’ But if God is good, he
must will only what is good ; and if nothing is disobedient to God’s
will, it would seem to follow that all things must be good. How
then can this view be reconciled with the assertion that the Kosmos
is wMjpwpa is xaxias (§ 4 a), and that the highest good to which
man can attain is only a smaller share of evil (§ 3b)? Does the
good God will that the Kosmos shall be full of evil, and that men
shall be wicked?* With this difficulty the writer of Corp. VI makes
no attempt to deal. Other men of his time tried to reconcile the
existence of evil with the goodness of God by asserting that there is
something which is ‘disobedient’ to him, viz. either an intractable
UAn (see Ascl. Lat. 1I), or an evil God or Daemon. The notion of
an evil God at enmity with the good God was adopted ? by some of
the Christian heretics, e.g. in part by Marcion, and more fully by
Mani ; (see Bousset, Zauptprobleme der Gnosis, pp. 91-119 ;) and a
modified form of the same doctrine presents itself in the Satan of
the Jews, and in the Christian conception of the Devil, who was
commonly held to be ‘disobedient to God’, and to have power to
thwart God’s will to some extent in the present world, though
destined to be overcome at some future time. Moreover, Jews and
Christians were agreed that men can disobey God, and that most
men are disobedient to him. On the question whether God is angry
with those who disobey him, opinions differed ; Lactantius, for
instance, (De ira der) asserts it ; Arnobius (4dv. nat. 1. 17 and 23)
denies it, adhering to the Platonic view that God is drafjs. The
writer of Asc/. Zat. II1 holds that not only the supreme God, but
the astral gods also, are drafeis, and that the * terrestrial gods’ alone
are subject to anger; see Ase. Zat. 111, 40 a, where it is said that
the higher Powers ‘ nec ira commoventur nec flectuntur gratia’.

§2a. domep Tyap! oddeév Tav (kaxdv) k.r\.  If we retain ydp, it must
be taken as referring back to pdve in § 1b init. (uéve 6 Bed).
But a more obvious connexion would be got if 8¢ were written in
place of ydp.

kai év Tolg pirpois kal é&v Tois peydhois. A similar phrase occurs in
Numenius Hepi rdyafot (Euseb. 7. ev. 11. 22. 1, quoted in prefatory

! Arnobius Adp. nat. 2. 54 1 ‘si cuncta (dei) voluntate conficiuntur, nec citra eins
nutum quicquam potest in rebus vel provenire vel cadere, necessario sequitur ut
mala etiam cuncta voluntate eins intellegantur enasci.’

¢ In the main, from the Zoroastrians. But suggestions of this doctrine may have
been found also in Plato’s mention of a war Yoxh (Lege. 10, 896-898), and in the
Egyptian conception of Set-Typhon (Plut. /s. ef 0s.).
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note on Corp. 11): pmbe odpa peya pmde opuxpov, GANL Tis . . . pypia
feoméoios. The phrase wdoys xwjoens kai yevéoews Epnuov in Corp.
VI. 1 a corresponds to Numenius's word épnpuia.

abtfis Tis yevéoews walnriis ovons. This probably means that
all processes of birth and growth result from some sort of &pus
(emotional impulse), and therefore imply the presence of wdflos
(emotional disturbance). The agent at work in all such processes
(the Aristotelian ¢iais) is seeking to attain to some end or ¢ good’.
If the end were realized, the process would cease. As long as the
process goes on, the end is still unrealized, i. e. the good is not yet
present ; and as the cosmic process never ceases, it follows that the
good is never present in the Kosmos. If then feeling of any kind is
ascribed to the agent in the cosmic process, it must be the feeling of
unsatisfied desire; (‘ the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in
pain together ’ ;) and such a feeling is a wdfos.' On the other hand,
the good, which remains ever unattained in the yéves:s of the Kosmos,
is eternally realized in the ardows of God. God is dverdeys, and has
no unsatisfied desire ; if he can be said to ‘ desire’ the good, (épd To
xahod xai Tob dyaboi, § 4 b,) his desire is eternally fulfilled ; for the
good which he desires is eternally present in him. Cf. Methodius
Contra FPorphyrium, Bonwetsch, p. 347: eire yip 70 dyalov Gére
(6 Beds), atrds bv 76 dyalov év éovrd péver eire 76 kadv imdpyet épacTiv
adr, abros dv 70 povov kaldv s éavrov BAémer.

§2a fin, 2b init. &dvator &v yevéoer .. . olitw kol Toi dyabod.
Didymus, De Zrinitale 2. 3 (Zestim.), quotes this passage; and in
the same paragraph he uses some other phrases borrowed from
Corp. VI (kard. ovyxpiow 8¢ 1od kakod 16 dyabov . . . rérakrar’ 76 yip
py Moy koxov . . . dyafov évfdde mpoaelpyrar from VI, 3 b, and dmov
woé, odx uépa from VL. 2 a).

§ 2 b. perovoln wdvtov Eoriv & T UAy (Buo?P)deBopévn. By mdvrev
we must understand wdvrov Tdv voyrdv €ddv. The voyra edy or
wopadelypare are not present in material things ; but material things
¢partake of’ them. The Kosmos may in this sense ‘ partake of’ o
dyaldv ; 1. e. ‘copies’ (eixdves or eldwha) of the Good may appear in
it, though the Good itself never enters into it.

Todtov Tdv Tpbmov dyads & kéopos. Here the writer makes a
reluctant concession to the opinion of the majority of the Hermetists,
who held that the Kosmos is in some sense good. Cf. Corp.IX. 4 b:

' Cf. Numenius (Euseb. Pr. ¢z, 11,18, 3) : émfupyrecdv fifos ixolens (vis TAys),
wal jeoviars.
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xwplov yap (rfjs xaxias) % 7, ovx & wxdopos, ds &éviol more épolar
Bhaodnpodvres. Ascl. Lat IIL. 25: ‘hic mundus, . . . bonum
multiformi imaginum varietate conpositum’ &c. 7&. 27 a: ‘(dei)
imago mundus, boni (bonus)’, &c. Cozp. X. 10b, as emended: ob
Kads & kbopos, obwér 8¢ dyabis Aikos ydp, kal wafyris.

kafd kol adrds wdero moiel. God is the supreme Maker of all
things ; but the Kosmos (the ‘second God’) is the proximate maker
of individual organisms. Thus the procreative energy of the Kosmos
is a ‘copy’ of the creative energy of God ; and as the absolute good-
ness of God is manifested in his creative energy, so the secondary
and derivative goodness of the Kosmos is manifested in the operation
of the cosmic forces by which living organisms are brought into
being.

§3a. [[&v 8¢ 7§ dvbpdmey . . . &Bdde 10 dyabév]]. The mention
of man is out of place here; it interrupts the discussion of the
Kosmos, which is continued in what is said in the rest of § 3a. It is
most likely that the writer first disposed of the question whether
the Kosmos is good, and then proceeded, in § 3b, to discuss the
question whether man is good. I have therefore transposed the
words about man to § 3b.

[[vd 82 &vBdde . . . eNdxworor.]] &ddvator ofv . . . Tis kaxias. If
we read these words in the order in which they are given in the
MSS., it is not clear what is meant by ofv. A more satisfactory
sense can be got by interchanging the two clauses, and making olv
refer to kai yip waflyrés éomi kai wabyrav woupris.

[kakodpevor yop obrér. dyaldy péver piy peivay ¢, kakdr yiverau]
The words xaxodpevor yap (v dyaddv) obxére dyabiov péver were
probably written as an alternative for xaxodrar yap évfdde 70 dyalov;
and pa) pelvay 8¢ kaxdv yiverar is an addition which adds nothing.

§3b. ((¢v B¢ 1¢ dvbpdme Katd olykpiow Tol kakoi 7O dyabor
Aéhexrar (kaTd otykpiow Tod dyafol 70 kaxdy réraxtar MSS.)" 78 yap
B Moav xaxdv vBaSe [18] dyabov)) (wpooelpnron). When év 8¢ 74
avlpdmy is placed here, it stands in contrast with & pdve 76 0eg,
and the 8¢ serves to express this contrast.

The writer’s meaning is that the word ‘good’, when applied to
a man, signifies only that he is not so bad as he might be, or as
other men are. This may be a reminiscence of Pl. Profag. 339 A .,
where Socrates comments on the ode of Simonides, dvdp’ dyafov pev
dhabéws yevéobar xelerdy: . . . Oeds Gv povos Tobr Exor yépas. . . .
dpovy’ Eaprei bs v pay kaxds § pnd dyav dmwdlapvos.
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It is difficult to make sense of réraxrar ; yet it is the word used
by Didymus in his borrowing from this passage. If the original
reading was Aé\exrar, this must have been altered into réraxras before
Didymus wrote, i. e. before a. D. 380-398.

0d ydp Xopet (sc. 78 dyadov, acc.) odpa Shikéy (nom.). CF. Corp. 1L
14 fin.: obpa ydp éor kal Yruyy Témov otk Exovra xopiioar Suvdpevor
76 dyalin.

ékaoror TodTwy . . . [éplmenioreutar é0dde [15] péyoror elvar dyabér.
The writer cannot have meant to say that wdvor kal d\ynddves &c.
are believed by men to be great goods. Few men think that pain
and grief are goods. The meaning must be that the things which
the wdfy impel men to seek (e.g. the satisfaction of vicious or
morbid desires) are believed by men to be good, whereas they are
really evil ; but this meaning is not clearly expressed. The same
thought recurs in § 6 : 76 xakdv moreloavra dyabov elvar ..\,

0 palhoy dvumépBAnTor kakdr. These words would more naturally
be applied to one particular evil ; it is strange to say that each of
a number of evils is ‘an evil not to be surpassed’, Perhaps the
phrase has been inserted by a later hand.

[ yaorpipopyia] [§] Tdv kaxdv wdvrov xopnyds i whdvy (alrn)
[ ] toti. There is no occasion to speak of gluttony here. ]
yaorpipapylo must have been inserted by some ascetic transcriber
who misunderstood the text, and thought it necessary to supply
a subject for avvrépBAyrov kaxdy, or for rdv kaxdr wdvrwey Xopyyds.

§4a. 19 els voly por Bakdvre . . . 81 &8dvaréy ot adTd &v T¢
kéopw elvar. The Hermetist thanks God that he has learnt that
nothing in this world is good. He is thus secured against ‘the
greatest evil of all’, viz. the error of believing this or that evil thing
to be good.

4 yap xéopos whipupd ot THs koxins, 6 82 feds Tod dyafoi. The
meaning of mAvjpwpa is well illustrated by Philo De praem. et poen,
11. 65, Cohn V, p. 350 yevopérny 8¢ whijpopa dperav e 7 uxm ..
obdev & éavrf) xatalimoloa kevdv els mdpodor dMwv. The Kosmos
is completely filled with evil, so that no room is left in it for any
good to enter; and God is completely filled with good, so that no
room is left in him for any evil to enter.

[ 70 dyaBdv 7oi Oeod]. The original writer would hardly have
said that the Good ‘is wholly filled with God*, or ‘is one mass of
God’. These words may be attributed to the same interpolator
who inserted [ud\hov 8¢ 76 dyabév adrds éorw & Beds]in § 1, and

PE06.2 N



178 CORPVS HERMETICVM

[# aidmds éorw & Oeds 76 dyafév] in § 3b, and probably also [# abra Tod
Oeod épg] in § 4 b fin.

§4b. (. ..) Tai ydp dfoxal 7év kahdv k.71 The writer now
proceeds to deal with 70 «ka)dy, and to explain its relation to 7o
dyafév and to God. 7o weddv is the object of the Platonic s ;
and in this part of. Corp. VI, the influence of PL Sympos. and
Phaedrus may be recognized. The beginning of the paragraph must
have been lost ; for the ydp implies some preceding mention of 7o
xa\dv. And the first lines of what follows the lacuna (ai yap éfoxai
. . . otigiar éxelvov) are hopelessly corrupt.

xal kafapdrepar kal eilwkpivéorarar (al. -repar). The author must
have written either two superlatives or two comparatives. The
same two adjectives occur in connexion with 7o kaldv in PL Sympos.
211D 7l Sra, &by, oldpeda, € T yévorro aiTo 70 kahov Beiv elhikpvés,
xafapdv, dpurov, kX,  The Hermetist presumably had that passage
in mind; and perhaps he here said something about the relation
between 7& koehd and adrd 76 kalov.

% obola ol Oeol, €l ye odolav &xey, 16 kahdv éomi [t6 8¢ Kkahdv]
kal (18) dyafév. It would be possible to say 70 8¢ kahov kal ayaldy,
¢ the Beautiful is also good’; but as the writer repeatedly couples
6 kahév and 76 dyafdv together in the following sentences, it is
most likely that here also he wrote 76 kaldv kal 70 dyaflov.

He asserts, with some hesitation, that 76 xa\dv and 7 ayabév are
the odoia of God. But he does not say that they are absolutely
identical with God; his meaning seems to be rather that beauty
and goodness are the most essential attributes of God. A few
lines below, he calls 7o kakév and 7o ayafiév ‘ parts’ of God.

As to € ye odoilav e, cf. Corp. XIL 1fnit,: e yé ms éorw
odala Beod. This reservation was doubtless suggested by the Platonic
doctrine that God is érérewa Tijs odolas. See Corp. 1L 4b.

(6wd B¢ Todtwr (or 7§ 8¢ TodTwy puTi?)) oldly Eami koTohdpmreodat
(kaTehaBéodar MSS.) Tav v 7¢ kéope. It would be possible to make
sense by writing (rotrwv 8¢) oddév éore karahaféocfer (in the sense
of karakaBey) [tdv] &v 1§ xbopp, ‘it is impossible to find aught of
them in the world’; but it is more likely that the author wrote
xareXdpmecbor, Plato described tb dyafév as the sun of the in-
telligible world; and in Pl. Rep. 6. 508 D, ob karaldpmer dAffed
e kai 7o dv is parallel to &v & f\ws karakdpmre.  (CE. 7d dpxérvmov
$ds in Corp. 1L 12b.)  kdAXos is associated with light, and described
as ‘shining’, in Pl. Phaedrus 250 D: wepi 8¢ kdMovs, Gomep elmoper,
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per ékelvov Te ENapmev v, Beipd Te ENBévres katethjbaper adro il
rijs &vapyeordrs alobiocews Tév dperépov (so. Tis oyrews) aridSBov
évapyéorara.
a 8¢ ph (8¢Balpg) Gmomimrovra (dNq04 ), pdhiora 8¢ ¥ Tob kohod
kel 100 dyadol (i8éa?). d\nfi (‘real’) is a suitable word to stand in
contrast to eidwla and oriaypagploc; cf. Herm., ap. Stob, Exe. IT A,
mepl aAnfeias. The missing word after dyafod is very likely 3¢a;
but it might also be oieolu or ¢ios.
((6Nékhnpa,)) épaopidrata. Both these adjectives occur in PI.
Phaedrus 250C, D: (mijy re\eryv) fv dpydloper (in our antenatal
bliss) oAékhypor pev abrol Svres kal drabels xaxdy doa npds év dorépo
Xpove Umépever, OAdkdnpa 8¢ kai GwAE kal drpepi) kal eddafuova
pdopara puodperol Te Kkai émomrelovres v abyf xabfapd, kabapol dures.
o+ o Vv 8& kdMdos pdvov Tadmyy Eoye poipav, Gor ikdavéararor vas
kai épacpudrarov. The word 6XdxAnpos (integer) may be rendered
‘unblemished’. In Phaedr. Z . é)\ékhnpor is coupled with drafeis
xakdy ; in Zim. 44 c, dAdrhqpos is coupled with tyugs, and means
“whole’ as opposed to ‘sick’. From the context in the Phaedrus,
it may perhaps be inferred that the word was in some way asso-
ciated with the Eleusinian mysteries.
§ 5. 70 kahdv kai (18) dyadd, [1d dmwéphapmpor] 76 Mimephapmépevor’
émd 100 Oeod. 75 dmwéphapmporv (al. vméphapmov) has probably come
by duplication from r& drephapmoperor. But what can be meant
by 70 dmephapmépevor tmd rob Beop? These words would naturally
mean ‘which is outshone by God’; but that would not suit the
context.  Possibly the original reading may have been something
like 76 mwephapardpevor b 700 Geot (¢s), ‘the light which God sheds
round about him’.,
ékeivo & dyaldv dpiunror. Possibly we ought to read dAAAnrov
in place of dMIMyrov. Cf. Corp. X, 5 as emended: 76 kdAdos Tod
ayabod, éeivo o depfaprov, Td aXdAnrov (dAnrror MSS.).

§ 6. v [wepl] Ths edoeBelas 8. Compare what is said about
i wpos eMjbeav 68ds in Herm, ap. Stob, Exe. 11 B. 5.

kehdv kai dyaddv Tohpdow Myew dvbpwmov. The writer is thinking
of the common use of the term xa\ds rayafids Or kadokdyadds in
speaking of a man whom one likes and respects.

pnde dvap Beacdpervor €l 0 doriw dyadév. This description is not
applicable to the writer himself, and those who, like him, have
‘trodden the path of piety’; for such men know that the Good
exists, and do not mistake the evils of human life on earth for
N 2
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goods. What is here said about ‘a man’ applies therefore to most
men, but not to all men. But even the pious cannot be truly called
xaXot kai dyafol ; for though they are free from the worst errors of
their fellows, and know the evils to be evils, they still ‘have need of’
the evils, and ‘cannot live without them’. The writer may perhaps
have hoped that the Good, though it is unattainable on earth, will
be attainable to the pious after their release from the prison of the
body; but in this document, he makes no mention of any such
prospect.

76 Kakdy moTedoava dyaddv elvar. CE. Herm. ap. Stob. XI. 2. (19)
and (21): & Oeds dyabés, & dvfpwmos kakds. . . . o Beol Ta dyabi
alpotvrar (of dvBpwmor Ta kaxd aipodvrar) ds dyafd. This was already
a current saying in the time of Sophocles. An#ig. 621: copiy yip
¢k Tou khewdy &mos wédavrar, O Kakoy Soxelv mor drOAdv 7608 Euper, oTo
bpévas Oeds dye. wpos drav. But the Hermetist does not, like the
wise man quoted by Sophocles, make God the author of the delusion.
In § 3 b, he implies that such drdrar xai 3d€ar dvérrot result from the
incarnation of the soul in a odpa $Awdv; but he does not explain
how the soul has come to be incarnated.

dyovildpevor tva piy pdvor &xn (10 kaxév), GNNG kol émadfy. What
are the evil things which men mistake for goods, and strive to keep
and to increase? They cannot be the wdfy themselves; they must
be the things towards which our carnal desires are directed, that is,
the material means of life (e. g. food, or the money needed to buy
it). These are the things which we ‘cannot shun or hate ’, and
¢ without which we cannot live’. Cf. Philo Zeg. alleg. 3. 50. 147,
Cohn I, p. 145 : & réhetos adodds hov pev mov Gupov loxve Tapairi-
cacfor kal dmoxdpar, dpyfs rarefavaords, Ty 8¢ Kooy éxTepeiv
adwvarel Tois yop dvayxalows arriows kal worols § Ppiois Budlerar xpriafar
Kol Tov Shiyodedorarov kal katappornTikdy alrdv TéV dvaykaiwv, Kai
dourloy adriov pekerdvra.  Porphyry, De abst. 3. 27, says that, man’s
end being 76 épowdofar fed, one would come nearer to realizing that
deal if one could abstain, not only from the flesh of animals, but
from vegetables also ; el 8¢ i, GAN &vrebléy ye 70 THs PiTews Hpdv
Ndrropo, . . . ot 76 Ociov dijparov kai é&v wiow dfAefis ouwlev ov
Suvdpefo: ob yip &v wiow fpev dmpoodeels. airin 8¢ 7 yéveos, kol TO
v 7 mevig fpds yevéolar!

1 Cf. Eucken, Zife's Basis and Life's Ideal, Eng. tr., p. 163 : * From the altitndes

occupied by the spiritual life, submission to the impulses and the goods of sense
seems to be something mean and base ; and yet without these man cannot possibly
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LIBELLVS VII

This piece should be read in connexion with Corp. 1, of which it
may be considered an appendage. It is an expansion of the
abridged sermon given in Corp. 1. 27, 28; and the attitude of
the preacher is identical in the two documents. He does not, like
the teacher depicted in most of the Hermetica, merely instruct a few
select pupils in privacy ; he is a man who feels that he has a mission
to convert his fellow men in general, and to lead them to the £nosis
in which he himself has found salvation. This missionary spirit is
peculiar to Corp. I and Cozp. VII, and places them in a different class
from the rest of the Hermetic documents. Both of them are
ascribed to Hermes Trismegistus in the headings prefixed to them
in the MSS. ; but there is nothing in the contents of either to confirm
this ascription ; and it is probable that in the case of both alike, the
author himself never thought of putting his words into the mouth of
a prehistoric prophet, but meant them to be read as spoken by
himself in his own person.

The view that the body is the enemy, which is the one definite
lesson taught in Corp. VII, is the same that is taught through the
myth of the Archanthropos in Cozp. I. Almost every thought in
Corp. VII has its parallel in the longer document; and there is
nothing in the one which is out of keeping with the contents of the
other. There is therefore strong reason to think that both were
written by the same man. Compare the following :—

Corp. VII.
1a. pethovres, 7ov tis dyvooias
dxpatov ékmiorTes. . . . oTiTE V-
Yavres. 2a. omwov oSt s pebie,
aAAé mdvres vijhovoiy.
1b. &voppileabar rois THs cw-
pias Aypéae.

Corp. 1.
27. ol pély . . . éavrods éxdedw-
xores [[kai]] T dyvocia 103 Beod,

vipare.  30. Tijs Yuxiis vigs.

26b. dmws 70 yévos tijs dvfpwrd-
™Tos . .. owly. 29. dddokwv whs

’
-+« cwbjoovrac.

2a. {ymjoare xepaywydv Tov
odnyjoovra tuds érl Tis ris yvd-
oews Bipas.

preserve his life.

26 b. (rlod) kabodnyds yiim Tois
afloss;  29. xafodyyds Eyevéuny
70 yévous.

. . There is something in our life which we cannot dispense with,
yet which, from the spiritual point of view, it is an imperative duty to shake off.’
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za. ddopdrres T Kkopdia . . .
D yap . . . opards dpbalpots.
za. ob ydp éoTw drovaTds, ovdi
AexTds.

~ A
28, 76 Aapmpdy ¢is, 76 kabapov
oKdrovs.

2a. 7ov (rff xapdle) bpubijras
Gérovra.,

24. v@ kal kapdia.

2b. (10 obpa,) Tév oxorewov
mepifodov, . . . Tov Tis Plopds
Seapdv, Tov Lovra Bdvarov, K.\

2b. Tov . .. by &mbupeis (?) oo
plovotvra,
3. 70 kdMos Tijs dAqlelas.

3. pvoapis Blovijs (ra alely-
ripus) o
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30. (éyévero) % wdppvors Thv
spladpdv arnbum Spacis.

30. kol ) Ty pov CyKupwy
70t dyafol. 3T. dvexlddyre, dp-
pyTe, olwT]) puvolpere.

4. ¢as and oxdros. 6. 70 Pds
..vods. ©Q, 12, & 8¢ vols
21. ¢ds «al

érelvo .
« o Loy kol s,
fon) éotw 6 Beos ral warip. 28,
dralddyyre Tol okoTevol. 32. els
Loy kol s xwpd.

31. yrwabijvar Bovlerat.

31. Yuxdjs kal kapdias.

15. & dvBpwmos Bvyros pév Sia
70 edpa. 19, 6 8¢ dyamjoas . . .
TO ohua, obTos pével &y T oxbre
v v« wdoxoy T4 Tol favdrov. 22.
T8 mpoomirTova EvepyfpoaTa Tob
ghpaTos.

30. whppwlels dv Hlekov éEnu-
dpdsti.

27. 70 7ijs eboefelas kal yrooews
kdAXos.  30. (&ri 70 wedlov P) 7ijs
aAnbfelas HAbor.

22, pvodrrovrat Tas alotijoes.

I have given reasons for assigning Corp. I to the period

A.D. 100-200; Corp. VII may therefore be dated between the
same limits.

§1a. Mot dépeode; Men are possessed and carried away by an
evil power, which the preacher compares to that which takes
possession of the drunkard. (Cf Hor. Od. 3. 25. 1: ‘Quo me,
Bacche, rapis tui plenum?’) He afterwards compares this same
power to the current which sweeps a boat along. The contrary of
pépealle pebhiovres is expressed by orijre wijavres below ; ‘make a
firm stand (against the force which has hitherto swept you away) ; rid
yourselves of this drunkenness.’

pebiovres. As Mr. Mead points out, the same metaphor is
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employed in one of the Zogia Jesu (Klostermann, Apocrypha 11,
p. 16): domp & péoy Tod Kkéopov . . . ral ebpov wdvras peblorras, kal
otdéva ebpov dwpivra (i.e. widovta?) &v adrals. Kal movel 7 Yuyi) pov
émt Tois viols TOv avBpdrwy, bt Tuplol elow T kapdia adrév kal od
BAémovow. The latter part of this Zogion resembles Corp. VIL. 1a,
avafAépavres Tois s kapdias dpbalpols, and 2 a fin., ddopbvres Tf
xapdig kr.A. In both documents alike, blindness is associated with
drunkenness.

The state of the soul when affected by the body is compared to
drunkenness in Pl. Phaedo 79 c (the soul wAavara. kal rapdrrerar xai
uyyg domep peblovea) ; and the metaphor occurs in the writings of
the later Platonists, e. g. Porphyr. De abst. 4. 20 fin. : men hate rods
froppvijarovias kak Ts pédns dvaviar wapaxalovras,

7oy Tis dyvwolas dxpator [Néyov] ékmidvres. Agnosia (which includes
estrangement from God as well as ignorance of God) comprises all
that is evil in human life, as its opposite, gnosis, comprises all that is
good. Cf. Corp. X. 8b: kaxia 8¢ Yuxfs dyvwala: . . . rodvavriov 8¢
apery) yuxijs yvdos. Corp. XL ii. 21 b, as emended : # ydp relela
Kkakio 76 dyvoety Tov Oedv.

It would be possible to speak of the Adyos of yréaus (* the teaching
by which gnosis is conveyed’); but it is hardly possible to speak of
the Adyos of dyvwcia ; for dyvweia is not associated with any particular
doctrine, and might rather be called dloyla. No substantive is
needed with dparov (sc. olvov) ; but some reader may have thought
that a substantive was wanted, and inserted an unsuitable one.

GAN' 18 adtdv kal éueite. Is éucire indicative or imperative ?
Probably indicative. If the writer had meant to say ‘womit forth the
strong drink of dyvwela’, i.e. ‘rid yourselves of it’, he would rather
have written dAL’ 8y adrov éfepéoare (éfepeiv, not &uelv; and aorist,
as in orijre, which follows,—not present). If the verb is indicative,
it may be taken to signify the outpouring of foul words and deeds in
which the ¢drunkenness’ of those who have not gnosis is manifested.
They have reached the last and ugliest extreme of drunkenness ; that
is what is meant by %8y ral. .
Tols Tiis kapdias 8¢@ahpois. Cf. Corp. IV, 11b: 7ols s kapdias
opbadpols. Corp. V. 21 7ols rod vod ddfalpols.

There is a very close resemblance between the words of Corp.
VIIL ra and those used by Eusebius (Adyersus Hieroclem, printed
in Kayser’s edition of Philostratus, vol. i, p. 411, § 47) with reference
to the fatalistic doctrine which he finds in Philostratus’s Zife of
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Apollonius Tyaneus: dA\& yip wpds radra Tijs dAnbelas & xijpvé
dvafofoerar My *Q dvBpomror, Oryriv kel émixnpov yévos, mwoi &)
pépeate, Tov s dyveaias drpatov éumidvres ; Mijfare moré kai Stavifare
s pélns, kal Suavolas dpbois Sppact 7o oepviv Tijs dAnbelas évorrpioacte
wpéowrov. Either Eusebius had read Cosp. VII, or he and the
author of Corp. VII got these phrases from a common source.

§1b. 1 yop s dyvwoles kakia dmuhiler waoav Thy yiv. 4 Tis
dyvacios rkaxie might mean either ‘this evil thing, agnosia’, or ‘the
evil which results from agnosia’.

The figure or parable which runs through this paragraph is not
that of a voyage on the open sea, but that of a journey on the
Nile. The river is in high flood (éruhiler wioav Ty yiv); the
current is swift, and makes it difficult for the boat to gain the
sheltered landing-place (Aywjr) at which the traveller is aiming.
But the steersman takes advantage of an eddy or counter-current
{dvdppow), and brings the boat safely in. The traveller lands, and
finds a guide, who leads him through the town ‘to the door’ of
the temple which we must suppose to be the goal of his pilgrimage.

kal ouoodper (oupdbeiper MSS.)) v & 16 odpart katakekhetopémy
Yuxhv. The soul of the godless man is ‘ penned up’ in the narrow
cell of the body. Cf. Cosp. XI. ii. 21a: éw 8 karaxhelons oov
iy Yuxy év 7@ odporTt, . . . 7L gou kal 76 fed ;

The word karakex\eirpévqy brings in a metaphor inconsistent with
the figure of the river-journey ; but that is unobjectionable, because
in this phrase the writer is not developing the figure itself, but
explaining its application. The fate of ‘the soul that is shut up
in the body ’,—that is, the godless soul,—is like that of the traveller
who fails to fetch up at the landing-place, and is swept along down
stream, away from the sanctuary towards which his journey was,
or should have been, directed. But it is difficult to defend the
verb auppbeiper (fcorrupts’), which is placed between and closely
connected with two phrases referring to the river (émwAifer maoav
Ty yiv and uy oo évopullecfor k.r.).), and yet presents an
entirely different picture. We are told that agnosia, like the swollen
river, ‘floods the land, corrupés the (godless) soul, and does not
suffer it to reach the haven’. This can hardly be right. Besides,
there is no apparent reason for using the compound cupdfeiper
instead of ¢pfelper. A satisfactory sense may be got by substituting
cvaoipe, ‘sweeps along with it’.!

! For gvaaipe, cf. Numenins ap, Euseb. Pr. ez, 14. 8. 2: Carneades &¢nyelpero
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§ 2a. Iymijoare Xepaywydv, Tov 8bnyfoovra Spds k.tA. He who
seeks gnosis needs some one who has already attained to it to lead
him on his way. The preacher probably means it to be under-
stood that he himself is such a guide, and is ready to give his
services to all who will accept them.

¢l Tds Ths yvdoews Odpas. For the moment, Gaosis is personified.
The preacher represents her as the deity whose temple the traveller
in his parable is seeking; and he proceeds to depict her sanctuary,
describing it as a place filled with unmixed light, and speaking of
the votaries who are gathered there. His use of the plural (wdvres
wigovar k..\.) may perhaps be taken to show that he has in mind
a community of yvworikol,—comparable to a Jewish synagogue or
a Christian ecclesia,—of which the convert will become a member.

70 hapwpdr ¢ds, 18 kabapdy oxdérovs. This phrase shows that in
the writer’s circle ¢ds was a recognized name for God, or for the
presence and power of God. (Cf. Corp. I passim.) 'The word is
used as in the Fourth Gospel. Cf. ZEp. Jok 1. 1. 5: 6 Oeds ¢pis
2o, kai oxoria ok &rTw &v alrg obdeula.

ddopdvres T kapdla eis Tov (obTws) bpabivar 8éhovta, Cf. Corp. L.
3r: (6 fevs) yroabijvar Bodderar. Corp. X. 15a: (6 febs) Béle
yropileafar. It is necessary to insert ofrws (s¢. 7§ kapdia), on account
of the following words, ob ydp éorw . . . &pards dpbalpols, dAAd
v$ kai kapdly. If the preacher had merely said that God épafivar
BovAerar, there would be no meaning in the ydp.

ob ydp ot drouotds, obde hextds. Cf. Corp. X. 9: 6 yap Oebs
.« . obre Aéyerar olire droverar. The teaching of the ‘guide’ is,
no doubt, needed ; yet gnosis cannot be conveyed from one man
to another by verbal instruction ; it must spring up spontaneously
in the heart of him who seeks God. See Corp. IX fin.

§ 2b. wpator 8¢ Bel e weprppifacbar dv dopels yirdva. The yrdy
is the body; and the preacher denounces it in the most emphatic
language. Cf. Corp. IV. 6 b: & py wpdrov 70 odpa podons
krX.  This hatred of the body was shared in various degrees by
the later Platonists and Pythagoreans in general, and by many of
the Catholic Christians, and was carried to extreme lengths by some
of the Christian Gnostics, and especially by the Manichaeans.
Compare Paul, Gal. 5. 17: 4 yap capé émbupel xard T0b wyvedparos,'

Aafpos ofov morapds fowdfs, mdvra karamurAds T ribe xal Treiby, kal eloémmre Kal
gqurégupe Tobs drotovTas Sid BopiBov.
1 A Hermetist would have said xaréd roi voi.
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10 8¢ wvelpa xard THs capkds, . . . Wa py & v O\gre radra worre.
Rom. 7. 5-8. 8 dre yap fpev &v 1 oapkl, 7& wabijpara rév dpapridy
-+ . Gvpyelro & Tols péleow fpav els 10 kapropopijoar TG Gavdry.

. 6 vépos wvevpaTcds éorr® yd 8¢ odprwis elpt, wempapévos Srd
v dpapriov. . . . olda yip 87 otk oikel . .. & T capkl pov dyaliv.
.+« 7is pe ploerar éx tod ocdpares Toi favdrov Tovrov; . . . TO Yip
$pdvmpa Tis capkds Odvaros . . .+ of 8¢ & capki Svres 0ed dpéoar®
ob dvavrar.  Philo calls the body a wapplapor Seopwripior (De migr,
Abr. 2. 9, Wendland 11, p. 270) ; a eipirij (Quis rer. div. her. 14.68,
Wendl. III, p. 16). CL Philo De migr. Abr. 3. 16, Wendl. II,

P- 271 elol & ol péxp ths Tehevris . . . dowep Adpraxe ¥ oopd
o+« (76 odpary) &verdpnoav. Leg. alleg. 3. 22. 69, Cohn I, p. 127 :
Tov yap Sepudrvov Gyxov fpbv, TO odpa, . . . wovnpdy Te xal émiBovAoy

iis Yuxijs odk dyvoel, kal vexpby xal Tebymkbs alel py yip dAho T
vojoys Ekacgrov Hudv wowdy %) vexpodopelv. Leg. alleg. 1. 33. 108,
Cohn I, p. 89: ds viv pév, Gre Ldpev, Tebvyrvias THs Yuyhs, ai s
v & oijpar. ¢ odpare drervpBevpéins, € 82 dmobdvopey, Ths Yuxis
{days Tov i8ov Biov, kai drplhaypévs kaxod kal vekpod auvdérov Tod
odparos. This sort of language is derived in part from Pl. Phaedo
64 ff,, and other passages in Plato; but some of the later Platonists
went far beyond Plato in their hatred of the body.

((rdv axorewdv wepiohov)). The numerous metaphors by which
the body is here described are mutually inconsistent; but their
inconsistency becomes less obtrusive, and the transitions easier, if
we shift rov oxorewdy meplBolov, and place it next after yurava.
The body is first compared to a garment—yurdy, rep{Bolos, Upaopua,
(omiprypa?) ; it is then called a Seouds, i. e. a thing by which the soul
is bound ; (a garment might act as a eopuds ;) the mention of ¢fopd
in combination with Seouds suggests the three terms which follow,
viz. ‘death’, ‘ corpse’, and ‘tomb’ ; and finally, the pernicious thing
is personified as a ‘robber’ and an ‘enemy’.

™ Tis dyvwolas Udaopa, 1 Tis kaklas Tomiprypa.] How are the
genitives to be understood? dyvwoias ipacpa would most naturally
signify ‘a web made of or consisting of ignorance’. But the writer's
meaning must have been that the woven structure of the body
produces or results in ignorance. The soul which is wrapped in it
forgets its antenatal gnosis, and is sunk in ZJetke.

! Compare 7dv & épicon puoodvra kal dv émOupeis co phovodvra in Corp, VII as
emended.

* A Hermetist would have spoken of 4 yv@ais in place of & viuos,

* A Hermetist would have said fedv primar,
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It is a strange mixture of metaphors to say that a piece of woven
stuff (Spaopa) is a ‘prop’ of wickedness or evil; and there can
be little doubt that omjprypa is a misreading. Possibly the author
may have written 7ov . . . orijuova, ‘the warp of evil’, carrying on
the notion expressed by ddaopa,

(( (zdv) éxBpdv)) Tov G &lecan poolvra kal &v Embupels cou Bovodvra.
—(rdv 8 Gv dihel pioodvra, kal 8 dv puoel pBovolvra MSS.) The
reading of the MSS. can only be translated ‘who hates the things
by means of which he loves, and grudges the things by means of
which he hates’ (or, ‘and grudges by means of the things which
he hates’.) But there is no meaning in that, Emended as above,
the passage makes good sense. Your enemy the body ‘hates the
things which you seek after (i.e. r& dodpara xai fela,—in Paul’s
language, ta. mvevparikd), and grudges you the things which you
desire.’

A substantive is needed here, to match the words with which the
preceding phrases end. If there is no expressed substantive, we
are forced to understand Agomjv; and that does not make good
sense. A man who robs you is not one who ‘hates the things
which you seek after’; he is rather one who loves them overmuch.
éxOpdv is just the word that is wanted ; and as an epithet of yiréva
in the following sentence, it is clearly out of place. I have there-
fore transposed it.

§ 3. dyxwr o kdtw mwpds abrdv. Cf. Corp. X. 24a: (Yuyip) 7
gopare mpoonpryuévyy kal Y afrod dyyopdmy xdrw. Ascl, Lat 1.
124: ‘animam obtorto, ut aiunt, detinet collo.’

0 éxel pévor (éykelpevor MSS.) dyaBv. If we retain eyxeluevor,
we must take the words to mean ‘the Good which is situated
in Reality’, or ‘situated in the beauty of Reality’. But that is
bhardly satisfactory. éxel pévov, ‘abiding in the other and higher
world ’; is better.

78 [Sokolvra kal pd] vopldpera alobyripia draiobnra moidy. (kal
pi Az épol Q: pouxal Turn.) Both pj and pou are unmeaning ;
and to say Soxolvre kal vou{dpeva would be to say the same thing
twice over. Perhaps the readings of the MSS. may have arisen
out of doxotvra xai py (dvra), written as an alternative for voplopeva.
Those who live in subjection to the body cannot see or hear
aright ; and the eyes and ears of such people do not deserve the
name ‘organs of sense’, which is commonly applied to them. ‘O
foolish people, and without understanding, which have eyes, and see
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not ; which have ears, and hear not’ (Jerem. 5. 21). The preacher
here includes under the term alofiyous that  seeing with the heart’
which in § 2a he distinguished from ‘seeing with the eyes’; and
his meaning is that those who see with the bodily eyes alone, and
not ‘with the heart’, ought to be called blind (dvaictyrod), because
they cannot ‘see the things they ought to see’ (& BAémew de i.e.
T& dodpara kal Oela). It is the eyes and ears of the heart, and
not the bodily organs, that are *stuffed up’.

The piece ends abruptly at the words SBAérew oe 3¢i, and there
is no fitting conclusion. It is probable therefore that only the
beginning of the preacher’s discourse is given in Cozp. VII, and the
rest of it has been lost.

LIBELLVS VIII

Contents

+ . - Nothing dies. The Kosmosis a living and immortal being ; and
no part of such a being can die. § 1 b.

The Kosmos is the second God. It has been made, and is
maintained in being, by the first God. The first God is eternal
(i. e. without beginning, as well as without end). The Kosmos is
not without beginning, but it is immortal ; for it has been made
immortal by its Maker, who is eternal. § 2.

God made the Kosmos out of formless or unordered matter,
which existed beside bim from all eternity. OQut of that part of
matter which was wholly subject to his will, he fashioned the sphere
of heaven ; and within this sphere he enclosed the rest of matter.
On the matter enclosed within the sphere he imposed manifold
forms, so that the cavity (i.e. the sublunar world) was filled with
living creatures; and he made the whole structure immortal, so
that matter might never revert to its primal disorder. Vet a vestige
of that disorder remains in the sublunar world, and manifests itself
in the growth and decay of terrestrial organisms. The order of
the heavenly bodies is perfect ; their movement is cyclic or recurrent,
(and accordingly, they are individually immortal.) Terrestrial organ-
isms suffer dissolution ; but by this dissolution they are reabsorbed
into the cosmic elements, which are immortal. Thus, though
the consciousness of each terrestrial being ceases, life never
perishes. §§ 3, 4.
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Man is made in the image of the Kosmos, and feels himself
a part of it; but he differs from all other terrestrial creatures, in
that God has given him mind. Hence he not only perceives the
corporeal Kosmos, but also apprehends the incorporeal God. And
from the relation of man to God and to the Kosmos, it follows that
man is immortal.

The Kosmos is made by God ; and man is made by the Kosmos.
Thus God is the supreme author of all.  § .

Sources. ¢ Nothing perishes ; thereis no death.,’ That is the thesis
maintained in Cezp. VIIL; and it is likewise maintained in Corp.
XII ii. 15b-18. Both the writer of VIII and the writer of XII.
ii doubtless had in mind the often-quoted lines of Euripides
Chrysippus, fr. 836 Nauck:?! xwpet & émivw [ T pev ék yalus divr
ds yoiav, | & & dn° aifeplov Blacrivra yovis | els odpdviov wdAw
HNbe wodov | Ovijoxer & odddv Taw yiyvopdvaw, | Sakpwdmeror & dAho
wpos aAho(v)? | popdiy érépav® dmédefer.t

For the rest, the doctrine of Corp. VIII is mainly Platonic, but
partly Stoic. In his conception of the supracosmic and incorporeal
God, the writer is a Platonist; and in his account of the relation
between God and the Kosmos (§ 2), and his description of the
demiurgia (§ 3), he is dependent on the Zimaeus. His conception
of draxros Ay is derived from Plato. But his division of $\y into
two separate portions, one of which is ‘subject to God’s will’, and
the other is not, does not come directly from the Z¥maeus, but shows

! That passage of Euripides, or part of it, is quoted in Philo (¥) De sfncorrupt.
mundi three times, cc. 2, 6, 27 ; and by Philo, Leg. alleg. 1. 3. 7, Cohn I, p. 65;
Aetius, Diels Doxagr. p. 430 ; Heraclitus Alieg. Hom. 22 ; Marcus Aurelius 7. 50;
Clem. Alex. Strom. 6. 24. It is translated into Latin by Lucretius, 2. ggt fi., and
by Vitruvius, 8 pragf. § 1.

Euripides got the thought from Anaxagoras, fr. 17 Diels: 76 3¢ vyivesfar ral
dndAAvefar ovw opBis ropiovow of "EAAnres' obdiy yip xpiipa yivera obde dmdddurar,
AN dmd Evrwy ypypdrev cuppicyeral Te xal Gakplveran kal obras dv 4pfis
kahotev 76 e ywéobar guppiayesfa kol 70 dréAivobar Sarplvesfar. Compare also
Epicharmus Gnon., fr. 9 Diels : ouvenpiOy ral Sienpify ximider 80ev fiA0ev maAw, |
yo pév els yav, mveipa & dve (perhaps mveby' dve). =i T@vde yahemdv; ob8 Ev,
But it was the verses of Euripides that fixed themselves in men’s memory.

For a modern expression of the same thought, cf. Maeterlinck, Our Eternity,
Eng. tr. 1913, ch. 2: ‘Total annihilation is impossible. We are the prisoners of
an infinity without outlet, wherein nothing perishes, wherein everything iz dispersed,
but nothing lost. . . . We can no more conceive death than we can conceive
nothingness. . . . We give the name of death to anything that has a life a little
diﬂ'ere?t from ours. . .. “There is no room for death !” ... All that dies falls
into life.’

* dAdo mpds dAdov Clem. Alex. (1), Nauck, Diels ; dAko mpds dAe Bernays.

¥ Variants, poppds érépas and popdiy Idiay,

* Variant, émédefer,



190  CORPVS HERMETICVM

connexion with a later form of the Platonic doctrine of fy. The
comparison of the Kosmos to a cave may have been adopted from
Numenius or some other Platonist of the same period. The descrip-
tion of the Kosmos as  the second God’ was doubtless suggested by
the Zimaeus (see Tim. 9z c). But the ‘second God’ of the Platonists
is the supreme God of the Stoics ; and in his account of the Kosmos,
and of man’s relation to it, the writer has been influenced by Stoic
authorities. The use of the word guurdfea (§ 5) is an indication
of this. The words dmoxardoracis (§ 4), woudv and woubrys (§ 3),
probably came from Stoic sources, The writer of Corp. VIII
apparently does not accept the Platonic doctrine that the individual
man continues to exist as a separate person after the dissolution of
the body. In this respect, he has rejected one of the most important
tenets of Platonism, and his position more nearly resembles that of
the Stoic Epictetus.

Date. The combination of Platonism and Stoicism which Cozp.
VIII presents cannot be earlier than the first century B.c. The
date of this document must therefore lie somewhere between
Too B.C. and A.D. 300, if we take the latter date as the ferminus
ad guem of the Hermetica in general. Narrower limits cannot be
fixed with absolute certainty ; but the probabilities are strongly in
favour of the latter half of this period. The nearest parallels to
§ 3 #nif. (kal 6oov 7y Tijs TAns k.7.)\.) occur in the writings of Hermogenes
and Methodius (A. D. 200-300) ; and the comparison of the Kosmos
to a cave points towards the time of Numenius, Cronius, and
Porphyry (a.D. 150-300), by whom the same comparison was
employed. It is therefore most likely that Corp. VIII was written
at some time between A. D. 150 and 300,

§ 1a. wepl Yuxijs kel odparos, & mal, viv hekréor. This implies that
something has preceded. If the /ide/Zus began with these words, its
writer must have intended it to follow another ¢ discourse of Hermes
to Tat’.

Hermes says that he is about to speak ‘about the soul’, and
explain 7pére woly dfdvaros % Yuy}; but in the discourse which
follows, there is not a word about yuvyj. The document might be
described as wepi dfavacias ; but no part of it can be described as
wepl Yxys. However, there is undoubtedly a lacuna after «xai
dialdoews at the end of § 1a; and it is possible that a passage of
considerable length has disappeared there, and that these intro-
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ductory words had more to do with the lost beginning of the dis-
course of Hermes than with the part of it which has been preserved.

dvepyeie B¢ woramy] (ouvioraror kol dialderar (?) rd odpara). T
odpera OF 70 copa must have stood here, in correspondence to %
yuxj in the preceding clause. The &épyea by which the ovoracis
and Sullvous of (earthly) bodies are carried on might be named
either ¢os or etpappévy. The oloracis and Sidhvois of bodies are
spoken of in § 4 ; but the document, in the form in which we have
it, contains no explanation of the nature of the é&épyewa by which
these processes are effected,—unless indeed what is said in § 3 about
God’s imposition of woud on draxros ¥Ay can be considered such an
explanation.

§1b. (...) wepl 0ddév ydp abrdv 6 Odvaros. abrov must mean riw
é&v 70 kéopyw. A passage in which ‘the things in the Kosmos’ were
mentioned must therefore have been lost before these words.

d\\a Svopd éoTw 1) Bavdrou wpoomyopia kevdv €pyou.—(GAN& vénpd
éatwv dfavdrou wpoonyoplos ¥ kevdv épyov MSS.) For dvopa contrasted
with Zpyor (as Adyos often is), cf. Eur. [pk. Aul. 128 dvop’, odx Epyov,
mapéywv. 0. 1115 7ols dvopaowy piv € Aéyas, Ta & &ya ood ket
For dvopa. xevdv, cf. Corp. X1. 1. 5: dpyla yap dvopa kevov éori. We
may suppose that dAX’ évopa was wrongly read as aX\o vopa, and this
was wrongly corrected into aAla véypa.

There is no such thing as death., Cf. Corp. XIL ii. 18: oddtr 8¢
¢baprov §) dmod\ipevor ai 8¢ mpoayyoplar Tovs avlpdmovs Tapdrroveiw.
Corp. XL, ii. 15b: 75 8 perafoliy Odvardy dpacw evar k.t

Apollonius Tyaneus £p, 58 (Kayser, Philostrati opera 1,p. 359) ':
Bavatos oddeis obdevos 7 povor éuddme’, kabimep obde yéveats oddevds

! This letter is a consolatio addressed to “ Valerius’ on the death of his son. If
the conclusions of Norden and Cichorius (Norden Agnostos 7%heos Anhang 111,
P- 337 59q.), based on a combination of ingenious inferences, may be accepted, Zp.
58 is a genuine letter of Apollonius, written by him in A.D 81-83, and addressed
to Valerius Festus, proconsul of Asia. The doctrine set forth in it is Stoic, not
Platonic ; what the writer asserts is not that the individual man is immortal as an
individual, but that at his death he is reabsorbed into the All, and the All is
immortal. That same doctrine is taught in Corp. VIII, which may have been
written one or two centuries later; but the author of Corp. VIII has combined with
it Platonic ingredients which are absent in the letter of Apollonius.

A similar thonght occurs in Apollonius Zp. 55, a consolatio addressed by Ap. to
his brother, whose wife had died : uyhé, émel Bdvards 7o Aéyerar (* becanse men
speak of u thing which they call death ), xpeirrov alrov 74 (v dworduBave, yeipov
bv 7@ wavrl Tols vaiv éxovor. But in Zp. 55 (which may also be genuine, for aught
that I know), there is no philosophic elaboration of this thought; the bulk of the
letter consists of advice to the widower (who was presumably not a philosopher) to

marry again without delay.
* *save only in appearance.’
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7 povov uddore. 7o pev yap é otolas tpamev els pvow ! Boke yévears,
70 8¢ éx pioews els obaiav xard raird Gdvaros, oire yeyvopévov kar'
aMjfedv Tvos olire Bleipopévov moré, povov 8¢ éupavods vros (for a
time) dopdrov 8 Jorepov, Tod pev B waximyre Tis TAns, Tov 8¢ Sk
Aerrérqra Tijs obolas, olons pév alel Tis adris, ko 8¢ Biapeporions xai
ordoe. Tobro ydp wov b iov dvdyxy THs perafolys, obx Efwbev ywopévms
wobév, aAAG 10T pév SAov peraBdANovros eis T pépn, TGv pepdv 8t els o
odov Tpemopévar (. . .)? &vdryri Tob wavrds. €l Bt épnoeral Tis T Toiro
€011 70 woté plv Spativ mworé 8¢ diparov 4 (v ?) Tois abrois ywvdpevoy 3)
dM\ots, dpain 1is &v s Tos? éxdorov ori THv EvbdSe yeviv, 8 mAnpoler
pev (SAys ?) épdvn 8i& Ty 1hs maydryros dvrirviriay, doparov 8¢ éoTw, €
revwlleln, dua (tiw ?) Aewréryra, s WAns Blo Trepiyvleionst éxpuelans
Te ToY wepiéyovros atmiy alwriov pérpov yevrgrol & ovdapds” odde
plaprod.’

! I.e. “the change from the state of elemental matter (obola in the Stoic sense)
to the state of an organism’. The meaning would be better expressed by writing
TO pév yap & obolas Tpﬂﬂﬁ!r(m? els puaw Eofe yéveas (efrar),

? A few words have probably been lost here.

* Perhaps pérpor (or { uérpor) énds?).

* Conybeare translates ‘shed abroad’, which seems to suit the contest. The
word mepixvbeians conld hardly bear that meaning ; but one might read mep( € )yu-
Belons.

® The writer must have meant, and may have written, 7o wepiéyorros adriy
pétpov, alwviov dvros, yevunrod & obdauds,

¢ This obscure sentence may perhaps be translated thus : ©If some one asks what
is this thing that becomes visible at times, and invisible at other times, whether in
the same individuals or in different individuals, we may answer that each kind of
beings upon earth has a measure, which, when filled with gross matter, becomes
visible by reason of the solidity of its density, but if emptied of gross matter, is
invisible by reason of its rarity, the gross matter having been shed abroad by
violence and poured out from the measure which contained it. The measure is
eternal, and is neither generated nor subject to destruction.’

The  thing which is now visible and now invisible’ is, if Tunderstand the passage
rightly, a sort of living gas (the wip voepdv or mwedua of the Stoics), which
permeates the universe, and vivifies all individual organisms. It is thought of as
corporeal, but subtle, and is contrasted with iy (gross matter). It is invisible in
itsell; but when a portion of it, marked off by a definite boundary, is * filled’ with
#An, the thing thus composed (i, e. the living organism) is visible and tangible.

But what is the meaning of uérpov? The word seems to be here used to denote
the limiting surface of any one of these portions of wrefua (if ©the thing which is
visible at times® may be called mrebua). At the death of the organism, this limit-
ing surface is, so to speak, shattered by a violent shock (Big), and the #iAg with
which it was ‘filled ’ escapes, and is dispersed. The portion of mveipa which was
delimited by this wérpov, and in which the life of the organism consisted, then
becomes invisible (and is presumably reabsorbed into the universal wretpa).

I have failed to find any parallel to this use of the word pérpov; but it may
possibly have been suggested by the saying of Heraclitus, fr. 30 Diels, v del kat Zore
#al Eorac wip deifwor (= the wip voepéw of the Stoics), drrépevor pérpa kal dwogSer-
vipevor pérpa.  Be that as it may, the notion which Apollonius here expresses by
uérpoy seems to be similar to that elsewhere expressed by the Pythagorean term
mépas. Of the philosophic tenets of Apollonins ?iltle is known j but a Stoicizing
Neopythagorean, such as we may suppose him to have been, might perhaps take
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i 82 Kal TO Ths TAdvys émi TocolTor dvéleykrov ;1 olovra ydp Twes, B
remévuaiv, abrol ToUTo TETorpKéval, pi) €lddTes s 6 yervplels Sid yovéwy
* L e 2o 04 T . a ~ ’
yeyériTal, ovx vTo yovéwy,” kabdmep To dwr yijs duev odk ék yijs Pierar,
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the dmecpov of which Pythagoreans spoke to mean the universal mvefua, and 79
wépas to mean the pérpov by which the mrefua of an individual organism is marked
off from the universal mretpa.

But the writer goes on to say that the pérpov is aidviov, 'What does he mean by
this? It seems to be an attempt to combine with the Stoic cosmology the Platonic or
Aristotelian conception of eldos. The pérpov of a horse, so far as it is egarded merely
as belonging to this or that individual horse, is shattered at death; but regarded
as a type or general form (eldos), it is present in all horses ; and the race of horses is
everlasting. (The race or Zind is referred to in the words éndarov Tdv iv8dde yerdn.)

The words # (& ¥) 7ols abrols ywdpevor 7 (v T) dAAors are puzzling. The mvedpa
(and with it, the pérpor by which the mvefpa is delimited) may be said to become
visible and invisible by turns év dAAois (#al dhAots), i.e. in a succession of different
individuals ; but how can it be said to do so & rois ad7els? Does Tois adrois refer
to the heavenly bodies, which, though the life in them persists unchanged, are
alternately visible and invisible 4o #s in the succession of day and night, and of the
seasons of the year?

1 ¢Why is it that this error (viz. the notion that men “die”, or that there is
such a thing as © death ™) has so long remained unrefuted ¢’

* Valerius thinks ‘ 7 have begotten a son’ (and consequently mourns when he
loses his son). But that is a mistake; the begetting of his son, like all else that
takes place, is an act of God (God immanent in the universe, and identical with
@vous),—or in other words, an operation of the all-permeating nfip voepéy; and
Valerius (who is himself merely a temporarily marked off portion of God) is in
this, as in all else that he does (or rather, thinks that he does), a passive instrument
of God, who does all,

? ¢ Nothing that takes place in the visible world is a thing that befalls an
individual ; eveiy incident in the life of an individual (érdorov) is rather a thing
that befalls the One (wept (0 ¥) &).” This must, I think, have been the meaning of
the clause ; but mepl &v évdorov is obscure, and perhaps corrupt.

Valerius thinks ‘the death of my son is a disaster tgat has befallen #ze’. But he
is wrong ; it is an event that has to do, not with Aém as an individual, but with the
One who is all.—This is Stoic pantheism pushed to its extreme.

* God (who is mip roepdv) is both the maker of the Kosmos and the npdry obaia
(i.e. the primary elemental substance) of which it is made. The other elements
(air, water, earth) have come into being by transmutation out of fire (and, accord-
ing to the Stoics, will be wholly retransmuted into fire at the ecpyrosis, when God
will again be “all in all’; but we have no evidence that Apollonius accepted the
Stoic doctrine of ecpyrosis).

5 ¢ This alone is agent and patient, . . . (and this,) in so far as it takes on the
names and persons of individuals, forfeits its peculiar character to its prejudice’
(Conybeare). Or perhaps, ‘and when men impose on it the names and persons of
individuals (as Valerius does when he talks about “ me” and “ sy son"), they
deprive it of its proper character, and do it wrong.’

® To weep when this takes place is peiov, i.e. “a still greater error than that of

28062 0
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dAnliés, ob wevlyréov oou Bdvarov, dANL Tyuyréov xai cefaoréov.
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ylveraw wis & &v yévorro [ drodlupévov Tod évros) ;

Macrobius Sozn. 2. 12. 12: “Quod autem ait (Cicero) “ mundum
quadam parte mortalem”, ad communem opinionem respicit, qua
mori aliqua intra mundum videntur, ut animal exanimatum, vel ignis
extinctus, vel siccatus humor ; haec enim omnino interisse creduntur.
Sed constat secundum verae rationis adsertionem, quam et ipse
(Cicero) non nescit, nec Vergilius ignorat dicendo “nec morti esse
locum ” (Georg. 4. 226), constat, inquam, nihil intra vivam mundum
perire, sed eorum quae interire videntur solam mutari speciem, et

illud in originem suam atque in ipsa elementa remeare, quod tale
quale fuit esse desierit.’

(A xatd orépnow Toi mpdtou ypdppatos heydpevos Odvatos dvri Tod
é0dvaros.| That is, when men say dvaros, they mean, or ought to

which T have been speaking’. The man who has died “has become 8eds, by a
change of place, but not of nature”. This does not mean that he has become a

od,—i. e. a divine individual, one among a number, with a separate persouali?r of

is own. He was (or at least, he seemed to be, and thought he was) an individual
person while he lived on earth, but he is such no longer; he has been reabsorbed
ito the All which is God. He has undergone ‘a change of place, but not of
nature’, in the same sense that this might be said of a bncket-fuﬂ of water which
has been poured into the sea. His ¢dais (his mode or kind of being) is unchanged ;
i.e. he still is what he was before. He was mvedua upon earth; (i. e. the man, gua
living, was mvelpa ; the Ay with which his uérpor of wveipa was ‘filled’ to
constitate an organism was not he;) and he is redpa still. But during his life on
earth he was a distinct portion of nvetpa, marked off and divided from the rest;
now, that portion of mveipa, which was he, is blended with the whole mass of
wvedpa in which the life of the universe resides.

That is what the writer must have meant, if he adhered to the doctrine laid down
in the preceding part of the letter. But from this peint onward, he speaks
ambiguously, and uses phrases which, to a reader who had not fully grasped the’
meaning of his doctrine, might seem to imply a survival of the man as a distinct
and individual person ; e.g. Grav & dvpdmon feds Yévyrar, and vidy Eyes xal viv
To¥ Tebunrbra,

! *That which is, 45 for this very reason, that it will be for ever.’ This, I
suppose, means ‘ Only that which is everlasting can rightly be said to exist’. If it
could, at any time in the past, be truly said of your son that ‘he is ’, then it follows
that he can never cease to be. He must therefore be in existence now. (But he
does not now exist as a separate person ; he has been absorbed into God, or has
become one with God.)

* The thing to be proved is that 73 d» ol awéAAvrar; and that being so, the
words p7) dmoAAvpévov Tod Gvros appear to make the argument run in a circle. If
we cut out these words, the rest may be translated thus: ¢ Otherwise,” (i.e. if it
were true that 76 dv perishes,) ‘it would follow that 7o #i) v comes into being;
but how could 70 pf v come into being?’ (i.e. ‘but that is impossible ). 78 pi
6v viverar, ‘ the non-existent comes to be’, is merely another way of saying 74 é»
dwiMAvras, ‘ the existent ceases to be’; but the writer seems to have thought that

the impossibility was more manifest when the statement was put in the form 76 pj
ov ylvera,
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mean, ¢fdrvaros, but have omitted the first letter. The writer should
rather have said * they mean dfavacia’; but he invents a substantive
abdvoros equivalent in sense to dfavacia, in order to give plausibility
to his suggestion that @dvaros is a corruption of a word meaning
¢ deathlessness’.

The grammar of this clause is faulty. The grammatical defect
might be removed by writing Aéyera: in place of Aeyduevos; but it
seems best to assume that ... dfldvaros has been inserted by a later
hand.

48dvardy éoru Tob dBavdrou Lou pépos T dmobavelv. Cf. Corp. XII.
ii. 15 b, 16. Ascl. Lat, I11. 29 c: ‘si enim animal mundus vivensque
semper (deifwos) et fuit et est et erit, nihil in mundo mortale est.’

[péhoTa B¢ (d0dvatos) & dvBpwmos, T8 Noyukdr Ldov.] According to
the traditional text, pdAwrra 8¢ would mean pdhiora 8¢ pépos éori
7o kéopov. But that is nonsense. The writer'’s meaning must have
been that man is zZmmoerial in a higher sense than other creatures.
(Cf. Corp. XIIL. ii. 19: mdvrov 8¢ paldov (afdvaros) 6 dvfpwrmos.)
But the mention of man interrupts the sequence of thought here,
and unduly anticipates § 5, 76 8¢ mplrov 6 dvfpomos kA, Iti is best
therefore to bracket the words as an interpolation.

§ 2. Bedrepos 8¢ 6 rar elkdva adrod . . . dBdvaros yéyove, This
passage, as given in the MSS,, is unintelligible ; but the writer'’s
meaning was probably not far from that which is expressed by the
Greek as I have rewritten it. God is éf8ws. (The word dws here
means ‘without temporal beginning or end’; it doe§ not mean
‘eternal’ (aldwios) in the Platonic sense, i.e. ‘out of time’) The
Kosmos is not aidios, but is deffwos or dfdvares, these two words
being used as synonyms. The Kosmos has had a beginning ; it
has been made by God (i’ abdro? yevéperos). But having once
been made, it is continually maintained in being, or unceasingly
remade, by its Maker (3= afrod ouvexdpevos rai Tpepdpevos,—ael
yiverar). And it will be thus maintained in existence as a living
being through all future time; that is to say, God has made or
makes it immortal. The contents of the paragraph are summed up
in the concluding words, & &) xéopos 76 00 warpds didlov dvros
dfldvaros yéyove. This doctrine is evidently based on the Z¥maeus.
See Herm. ap. Stob. Exc. XI. 2. (5), and Corp. XVIIIL. 14a.

6 kat eikdva adrod . . . yevdpevos. See Asc. Lat. 1. 10: “dei,
cuius sunt imagines duo mundus et homo,’

€l 8¢ kal éyévero, i’ éavrod. God may be called adroyévwyros;

02
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but that is only another way of saying that he is ayévwyros. See
Ascl. Lat. 11. 14 b.

§ 8. doov v Tis U\ys Omokelpevor T éaurol (0ehpore). These
words imply that, of the total amount of §As, a part only was ‘ subject
to God’s will’, and the rest was not. This is a modification of the
doctrine taught in the Zimaeus, which is rather that a// matter is
partly, but not wholly, subject to God’s will. Cf. Hermogenes ap.
Hippol. Ref. aer. 8. 17 (quoted in prefatory note on Asc/. Lat. I1):
God &xdpwre (T TAqw) katd pépos, kal 7o pév ék 7ol wavtos Aafov
Huépwae, 70 Ot eager drixTws ¢épectiar. The ‘Valentinian’ in
Methodius’s dialogue TIepi Tod airefovolov c. 3 (quoted #5.) as
emended : God dmd v xeplorov (rijs TAgs) 7@ xdAAwwra Swkpivas,
ofirws Enpwipynaer doa yoiv fppolev Oeg Snpovpyeiv’ T 8 doa adris
. . . Tpuyddy érdyxaver, Talra Gs elyer karé\umev.

The draéla of which the speaker in Methodius’ dialogue is thinking
is wickedness, or moral evil. His view is that this dreéfa exists in men
alone, and that it has arisen out of that portion of #An which God
rejected as too bad to be brought to order by him, and which, we
must suppose, has somehow entered into the composition of men,!
though not into that of anything else in the universe. But the
drafia of which the writer of Corp. VIII is thinking is not (or at
least, not solely or mainly) moral evil ; it is rather aliénois and pelwois
(§ 3 fin.), i. e. the growth and decay, or composition and dissolution,
of individual organisms,® as opposed to the permanent and un-
changing existence of the heavenly bodies; and this kind of
draéla presents itself, not in men alone, but throughout the sublunar
world.

oboay kol adrhy dbdvator, kal Eovoayv didiov Thy GAémra.  This
is an anacoluthon. 1f the reading is right, the author has written
odcav &c. in agreement with JAzw, which does not occur in the text,
but might have stood above in place of doov s ¥Ays. He ought
rather to have written olions s DAys xal abrijs aflavdrov, kai éxovomns
<7\ Matter is not merely dfdvaros, as is t e Kosmos, which has
had a beginning ; the materiality of matter’ (i. e. matter as such,
or unformed matter) is also didiws, as God is ; that is to say, it has
had no beginning, but has existed side by side with God from all
eternity. Cf. Ascl. Lat. 11

! Compare the statement in 7%4stis Sophia (C. Schmidt, p. 160, 1, 28 &c.) that
men are ‘ the dregs of An’.
2 Cf. Plut. /s. et Os., quoted in prefatory note on Ase/, Lat. 1L
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whéor B¢, Taw qumr (riiv iBedv MSS.) 16 woid & warhp dykaracweipag
j opaipy domep & drrpw xatéxhewe. God fashioned ‘so much of
¥Ay as was (wholly) subject to his will” into a hollow sphere ; that
is to say, out of this portion of §Ay he made the heavens, that part
of the universe in which there is perfect order. Moreover, he
enclosed within this sphere the ¢Ay which was ne# wholly subject
to his will, and imposed a partial and imperfect order on this more
refractory @Ay ; that is, he brought into being the mutable organisms
of the sublunar world, And he did this by ‘sowing’ or ¢planting’
the qualities of the various kinds of {@« in the space within the
sphere ; that is, by imposing these qualities on the @Ay with which
that space was filled.

This writer uses the Stoic term mouf, and not the Platonic term
i8éar or eidy, to denote the thing by the addition of which Ay
is changed into {ga, that is, into organized and living odpara.
The word i8edv is unmeaning here, and must have been written
by error.

The description of the sublunar world as a caze in which the
refractory #An is imprisoned, and in which the {ga composed of
it (including man) are enclosed, must have been borrowed from
writers by whom the point of the comparison was more fully ex-
plained. Cf. Porphyry De antro nympharum § 5 sg. (Nauck) : dvrpa
piv 8 .. .ol walawt kai omjlate T kbopw kabiépovr, . . . abpSBolov
pév tis UAys €€ djs (owéornker) & kdopos mv yiv wapadiSvres, . . .
 rov 8¢ ék s UAys ywlpevov kbopov Sii Thv dvrpur TaprTdvTes. . . .

A 8 -~ ¥ A A I 7 ’
TO EVUOPOV . . . TOV avTpwy . . . kal okoTewdv . . . &défavro els

” - ' -~ !’ A * o o ) ’
oipfodoy Tav mpordvrev TG Kéopw Sk Ty TAyv. . . . oftw kal Hépora

v eis kdTw kdiloSov T@v Yuxdy kal wdhw ooy pvoraywyoivres Tehola
Tov pioTyy, émovopdoavtes omilatoy (rov) Témov' . . . elxbva dépovros
[atrd] 1ol omyalov Tob Kéopov, dv & Mpas Enpiotpynae, Tov 88
évros kot ouppérpovs dmoordoes oiuBole epdvrov TV KooKy
oroixelwy "kal khpdrov.'t 75, § 8: ol Mublaydpeor kai perd Tovrovs
HXdrwv (Rep. 7) dvrpov kel omijlawy Tov xéopov dwedijvavro. . . .
ot pév odv ovpBodov kbopov Th dvrpa kal Tov éykooulwv Swwdpewy
ériflevro oi Beoldyor, 8 Tovrov Sedjlwrar  Porphyry in the De antr.
nymph. repeatedly refers to Cronius and Numenius, who had written
on the same subject; e.g. § 21: ‘ Numenius and his friend Cronius

! Perhaps we ought to cut out xai #Aqudrar, which yields no satisfactory sense,
and read rav 82 évros ((kApdker)) kaTd guppétpovs dmooTdoes oipfola gepoycdv
T@v Koorav erorxelwy. The word aroiyeiar may be taken to mean or include the
planets. On the wAfpat émramvdos of the Mithraic colt, see note on Corg. L. 25.
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say that the cave presents an image and symibol of the Kosmos.’
Thus it appears that the comparison of the Kosmos to a cave was
traditional among the Platonists of the second and third centuries
A.D,, and that this symbolism may have been suggested to them
in part by the rites practised by the Mithraists in their subterranean
sanctuaries, as well as by reminiscences of the allegory of the cave
in PL. Rep. 7. 515 sq.

wdoy woidrT koopijoar Bouhdpevos T per’ adroi (d)mowov. If this
reading is right, 76 per’ adrod dwoiov must be taken to mean the
unformed matter ¢ which existed side by side with God ’.

™ 3¢ Jbavaoia mepiéBale (mepiBakiw MSS.) 18 mév odpe. God
conferred Immortality on the universe which he had made. But the
immortality of the Kosmos resides more especially in the enclosing
sphere of heaven; and the word wepiéBale seems intended to
suggest the meaning ‘God wrapped the Kosmos round with the
immortal heavens ’.

Tiis TodTou oguotdoews OeMjoaca dmoorivar. The eioracs is the
‘putting together’ or systematic arrangement of matter, by which
the Kosmos is constituted. It is nearly equivalent to rdfs; and
so drafia is contrasted with it. rodrov might perhaps be omitted
with advantage; but if we retain it, we must take it to mean rod
marTds copatos, 1. €. 10d kéopov.

If the matter of which the Kosmos is composed were not ¢ wrapped
in immortality’ (i.e. enclosed by the immortal heavens), it might
break away, and all might go back to chaos. Cf. Numenius ap.
Euseb. Zr. ev. 11, 18.24 (mp tApv . . . Ewdyodpevos KT,
quoted in prefatory note on Cozp. II (p. 81).

éxer 8¢ kal évBdBe draktdy Tu wepl Td pakpd Lga eihodpevor.—(Eye
8¢ kai &v0dde Ty wepl T4 dNha pikpd woid eihoupémy MSS.) Some-
thing like draxrdy ¢ is needed to lead up to efiry % draéia in the
following sentence. & pukpa moud is meaningless; and there can be
little doubt that the author wrote & mupd {ga’ (or odpara). ‘ The
small {ga’ are the individual organisms on earth (which are called
4 ériyen {ga below), as opposed to that great {gov the Kosmos,
and perhaps to the heavenly bodies also. daM\a is probably an
alternative reading for puxpd.

™ Tiis adffjoews xal [t Tijs] peidoens (sc. draxrov) [6v Bdvator ol
avdpumor kaholow]. The perafBoly to which all sublunar things are
subject takes the form of increase and decrease, or growth and decay.

1 Mr. G. R. S. Mead alters naid into (@a here.
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Each living organism is continually taking into itself portions of the
elements, and casting off other portions of them. But in the earlier
stages of its existence it takes in more than it casts off, and so
¢increases’; in the later stages it casts off more than it takes in,
and so ‘decreases’. Sooner or later, the advancing process of
¢decrease’ or ‘decay’ termpinates in complete dissolution, °which
men call death’. But the relation between decrease and death is
not explained in the text. It is not the decrease itself, or ‘the
disorderliness of the decrease’, that men call death, but the dissolu-
tion in which the decrease terminates; and dissolution is not ex-
pressly mentioned. There is therefore reason to think that the
words dv Gdvarov of avfpwrer kalolow have been added by another
hand.

The process of growth and decay to which sublunar organisms
are subject is contrasted with the unvarying movement of the
heavenly bodies, and is considered to be caused by the partial
survival, in the lower part of the Kosmos, of the dragiu of unformed
or chaotic matter.

§ 4. % 8¢ dnokatdoTacis Tav dmiyeiwr cwpdrwr (Srodubelons yiverar
is) ovordoews’ T 3¢ Bialdoer Tadry (§ 3¢ Sidhvows adrh MSS.)
amokabioTarar eis T4 d8udlute odpara. The ‘indissoluble bodies’
are the cosmic elements, which are immortal. When an organism
is broken up, the earth, water, air, and fire of which it was composed
are reabsorbed into the mass of cosmic earth, water, air, and fire
(cf. Corp. XIL ii. 18); and this ‘return to the former condition’
is here described by the term dmoxardoracis, which, in its stricter
sense, was applicable only to the heavenly bodies, and meant the
return of any one of them (or of all of them simultaneously) to the
same position which it (or they) had occupied before. In Corp. XI.
i. 2, the dmoxardoracis of terrestrial bodies is called dvramoxord-
oTATLS.

kol oftw orépnois yiverar Tis aiobfoews, odk drdhen ((Lwic)) [rdv
oupdrov]. Cf. Corp. XIL ii. 18, as emended : ob yip 5 yévesis éore
Lwfis dpxl, GAN alobhjoews™ obde i perafoly) Bavaros, adAAL Ay

§ 5. 70 8¢ Tpirov [[Lgov]] & dvBpumos. If we retain {gow, these words
imply that the Kosmos is 76 8eirepov {gov, and that God is 7o mpdrov
{Gov. But {gov usually means an animated body, i.e. a being
composed of body and soul in combination ; and in that sense, it
is applicable to the Kosmos, but not to the supreme God, who is
incorporeal. The Hermetists never, 1 think, call God a {gov. It
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seems best therefore to bracket {gov, which may have come from Lwijs
in the preceding sentence.

mpds Tdv Bedrepov Oedv oupmdbeiar Exwy. This use of the term
ovpmdfea is of Stoic origin. Alex. Aphr. De mixt. 142: fpaofa
pev imoriberar Xplowrmos miy olpmacay odoiav, wredpards Twos Suk
mdans abrijs Sujxovros, i¢p’ o curdyeral e ral cuppdver kal avpmralbiés
¢orw abrg 7o mav. Cic. Nat. deor. 3. 28: ‘estque in (natura) iste
quasi consensus, quam cuprdfeav Graeci vocant. (Compare Na.
deor. 2. 19. ‘By such language the Stoics meant to express . . .
the organic unity of the world as an animate body, and the cor-
relation and mutual interdependence of all its parts,” J. B. Mayor
ad loc)y Cic, Diw. 2. 34 * ex coniunctione haturae, et quasi concentu
atque consensu, quam owvprdfecar Graeci appellant.’ 75, 2. T42:
‘ continuatio coniunctioque naturae, quam, ut dixi, vocant quprdfeiar.’
Philo De opif. mundi 40. 117, Cohn I, p. 41: & 76w otpavioy Ta
ériyea fpryrar katd Twa uouy cupmdbea. Epict. Diss. 1. 14.
2: ovpmalelv 70 émriyaa tois olpaviows of Sokel oo ; Sext. Emp.
Math. 9. 78. Synesius De providentia 7, Migne Tom. 66 col. 1277 A :
Tov kbopov &v Mov fyovpela, Tols pépeat oupmAnpolpevor.  ovppovy e
olv kol odpmvow abrov olyoduebar 15 yap &v otrws dv colol.  kai
obk dovpmalij wpbs d\ApAa 1 pépy Onodpelar wos vap dv & dow,
€l pi T Pploe ovmprguéva; kai movjoe 81 kal Teloerar wap’ aAjAay
Te kal els d\qha’ xal Td pdv pdvov woujoe, T O povor meloerar,
perd Thode s tmobérews éml rh aréppa Bodilovres, rard Adyor
airwodpela rav wepl T& 1hde 76 paxdpiov oopa T Kikhe Kwodmevor”
pépy yop apw, kel dorw abdrols T mwpbs aM\pra. € 8y yéveais év
Tois mepl pds, oirla yevéoews & Tols Smip fuds, rdxeler vradba
xabhjke 10 T6v ovpBawdvrey oméppara.  Synesius De insomniis 25
Migne 7b. col. 1285 & : &e ydp, olpay, Tol wavrds Tolrou ouparalcis
€ Ovros kal aiumvov, T pépy mpooijkew dAMjhois, dre &vds Show
pé\y Tvyxdvovra. kal i wore ai poyov tuyyes ofrar kal yap Oé\yerar
wap’ dAAjlov (16 Tob Kéopov pépn), Gomep oqpalverar.  Kkod orohos 6
eidos Ty TGy pepdv Tob kéopov ocvyyéveiar.

The Kosmos is one whole, all parts of which are ovumwaby, 1. e.
are interconnected and mutually affected ; man therefore, inasmuch
as he is a part of the Kosmos, is quprabijs with all other parts of it,
and with the Kosmos as a whole, The Hermetist accepts this
Stoic doctrine (cf. § dvpuros 76 T0d kéapov kal év 7§ Kéopw
below) ; but being, in the fundamentals of his theology, a Platonist,
and not a Stoic, he goes on to say that man is something more
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than a part of the Kosmos, and that, in virtue of his vois, he is
capable of entering into relation with the supracosmic God.

& dowpdrtou [kal vol Tob dyafoi]l. God is & dyaflbs vols. As
dyafés, he is distinguished from the human vols, which might be
called ob kaxds, but could hardly be called dyafés without undue
presumption (cf. Corp. VI, and Corp. XIL ii fin). Being vods,
God can be apprehended by the human vols. But the words kai
vod 700 dyaboi are awkwardly appended, and impair the symmetry
of the sentence; and for this reason it seems probable that they
have been added by another hand.

vénoov Ti Beds, Tl kéopos, i Ldov dBdvaror, i fdor Bidhutor, It
is implied that reflection on these questions (that is, on the answers
to them which Hermes has given in this discourse) will make it
evident that man ‘does not perish’. The {Ja afdvara are the
Kosmos itself, the heavenly bodies, and the cosmic elements (which
are called & afldvara odpara in § 4) ; the {Ja didhvra are the sublunar
organisms. Man, as a terrestrial organism, must be reckoned among
the dwidvra {ga; and as such, he does not perish, but is resolved
into the imperishable elements.' It seems to be in this sense alone
that the writer holds man to be immortal ; for he does not speak
of any other sort of human immortality. He says nothing of a
survival of the individual yuys;* and he appears to hold that in
the case of man, as in that of other animals, the individual con-
sciousness ceases at the dissolution of the body (orépmots yiveras
rijs alobhjoews, § 4). If anything retains separate existence, it must
be the vois alone; but this writer gives no indication of a belief
that the voiis of a particular man continues after death to exist as
a separate person. We must conclude then that he rejected the
Platonic doctrine of individual immortality.

dpxh 8¢ kal mweploxh) kal odoracis mdvtwr & Oeds. In other words,
yewvirar kal mwepiéyerar kal cwioraral Tdvra Smb 1o feod.

! Cf. Shelley, Adonais 42: ‘He is made one with Nature ; there is heard his
voice in all her music’, &e.

* There is nothing in the extant text to correspond to the words of the intro-
ductory sentence, 'rp%:w pév molw dfdvaros # guyh. 1f the writer had been asked
what becomes of a man's fux# after the dissolution of the body, he might perhaps
have answered that it is reabsorbed into the world-soul.
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LIBELLVS IX

Conlents

A. Man's sense and thought. §§ 1b—5a.

In men, sense and thought are inseparably united. In beasts,
instinct takes the place of thought. § 1 b.

Thought is the function of mind. Thought and speech are inter-
connected. §r1c.

There cannot, in man, be thought without sense, nor sense with-
out thought. (This holds good even in dreams.) § 2.

When a man’s mind is impregnated by a daemon, it brings forth
bad thoughts; when it is impregnated by God, it brings forth good
thoughts. And to have good thoughts is to be religious, i.e. to
know (and be devoted to) God. §§ 3, 4a.

Those who know God are at variance with the many, and are
persecuted by them. But the religious man will cling to his know-
ledge of God in spite of persecution; and for him, all things are
good. §4b.

All men possess thought; but the religious alone get good from
it. All things are good to begin with, being made by God; but
in the cosmic process, good turns to evil. The qualities of things
are determined by the influence of the heavenly bodies; and by
that influence some things are made bad, and others good. § 5.

B. The sense and thought of the Kosmos. §§ 6-8.

The sense and thought of the Kosmos are occupied in making
and unmaking living organisms, and thereby accomplishing God’s
will. The Kosmos has received seed from God, and its function
is to develop from this seed a perpetual succession of living
beings. § 6.

The bodies of these beings are composed of the cosmic elements ;
their various qualities are imposed on them by the operation of the
heavenly bodies; and their life is breathed into them from the
life-breath of the Kosmos. §§ 7, 8.

C. God’s sense and thought. § 9.

The sense and thought of all living beings are derived from the
Kosmos; and the sense and thought of the Kosmos are derived
from God. God’s sense and thought are occupied in giving move-




LIBELLVS IX 203

ment (i. e. life) to all things. All things owe their being to God,
Nothing can ever cease to be; for all things are in God ; or rather,
God is all things.
D. Zeacking and belief. § 10.
The teacher’s words may serve to set the pupil on the right track ;
but only by his own thought can the pupil attain to assurance of
the truth.

The opening words of Corp. IX imply that it was written as
a sequel to the Adyos rélews, 1. e. the Greek original of the Latin
Asclepius.  (See notes on Asel. Lat. init.) The writer of Corp. IX
then had that document before him ; and it is possible that he was
the same person who joined together the Greek Ascl I, Asel 11,
and Asc/. 111, and gave the title Adyos réleos to the composite
treatise. At any rate, there seems to be good reason for ascribing
to the writer of Corp, IX the insertion, in Ase, 1. 8, of the clause
wepl yip TOUTOV, WlTEpov adrds (6 xéopos) aicldverar (§) pif, eloaibis
fmbhjoerar), which points forward to Corp. I1X. 6, xai yip & xdopos . . .
alobnow dlav kal vinow Exer kT

The topic of ‘sense and thought’ is dealt with under three heads,
viz. A. man’s sense and thought: B. the sense and thought of
the Kosmos : C. God’s sense and thought. It is possible that this
arrangement was suggested to the writer by AscZ. ZLaf TII. 32b,
where ¢ dvflpimens vois, 6 koouwkos vols, and & Oetos vots are distin-
guished. But if so, he must have understood those three terms in
a different sense from that intended by the author of 4s. Laz. 111,
The ‘cosmic’ and ‘divine’ vols of Ascl. Lat, 111, 32 b, as well as
the ‘human’ yoiis there spoken of, are (if my explanation of that
passage is'right) primarily kinds or grades of vods as it exists in men
(6 avbpwmos roopukids voel, & dvfp. Befws voel), and thus have little in
common with the ‘sense and thought of the Kosmos’ and the
‘sense and thought of God’ discussed in Co#zp. IX, where the
meaning is that 6 xéopos (and & fevs) alofdverar kai voel, Moreover,
the writer of Corp. IX differs from the writer of Asc/. Laz. 1II in
speaking of ‘thought’ chiefly as connected with and issuing in
action. The wdyois which he discusses is for the most part the
function of the vods mpaxricds, and not that of the veis Gewpyrirds;
it is the operation of the will rather than of the intellect.

Sources. The writer’s conception of the supracosmic God, and of the
relation between God and the Kosmos, is Platonic. But in asserting
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the inseparability of vénows and alobnows, he is opposed to the
teaching of the Platonists ; and this part of his doctrine is probably
derived from some Stoic authority. His conception of the cosmic
wverj is Stoic.

Date. The prophecy in Ascl. Zar. 11T was probably written about
A.D. 270, under the stress of the troubles caused by the Palmy-
rene invasion of Egypt. Corp. IX then, being a sequel to Asc/.
Lat., was most likely written shortly after that date, i.e. about
A.D. 280-300.

The only definite indication of date in the document itself is that
which is given in § 4 b, where the writer says that of & yrdoe dvres
(i.e. the adherents of his religion) are mocked at, hated, and de-
spised, and that, if not actually put to death, they are at least in
danger of being put to death by their enemies (rdxa mov kai dovevé-
pevo). At what time, and under what circumstances, could this be
said of an obscure group of Egyptian Platonists? It is true that
descriptions of the philosopher despised and jeered at by the many
occur repeatedly in Plato and elsewhere in Greek literature (e. g
Pl. Gorgias 521D fi.; Zheaet. 174 A ff. ; Phaedrus 249D); and the
instance of Socrates would suffice to prove that a man might even
be put to death on account of his devotion to philosophy. But the
writer of Cozp. IX would have had no reason to introduce the topic
here, if it had not been suggested to him by present circumstances.
There can be little doubt that he and his companions felt themselves
to be esposed to such treatment as he describes ; and the words
6 Oeoaefys wdvra vroarjoe k.r.X. show that they anticipated serious
il usage. The attitude which he ascribes to the enemies of the
&nosis’ closely resembles that which is ascribed to the enemies of
religion in the Prophecy of Hermes, Asc/, Zat 111 25 (compare
pepmvévar Sokotow with religiosus pro insano habebitur, and yélwra
dpMirkdvovae with anima et omnia civea eam v 7isuf); and it is to
be presumed that in Corp. 1X, as well as in Ascl Lat. 111, the
eénemies in question are the Christians. At the time at which we
have found reason to think that Corp. IX was written (A. D. 280-300),
the Palmyrene occupation of Egypt, which had given occasion for
the prophecy in Ase/, Zar I1I, was a thing of the past; but the
aggressive energy of the Christians, which had forced the writer of
that prophecy to recognize that Paganism was already doomed,
must have been increasing year by year during the interval; and
perhaps something of the temper which showed itself in the murder
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of Hypatia by a Christian mob in A.D. 415 was already visible
among them.! The Hermetists, as well as other Egyptians who
adhered to the old religion, must have known themselves to be
despised and hated by their Christian neighbours; and they must
have seen that the Christians, if their present rate of progress was
maintained, would soon get the upper hand. It was to be expected
that, when this took place, the mass of the remaining Pagans would
conform to the requirements of the new doctrine without serious
resistance ; but the few who were in earnest about their religion,
and were resolved to cling to it at all costs, may well have felt that,
under Christian domination, their lives would be in danger.

Of Egyptian history during the last quarter of the third century,
not much is known to us. The most striking event of the time is
the rebellion which broke out in Egypt about A.D. 295, and was
suppressed by Diocletian in 297 What part the Christians of
Egypt took in that struggle, we are not informed But it is not
likely that they were passive and indifferent spectators ; and it may
reasonably be conjectured that they sided against the imperial
government,® and that their conduct on that occasion contributed
to convince Diocletian that the existence of Christianity was a grave
danger to the empire, and thus to bring about the systematic
attempt to suppress it which began in A. p. 302. The reconquest of
Egypt by Diocletian probably gave a temporary check to the growing
power of the Christians in that country; but it is not unlikely that
in the confusion caused by the revolt, if not before it, their hatred
of their Pagan countrymen may here and there have manifested
itself in acts of open violence.

Title. The contents of the discourse are correctly described by the
words wepl vojjoews xai aiofhjoews. The words which follow (6 év
péve . . . odBapot) have been transferred to this place by error from

the heading of Corp. VI.
§1b. 87 pev (u‘fueqms) GAuks) Eotiv, N B¢ (vénous) odowddns. The

! Compare Julian’s accusation against the Christians, written in A.D. 362 (Jul.
¢. Christianos, Neumann, p. 199) : (phovre 8¢ TovBaiwr Tols Bupods wal THY mucplar,
dvarpénovres fepd wal Bwpols, xal dmespdfare oby fudv pivov Tobs Tols maTpyois
dupévovras, AAAG kal T@v ¢ Tons bpdy Temharnuévar alperwobs Tobs pi Tov abrdy
Tpdrov budy TOv verpov BpmyolivTas.

® Schiller, Gesch. der rom. Kaiserzeit 11, pp. 158 ff. ; Mommsen, Prows. of Rom.
empire, Eng, tr. 11, p. 251. Mommsen says that the revolt lasted three or four
years. i
3 Schiller (11, p. 140) says that prophecies extracted from the holy Scriptures
w%reenprubably employed [by Christians ?] to stir up fanaticism in the interest of the
rebellion.
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words dAwds and odouddys are contrasted in Ascl. Zar. 1.7 b, In that
passage, the human vois is called pars hominis odauidys, which means
that it consists of odoia in the Platonic sense, i. e. of incorporeal and
eternal substance; and the body (including the yux) alofyruci?) is
called $\wéy, which means that it is composed of material elements,
The terms here used by the writer of Corp. IX were probably
suggested to him by Ase/. Zat. 1. 7b; but he applies the words
obowddns and dAwds somewhat differently. »dyows is not a pars
hominis, but the function of a pars kominis; and when he says
people think vénots to be ofowidys, he must mean that they hold,
not that vénous consists of olota, but either that the ‘part of man’
which operates in wvéyois consists of odeia, or that the object of
vénais is obola. Similarly, when he says that they think alefyats to be
vAw, he must mean that they hold, not that alo@yous is. composed
of material elements, but either that the organs of sense consist of
matter, or that the objects of sense-perception are material things.

épol 3¢ Bokodow duddrepar dvdodar. Cf. § 2: ofre yip xwpis
alobhioews Svvardy vofjoar, otre aioféofar ywpls vojoews. In man,
alofyos and voijous are inseparable ; in every process of his conscious
life, both are present together,

In saying this, the writer deliberately rejects the doctrine com-
monly taught by the Platonists, who held that in the higher activities
of the human mind véyous alone is present, and alofyous is absent.
The Platonic view of vénois and voyrd is maintained in the Adyos
mé\ews (see especially Asc. Lat. 1I1. 17b-19c and 34 b-36) ; and
the writer of Corp. IX must have intended to correct in this respect
the teaching of that document.

But whence did he derive the doctrine of alofyors and vénous
which he seeks to substitute for that taught by the Platonists? The
pre-Socratics used the word vods and its synonyms and derivatives to
signify sense-perception as well as thought.! The first writer who
made a clear and sharp distinction between alofyois and véqous was
Plato;* and Plato’s distinction was maintained by Aristotle, with

! Arist. De an. 3. 3, 4272 21: of ye dpxaior 70 ppoveiv xal 7O alofdvesdas

Tabrov elvai pagiy. . . . mdvres yip oliror 70 voeiv cwparucdy domep 10 alabdveabar
tmodapBarovary. For them, the conception of 78 eleu@des did not exist, and everys
thing was dAudy,

* Windelband, Gesck. der alten Lhilosophie, p. 117 : according to Plato, ¢ two
worlds are to be distinguished (Pl. 7. 27 b and 51ff.). One of these two worlds
consists of that which is and never becomes; the other consists of that which
becumes and never is. The one is the object of afeyois; the other is the object of
vénais.! That which ‘ becomes and never is” is corporeal ; that which ¢ is and never
becomes’ is incorporeal.




“LIBELLVS IX: % 1b 207

some modifications. Aristotle held that vénouws can take place in
man only when the votis has been called into action by preceding
alofyois ;' and he would have admitted that, in this sense, dvfpwmros
ot Stvarar vofjoar xwpls alolioens ; but he would not have said that
avbp. ot Sdvarar aiobéobar xwpis voroews. The view of the Peripatetic
Strato, 290—270 B.C., was more like that expressed in Cozp. IX.
Strato denied the existence of the incorporeal voyrd recognized by
Plato and, in a somewhat different sense, by Aristotle ; he held the
objects of vénaus to be corporeal, and identical with those of aiofyos 3
and accordingly, he regarded aiofows and vénows as inseparable.?
Zeno, the founder of Stoicism, was a contemporary of Strato; and
the Stoics, as they agreed with Strato in holding that only the
material is real, agreed with him also in rejecting the Platonic and
Aristotelian separation of afofyows and vénows. Sext. Emp. Matk.
7. 307 val pacw (oi doyparwkol, i.e. the Stoics), dAha radrév éore
Sudvota kal aloOyais, ob kard TatTd 8¢, dAAa kot dAAo pév Swdvow, xar
dMdo 8¢ alobfnois’ «kal Bv Tpomov T adTd woriiptov KotAGY Te Kal weplkupTOY
Méyerar, ot kard Tabro 8¢, . . . obTws 1) odry Slvaus kar’ dAho pév ot
vols, kar dAhe 8¢ alobyois. ‘The Stoics’ in Aetius, Diels Doxogr.
p. 400: 76 yip pdvraopa éredav Aoyuy mpoominTel Yruxy, ToTE dvvinpa
kaheiTat, eiAnpos rovvopa wapa tov vol. ‘ The Stoics’ in Diog. Laert.
7. 51 Tdv pavracidv ai pév el Noywal, ai 8¢ dhoyor Noyikal pév, oi
76y Aoy {gov' dloyor 8¢, al Tdv dAdyor. ai piv olv Aoywkal vorjoes
eolv' of & dloyor o Teriyaow dvéparos. (This implies that all
human ¢avreoiar are vojoes; and assuming that every act of
alofyos results in a corresponding ¢avracia, it would follow that ‘in
man there is no alofyos without vénos’).?

U Ar. De an. 3.8, 43227 : obre piy alofavépevos unbiv odbiy dv pador oldE fuvein:
brav e Oewpfj, dviyin Gpa pvraopud Tt ewpeiv. Nihil est in intellectu quin fuerit

in sensu.

* Windelband, Gesek. der alten Phil. p. 179: Strato ‘identified God with the
world, and on the other side, thought with sense. . .. He regarded the soul as an
indivisible $yepovudv, which has the senses for its organs, so that the activity of
the senses never takes place without thought, and on the other hand all thought is
limited o a content given by sense-perceplion.’ No thought without sense ; Strato
in Simplicius Phys. 225 a (Zeller Arist. 11, p. 468) : Goa yap piy mpoTepov éwpane (7
Puxf), Tetta ob Stvaraw voetv. No sense without thought; Plut. Sellert. animal,
3. 6 : Erpdrwris e Tob Ppvawot Adyos égtiv dmoBetnviov ws oid algfdvesfar Tomapd-
way dvev Tob voely Umdpyer wal ydp ypdppare moAhdrs émmopevopévovs 7)) Gjer xal
Abyor mpogminTortes T drol) StedavBdvovowr Huds wal Bapevyovar mpds érépms TV
voiv Exovras* eir abfs EmaviiAle kal perabel ral Subwer TV wpotepévaw ExagTov
dvakeyduevos. 7 wal Aéhexrar “woiis 6pfj wal vois droter, TdAAa kwpd kal TupAd "
(Epicharmus), ds 7ov nepl 7d dppara kal Td dra wdfovs, dv i) wapj T8 ppovoiv,
aigfnow ob worobvTos.

3 Cf. Philo Leg. alleg. 2. 18, 71, Cohn I, p. To4 : olre ydp 6 vols dixa alobioews
ydtvaro karakaBev (Pov 7 puriv 1 Aifoy 1j Loy §) ovrdAws odpa, olTe 7§ aicdyois
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A Hermetist of the third century a. . is not likely to have been
directly influenced by Strato ; and there can be little doubt that the
writer of Corp. 1X, in his doctrine of alofyais and véyaus, has adopted
a view suggested to him by some Stoic authority.

év ydp 7ois dNhois (perhaps é&Ndyows) fdois % alobyois 7 $loer
fivurar.  The lower animals differ from man in this respect, that they
are devoid of vols, i. e. incapable of véyows. But in place of vdnaus,
they have ¢igis. Cf. Corp. XIL i 1: & 8¢ rois d\dyors Lors (dvrt
voi ) 7 ¢vois oriv.  See also Herm. Zxe, IV B.

The actions of men result from ey supplemented by venos ;
the actions of beasts result from alofyois supplemented by ¢ies.
The word ¢iois may here be translated ‘instinct’. It means an
impulse implanted in the animal by a force which operates throughout
the universe, and which, in the view of the Hermetists, issues from
the will of God. When a man acts, he is consciously aiming at a
good (real or apparent) to be realized by his action ; and his concep-
tion of the good towards which he directs his action is called vénous
(dyabo?). But a beast acts without conscious aim ; it has no concep-
tion of a good to be realized by its action ; and if its action is directed
towards an end, the conception of that end or good must reside, not
in the beast itself, but in the mind of God, who governs the forces
by which the beast’s action is determined. It is not the animal
itself, but ¢vows operating in the animal (or rather, God working
through ¢vais), that in this case aims at a good.

§ I C. vofioews B¢ & vols Suapéper. .. xwpls Néyou. This is a digression.
The writer here speaks of (r) the relation between véyois and vois,
and (2) the relation between véyois and Aéyos. In § 2, he returns to
the topic with which he began, viz. the relation between vénois and
olabnos.

i pév yap Oeidrs 6md ToG Oeod yiverar, § 3¢ vénois Gmd Tod voi,
What is the meaning of fedrys here? § vods is the mind, i.e. the
‘part of man’ which thinks; and vénous is that which “is done by
the mind’ ($6 108 vol yiverar), or ‘ the action of the mind ', 1. e. the
process of thinking. And since we are told that the relation between
vénais and vods corresponds to that between feidrys and feds, it

follows that feébrys must mean what is done by God’, or ‘God’s
action’. The writer was probably thinking especially of God's

Elxa ol voi meprorfoar o alobdveoar, iwedy Tolvuw dupa Tadra cuveAdely E5er
mpos kardhipfw Tév droxeipévar k.r.A.  The Stoics held that there is nothing which
is not e@ua ; and to one who took that view, Philo’s statement would mean that
(in man) there can neither be vénors without afv@yois, nor aigfnaes without vinaus,
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action in or on the human soul; and in that respect, it might be
said that as vdnas is that which takes place in him who is &wous, so
Perdrns is that which takes place in him who is &feos. If this is the
writer’s meaning, fecdrys may be translated ‘ divine inspiration’; and
the employment of the word in this sense may have been suggested
by the common use of feios to describe a man who is inspired.
Bedrys is similarly used in Clem. Homil, 2. 27 : Simon Magus 7o
payele ywopeva Bedryre wociv Eleyer.  In that passage, fedryre means
¢by the operation of God’, as payele means ‘by the operation of
demons’. Cf. mwepl ferdryros Siaeyoperos in Corp. XIIL. 1.

§ 8¢ vémas . . adehdt obow Tol Aéyou. kai Spyava (raire)
a\MjAwr. Adyos here means ‘speech’. See § 1o, where Adyos is
contrasted with vovs. Speech is an épyavov of thought; i. e. speech
is the instrument by means of which thought is expressed. But
what is meant by saying that thought is an &pyavor of speech?
Probably the meaning is that the speaker’s words can influence the
hearer only by acting through the hearer’s thought ; they are effective
only so far as the hearer understands them. (Thatis the point which
is insisted on in § ro.) But in order to obtain this meaning, we
ought to read, in place of otfre yap 6 Aoyos éxduvelrar xwpls vojoews,
something like ofire yap 6 )Ldyos.‘ karalapBdverar x. v. Perhaps éxpuw-
veiraq originally stood in the following clause (where the MSS. give
otire %) vémois paiverar), and was thence transferred by error to this
place, where it was substituted for the original verb.

§ 2. els Tov dvBpumov ouvemeopéovawy dMMAAats.  See § g, where we
are told that the sense and thought of all {Ga (including man) are
derived from the sense and thought of the Kosmos, and that they
pass into the individual {§ov from the atmosphere in the process of
breathing.

[Burardv 3¢ vénow] (kaitor Néyorrar dvBpumor éviore (?)) xwpls aiobi-
aews voelofal, kabdmwep ol Bud 7Oy drelpuv bavraldpevor dpdpata épol Be
Sokel (pihov elhoyor elvar (P)) 70 yeyorévar dpdorépas Tos évepyelas &v
m Tdv dvelpwr e Eypnyopoior yip (fretal del q vimois T (7))
alobfoer. I suppose the meaning of this mutilated passage to have
been that some people say that vonois takes place without aigfyeis
in dreams,” but that the writer denies this, and maintains that véyois
1 Compare the theory of sleep and dreams which is given in Lactant. De opif. dei
18. 4 : ¢ Requiescere nullo pacto possumus, nisi mens visionum imaginibus occupata
leneatur, . , . Avocatur ergo (mens) simulacris, donec membra sopore inrigata

vegetentur : corpus enim vigilante sensu, licet iaceat inmobile, tamen non est
quietum, quia flagrat in eo sensus.,.Sed postquam mens ad contemplandas

2806-2 P
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and aioyos are inseparable, not only in waking life, but in dreams
also. I take [Suvarow 8¢ vénow] to be a doublet of the preceding
words Svvardy véyoar. It is to be inferred from the phrase éuoi 8t
doxel that something like ‘it is said by some’ has preceded. The
two Evc'pyem.z spoken of must be G‘.IO'&?;IO'I'.S' and ;—‘d?;la'f.g.

Suipnraw ya(p 4 aloBnois) (Sujpnral ye MSS.) els e 78 odpe kal els
mw Yuxfv.  From the following words, xai drav dugérepa & pépy s
alothjoews xr.\, it may be inferred that the missing subject of
dippyrar was 1 alobnows, The ‘two parts’ of alofyous are probably
the two processes which Aristotle and the Stoics distinguished under
the names aioliois and ¢avracio. According to Aristotle, the
external object, acting through the bodily organ of sense, stamps an
image of itself* on the Yuxy aloOpric]; and the perception of this
internal image (which persists after the external object has ceased to
be present) is called ¢avracie. He says that  davracia oriv
alonols Tis dolenis (Rhet. 1. 11, 1370 a 28), and that 74 povrdopare
bomep alobijpard éoti, mhip dvev S\ys (De an. 3. 8, 432 ag). The
Stoics adopted Aristotle’s theory of alofiyois and davracia with little
alteration. Cf. ‘the Stoics’ in Diog. Laert. . 46 : ™y 8¢ dpavraciay
var TiTwew & Yoy, Tod dvéparos [oiketws] perampeypévov dmd rov
Timwy (TdV) v 1§ kmpd Smd T0b daxTullov ywopévav. A ¢pavracio may
be dro imdpxovros, i. e. it may be an impression stamped on the soul
by a really existing external object; in that case, it is called xara-
Anmric) dpavracia (i.e. a pavracia which gets hold of something
real), and its evidence is true. On the other hand, it may be odk
amb dmdpxovros, i. €. it may have originated in the soul itself ; in that
case, there is no external object to correspond to it, and the man
who accepts it as evidence of reality is mistaken. (See Arnim, Stose.
vet. fragm. IL, pp. 21 ff.) A dream is a series of darvraciar of the
latter kind.

The Hermetist’s doctrine of ¢ the two parts of alofes’ is probably
derived from the Stoic doctrine of aicfyos and davregia, The ‘part
of alofyois’ which he assigns to the body is the operation of the
bodily sense-organs, and corresponds to the Stoic oigfyows 5 the
imagines ab intentione traducta est, tune demum corpus omne resolvitur in
quietem. . . . Sibi avocamenta invenit (mens), ne saluberrimam quictem corporis
interrumpat. . . . Dormiendi ergo cansa tributa est a deo ratio somniandi.’ This
implies that in sleep sersues (aiofyats, i. e. the activity of the bodil sense-organs} is
suspended, and the mens (voiis) alone is active, being occupied in the contemplation
of simulacra or imagines (pavréopara).

! The simile of seal and wax, by which Aristotle (De mem. 1. 350a) illustrates
the process, had already been employed by Plato in the Zeaetetus, 191 5qq.
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«part of olofyois’ which he assigns to the soul corresponds to
the Stoic ¢arracia. .

drav dpddrepa Td pépn Tis alobfoews wpds dNA\qAa cupdwrioy.
«When the psychic alofpouis agrees with the bodily alofyouws (7).
This perhaps may mean ‘ when the ¢avracia is an exact reproduction
of an image impressed on the bodily sense-organs by an external
object’; that is, in Stoic terms, ‘when the ¢avracia is dmo
$mdpxovros’. But the meaning of the paragraph as a whole is
uncertain ; and that being so, there can be no certainty about the
meaning of this or that clause of it.

§3 6 ydp vois kier wdvra T4 vofjpare. In the words xiée and
{omepe, the writer illustrates his meaning by a metaphor taken from
human procreation. The man’s vois is the mother of his vojuara ;
but the father of every good véypa is God, and the father of every
bad véypa is some daemon. That is to say, man’s vefs does not
produce vojpara by its own unaided operation ; each of his designs
or purposes is suggested to him from without, either by God or by a
daemon.

As instances of kaxa vorjuara, the writer mentions évor, poyeiar,
and the like; as instances of dyafy vouara, he gives dperij and
augpooivy, It is evident from this that the vols here spoken of is
vols mpuxTikos ; the vénas is the process of deciding on a certain end
to be aimed at by action, and is assumed to carry with it a corre-
sponding act of will; and the véypua is the purpose thus formed, or
the course of action thus decided on.

For the notion that good vojjpara are ¢ begotten’ by God, cf. Philo
De Cherubim 13. 43, Cohn I, p. 180: dvip pdv ywaud . . . ros émi

14
yevéoer maidwy Sulias . . . cuvépyetar mowodperos’ dperals O& moAAd

xai Télea TikTovoals Oéus obk EoTw dvdpos émdayelv Ovqrott
defdpevar 8¢ mapd Twos érépov yoriy, ¢ Eavrdv povov obdérere kufoovat.
7ls ov 6 owelpwy év abdrals T4 koAd TAYY & T@v Svrwy wamip, 6 dyémros
febs kal T aipmovre yerwdv ; The dperal are here hypostatized, and
are spoken of as if they were persons distinct and separate from the
virtuous man ; but Philo’s meaning appears to be that good thoughts
and actions (the offspring of the dperal) are not originated by the
man himself, but are implanted in him or bestowed on him by God.
Philo expresses the same thought without metaphor in Zeg. alleg. 3.
46. 136, Cohn I, p. 143 : 8el 7ow Iwep dperfjs wovov py) éovry mpoodyew
T Yuxay, AN dgedely dep’ éavrijs xai Oed dveveyxeiv, dpoloyoioay
ore oby 7 loxds abrijs obdt 1§ Svvapus mepierolnoe T kakdv, AL & kal
P2
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Tov épura xapodpevos. CF Paul, Phil. 2. 131 Bevs ydp dorw & vepyiv
év Dpiy kal o Oéhew kol 10 vepyeiv.

[pnBevds pépous Tod Kdopou kevol dvtos Baimoves.] The following
doris must be taken to refer, not to 8afpoves here, but to the preceding
Twos Tév Sapovwv, But that being so, the interposed words pydevos
.+ . 8ulpovos awkwardly interrupt the sentence, and obscure the
construction. It seems best therefore to assume that they have been
inserted by a later hand.

6 xdopos here means the sublunar world alone, It cannot include
the heavens ; for no Hermetist would have said that the heavens are
full of maleficent daemons. The writer of the clause presumably
held the view expressed in Cozp. XVI and elsewhere, that all
physical processes in the sublunar world are carried on by the
agency of personal beings called daemons. He considered that
all bad thoughts and actions result from the influence on us of the
matter of which our bodies and their environment consist ; but he
attributed the influence of matter to the action of personal beings
residing in it.

((breroeNbiv)) 76 (phy) dwd Toi Oeod wepwriopéve. If a man is
‘illuminated’ by God, he is secured against the action of the
daemons ; if not, they beget bad vofjpara in him. Cf, Corp. XVI.
16 : obdeis yap oddev Sivarar olire Sawpdvwv otire Oedv mpos plav dxriva
Tob feot. Hermes in Lactant. Diw. inst. 2. 15. 16 (Asel. Lat, 111.
29 b): edoefobs yap dvfpdmov olre Salpwy Kaxds ofire elpappéry
KpaTel.

In the word weduriopévy, the writer employs a different and
inconsistent metaphor. To say that God “pours light into’ a man
is another way of saying that God begets good voqpare in the
man’s vovs.

éomwepe Tijs idlus évepyelas T oméppa. Each individual daemon
begets his own special kind of sin. Cf. Valentinus ap. Clem. Alex,
Strom. 2. 20. 114 woA\& yap évowkodvra (r§ Kkapdi) mvelpara (= Sai-
poves) obk &G xabapelew' Exacrov 8¢ abrow T o ekrelel Epya, moAdax@s
évvfplovrov émbuplas ol mpoorykotoas. Origen, Hom. XV in Tesum
Nave: ‘per singulos homines sunt spiritus aliqui, diversa in iis
peccatorum genera molientes, Verbi causa, est aliquis fornicationis
spiritus, est irae spiritus alius, est avaritiae spiritus, alius vero
superbiae. Et si invenias esse aliquem hominem qui his omnibus
malis aut etiam pluribus agitatur, omnes hos vel etiam plures in se
habere inimicos putandus est spiritus.’
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aoePelas [dyxovas, katd kpypvdv katadopds, kal ke wévra doa Soi-
pévwr Epya]. The enumeration of kaxe vojjpara ought to end with doe-
Belas, in which all wickednesses are summed up, as the enumeration
of dyafa vojpara ends with eboefeia. There is therefore reason to
think that the words dyydvas . .. Suudvwr éye have been subse-
quently added. The phrase kard kpyurdv karagpopds recalls the words
dppnoev 7 Gyély katd kppuvot in the story of the Gadarene swine
(Mark 5. 13, Matth. 8. 32, Luke 8. 33) ; and possibly the interpolator
may have been a Christian, and may have been thinking of the
Savpoviwy &pyov which is described in that story.

§ 4 a. eboéBea 8¢ o Beoli yvdows. Cf. Lactant. Div. inst. 2. 15.
8: ‘quid sit autem edoéBea, ostendit (Hermes) alio loco his verbis :
7 yap eboéfea yvidais éom Tob feot.” The words quoted by Lactantius
are not quite identical with those of Co#p. IX ; and they may perhaps
have occurred in some other Hermetic document known to him,

v 6 dmyvods, ThApns yerdpevos wdvTwy Thv dyabav, Tis vofoes Delas
toxe.. Cf. Ascl. Lat. 1 a: ‘quem (sermonem) si intellegens (deum)
videris, eris omnium bonorum tota mente plenissimus.” It appears
from this that the writer of Cosp. IX borrowed the phrase wAipys
yevdpevos mdvrwy tév dyafdv from the first paragraph of the Adyos
Téhetos.

§ 4 b. Thv yap kaxilav év0dBe Selv oixely elmov, év (elmoper MSS.) 7§
éautijs ywpiw oloar xwplov yap adtiis fj yf. The word elrov implies
that this statement occurred in some earlier Hermetic document
known to the writer. But the remoter source of it is Pl Z7%eaet.
176 Az o7 dwoléobfar Té kakd Buvardy . . ., brevavriov ydp T TG dyabd
dei elvar dvdyxy, obr év feols adra Bpiofar v 8¢ Bvpriy Pvow kal
Tovde Tov Témov wepumrolel ¢ dvdyxys.

ol 6 kéopos, bs Eviol wore épolor PBhaodnmpolvres. The writer
implies that some of his contemporaries assert that evil extends
through the whole Kosmos ; but he holds that the heavens are free
from evil, and that it exists on earth alone. Among the blasphemers
who spoke evil of that ‘second God’, the Kosmos, were the
Christians ; and perhaps it is of the Christians chiefly, if not solely,
that the Hermetist is here thinking. Compare Asc/. Lat. 111 25:
when the Christians prevail, ‘non admirandus videbitur mundus nec
adorandus’ &c. But the writer of Corp. VI was guilty of similar
blasphemy ; see VI. 42, 6 yap réopos whijpwpd ot tijs rkaxlus.

The word xdopos here includes the heavens; whereas in § 3, in
the clause pydevds pépovs 70D kdopov kevod Svros Salpovos, it means the
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sublunar world alone (the y3 of § 4 b), and it is implied that the «dopos
(in that sense) 7s the abode of xaxia. The verbal contradiction
between the two statements confirms the suspicion that the clause in
§ 3 has been inserted by another hand.

& pévrou BeovePils wdvra Smootfioer dvTioxdpevos (aloBSpevos MSS.)
Tis yrdoews. He who has gnosis will endure pain and death, if need
be, rather than abandon his religion,

wdvra dvadépel els Thy yvdow. Does this mean that he ‘makes his
sufferings contribute to the increase of his gnosis’, i. e. that they bring
him nearer to God? Or, that he ‘finds an explanation of them in
his grosis’, in the light of which he sees that they are blessings
in disguise ?

Td kakd pévos dyafoworel. He finds good in the sufferings inflicted
on him. The Pagan writer here shows something of the spirit of
those Christians who rejoiced in martyrdom. Cf. Paul, Rom. 8. 28 :
Tois dyandor 1ov Oeov wdvra ocuvepyel els dyafdv. Plotinus 4. 3. 16
el & ayalbos & (ddwa mpos dvfpdmev) malbdv, s dyabov # rehevry
TovTOY.

§ 5. ob wis 8¢ dvbpwwos . . . dwohader TAs vofioews. All men
voovow, i. €. all men possess vois and use it ; but some men do not
use it rightly, and therefore get no good from their possession of it,
This was implied in § 3, to which the words &s mpoeimor refer. In
the Hermetica, vois is sometimes used (as here) in a wider sense, to
signify a faculty which all men possess, and by the possession of
which they are distinguished from beasts; and sometimes in a
narrower sense, to signify a higher faculty, which is bestowed by
God on a few among men, but is not possessed by the many. In
the latter sense, it is the faculty by which men ‘know God’, and is
thus correlative to yvéos,  knowledge of God .

[6AN" & pév Ghuxds, & B¢ 0dousBns.] The men who use their véyors
wrongly are dAwol; that is, they are dominated by material things,
or in other words, by the daemons who reside in material things and
operate by means of them. These men live in subjection to the
mdify bred by the material body, and their desires are directed to
material objects. They are those who ‘love the body’, as some of
the Hermetists say.  On the other hand, those who use their vdyous
rightly are odawides ; that is, they are freed from the domination of
the body and its material surroundings ; it is the incorporeal and
eternal part of them that has the upper hand, and their hearts are
set on things incorporeal and eternal, Thus applied, the terms
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$Awds and odoubdys correspond to yoikds and wvevparikds as used by
some of the Christian Gnostics.

But the words dAN’ & pudv SAwkds 6 8¢ olowddys appear to be wrongly
placed here. Their connexion with the preceding clause is obscure ;
and the sequence of thought becomes clearer if we cut them out,

and read ob wés 8¢ . . . dwolave Tis vorjoews’ [ ] 6 pev yup . . ., ol
8t kT A
& pév yip perd xaxias [Nikds] (voet), . . . of 8¢ perd Tob dynbol

[odowwdds] (sc. voolow). DAwds (or $Awds?) and ofowdds may
perhaps have been added by the same person who inserted dAX
6 piv dhds 6 8¢ odouddys. The text is corrupt, and cannot be
restored with certainty ; but the writer’s meaning must have been
that some men’s thinking produces bad results, and other men’s
thinking produces good results. The mention of ‘evil’ and ‘good ’
in this sentence leads on to an attempt to account for the existence
of evil.

dmd 10l Oeol swldpevor, These men are saved by God from subjec-
tion to ¥Ay and the daemons who operate in it.

wdvta wouel [pév] éavrd Spowa. All things are made by God, and
therefore all things, when first made, are ‘like God’, i. e. are good.

raita 8, dyadd yevdpeva, év ) xpfioer Tis évepyelas Tadopa’l. The
sense required to suit the context is ‘all things are good when first
made, but some things afterwards become bad’. (Some things, not
all, become bad ; for the writer goes on to say that the xoopucy dopd,
while it makes some things bad, makes other things good). But it
is doubtful how this sense is to be got out of the words. Perhaps
v T xpijore Tis dvepyelas might be taken to mean ‘¢ when the operation
of the (cosmic) forces is brought to bear on them’; but the phrase
is obscure, and very likely corrupt. In place of agpopa, we might
write (ékBalver Si)dpopa, ‘turn out various in quality’ (i.e. some of
them bad and others good). But it is also possible that agopa has
come by duplication from ¢opd, and that the original predicate is
wholly lost.

For the thought, cf. Corp. XIV. 7: “evil has not been made by
God, but breaks out, like a sort of rust, on the things which God has
made.’

W yap koopikd) $opd, Tpémovsa (tpifovsa MSS.) Tis yevéoes, woids
woel,  (Possibly moukiM)as rowel” cf. wowiday in § 6, and iy wouiAiay
rév yevéoewr in § 7.) ¢The movement of the Kosmos’ must here
mean the movement of the heavenly bodies. The aspect of the
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stars changes from moment to moment ; and the character (whether
good or bad) of every living creature is determined by the aspect of
the stars at the moment of its birth. (Cf. AscZ. Las. II1. 35.) This
statement, if its logical implications were accepted, would involve
absolute fatalism ; it would throw all responsibility for evil on the
heavenly bodies,’ and therefore ultimately on God. If God has
made the stars and determined their movements, and the stars, by
their movements, determine that some men shall be bad, God is the
author of moral evil. But the writer did not draw this inference,

§ 6. xal yip & xdopos , . . aloBnow idlar kol vénow e The
terms afothyeus and véyois must be taken here in the same sense in
which they were employed before with reference to man. alofyos
seems to be the perception that a certain state of things exists, and
voyats, a deliberate decision to take certain action in view of that
state of things. Thus the statement that the Kosmos possesses
aiofnois and véyeis means that the Kosmos is a conscious and
rational agent.

odx Spolay 1) dvfpumela, 0dde (oir)ws mowkikny. Man’s vofuara are
mowida. ; that is to say, they are sometimes good, but oftener bad ;
and when bad, they are bad in manifold ways (¢ofXol piv yip darAds,
mavrodards 8¢ kaxol). But the vojuara of the Kosmos are invariably
good, and therefore drAd. And it may be inferred that they are
invariably begotten by God. (Yet if the vofpara of the Kosmos
are invariably good, how is it that the xoopuwi dopd gives rise to evil
as well as good ?)

i ydp olobnois kal vénors Tol kdopou pla dorl, 7 (v MSS.)
wdvra woiely, kai eis éautdy (dourhy MSS.) dwomorelv. The correction
b for 7§ is confirmed by the parallel in § g, 70976 éow 4 . kal v. T0d
feol, 70 7o wdvra del mwev. The Kosmos acts consciously and
deliberately ; and its action consists solely in making and unmaking
things; i.e. all physical processes are directed to this end. By
“things ’ we must understand living organisms. When an organism
is ‘unmade’, it is broken up into its component elements; and as
these elements are parts of the Kosmos, the Kosmos is said to
‘unmake things info itself’.

Spyavor (8vra) Tijs To6 Beod Poulfoews. It seems necessary to insert
dvra, in agreement with xdopor, the understood subject of woweiv and

! We were told in § 4 b that it is ‘ Llasphemy® to say that there is evil in the
heavens. DBut if a thing produces evil, how can it be denied that in that respect it
is itsell evil?
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gmorowcv. The word dvrws in the following clause yields no satis-
factory sense ; it is probable therefore that dvra was transferred to
that place by error, and was subsequently altered into dvrws. The
word épyavov is wrongly repeated in [dpyavo Jroujfiév(ra).

The Kosmos, in carrying on the physical processes by which living
organisms are made and unmade, is executing the will of God, and
therefore, though a conscious agent, may at the same time be called
an ‘instrument’ by means of which God works. The same phrase
occurs in Asel. Lat. 111, 25 (mundus, . . . machina voluntatis dei’),
whence the writer of Corp. IX presumably borrowed it.

&md Tod Oeod haPiv Td oméppara. The Kosmos has received the
¢seeds’ of all things from God, retains these ‘seeds’ in itself, and
produces from them a perpetual succession of living organisms.
In using the word owéppare, the writer may have had in mind the
ameppaticol Adyou of the Stoics. For its employment in this passage,
cf. Basilides (or one of his followers) ap. Hippol. Re¢f. kaer. 7. 21:

fv bre v od8év. . . . émel (otv) ovdtv (v),—olx VA, olx olola, olx
dvotaiow, ody dmwloly, oifx dlotvlerow, [olx dvonrdy, olx drvalzfyrov,]’
odx dvfpwros, odk dyyelos, ob Oebs, oide Shws 71 78v dvopalopévay 3 8
alobhjoews AapBavopévor 3) voyrdv wpaypdrov,—. .. (8) obx by feos . . .
dvorrws, avagbires? dfotles, dmpoapérws, dmabls, dvemibuprTws
bapov §0é\qoe wodjoar, 76 8¢ “HOé\yoe” Méyw, prot, onpacias xdpw,®
aflejrus (yap )0édnoe) kal dvofjros kai dvawocbires'* “kbopor” 8¢ o
Tov katd wAdTos xal Saipeow yeyerquévov ToTepov kal SieoTdro,® aAld
yip owéppa kéapov. 76 8¢ owéppa Tod kéopov wdvTa eixey év éavrd, ds
6 Tob owdrews rkékros v élaxiory ovAlafBov Eye mwanTa® Gpob, Tas
pitas, 0 wpéuvov, 7ols Khddovs, T& ¢vANe, T dvefaplBpyra [Tav
wéixwv | (a7)d ToD purod yevdpera” owéppara wilw ENwv xal dA\wy
woAdius purov "kexupévalt  obras (8) odk by Bebs émoinoe kéopov odk
drira)? & odi dvrwy, katafal[Ndpevos kal Smoomijoas® eméppa T &,

1otk . . . dvaloByrov seclusi. ‘ol voyriv, bk alofyriv susp. Tacobius’; but this
would be a duplication of raw 8 alofioews .7\, below.

? As to dvofrws, dvaigfires, see note on Corp, IX, g below.
7 3 Ie. ‘I use the word to indicate my meaning, but it is not to be understood
iterally ",

¢ kal dvofirws ral dvawobyTws secludendum

5 Perhaps, 7dv [[ ]| watd Swaipesw ~yeyernuévov iiorepor ral ({xard whdros))
Siearidra,

8 gdyvra Duncker and Schn. : waoas MS.

T Perhaps yergodpueva, or yevnoopévar,

¥ Perhaps {dnavra (1) uw)xexu,uém

Y gvra Duncker and Schn.: dv MS.

10 Either waraBaldpcvos xat or wul troorfigas ought, 1 think, to be struck out.
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€xov waoay & éavrd Ty 100 xéopov mavomeppiav. o B katapavéorepor
moujow TobTo Smep éxelvor Aéyovar waldmep dov dpibos efmouiA[AJov !
Twos kal moluxpwudrov, ofovel Tod Tadvos 4 dA\ov Twds Irt paM\ow
mokvpdpov [kal woluypwpdrov], & oy, [ofrws]® Exe & éavrd moANds
obawdy wolvpdppuy kai molvxpupdrov kai molveverdrar® idéas, otrws
éxe® 16 rarafAybév, pyolv, twd 10D odk dvros Beod odk Bv oméppa Tov
Kéapov Frolipopdor Gpod ral molvovaiorl.?

va . . . wdvta mouy évepyds. The Kosmos has received from God
the ‘seeds’ of things only, and not the things themselves; it
produces the things évepyds by its own action. That is to say,
the things exist only Swdpe (potentially) in the ‘seeds’, but are
made to exist évepyely (actually) by the action of the Kosmos. With
the other reading, évapyis, the meaning would be that the Kosmos
brings the individual organisms into concrete and visible existence
by its own action.

((depdpevos B¢ mwdvra Lwomaiet.)). This clause, where it stands in
the MSS., is an awkward and pointless repetition of otk &rrw I
{woyovel. T have therefore transposed it to this place, where some-
thing of the sort seems needed to lead on to «ai Saddwr mdvra
dvaveol. 'The word ¢epdpevos implies that it is the Kooty dopd,
i.e. the movement of the heavenly bodies, that produces life in each
individual organism at its birth..

domep dyabds [Lwiis] yewpyds ) xataBolj dvaréwaw adrtols [beps-
pevos] mapéywy (wapéxer MSS.). karafolyj means ‘a sowing of seed’.
As a farmer ‘renews’ his crop (i. e. brings a fresh crop into being in
place of that which has been reaped) by sowing seed, so the Kosmos
renews the life of all organisms by making them produce offspring.
Cf. Corp. 111. 4 as emended : 74 8¢ é\arrovpera dvavewbijoerar fedy
éycvkMuy dvaplbpiy Spowipar.. The word ¢epbpevos is out of place
here, since it has no application to the yewpyds. It has doubtless
come by duplication from ¢epduevos 8¢ wdvra {wororet.

For the simile of the yewpyds, cf. Numenius ap. Euseb. Pr. ep. 11.
18. 14, quoted in prefatory note on Corp. 1T,

Compare also Pap. Mag. Berlin Parthey 1. 26, where the term
dyaft yewpyé is addressed to the Egyptian god Khnum (the Agathos

! ebwouxihov Duncker and Schn, : & wowiiov MS,

2 ofitws sec/usi, It has doubtless come from oifrws &xe below.

¥ Two of these three adjectives might be struck out with advantage,

4 Eye is here intransitive.
. % dpob is meaningless ; and the anépua, though it contains in itself woAAds by
wukvpbpper I[Béas, is not itselfl moAduoppor.  Legendum nokvpdpgov Svros wal
waAvovgiov,
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Daimon), who, as lord of the Nile, and fertilizer of Egypt, had come
to be regarded as the giver of all life on earth,

§ 7. 74 B¢ odpata awd GAns. The writer distinguishes the material
body of the organism from the life (or soul) generated in it or infused
into it. His conception of ws resembles that of anima in Ascl. Lat.
1, 2 b, where the anima is distinguished from the mundus (fAn) of
which the body is composed.

& Swadopg. It would be possible to write &vdiuddopa, *having
differences in or among them’ There seems to have been an
adjective évdudcpopos with this meaning ; cf. Corp. XIL. i, 6, nds évdud-
popds éorw (6 vods). See also Corp V. 7.

[-r&. pév ydp doTw €k yijs, Td Be &£ JBatos, & Be & ddpos, Ta Bé &
wupds.] This appears to mean that the bodies of one kind of {Ga
are made wholly and solely of earth, those of another kind wholly
and solely of water, and so on. But that is contradicted by the
following statement, wdvra 8¢ éori oivfera, which implies that every
organized body is composed of different elements in combination,
It is most likely therefore that r& wev . . . éx mupos is a note inserted
by some reader.

The interpolator probably assumed that the bodies of men and
terrestrial animals are made of earth, and those of fishes, of water.
The only {&a that could be said to have bodies made of fire are the
celestial gods (sun, moon, and stars) ; and that being so, the {§a that
have bodies made of air are most likely the daemons.

wdvra 8¢ éomi olvBera, kol Ta pév palNhov, Td B¢ dmhodoTepa’ pallov
pév T Papitepa, frrov 8¢ T& kouddrepa. dmlovorepa is equivalent to
firrov atvlere, and (if the text is sound) is accordingly resumed by
frrov in the phrase which follows. But what kinds of {ga have
bodies that are frrov oivfera and consequently xoupérepa? If the
writer were speaking of men alone, one might suppose that he was
thinking of the doctrine of Posidonius concerning life after death.
Pos. seems to have said that men living on earth are composed of all
four elements, and when a man dies, he becomes first a ‘hero’,
composed of water, air, and fire, and dwelling in the lower atmo-
sphere ; then a ‘daemon’, composed of air and fire, and dwelling in
the upper atmosphere ; and (in some few cases) finally a god, com-
posed of fire alone, and dwelling in heaven. But that interpretation
of the sentence would not suit the context ; for the author of Cozp.
IX is speaking of the {@a produced by the Kosmos, and it is clear
that he includes among these {§a beasts as well as men, and that he
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is thinking of them only as born on earth and living upon earth.
There is reason therefore to suspect that not only the preceding
sentence, but this passage also (wdvra 8¢ . . . xovgérepe) is an
interpolation. Perhaps the best way out of the difficulty would be
to cut out all that is here said about & odpare, and to assume that
the original text ran thus: (6 kdouos) pod rémos domi kal Sypiovpyds
fwijs.  [ra 8¢ odpara . . . frrov 82 Ta Kxougporepa.] 76 8¢ Tdyos abrod
775 popls KT

10 B¢ Tdyos adrol THs dopds Ty wowkihlar Tév [wodv] yevéoewy
épydlerar. This is explained by 4sc. Zat. II1. 35. The qualities
imposed on individuals at their birth are wowiha ; that is to say, no
two individuals are born alike; and this is accounted for by the fact
that, owing to the rapid movement of the heavens, no two individuals
are born under the same aspect of the stars. woGv (qualities) may
be an alternative reading for yevérewr. It would be possible to write
either miv mouaiav 1év yevéoewr (cf. 7§ mowtMy Tijs yevéoews below),
or 7. m. 7dv woudy, but hardly r. 7. 7dv woudv yevérewr.

mvol) ydp, oloa wukvordTy, mpoteiver T& moudk Tols odpaow. This
mvorj is the Stoic mvelpa, i. e. the life-breath of the living Kosmos.
(Cf. Asel. Lat. 1. 6 b, “ spiritus, quo plena sunt omnia, permixtus cunctis
cuncta vivificat’; and Ascl. Lat. 111. 17a.) The writer identifies
it with the atmosphere, and holds it to be the instrument by which
the influences of the heavenly bodies are brought to bear on all
organisms on earth. All {ga live by breathing, i. e. by taking into
themselves a portion of the cosmic mvof. (Cf. eiomvéovoa dmd Tob
rcptéxovros below.)

The wvoy is wvkvordry ; that is to say, it operates without inter-
mission, and so maintains a constant succession of changing qualities,
It “extends the qualities forward ’ (mporelver 7& woud); this seems to
mean that it supplies a continuous series of them.

perd évds mhpdpatos tis Lwfis. The wvof not only imposes on all
bodies their sensible qualities (r& moud), but also conveys life into
them, And since all bodies in the Kosmos (inorganic bodies as well
as organisms) possess life in some degree, their lives, regarded collec-
tively, constitute & mAjpwpa s Lwfs ; that is to say, the universe is,
through the operation of the wvosj, wholly filled with one continuous
mass of life. Cf. Corp. XIL. ii. 15b: § 8 opmas xéopos obros . . .
mMjpopd dori mis Lws.

§ 8. [warhp pév . . . 100 kdopou.] Placed in the midst of the
discussion of the Kosmos, this passage is an interruption. It may
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perhaps have been a note appended to the words dro o feod Aafiw
e in§ o where the writer is passing on from the Kosmos to God.
As to & pév xéopos vids Toi feob k.., cf. Corp. X, 14 b kai yivera
b pév kbopos Tob feol vids, 6 8¢ dvfpwmos Tob kbopov (vids, Kal ToD Beot)
BaTEP fryavos.

Numenius called the first God ¢ grandfather’ of the Kosmos; see
Numen. ap. Procl. /n Tim. 93 A, quoted in prefatory note on Corp. 11.

é adrds obv kbopos Mdvaykalws! kal oikelws koahoito. &.vay.-cafws‘,
which is meaningless in this context, has probably come from
dvdyxys above. The meaning must have been that the word «dopos
has two senses, viz. ‘order’ and ‘universe’, and that one of these is
its ‘proper’ or primary sense, and the other is a transferred or
secondary sense. Perhaps the original reading may have been
dvakdyws, which, when contrasted with oikelws, would mean ‘meta-
phorically’.  Cf. Ar. Rket. 3. 10.7: viv 8¢ peradopdy . . . eddokiuolor
pdAora ai kat’ dvadoyiav.

For the omission of dv, cf. dmooraly in Corp. XIL.ii. 16 b.  (In
1X. 10, the MSS. give 8déecer without daw, but the text is corrupt.)
Whether dv was omitted from the first, or has been dropped out by
a copyist, we have no means of knowing.

6 adros . . . kalotro ends the paragraph feebly, and is an anticlimax
after the more impressive sentence which precedes it ; I am therefore
inclined to suspect that it is a note inserted by a later hand.

§ g. wdvTwy odv TOK L@wvﬁ aloBnos kal vénows #wbey emeraépyerar,
eiomvéouga &md (6md MSS.) Toi wepiéxorros. According to § 1 b, ‘sense
and thought’ exist (on earth) in men alone, and in the lower animals
their place is taken by ‘sense and instinct’. But here, the phrase
alocnows xai végows is used in a wider sense, and means ‘ conscious
life’ in general, so that it becomes almost equivalent to {wj. We
have just been told that ‘life’ is conveyed into all bodies by the
cosmic wvoy ; and the same thing is expressed in other words by the
statement that ‘sense and thought’ are breathed into them from
the atmosphere. In adopting the Stoic doctrine of the cosmic
mvedpa, the writer has not ceased to feel that mveipa primarily means
‘breath’; and his description of the process of vivification is based
on the view that men and beasts draw into themselves, by the act of
breathing, portions of the conscious life of the Kosmos, with which
the atmosphere is filled. In this respect, he is still in touch with the
theories of Heraclitus and Diogenes of Apollonia, out of which the
Stoic doctrine of mvetpe was developed.
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6 8¢ kdayuos, dwat NaPiv dpe 16 yerdobar, The writer assumes that
the Kosmos has had a beginning. This was denied by the Aristo-
telians, and by some of the Platonists.

domep éviots Bdker. Cf § 4 b, &s &0l more épotar. The writer
refers to his own time by putting a prediction into the mouth of the
prehistoric Hermes. His meaning is that some of his contemporaries
deny that God aicfdverar xal voi. Who are the persons referred to?
They can hardly be orthodox Christians ; but some of the Christian
Gnostics might be included among them. Cf. Basilides, quoted
above, in note on § 6: the ‘non-existent’ God dvorjrws, dvairirws,
« v Koo pov §0éyae worfjoar.  But that is merely an extreme statement
of a doctrine which was taught by some of the Pagan Platonists also ;
(see note on Corzp. 1. 5;) and the writer of Corp IX, when he
spoke of certain men who blasphemously say that God is avaiofyros
xal dvényros, may have been thinking either of Pagan Platonists or of
Platonizing Christians.

imd ydp BewoiBarporias Bhacdmpodor. It is their anxiety to exalt
God to the utmost, and to separate him by the widest possible
interval from the material world and the evil in it, that leads them
into this error; and thus they may be said to ¢ blaspheme through
excess of reverence’.

((xal tolro ZoTww ¥ alobyois kel vénois Toi Oeol, T T& mhvTa del
kwelv.)) Cf. Corp. XI. ii. 17 ¢: rodro yip domep (oloia?) éori Tob
Oco?, (10) kwely 76 wdvra xal Lwomotetv. God is the primum movens |
it is his activity that takes effect in all subordinate activities, He
infuses life and energy into the Kosmos, and thereby causes the
Kosmos to infuse life and energy into all things contained m it.
And his alofyous and véyeis consist in doing this ; that is to say, he
does it consciously and deliberately, and is wholly occupied in
doing it.

Ta4 pév BLd cwpdrwr évepyolvro, T4 8¢ Si1d odolag Yuyikfis kwolvra,
The writer probably adopted the view expressed in Ascl. Zat, 1. 4,
that plants, though they have {wi}, and even a kind of aiolyais, have
no yuysh.  They are living and perhaps sentient bodies, but bodies
without ‘soul” or ‘psychic substance’. Thus r& St 7aw copdToy
évepyotvra may be taken to mean plants, as opposed to & S Yuyxiis
obolas kwolvra, which means &ujvxa, i. e. beasts and men. duyp is
‘self-moving’ or ‘selfmoved’ (Pl. Phaedrus 245 ®, Laws 896 a);
and the self-moving Yy of a man or animal originates movement
in the body in which it resides, and thereby moves inanimate bodies
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also (Corp. I1.8 b, 9). &uyya are therefore kwoivre ; but since this
very power of selfmovement is bestowed by God, the spontaneous
movements of éujuxa, as well as the mechanical movements of dyuya,
are caused by God.

& 3¢ 314 mvedparos fwomorodrra, T4 B¢ T4 kekpnréra Swodexdpeva.
This is obscure ; but a comparison of Asc/, LZat. 1. 2 b and 6 b (which
the writer had before him in the Adyos 7ékewos) suggests that it is to
be explained as follows. The two kinds of things here spoken of are
the dvugepy and karwepij of Ascl. Lat. 1. 2 b, that is, the pair of light
elements, fire and air, and the pair of heavy elements, earth and
water. The drugep are Lwomowivra (vivifica, Asel. Lat. I); that is
to say, portions of fire and air enter into the bodies of men and
animals, (these bodies being composed mainly of 7& rarweeps, earth
and water,) and convey life into them. And the fire and air do this
8un wvelpares, that is, by combining with one another to form a
gaseous substance called mvedpa, which men and animals draw into
their bodies by breathing. The karweeps ¢ receive into themselves
dead organisms’; that is to say, when an animal ¢ expires’, the
invisible wvedpa by which it has hitherto been vivified passes away
into the atmosphere, but the visible and tangible body is resolved
into the gross elements of which it was composed, and is thus
‘received back’ into the mass of earth and water. If this is the
meaning, the first and second of the four kinds of things distinguished
are organic bodies (animals and vegetables), and the third and fourth
are inorganic bodies (the lighter and heavier elements).

Perhaps it might also be possible to take the passage in another
way; 7o &k wredparos {womowivra might be taken to mean the
heavenly bodies, which produce life in individual organisms by
means of the cosmic rvefjpa by which their influence is conveyed to
earthly things; and 7o 7& rexpmrdra dvadexdueva might be taken
to mean the four elements, into which the organism (including the
portion of mveiua which has been infused into it, as well as the
visible and tangible body) is decomposed at death.

[kal eixérws]. This phrase is evidently out of place ; for it ought
to be followed by an explanation introduced by ydp, and there is no
such explanation here. It may be a misplaced doublet of xai eixérws
~ in§8.

[[p8Ahov B¢ Néyw 87 odk adrds adrd Zxer, &NA& . .. adrds &warrd
€omwv.]] There can be little doubt that this was written as a correc-
tion of 7a yap dvra & Geds &xe below. If we transpose it accordingly,
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the statement airos dravrd éorw falls into its right place, as the climax
with which the paragraph ends.

[0k &wev atTd mpoohapBdvwr, Ew 8¢ émbibols.] These words, in
which God is spoken of as distinct from *things’, cannot have been
meant to follow atros dwavrd éorw, in which he is identified with
them. Perhaps ofk...émd:Sors was intended to stand after r& yap dvra
6 feds éxe below ; but if placed there, it would interrupt the sequence
of thought ; and it seems most likely that it is a note inserted by a
reader.

kol ofk EoTaw moté Xpdvos Ore dmoheudpbigeral T Tdv dvrwr, See
Corp. VIII, where it is maintained that oddty v & 76 xdopey
dmoXdvrac.

ol . . . dmokeipBfoeral v Thy vrwv' [ | T4 yop Svra & Deds Exen
Nothing that is can cease to be, because all things are contained ' by
God, or included in God. (Cf. & 7 0ed éare above, and oire adrod
ovder éxrds, which follows.) If things are ‘in God', they partake of
God’s eternity, and cannot perish.

kal odte adTol oddév éxtds olite adrds oddevds. The first of these two
statements,  there is nothing which is not in God’, is a repetition of
ti dvra & feds éxer in different words. But the second, there is
nothing in which God is not’, brings in a fresh thought which is
hardly to the point ; and it may be suspected that the author wrote
merely xal ot8& abdrol ékrds, and that this was amplified by a
transcriber.

§ 10. &wd Tob Adyou péypr Twds 6dnynbels. The teacher’s words
may guide the pupil’s thought in the right direction ; but they can
do no more than that. Unless the pupil thinks for himself, he
cannot grasp the truth which the teacher’s words express ; (cf. Ase.
Lat. 1. 3b, and Ascl. Lat. 111 19 a;) and it is only when his own
thought has confirmed what another man tells him, that he arrives at
an assured conviction. Cf. Plotinus 6. 9. 4: 86 odd¢ pyrov odde
yporrov (t0 &) dAAa Aéyoper wal ypdpopev, mépmovres els adro, xai
dveyelpovres ék Tov Adywv (by our teaching) émi mip Oéav, damep 6d0v
Secvivres 7§ T Bedaaabfor Bovhopéve.  péxpr pev yap Tis 6800 kal TS
wopelas 7 didakis, 1 8¢ Géa adrod Epyov §dn roi iBeiv BeBovAnpévou.
I.e. a man may be led by his teacher to a standpoint from which it
is possible to see ‘the One’ (or God) ; but he cannot see it unless he
looks with his own eyes.

1 Tt might be possible to translate éxet ¢ holds in his keeping’. But it suits the
context better if we take it to mean ‘ contains within himself".
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The vénows spoken of in this section is the operation of vois
fewpyrucos ; whereas in the rest of the document the wénois in
question is mainly, if not solely, the operation of vols mpaxrixds. :

& B¢ vois . . . pOdver péxpr (pOdvery éxer MSS.) tiis dhnbeias. The
repetition of the phrase ¢fdver péypr ijs dAnbeias is clumsy; and
perhaps it would be better to cut it out here, and write 6 82 vois . ..
68yynBets, [ ] Kkal TEpwooas KA.

Tovyepoly vofjoact pév moTd T& wpoewpnpéva, pi) vofjoaot 8¢ dmoTe.—
(vols obv T& mpoepnpéva Imd Tob Beod vooaay pév motd, pi) vofoaot 8¢
dmora MSS.) Inthe traditional text, the position of uév is impossible.
$mb To0 Oeod may perhaps be a remnant of a note to the effect that it
is only by God’s help that a man can think rightly.

LIBELLVS X

Contents
A. §§ 1b—ga. The relation between God and the Good.

The action of God’s will is one with the action of the Good. That
action differs from the action of the cosmic forces, in that it has to
do with things not subject to change. § 1 b.

God wills the existence of all things; and things exist only by his
will. The Good appertains to God alone, and not to the Kosmos;
for God alone is the author of life. The Kosmos may indeed be
said to produce life, but only in a secondary sense; for the Kosmos
is subject to God’s will.  §§ 2—4 a.

B. §§4 b-6. ZVe relation between man and the Good.

Can man attain to the vision of the Good? Yes; but not until
after death. While a man is still in the body, he can catch only
faint and intermittent glimpses of the Good. But when released
from the body, he may behold the Good in its full splendour ; and
if he does, he will thereby be changed from a man into a god.

C. §§ 6-19a. How do souls become bad, and how do they
become good !

All individual souls come into being by separation from the
world-soul. The individual soul is incarnated on earth, first in an

2806.2 Q
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animal body of the lowest grade, and then in animal bodies of
higher and higher grade, until it enters a human body. At that
stage, it may begin to be divine ; and if it does, that will be its last
earthly incarnation ; on its release from the human body, it will be
changed into a daemon, and subsequently into an astral god. But
if the soul, when it has entered a human body, continues to be bad,
it is reincarnated in the bodies of beasts. §§ 7-8 a.

The badness of a soul consists of lack of gnesis (i.e. knowledge
of God, or of the Good). A soul which has not gnosés is ruled by
the body, and is tossed about by the bodily passions. But the soul
which has got gnosts is good,  Gnosis is not to be got by talk; nor
is it to be got by sense-perception, The senses operate by means of
the body ; but gnosis has nothing to do with the body; its organ is
the mind, and mind is incorporeal. §§ 8 b-1oa.

Is the Kosmos good or bad? The Kosmos is immortal, and
therefore is not bad ; but it is material, and therefore is not good.
It is everlasting; but its existence is a perpetual becoming; and
becoming is movement. The Kosmos then is in ceaseless move-
ment; and its movement is effected by something which is itself
incorporeal and motionless (i. e. by soul). The soul of the Kosmos
is incorporated in its body in the following way. The Kosmos
resembles a human head ; and its outermost sphere corresponds to
the cerebral membrane of the human head, that membrane which is
the seat of conscious life. Life or soul then pervades the whole
Kosmos, but is present in the highest degree in the outermost
sphere. The stars and planets, being closely connected with the
outermost sphere, have in them more soul than body, and are
consequently immortal; sublunar things, being remote from the
outermost sphere, have in them more body than soul, and are
consequently mortal. §§ 1ob, 11,

Man, guza mortal, is not merely ‘not-good’, but positively bad.
Like the Kosmos, he consists of a body with a soul in it; his soul
has for its vehicle the vital spirit; and the vital spirit, which is
intermingled with the blood, moves the body. When death takes
place, the soul quits the body ; the vital spirit also then quits the
body, and the blood coagulates in the veins. §§ 12, 13.

The Kosmos is son of God; man is son of the Kosmos, and
grandson of God. God wills that man should know him ; and it is
by knowledge of God (gnosis) that a soul becomes good. §§ 14 b,
I5a,
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The human soul is originally good, but necessarily becomes bad
when incarnated. The soul of a young child is still good ; for it is
hardly yet separated from the world-soul. But as the body grows,
it draws the soul down into its own gross substance, and makes it
forget the Good ; and thus the soul becomes bad. § 1 5 b.

When death takes place, not only does the soul separate from the
vital spirit, but the mind also separates from the soul. The mind
takes to itself a body of fire, and ranges through all space ; and the
soul, abandoned by the mind, suffers punishment according to its
deserts. If a soul is pious, (i.e. if in this life it has attained to
gnosis,) it becomes mind and nothing else; and in that case, it
changes into a daemon when it quits the body. But the impious
soul, after death, remains mere soul (as opposed to mind); it seeks
another body into which it may enter, and thus suffers selfinflicted
punishment. §§ 16-1ga.

D. §§ 22 b-25.  The relations between men and beings of
other grades,

The Kosmos' is subject to God ; man is subject to the Kosmos 3
and the lower animals are subject to man. God works on the
Kosmos by the direct action of his will ; the Kosmos works on man
by its physical forces ; and man works on what is subject to him by
his arts and crafts. Thus all things are dependent on God, and are
administered by mind, which is in both gods and men, and joins
gods and men together. Not indeed all men ; for some men have
no mind in them ; and such men are like the beasts. But the man
whose soul is filled with mind (or in other words, the man who has
got gnosis) is comparable, not to the beasts, but to the gods in
heaven ; indeed, we may even say that he is greater than a god
in heaven. The Kosmos is an agent through whom God works ; but
not the Kosmos only ; man also is God’s agent. But it is God that
governs all,

(A passage in which the reincarnation of human souls in bestial
bodies is denied (§§ 19 b-22 a), and a short passage in which 1 & is
spoken of (§ 14 a), have been added at a later date.)

The connexions of Libellus X with other Hermetica, Among the

! ¢ The Kosmos " seems here to mean the astral gods regarded collectively. The
Kosmos is a God composed of numerous individnal gods, who are his ¢ members’.
Compare the relation between the Demiurgus and his several Suwépes (identified
with the several temple-gods), as described in Adammonis resp. 10. 6 ( Testim.).

Q 2
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extant Hermetica, that with which Corp. X is most closely connected

is Corp. VI.

Corp. V1.

1 b. (10 dyafdv) odderi dAle

mpooeoTw € pi) pove To Jed.
L ]

T a 70 dyabov . . . & odderi
éoTw € py év pove T8 Oed.

28, & adrd 16 LYo 76 wdvrov
petlont (se. 16 kéopw).

2 b, dorep 8¢ perovoin wdvrov
dativ év T Ay (Ba)debopévy, otrw
kel Tov dyabfol. TovTov TOV TpdmoOV
dgyabfos & wxdopos, xabia kal airos
wavra mwoiel, (Gs) év TG péper Tov
wowety ayaflbs elvar.  dv d¢ Tols
d\\ows maow obk dyabds' kai yap
raflyrés éor

5. éxetvo yap 7O KkdAlos aovy-
kpitov, Kkal ékelvo 10 ayabov aui-
prov (fortasse dhdAgrov).

Compare the following :—

Corp. X.

2. Tovr (8¢ mpdoeaTi) o dyalbidy,
(rototiro bv) & pnder(i) mpboear Tiw
A wv.

3- (0 dyabov) ob Swariv dyye
véolar aAg Tvl ) pove éxelva,

12. 6 pev koopos mpéiron (T

2. & pev yop kbopos [ ] vov
katd perovalar (dyaldv) kal atros
Tamip.

3. 7O yip ayabéy éore TO woULY-
Ty,

1o b, otkfolre 8¢ ayabos (&
kbapos) Dhikds ydp, kal [ev]ra-
Onrds.

5. 70 kdAAos Tob dyafod, Eacf?vo[u]
70 depbaprov, 10 Tdhyrrov! (lege
d\dAyrov).

These verbal similarities make it very probable that the writer of one
of the two documents had the other before him ; and Cozp. X, being
the longer and more elaborate of the two, is presumably the later.
But a still stronger proof may be seen in the relation of the argument
of Corp. X as a whole to that of Cozp. VI. The writer of Corp, VI
asserts with emphasis that man is wholly bad, and there is no good
in him ; and if he admits for a moment that there is a way which
leads to 70 xaldw, viz. the way of ‘piety combined with gmosis’
(VI. 5 fin), he seems to forget this admission in the bitter
denunciation of man with which he concludes. Now Cozp. X appears
to have been written with the express purpose of giving a different
answer to the question whether there is any good in man The
author of Corp. X accepts in part the statements of Corp. VI
concerning the relations of God, Kosmos, and Man respectively to
the Good; but he counteracts the gloomy inferences which the
writer of Corp. VI drew from those statements, by directing attention
to the life beyond the grave (of which not a word was said in
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Corp. VI), and pointing out that man is free to hope that after
death he will enjoy the beatific vision, and attain to the ‘crowning
~ glory’ of a life among the celestial gods. As regards the present life,
he admits that the soul is necessarily made bad by its incarnation ;
but he gives a different aspect to the matter, by insisting on the
point (just hinted at in Cozp. VI) that through grosts the soul which
has thus been made bad may become good again ; and he concludes
with a glorification of ‘the man who is a man indeed ’, which seems
deliberately intended to contrast with the gloomy picture drawn in
the concluding paragraph of Corp. VI. 1 think then that we may
reasonably assume that the author of Cosp. X had Cosp. VI before
him, and wrote with the object of supplying a corrective to the
pessimism of that document.

Some verbal resemblances to Corp. II also are to be noted in
Corp. X. Compare the following :—

Corp. 1L Corp. X.
4a5g. copart 8¢ dvavriadios o 10a & 8 wvois 79 ocuopert
dodpatov. . . . 70 8¢ dodparov i) (dvavrios).
Qeidv éarw (sc. vois), 4 6 Beds.

8a. wloa olv kivmats . .« . T 11. % 8¢ voyri) ardois kwel T
oTdoews KweiTat, DAk klmow,

16 (as emended): pla yap % 1b. & pév odv feds . . . kal 7b
Piois Tov feol Ty Tov ayaboi. . .. dyabov (fortasse v§ dyald) Ty
6 yap Oeds dyalds éorw, s dravra  admiyy Exer piow.
8ubovs kai ppdev AapBdvev. 3. 16 pndev pev AapfSavorr,

mivra 8¢ Oélovri elvar. ob yap
épd . . . ToLoTYTL

In the case of the statement about the ¢vois of God (IL. 16 = X. 1 b),
if there was direct borrowing on either side, it must have been the
writer of Co#p. X who borrowed ; for he goes on to object to this use
of the word ¢vows. It seems probable therefore that the writer of
Corp. X had before him Corp. II as well as Corp. VI. But if so, he
merely took a few phrases from it ; he makes no attempt to deal with
its argument as a whole, and be does not refer to the doctrine of the
Témos-vois, which is peculiar to Corp. I1. The phrase 6 febs xal warip,
used as a name of God in Corp. X, may possibly have been suggested
by Cozp. I1. 17a; if so, that section must have been already appended
to Corp. IT at the time when Corp. X was written. The words «al
70 dyafdy, which occur repeatedly after 6 feds kal marip in the tradi-
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tional text of Cosp. X, but were probably inserted by a later hand,
may have been suggested to the interpolator by Corp. II. 16, 6 olv
fevs 76 dyalov, kai 75 dyabdv & eds.

The passage Corp. X. 22 b—25 has much in common with A4sc/.
Lat. 1; but there is no proof that the author of either of these two
documents made use of the other ; and it is quite as likely that both
were influenced by some common authority.

Sources. 'The doctrine of Cozp. X is Platonic, with an ingredient
of Stoicism. The influence of particular passages in Plato’s dialogues
may be recognized in § 19a fin., yijwov cdpa {yrodoa eis & daéhby
(PL. Phaedo 81 8 ff.) ;—in the comparison of the Kosmos to a human
head, § 11 (PL Z¥m. 44 » ff.) ;—and in the identification of the vois
with the dyafos Saiuwv, § 23 (Pl Z¥m. go a). The doctrine of
§§ 16-18, that the vols, when it quits the earthy body, clothes itself
in a body of fire, is characteristic of a certain sect of Platonists
mentioned by Iamblichus, and may perhaps have been derived by
them from Heraclides Ponticus. The statement in § 7 fin., that an
abode in the material heavens is the highest to which the soul can
attain, may be attributed to the same sect of Platonists ; but it is also
possible that it was suggested by Posidonius.

Stoic influence is to be seen in the doctrine taught n § 7, and
implied in § 15b, that all individual souls are éd s yuyis ris Tob
mavros domep droveveunuévar, which the writer tells us that he found
in the Hermetic T'evikol Adyor;—in the glorification of man in § 23,
including the saying of Heraclitus (&6dvaro. Gyyrol x.r.\.) as there
interpreted ;—and in the use of the terms mowdryres and moodryres,
mowd and wood, in §§ 3 and 10 b (derived from Aristotle, but probably
through Stoic intermediaries).

The physiological doctrine of § 11 concerning the function of the
meninx was originated by Erasistratus. In his view of the function
of the arteries (§ 13), the writer follows Herophilus. His conception
of the {wrwdv mvedpa may have been derived from the same medical
sources as the rest of his physiology.

The doctrine of the composition of opposites (§ 1o a) may be
traced back to Heraclitus, The doctrine, mentioned in § 13, that
‘the soul is the blood’, was commonly ascribed to Empedocles. A
quotation from Theognis oceurs in § 24 a.

The contents of Co#p. X are wholly derived from Greek sources.
The document contains nothing Egyptian, except the names of the
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euhemerized gods Hermes, Tat, Asklepios, Uranos, and Kronos;
and nothing Jewish, with the possible exception of the use of the
word 8¢fa in § 7 fin. There is not the slightest trace of Christian
influence.

Date. The blending of Stoic notions with Platonism in Corp. X
makes it certain that this document cannot have been written before
100 B.C.; but beyond this, there is little to indicate any particular
period, except so far as inferences can be drawn from the relations of
Corp. X to other Hermetica. At the time when Corp. X was written,
¢the Tevixol Adyor addressed to Tat’ were already known as a collec-
tion of documents distinguished by that title from other Hermetic
dialogues ; Corp. X must therefore be later than the Tenxol Adyor,
which were probably the earliest of the Greek Hemmetica. But we
know from Cozp. X. 7 (dmwd pués druxis x.r.\.) that some of the T'evuxol
Aéyor themselves contained an infusion of Stoic doctrine, and there-
fore cannot have been written before the first century B. c. ; whence
it follows that Corp. X can hardly have been written before the
Christian era. It is most likely, however, that it is much later. Its
author seems to have known Corp. VI, and probably Corp. II also.
1 have conjecturally assigned Cozp. VI to the second or third century
A.D., and Corp. 11 to the second century ; Corp, X may therefore be

_ provisionally placed in the second or third century A. ., and perhaps
rather in the third century than the second.

The inserted passage 19 b-22 a was probably written at some date
not far from A.D. 300 ; and the short passage about 7o & (§ 14 a) may
be put with it.

Title. The title K\els may have been given to Co#p. X by its
author, or may have been applied to it at some later time. A key is
the instrument by which a door is unlocked ; and in this connexion,
the door must be either that of a treasure-house, or that of a
sanctuary. If the former, the title must be meant to imply that this
document is a thing which gives access to the treasury in which
gnosis is laid up. Cf. Zuke 11. 52 jpare Ty khéida Tis yrdoews
k7. But more probably, the meaning is that this document gives
access to a sanctuary, in which holy secrets are revealed to those
who are permitted to enter. Compare the use of xAedodyos as
applied to a priest or priestess. As an instance of the association of
the word with mystery-cults, cf. Soph. O. C. 1051: &v kal xpvoéa
k\jjs éml yAdooa BéBaxe mpooméhwv Edpodmday ‘on whose lips the
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ministrant Eumolpidae have laid the precious seal of silence’ (Jebb).
In that passage, however, x\els means a thing used to cose a door ;
as the title of Corp. X, it signifies a thing by means of which a door
may be gpened. The word occurs as the title of a * Book of Moses’
in which secrets of magic are revealed ; Dieterich 4éraxas, pp. 171~
175: év v KXedi ) Mwvoéovs kol Melito bishop of Sardis (who
died before A. . 195) wrote a book entitled 5 Kels (Euseb. Aist.
eccl. 4. 26, 2).

§ 1a. Tov x0és Noyov . . . émrops. The writer of § 1 a must have
intended Cozp. X to be read next after a discourse addressed to
Asclepius, which he describes as *the discourse delivered yesterday’.
But did these introductory words form part of the original document,
or were they inserted by the compiler of the Corpus? In the latter
case, they must have been intended to refer to the document which
immediately precedes Cozp. X in the Corpus, i. e. to Corp. IX, which
is addressed to Asclepius. There is no connexion between the con-
tents of Corp. X and those of Corp. IX, and the juxtaposition of
these two documents in the Corpus must be due to mere accident or
caprice; but the compiler of the Corpus may have inserted these
words with the object of linking them together ; and if so, the phrase
ov xBés Adyov in Corp. X inét. may have been suggested to him by
Corp. IX init., where the Tékewos Adyos (i. e. Ascl. Lat.) is referred to
as a discourse ‘delivered yesterday’.

On the other hand, we have seen reason to think that Corp. X was
written with the object of supplementing and correcting the teaching
of Corp. VI, which is addressed to Asclepius ; and if the introductory
words of Corp. X formed part of the original text, the preceding
discourse to which they refer may perhaps be Corp. VI.

The writer of § ra assumes that both Asclepius and Tat are
present, though in the rest of the dialogue Tat alone is addressed by
Hermes. Compare Adsc/. Lat. init, where Tat and Ammon are
present as well as Asclepius.

Tév (y)evkav Noywv. The statement that Corp. X is ‘an abridge-
ment of the Tevicol Aéyor’ is hardly to be taken in the strict and
literal sense of the words ; but in § 7 the writer refers to the authority
of the Tevwol Adyor ; and it may be presumed that he was more or
less influenced by the same authority in other parts of his treatise
also. Compare Corp. XIV, 1.

§1b. & pév obv Beds kal mamhp, kal T dyaddy, & Tdr, Thy adThy éxe
$iow, palhov 8¢ [kai| évépyerar. There can be little doubt that the
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writer is here thinking of Corp. 1L 16, pla yap 7 ¢iois Tod Beod (7))
08 dyabod (0 dyafiéy MSS.). But he rejects the word diaus, as
inapplicable to God, and substitutes évépyea. For the distinction
between gros and évépyewa, cf, § 22b: Tod pev feod kabldmep drrives ai
vépyerat, To 8¢ kdapov al Ppioess.

God is here called § feds xai warijp. In Corp. 11, maryp, as a name
of God, occurs only in § 17a, which was probably added to the dialogue
by a later hand. But in Corp. X, kel warjp must have occurred in
the original text, in § 2 at least, if not in other places; for it is
presupposed there in the statement that the Kosmos is kal ovTos
rarip.
& Ola [1e], (@) kal (1) dvBpdmea [[dv]] abrds Podherar elvar.
The restoration of the sentence is doubtful; but a satisfactory
meaning can be obtained by the corrections which I have proposed.
If 2 man is such as God wills or means him to be, he is exalted
above & peraBAnra kal xumrd, and belongs to the world of eternal
and changeless existence; he is odouidys, and in that sense Beios
In § 24 b we are told that é 8vrws dvfpomos (‘ he who is a man indeed’)
{@dv éore Oelov.

d\ayoi 3¢ (wepl) evepyarav (évépyeiav MSS.) [ ] édiddfaper. In
Herm. ap. Stob. Exc. 111, évépyaar are discussed at some length,
In that document, the term is used to denote the cosmic forces put
‘in action by the heavenly bodies. But in Corp. X, the word is
applied only to the direct operation of God’s will, as opposed to the
operation of the cosmic forces. As 76 dyafév is the téhos towards
which God’s will is directed, the operation of God’s will may be
described either as 4 évépyewa Tob feod or % évépyea Tob dyablod ; and
so it may be said that ‘ God and the Good have the same évépyea’.
God is the efficient cause of all; 76 dyafdv is the final cause
of all.

&vépyeia means ‘ a force in action’, and especially ‘a divine force
acting on earthly things’. (Cf. Herm. ap. Stob. Zxc. XI. 2. (40):
al dvépyeiar odx eloiv dvwpepels, dANA karwepepets.) Perhaps it was first
applied in this sense to the influences of the star-gods, and thence
transferred by Platonists to the action of the supracosmic God upon
the Kosmos and the things contained in it. As to the use of the
word in the New Testament, see note on évepyeiv and its cognates in
Armitage Robinson, Sz. Paul’s Epistie to the Ephesians, p. 241 f.

§ 2. 1 obola adrod 70 0é\ew wdvta elvar, Cf Corp. XI ii. 13b:
vojoes 10 Tob Beod Epyov &v ov, va wdvra yévyrar Ta ywopeva KT
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Corp. IX. g9 i rodro Eorw % atolyois kai voyots Tob feod, 70 T4 mdvTa del
KLvety,

‘The ool of God is spoken of in Corp. VI. 4b: 4 odoia tod feod,
€l ye ololav Exet, 16 kady éor.  Cf, Corp. XI1 1. 1.

i ydp omi(y 6) Beds kol warhp [kal 10 dyabdv] § 70 Tov wdvrwy elvar
obkére dvrwv; Cf. Asel. Lat. 1. 2 a: “dixi omnia unum esse et unum
omnia, utpote quae in creatore fuerint omnia ante quam creasset
omnia.” The mapddeypa of the Kosmos, and of all things that
come into being within it in course of time,—the * builder’s plan’, as
Philo calls it,—exists eternally in the mind of God. Before these
things have come into being, God’s will has already determined that
they shall be ; and so they may be said to exist already in God, for
whom there is no future, but all is one eternal present.

The writer of Corp. VI says that o dyafdv ‘is in’ God, or ‘ belongs
to’ God ; the writer of Corp. II says that 75 dyafév & God. The
writer of Corp. X, who probably had both Corp. VI and Corp. II
before him, certainly adopted the first of these two forms of
expression ; but owing to the uncertainties of the text, we can hardly
make sure whether he employed the second also or not. If we read
6 Oeds xal marijp, (67) xal 10 dyaldv, these words imply that God s the
Good. But on the other hand, if we are right in reading § undevi
mpdoerr. Tdv éAlov below, the writer there employs the language of
Corp. VL 1 b, (r0 dyabov) oddevi d\Ag mpdoeorww € iy pove 1 Oed.
Again, in Corp. X. 3, we are told that (70 dyafov) ob dwvarow éyyevéobar
@\ Twi §) pdve (r§ 0ed); and this agrees with Corp. VI init., 7o
dyabov év oddevl eorw e py) év pove 76 feg, but differs from Corp. I1.
Moreover, the writer of Corp. X speaks of the ‘will’ of God, and
thereby implies the existence of & dyafdév as the object towards
which God’s will is directed, and -as a thing distinct from him who
wills (cf. Corp. VI. 4b, & Geds tob xalob xai Tod dyabod épa’) ; and
this is hardly consistent with the statement that God s b dyafér.
There is therefore reason to think that the words «ai 7o éyafdv, in
which God and the Good are absolutely identified, have been inserted
by a later hand, both here and elsewhere in Corp. X. The insertion
of these words may have been suggested by a misunderstanding of
the sentence 6 feds . . . xal 76 dyabov (originally ¢ dyad@?) miy abry
éxer plow in § 1 b.

Iwapfis alim tdv dvrov. airy refers to % Tod feod Géhyas. All
things owe their existence to God’s will ; it is only as willed by God
that they exist.
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8 pndevi (& pndév MSS.) mpéoeor. Tdv d\hwr. The Good *belongs
to ! or ‘is present to’ God, and God alone ; that is to say, the Good
which God wills is realized in his own eternal being, but is never
realized in the world of time, where, in place of the eternal odoia or
ordas of God, there is only yéveous or xiimors, i.e. a process directed
towards the Good, but a process without end and without advance.

& pév yop kéopos [ ] rév kard peroveiar (dyaldr) kai adrds warip.
Cf. Corp. VL. 2b, dowep 8¢ perovela kX Asdl. Lat 111 27a:
¢sicuti enim deus . ., dispensator ... est bonorum, id est sensus,
animae, et vitae, sic et mundus tributor est et praestitor omnium
quae mortalibus videntur bona.” The ‘seeming goods’ of 4sc. Zat.
IIL. (i. e. the material things or processes by means of which life ir
the body is maintained) correspond to 7a kard peroveiav dyafd of
Corp. X (of which the omopd kol Tpogyj mentioned below are
instances) ; and the ‘true goods’ of Asel. Lat. 111 (among which
vita is included) correspond to 76 dyafév (coupled with 7o {7v) in
this sentence of Corp. X.

[kal & fiheos]. This must be one of the ‘solar interpolations’.
Cf. [8u Tob HAlov], § 3; and see note on Asck Lat. 111, 19 b, ¢ solis
ovouwdpyys lumen est’.

olikéri B¢ Tol dyabol Tols Injor.s Tows aitids ot odde (ydp) 7ol Liv.
70 dyafév cannot here mean ‘the Good’ which was dealt with above
(i. e. the airoayafdv, which ¢ belongs to none save God’); for ‘the
good’ here spoken of is, or includes, 7o {jv, which exists in all living
creatures. The writer apparently regards life as a true good, and
distinguishes it, as such, from ‘the things which are good merely by
participation’ (r& xard perovoiov dyafid), but at the same time
distinguishes it also from the absolute Good, which does not enter
into the Kosmos.

€ 8¢ [ ], mdvrws pévror dvaykaldpevos. The Kosmos may in a
sense be said to produce life in the creatures contained in it; for
births are effected by the operation of the cosmic forces, and,
according to the view which prevails among the Hermetists, more
especially by the influence of the heavenly bodies. But life is a gift
of God, and the Kosmos is merely God’s agent in its bestowal. It
is not clear, however, why the Kosmos is not held to be equally
subject to God’s compelling will in the production of r& rara
perovoiav dyafd (e.g. the omops rai Tpody mentioned in § 3 7nit.).
Perhaps the author might have said that yuyy is immortal, and, as
such, is not affected by the operation of the cosmic forces, but is
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more directly connected with God himself; and that it is only the
temporary incarnation of the immortal yuxs (or of a separated
portion of the cosmic yuyy) in this or that particular body that can
be ascribed to the relatively independent action of the Kosmos.

§ 8. (wapd 7ol Oeol) Ty [dpefw] (xopnylav) NaBiw Tob dyaboi. It
might be said that the Kosmos, in its work of generating and
maintaining living organisms, is impelled by ‘a desire for the Good’ ;
i.e. that the Kosmos, in the production of each individual creature,
is seeking to produce something which shall ¢ partake of the Good’,
or in other words, something which shall be an exdév of the divine
mapaderypo. That statement would correspond to Aristotle’s asser-
tion that ¢vous, in all its operations, ‘aims at the good’; with the
difference, however, that the Hermetist's Kosmos, unlike Aristotle’s
¢ios, is a conscious agent. But as there is nothing in the context
to suggest a mention of this ‘ desire’ of the Kosmos, it seems more
likely that the author wrote, not dpeéw, but some such word as Xxopylar.

The word Aefwv must have been accompanied by some phrase
indicating the source from which the Kosmos gets its supply of
‘good’, or life-producing energy ; and that source can only be God.
I have therefore inserted mapi 703 feot.

75 yép dyabév édom 16 mouqmikdv. The Good is ‘the creative
principle’, in the sense that it is the 7ékos or of &exa of all woinos.
But the Hermetist’s thought seems to have been influenced by the
fact that the word dyaflss, in addition to the sense ‘desirable’, may
also bear the sense ‘beneficent’ or ‘ bountiful’, and may in the latter
sense be applied to the agent by whom things are made. In the
following sentence (v pndév pev AapBdvovre koA ) it is clear that the
writer regarded 76 dyafldv as connoting ‘ beneficence ’ or ‘ generosity .
Cf. Pl. Zim. 29 E: dyalos fjv (6 mouyrijs kal waryp Tovde Tod mwavrés),
ayallg 8¢ otels wepl otBevos obdémore yylyverar pldvos. . . . Bovinbeis
vip 6 Bevs dyabia pév wdvre, Ppladpov 82 undev evar wxr.h. Here
Plato plays on the two senses of the word dyafds. The Maker is
‘bountiful’ or ‘beneficent’; the things which he makes are
‘desirable’, and are copies of 7o dyefdv, the supreme object of all
desire. Those Platonists who completely identified God with 7o
dyafdv, (among whom the writer of Corp. X is probably not to be

reckoned,) meant in part that God is the supreme object of desire,

but in part also that God is the source of infinite bounties. CL
Corp. VI. 1a as emended: =iy yap 70 (ériolv?) xopyyolv dyalfiov
Aéyerar. 1b. 2b: s év 7§ pépe Tod moiely dyabos elvar
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76 pndév pév hapBdrovti, mdvra 8¢ 0éhovre elvar, Cf. Corp. I1. 16:
& oty Beos wdyra 3l8wot kal od8év AapSdver

ob yap épd . . . mowodrri. The word moweiv was applied to the action
of the Demiurgus in Pl. Zim., and was habitually thus used by
Platonists ; but the writer of Cosp. X gives reasons for rejecting it.
His first reason is that the action of a wourys is intermittent. When
the ‘maker’ has once finished making a thing, he has, as maker,
nothing more to do with it; he begins to act again only when he
proceeds to make another thing. It is therefore better to say, not
that God is the ‘maker’ of all things, but that God ‘wills the
existence of’ all things; for this phrase implies that God’s will is
operative, not merely in bringing each thing into existence once for
all, but in maintaining each thing in existence as long as it continues
to exist. His second reason is that a ‘maker’ makes only ¢ quanti-
ties’ and ‘qualities’ (but not ‘substances’); that is to say, he deals
with some already existing material, and merely adds to it or takes
from it, or in some way alters it, but does not bring it into being.
The writer holds that ‘substances’, as well as ‘quantities’ and
‘qualities’, owe their existence to God’s will. This does not
necessarily imply that God has at some past time created the

universe out of nothing ; (see Corp. IL. 13, where it is denied that
- anything can come into existence out of nothing ;) for it is possible
to hold that the world has existed without beginning, but that it is
God’s eternal will that has maintained it in its everlasting existence.
And this was probably the view held by the writer of Corp. X; for
in § 10 b he speaks of the Kosmos as del dv.

&\Nutrfs o wohNG xpove, Tév @1 Gre pév moiet, Sre Be od morel. This
may be a conflation of two alternative readings, viz. & é. 7. x., & ¢
obkér wouel, and & & . x., Os ye Ore piv mouel, 6te 8¢ ol mwouel,

ToTé pév yap wood kal woid (woiel), Sre 8¢ T4 évavria, The ‘ maker’
makes something large which was small before, or makes something
hard which was soft before, but does not, strictly speaking, ¢ make’
the thing itself, i. e. the dmroxeluevor, or the odoie in the Stoic sense.
According to Aristotle (Cat. 5, 3b 32, and 6, 5b 11,) the term
évayrin is not applicable to quantities; there is no contrary to ‘three
feet long’. He admits that ‘many’ and ‘few’, or ‘large’ and
‘small’, may be called évavria ; but he says that these terms belong
to the category of wpds 7, and not to that of woedv. The Stoics did
not recognize wogov as a distinct category.

§ 4a. kol yap Tadta (Tobro MSS.) 0éhe elvar, kol ((olTws dpa)) €oTe
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kal aérd (adré MSS.). God wills things to be, and the things
consequently exist. But they do not exist absolutely ; for they are
dependent on God. The only thing (besides God) that ‘exists in
the highest degree’ (pd\wra éorwv) is the Good, which is correlative
to God, and is the final cause of the existence of all else (r& &\la
wivra 8 TobTo éoTwv).

§4b. (. ..) Biov ydp 700 dyabod 78 yrwpiteohar (0éNew ?) [ Nrs
Suvapéve i8elv)). Down to this point, the writer has been speaking
of the relation between God and the Good. He now proceeds to
speak of the relation between man and the Good ; and in doing so,
he begins by discussing the question whether, and under what
conditions, it is possible for man to attain to the intuition of the
Good, and to the union with God which is implied in that intuition
(§8 4b-6). But the transition is abrupt, and it is probable that a
connecting passage has been lost at the beginning of § 4 b.

The words r@ Swapévy i8¢iv are pointless where they stand in the
MSS. Transposed to this place, they make good sense, and serve
to lead on to the discussion of the 6éa o8 dyafod.

‘Em\jpwoas fpds . . . s . . . keM\oms Oas. This passage
(8§ 4 b-6) is discussed by Reitzenstein, Die kellen. Mysterienrel.,
pp. 115 ff.

In his joy at the new thought which has been awakened in him
by his father’s words, Tat imagines for a moment that he already
‘sees the Good’. But Hermes undeceives him. In reality, he has
caught but a faint glimpse of the beatific vision; and indeed, no
more than a faint glimpse of it is possible for men, until they are
released from the body by death,

Shiyou Bely émeokidody (¢oeBdobn MSS.) pou & T0d vos SpBahpds Swd
s Towadmns "0éas’. If we retain éoeBdafy, we must translate my
mental eye was almost stricken with awe’. But why ‘almost’? The
writer must have meant to make Tat say ‘my mental eye was dazzled,
and almost blinded’; and this might be expressed by émearidoty.
(Cf. Philo, De opif. mundi 1.6: =& . .. vrepfdAlovra kdAAy, kal Tals
peppapvyels tas thy drvyxavdvrov yuyds émowkdfovra.) Hermes
proceeds to explain that the vision of the Good never produces the
harmful effect which Tat thought it had ‘almost’ produced in his
own case. It is true that the man who has once seen the Good
‘can see nothing else thereafter’ (§ 6 ##4%.); but that does not mean
that his mental eye is blinded ; it is only the things of earth that he
can no longer see. In PL Rep. VII init,, it is said that those who
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come forth from the cave are at first dazzled by the light of day, i. e. by
the splendour of the Good. Cf. Philo, De gpif. mundi 23. 71, Cohn I,
p. 24 mpos T drpav aYida mapareudlels Tdv vonréy, &' almdy lévau
Soxel Tov péyav Bacihéar yhyouévov & detv, abpdov duwrds dxparor xai
duryeis adyal xepdppov Tpdmwov dxxéovrar, bs Tais pappapuyals T THs
Suavolas Sppa okotoduidy. It is not likely that the author ended two
successive clauses with the same word féas. The second #éas has
probably been substituted by error for some other word, e.g.
pappapvyis.

wdons dbavacios dvdmhews. dbavacia here, as often in the Hermetica,
means the state of the dfdvaroy, 1. €. of the gods. In so far as a man
sees the Good, he is a god ; and a god is secured against all harm.

§ 5 ot Buvdpevor whéov T dploacfar THs Olas karakorpifovrar
moM\diis 8% (8¢ MSS.) 6w rol odparos. Even those who are able to
“draw somewhat larger draughts’ of the vision than others, are often
made torpid by the body ; their mental eyes are at such times closed,
as in sleep, and their glimpses of the Good are therefore necessarily
intermittent. *Our birth is but a sleep and a forgetting ;* and even
those who have been awakened from the sleep or Z#/%e of bodily life
must many a time fall asleep again, as long as they are in the body.
For the metaphor of sleep, cf. Philo, De somn. 1. 26. 165, Wend-
land III, p. 240: yuxai & doar Oelwv épdrov éyedoacbe, kabdmep éx
Pabéos Tmvov Swwvacricay xai Tiv dxMv dwookeddoacar, wpos THY
mepifihentov Oéav émeiyfpre. The same metaphor is employed in the
words addressed to the recently deceased Plotinus in an oracle
quoted by Porphyry, Vita Plotini 22, 1. 23 ff.:* *Even in your earthly
life, moA\dke oeio vowo Bolis . . . | Spfomdpovs dvé. kikhe. kal duBporov
olpov depav | dfdvaror, Gapwiy paéwy dxrive wopbvres | dooowow
dépreabar dmd arorins hvyalys' | 00dé oe wapmidnv Bhepdpav ixe vidupos
vrvos, | AN dp’ drb Bleddpwy okeddoas xqAida Bapeiav, | dylos v

Slmor dopedpevos, Epakes doaais | moAXd Te kal yaplevra, Td kev péa
otris Boro | dvfpdmov, Sooor coplns paciropes Erhevw. | viv &, dre &)
okijvos pév E\igao, ofjpa 8 E\enfas | Yuxds Sarpoviys, you live a blessed
life as a daemon.” Plotinus was one of those who are able wAéov 7
dpioactar s Géas.

(dmwohuBévres B¢ Tob odparos) els Thr kahloTyy Sy (Evérugor), domwep
(8mep or 8omep MSS.) Obpards kal Kpévos, of fiérepor mpdyovor, évreru-

! Porphyry says that these verses were the response given by Apollo to the
question put to him by Amelius, ¢ Where has the soul of Plotinus gone!* Perhaps
Amelius not only asked the question, but composed the answer also.
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xfkaow. It is clearly necessary to insert drolvfévres 8¢ Tob aéparos,
or something to that effect. It is only when death has freed a man
from the encumbrance of the body, that the vision will burst upon
his sight in its unclouded splendour. Uranos and Kronos once
lived as men on earth; (cf. AscZ. Zat. IIL. 37, where the gods
Thoth-Hermes and Imhotep-Asclepius are similarly spoken of ;) but
they have died, and become gods; and as gods they have attained
to the vision of the Good. The human teacher Hermes and his
son (and all devout Hermetists also) may hope that after death they
will be as Uranos and Kronos now are.

Uranos and Kronos are here said to be ancestors of the teacher
Hermes. According to Ascl. Lat. I11. 37, the teacher Hermes was
a grandson of the god Thoth-Hermes: and the writer of Corp. X
may have held the same view. In the Greek theogonies, the list of
gods was usually headed by Uranos and his son Kronos; Zeus was
a son of Kronos, and the Greek Hermes was a son of Zeus. But
the Hermetist probably intended Uranos and Kronos for Greek
renderings of the names of two Egyptian gods. The earth-god Seb
or Qeb was commonly identified with the Greek Kronos; and if
Kronos here means Seb, Uranos ought to mean Shu (2as or Zdots),
the father of Seb. In the Heliopolitan theogony, Shu and his
consort Tafnut were generated by the Propator Tum, and stood as
the first ou{vyla in the Ennead ; and Seb and his consort Nut were
the offspring of Shu and Tafnut. Seb and Nut were called Kronos
and Rhea by the Greeks; (see Plut. J5. e Os. 12 ;)" it would there-
fore be natural to identify their parents, Shu and Tafnut, with the
Greek Uranos and Gaia. Shu was the god of the atmosphere,’ and
was called * uplifter of heaven’and ‘lord of heaven’; so that Uranos
might very well be regarded as his Greek equivalent.

Thoth (Hermes) had no generally recognized place in the genealogy
of the Egyptian gods. He was sometimes described as ungenerated,
or selfgenerated (Brugsch, p. 445); he was sometimes said to be
son of Ra (#.), and sometimes son of Ptah (Wiedemann, Rel. anc.
Eg., p. 226). But we are also told (Brugsch, p. 188) that he was
sometimes substituted for the maleficent Set in the list of the five
children of Seb and Nut. Perhaps the writer of Corp. X may have
adopted this variation of the Heliopolitan genealogy, and regarded

1 Plutarch also says (/s ef Os. 44) évios 58 Sowel Kpbvos & "Avovfis elvar, But
the Epévos of Corp. X cannot be Anubis.

2 ¢Sein Reich ist die Luftregion, der Wolkenhimmel ’ (Brugsch, Rel. und Myth,
der alten Aeg. p. 431).
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the god Thoth-Hermes as son of Seb (Kronos), and grandson of
Shu (Uranos). See Lactantius, Dip. fnst. 1. 11. 16 (Zestim.).

Bedoaobar T8 kd\hos 1o dyabod, eketvolu] ™5 ddBaprov, 70 dNdAqTor
(dhnmrov MSS.). Cf. Corp. VI. 5. The words éxeivo 70 &gbﬂapﬂw
(xdMhos) serve to contrast ‘the beauty of the Good’ with the
perishable beauty of things on earth. The epithet d\yrrov is hardly
appropriate ; and there can be little doubt that the original reading
was dAdAyrov, which leads on to the words dray pnbey wepl avrob Eyns
eireiv, and Babela owwmy, in what follows.

# ydp yrdois airol Bafela (kal Oela MSS.) owmf éom. Cf §g:
§ piy wolka Aoddwv. Corp. L. 311 dvexhdA\yre, appyre, quomfj puvovuere,
Corp. XI11. 2 as emended: codia % witpa, év oeyfj (kvodoa). Com-
pare also the name Siy7j applied by some of the Valentinians to the
consort of the Propator. The Pythagorean injunction of oy was
probably in the Hermetist’s mind.

§ 6. olre yap d\\o 7 divarar . . . Bedoacbar & TobTo Beaodpeves, . . .
olire 70 oivohov 78 cdpa kwioaw. If the Hermetist had written & rovro
vo@v, . . . 6 Tolto Gedpevos, we might have understood him to be
speaking of a temporary ecstasy or trance, from which the man will
awake to resume the occupations of everyday life. But the aorist
participles voijoas, feacduevos, make this interpretation impossible.
We are told that he who has once seen the Good in its full beauty
can never thereafter see earthly things, or hear of earthly things, or
move his body. But to say this of a man is equivalent to saying
that he is either dead or dying. It is clear therefore that, in the
writer’s view, the 6éa of which he speaks is incompatible with the
continuance of earthly life. We may hope to see the beatific vision,
but not until the moment of our release from the body. If a living
man attains to it, his earthly life is then and there at an end; the
vision ‘draws his soul up out of the body’, and transforms him into
pure odeta, or in other words, changes him from a man into a god.
The writer seems to have regarded the cessation of earthly conscious-
ness in a dying saint as the counterpart of his absorption in the
dawning splendour of 76 xd\\os 7ob dyaflod. Thus understood, the
sentence is in agreement with the words dddvaror . . . Yuxiy drobew-
Oivar &v odpart avfpdrov (pévovoar) below. Cf Zxe VI. 18:
adivarov Tov & adport Tovrov (Sc..1od 1ov fedv Bedoacbur) ebruyijoa.

Taody yip TOv cwpatikdv alobfoedv Te kal kuwoewr émhabipevos
(AaBépevos MSS.) drpepei. The writer of the Hermipgus (see notes
on Corp. XVI) has borrowed from this passage. Hermipp, (Kroll

2806+2 R
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and Viereck) 2. zo. 186 f.: molovs &v &puras loxot 6 Towiror kdAlos
kerorredra Seduwnuévos, ddbaprov, dxpatov . . .; olpar Ty Belov owwmiy
troorioerat, Myew mepl adrol oy olds Te dv, Taohy Te TOV TwpaTKEY
aloBioedv Te kal knnjoewy Emhabipevos dTpeprjoet.

hv 8\ Yuxhv dvehapBdrver (dvohdpmwer MSS.) kai dvékker Bid Tod
odpatos. ‘The whole soul’ is contrasted with the vols, which is
here regarded as a part of the soul. The relation between vots and
Yuxi is differently conceived in §§ 16ff. The preposition 8w must
be taken in the sense of the Homeric duéx ; the beauty of the Good
draws the soul forth from the body, as from a sheath. Cf. Corp.
XIIL 3: épavrov (8)efedjhvba els abdvatov obpa. 1b. 121 1) oxijvos
709710 . . . & deledghiflaper. Both in Corp. XIII and in Corp. X. 6,
the process described is an droféwos ; but the writer of Corp. XIII
speaks of this droféwots as taking place in a man who continues to
live on earth,! whereas the writer of Corg. X holds that it can take
place only at or after death.

els odolav peraBd\e. “Ins Géttliche und Uebersinnliche’
Reitzenstein. Cf, Corp. XIII. 14, where the word odouddns is used
in a similar connexion. The same thought is expressed in another
way in Corp. X. 19a, where it is said that after death the pious soul
3A7 vobs yiverar.

&8dvaror . . . Yuxiy dmobewdijvar &v odpare dvlpdmou (pévouoar: dANA&
xph peraBAnbivar adiy, kai oftw 8%) Oeacapémy Tob dyadod (75) kdNNos
[7¢] dmoBewbijvar. [rd] may have arisen out of (ré) misplaced. My
restoration of the text differs from that of Reitzenstein (Hellen. myst.,
p. 116) ; but he is right in saying that it is to be inferred from what
follows that some form of the verb peraBdAlew occurred here. As
to perafdAdev and perafoly, cf. Pl Lege X. gog € perafdide peév
rolywy wavl doa péroyd o yYuxis, év éavrois kektyuéva TRV TiS
perafolfjs alrlav perafdllovra 8¢ Qéperar xart Ty TS eipappévys
rdéw xai vopov. The word perafBody (‘a change from one state to
another’) is sometimes used as a euphemism for death. Cf. Philostr,
Vita Apollon, 8. 31 : vob 8¢ Amol\wviov & dvbpdmrov pév 8y dvros,
Bavpalopévov § éml 1f peraforf. Porphyry ap. Stob. 1. 49. 59, vol. i,
p- 445 W.: ékarépav yip elvar tijs Yuxss perafolajy, Ty peév els copa
yéveow, Ty 8¢ dmwd odparos Bdvarovmpogayopevopévy.

§ 7. &wd ds Yuxfs s Tod wavrds wacar al Yuxal elow adrar ((dowep
émovevepnpévar)). Cf. § 15 b, where the soul of a child is described as
i oxedov qprypém Tis 1ol Kkéopov yYuxis. Asd. Lat. 1. 3a:

1 Cf, Ascl. Lat, 41b: & whdopaaw fués dvras dmedéwoas,
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¢mundus unus, anima una.’ See also Corp. IX. g init. The writer
says that this doctrine was taught in the Tevixol Adyo.. The concep-
tion of a world-soul occurs in the Z¥maeus, and must have been
familiar to all Platonists ; but the doctrine that individual souls are
derived from the world-soul, and have been ‘parted off’ from i, is
not Plato’s, and the Hermetists by whom the Tevtxol Adyor were
written must have got it from Stoic sources.

Todtwy Tolvuy Tdv Yuxdr mohhal af peraBolal. The individual souls,
having been brought into existence by separation from the world-
soul, pass through a series of transformations, in the course of which
they may successively occupy all stations in the scale of life, from
that of a reptile to that of a god. The writer seems to imply that
their career begins by incarnation in animal bodies of the lowest
order, viz. that of épmerd. (Cf. § 8a: mjv 68ov Smoorpéde ™ émi Th
épwerd.) If this is his view, he differs from Pl Zim. go & ff, where
we are told that, ‘according to the probable account’, the individual
souls were first embodied as men (dvdpes), and that those of them
who lived amiss in their first life on earth were afterwards rein-
carnated in the form of women, birds, quadrupeds, many-footed
animals, reptiles, or fishes, according to the kind and degree of their
decline from their original state,

Ty pév éml 70 ebrugéorepor, Tdv B¢ &l 10 dvavrlov. This is directly
contradicted in § 22a: els piv ofv 7o xpeirrov Yy perafaive, els 8
76 é\atrov dddvaror.

ai 8¢ dvbpdmeiar, dpxiy dBavacias [iJoxoboar. The soul which, in
its successive transformations &l b ebruyéorepor, has risen to the
condition of a man, may at that stage acquire something of dfavacia,
i.e. of divinity. Such a soul is already a daemon or a god poten-
tially (cf. § 19a: yuxy) dvbporivg, ob wica uév, 5 8¢ eboefys, Sawpovia
mis dore kai Oela); it may therefore, at its next transformation,
actually become a daemon, and afterwards a god. The divine
element (16 dfdvarov) in the human soul is voils, by the possession of
which man is distinguished from the lower animals.

In holding that the human soul must pass through an intermediate
stage as a daemon before it becomes a god, the writer agrees with
Posidonius ; but he does not recognize the stage of ‘hero’ which
Posidonius interposed between ‘man’and ‘daemon’. In § 6 above,
the daemon-stage is not mentioned, and apotheosis is spoken of as if
it might follow immediately on death. In the oracle quoted by
Porphyry, Vita Plotini 22 (see p. 2 39), Apollo says that Plotinus,

R 2
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now that he has departed from the body, is no longer a man, but a
daemon (Saiov, dvep 7o wdpobev kr.\.), and the ‘daemonic’ life into
which he has entered is described.

€10° olrws el Tov Tov Ocdv xopdv xwpoior (xopedouor MSS.). They
take their place among the star-gods. For the phrase & rov Gedv
xopés, cf. Corp, XIL i, 12: 8dpynbijoerar . . . s v Tov fedv kal
paxdpov xopév. Kaibel, Epigr. Gr. ex lapid. conl. 288 (Cyprus,
‘recentioris aetatis’): HTIS .. (a/. HBHIEN: lgendum djprocer?)
a(6)avd(rwy pe) xopds.

[xopot 3¢ Bdo fedv, 6 pév Tdv Thavopévar, & 8¢ Tov dmhavdv]. This is
an inserted note. The following alry means o els 7ov Tdv Oedv xopby
xopeiv, and the interposed mention of two distinct xopol (that of the
planets and that of the fixed stars) is irrelevant.

Q gives dgavév in place of arkavév. This seems to indicate an
alternative reading, 6 pév 7av Ppavepdv (= alabyriv), 6 8¢ rdv ddaviv
(= voyrdv).

aldm Yuxds § Tehetordm 8da. A place among the star-gods is the
highest to which the soul can attain. This again agrees with the
system of Posidonius. In this paragraph, there is no suggestion of
the Platonic notion that the soul may rise above the material heavens
into the supracosmic and incorporeal world (as is said, for instance,
in Corp. I).

The use of the word 8ééa in this connexion may possibly be a
sign of Jewish influence. Cf. Paul, 1 Cor. 15. 40: érépa pdv 7 Tév
rovpaviwy 86fa, érépa 8¢ Tdv érvyelwy. . . . domip yip dorépos Sapéper
év 8¢

§ 8 a. ol[re] yederar dbavacias [olre 700 dyabod perahapBdre]. A
soul of this sort does not, in its human life on earth, acquire dpyiyv
&0avacias ; for it has no vots in it (§ 24 a), and is no better than that
of a beast.

It is superfluous to tell us that a soul which remains bad does not
¢ partake of the Good’.

wakiooupros (codd. Corp.), * dragged back’, or ‘swept back as by
an adverse current’, seems better than maAizavros (codd. Stob.).

({kal § kaxodalpwy . . . Soukeber odpaoy dNhokérois kal poxbnpois.))
These words are out of place in the MSS., where they form part of
the description of xaxia yuvyfs. ‘Servitude to uncouth and noxious
bodies’, i. e. incarnation in the bodies of beasts, is not xaxia, but is
the penalty of xaxla ;-the mention of it ought therefore to precede
the words adry xaradiin Yuxis xaxfis. Cf. Ascl, Lat. 1. 12a: ‘secus
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enim inpieque qui vixerint, . . . constituitur in corpora alia, indigna
animo sancto, [et] foeda migratio.’

dyvoficage éavtiv. The soul forgets, or fails to recognize, its
kinship with the divine ; hence the vois in it (if vods has entered into
it at all) becomes dormant or departs, and only the lower and merely
animal part of the man is active. A soul thus degraded is fit only to
animate the body of a beast, and is accordingly incorporated in a
bestial body at its next incarnation. The Platonic /Jocus classicus on
76 yvavar éavrov is Aleib. 1, in which compare especially 133 C: 76
felw dpa rovr &owev adris (‘this part of the soul’, viz. the vols)' kal
s €ls Totto BAémwy, kal wav 70 Belov yrovs, olrw kal éavrdv dv yvoin
pdhora.  Cf. & dvayvwpioas éavrdv in Corp. 1. 18-21.

§ 8 b. pndeér yvoloa Tév Svtwv, pndeé Thy TolTwy o, pndeé T dyabv,
By 7& dvra are here meant 7a évrws dvra, i. €. 7o voyrd or 7 Oeia.
The soul which does not recognize the existence of things incorporeal
and eternal is wholly subject to the influences of the body. pnde myv
rovrev ¢low seems a pointless repetition of undev . . . 76v Gvrwv
(unless indeed we take rodrav to mean rév yryvopévwr, as opposed to
76v dvrwv) ; and the sentence would be improved by cutting out pnde
v . .. 70 dyafiv.

évrwvdooe(ta) Tols cwpatikois wdfeor. . . . alm kakla Yuyis. Cf.
Plotinus 1. 2. 3: émedy kaxy pév éoTw W Yuxy) ocvuweduppéry T
odpare kol dpomalis ywopédvy adrd kal wdvro. cuwwdoldlovoa, iy dv
dyaby) kol dperiy Eyovoa, €l wire ovvdoédlor, AANa pévy évepyor’ Smep
2Tt voely Te kal ppovelv' pafre dpomals ey dmep EoTl cwdpovely” pijre
dofolro dporapévy ol coparos Gmep éoriv dvdpilecfor’ ryoito 8t
Aéyos kai vobs, T& 8¢ pi) dvrirelvor’ Sikatoovvy 8 dv ely Tobro. Ty &y
rowatryy Sudbeawv Tis Yuxis, kall v voel Te kai dmabys otrws éoriv, €
Tis bpolwoy Aéyor wpds Bedv, odx &v dpaprdvor. (This last sentence
corresponds to xai 78y feios in Corp. X. g init.)

domep dopriov Baordlovoa 1 cbpa. In Corp. II 9 we are told
that in all men and animals alike the soul ¢épe (i. . kwved) 70 Tdpa.
But here, the meaning is different. The vicious soul is weighed
down by the body, as by an oppressive burden ; the virtuous soul is
not thus weighed down. Cf. dowep ¢poprov Twd Baordfe in § 13.

The conception of the body as a thing by which the soul #s
weighed down does not agree well with the conception of it as a
thing by which the soul 7s governed (odx dpyovaa dAN dpxopévn) ; and
for this reason it might perhaps be better to bracket dowep popriov

’
o on oo KOs
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§ 9. ‘O ph) woM\a Aakv, pndeé moMN& drodwy. The writer's meaning
must have been that the wordy disputations of the schools are not a
help to the attainment of gwoeséis, but rather a hindrance. This
meaning might have been more clearly expressed by writing ody 6
moANE Méywr, o082 6 ol axodwv.  Cf. Porphyry, 4d Marcellam 20:
Oeot yap yviais wouel Bpaxiv Adyov (lege Bpoxuldyov). Stobaeus, vol. v
Hense, praef., p. vii : BpoxvAdyor pdMiora 3 Geol yvdors wowet.  Sexti
Sent. 430 Elter: dvfpwmor feod yraais BpayvAdyov motel.

okwapaxel. ‘ He fights without any real opponent matched against
him ;* he is like a boxer going through the motions for practice, who
strikes at an imaginary adversary, and beats the empty air.’ That is
to say, the philosophizing of such men is not directed to any serious
purpose; it is a vain repetition of empty formulas. Cf. PL Apo/.
18 D: dvdyxy drexvls Gomep okapayely . . . kol e\éyyew undevds

roxpwopévov. Philo, De plantatione 42. 175, 11, p. 169 Wendland :
oddeis kalf adriv dywvi{dpevos dvaypiderar ki, Tel 8¢ aywvileral (el
8¢ dywvitorro Wendland : rather, el 8¢ (ofrws) ayavifoiro), TKLOpLaYEV
paddov bv elcotws Oofar.  Plutarch, De sanifate praecepta 130 ¥,
couples together odaipilew (ball-playing) and exwapayev (sparring) as
two modes of bodily exercise. Pausanias 6. 10. 3, of the statue of a
famous boxer: oxwpaxotvros 8¢ 6 dvdpids mapéyerar oxipa’ i.e. the
man is represented in a fighting attitude, but with no opponent
facing him. Numenius ap. Euseb. Zr. er. 14. 6. 13: Zeno would
not dispute directly with his living opponent Arcesilaus, mpbs 8¢ o
obkért &v {dow dvra T\drava éoxapdyey . . . s o’ &y tod I\drovos
apwvopévov k.. A Lucian, Piscafor 35 (of philosophers who do not
practise what they preach): oix o8’ &mor woré olyerar wdvra raira
dwonTdpeva, wrepbevta s dA\ylbs &y, pdroy wpds adrév v Tais
Sarptfals orwpayoipera.

[[rodTou B¢ . . . xwpis adrod]. This passage has no meaning as it
stands in the MSS. I have found possible places for roirov . . .
odow and & 76 . . . ywpls adrod ; but I propose these transpositions
with diffidence. The words ai aicbijoas eiol may be a remnant of a
sentence containing some mention of alofyois which led on to the
statement that gnosis is something very different from it (yvhois 8¢

1 The same comparison is employed by Paul, 1 Cor. . 26 : ofirws murredo ds
obie dépa dépaw (= omapax@v)' dANG drwmalw pov 70 odpa. The body is no owd;
it is a real and solid opponent. And 70 edua is the enemy with whom the
Hermetists also were engaged in combat.

In Liddell and Scott, omapayeiv is said to mean ‘to fight in the shade’; but
that is a mistake.
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aloBjoews wohd Sragéper). Having said that dpery Yuxis is yréaots, the
writer proceeds to explain what yv@ais is, by contrasting it with
alobyas.

§10a. [forw émoripns . . . ydp émovipn]. The mention of
émorijpa is irrelevant ; and these words have probably passed into
the text from a marginal note.

dpydve Xpwpérm adtd 7¢ vol. The vods is the ‘organ’ of gnosis,
in the same sense that the eye is the organ of sight.

6 8¢ vols 7§ odpar (dvavrios). According to the reading of the
MSS., the meaning would be that the vofs uses the body as its
organ. But that cannot be right ; for the body is not the organ of
the mind in the same sense that the mind (or mental eye) is the
organ of gnosis. By inserting évavrios, we get a statement which
suits well with what precedes, and leads on naturally to what follows.
Man consists of two opposites in combination ; and this Is an instance
of a law which applies to all things alike.

7d 7€ vonrd kal T4 Shkd. The human soul ‘admits into itself both
things incorporeal and things material’; or in other words, it performs
the two contrasted operations of véyous and aiofyows. This, or some-
thing like it, must have been the writer's meaning ; and this meaning
can be obtained by writing els cdpa (lodloa Yruxi).

¢ dvmibéoews yap kal dvavmiétnros Bel T& wdrrte cuveordvar, This
must be more or less remotely derived from Heraclitus. Ar. E#.
Nic. 9. 2, 1155 b 4: ‘Hpdr\erros 0 dvrifoov ovpdépov, xal &k téw
Suapepdvrav kadliory dppovia, kal wdvra kar’ épw yivesfor. Pseudo-
Ar, De munde 5, 396 b 7: lows 8¢ rdv édvavriov % ¢iois yAixerar, kal
éi TovTwY drotedel TO oVppwvoy, otk ék 7OV dpolwy. . . . Tadro 8¢ TovTo
v kai 70 Tapl 7Y arorewd Aeydpevor Hpaxdeire' cvvdyries Shn kal ol GAa,
aupepipevor Sapepopevor, ouvgdov Siabor, kal éx mdvTwv & kal & évos
mdvra. Heracl. fr. 51 Diels: ol Sumdow drws (1'6 & or 7o ':r&v)
Suacpepipevor éwvrd dpoloyéer wakivrpowos dppovin Skwomep Téfov Kol
Adpys.  The Hermetist says in this section that man is composed of
voyrd and dAuwd, just as he says in § 11 that 7o =av (the universe) &
Te Thikol kal voyrod ouvéornker ; and he regards Ta veyrd (i. e. dow-
para) as évavrio to Ta YAwd (L e. coparkd). CL Corp. Il 4a: odpart
8¢ évavria ¢iows 76 dodparov. . . . doduaros otv 6 témwos. (The rémos
there spoken of is identified with vo@s.) }

§10b. Tis] odv & Ghikds Oeds &8i, (8 xéapos); In §§ 7-10a, the
writer has been considering the question whether, and under what
conditions, man (or the human soul) is good. His answer to that
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question has been given in the words kaxla Yuxis dyvooia (§ 8 b);
dperi) Yuxis yvbors (§9); & yvods dyabis (¢5.). Man is good if he has
gnosis, and bad if he has not gnosis.  And this answer was probably
more fully explained in the lost passage at the end of § toa. E.g. it
may have been there said that the human soul is good in so far as it
detaches itself from the material body, and identifies itself with vois
(the ‘organ’ of gnosis), which is ‘ contrary to the body’. 1In § 10b,
the writer passes on from man to the Kosmos, and considers the
question whether the Kosmos is good.

006 kakds & kbopos, odkért Bé dyabdds.—(6 kahds kéopos, olk Eori Be
dyafds MSS.) Cf. § 12: & piv yép kéopos odx dyaflds, bs kwnyrds, ob
kaxds 8¢, bs dfdvaros. See Corp. VI. 2 b,

[xol adrodedis] kal adrés [woré piv yevdpevos] del [Be] dv, av 8¢ &
yevéoe.. The meaning might be made more unmistakable by trans-
posing kol abrds, and writing del (udv ?) dv xal adrds, dw &t & yevéoer.
The Kosmos xal adrds (i. e. as well as God) is ever-existent ; but it is
not ever-existent in the same sense that God is ; for its everlasting
existence takes the form of perpetual yéveous.

The word atrodeijs does not occur elsewhere ; and it is difficult to
assign any meaning to it. «al adro- has probably come by duplica-
tion from the following «al adrds. The words woré pév yevdpevos and
¢ were most likely inserted by some one who held the view that the
Kosmos has had a beginning. The author himself, on the other
hand, seems to have held that the Kosmos has always been in
existence.

ywipevos del (11]) yevéaer (yéveais or -ow MSS.) 7év wodv kal Tdw
woodv. Cf. wowryras kal wooéryras wouel (6 woudv) in § 3 as emended.
The oboia (substance) of the xdopos is everlasting ; but (in the
sublunar world at least) every part of this substance is continually
having fresh qualities imposed on it, and every individual thing that
is made of it is continually increasing or decreasing.

§ 15 4 8¢ voyr ardois kwel Ty SNy kivmow o Tpdmor TobTON,
Ct. Corp. 11. 8a: wioa odv kivqoss . . . twb ordoews xweira  All
changes of quality and quantity that take place in the Kosmos are
modes of material movement (SAuey kévmors) ; and b kwodv must be
something which is itself immaterial and motionless (vonry ordos).
The writer assumes that 76 kwoiv is Yuys (see Corp, IT), and proceeds
to explain how the cosmic yuy (i. e. the immaterial thing by which
all material things are moved) is incorporated in the structure of the
Kosmos,
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6 kdopos odaipd éor, Toutédom. kedalv). The notion that the
spherical Kosmos is like a human head was doubtless suggested by
Pl T¥m. 44 » ff,, where the making of the human body by the
‘created gods’ is described: ras piv 8y felas mepiddous (i.e. the
movements of vois) ..., 76 Tod warrds oxfua dropunodpevor wep-
epis v, els ahatpoadts cdpa &védnoa, Todro & viv kepa\yy erovoud:
Lopev, b OeoraToy 7° éoTl kai Tdv &v fuiv wdvrov Seoworotv kA In
the Zimaeus the human head is said to resemble the spherical
Kosmos ; in Corp. X the spherical Kosmos is said to resemble a
human head. Cf. Synesius, Calvitii encomium 8, Migne tom. 66,
col. 1181 B: =i & dv odaipas yévorro . . . Beomeaiirepor; . . . 6 TpiTos
feds, i ToD kbopov Yruxa® v 6 warip pév adris, Tod 8¢ cwparikod Kéopov
Bnpiovpyts, éraaijyaye 74 xdopy, Téheov abrov . . . dmepyacdperos,
dmodovs 8 Todro kal oxfipe oxnpdrov 75 wepexrérarov (i.€. a spherical
shape). . . . ) 7e ol GAy Yuxy odaipar dvra Tov Shov kbopov Yuxol, ai
€ dwo Tis OAys pueioar kal pépn yevdpevar Géhovow éxdory Tool Smep %
maca Yoxr, dowelv odpara kal kéopwy dvar Yuyal, B kal Tob pepiopot
yéyovev avrais alrwov. olrws Sénoe T Ploe ochapdy pepkdv. dve
pév otv dorépes, kdtw 8¢ xepalal Swerhdalnaar, i elev olkor Yuxav, év
KéTp KOopoL puikpols &e ydp, olpar, elvar Tov kéopov {Gov ik Loy
auyketpevor.

[kepaijs B¢ oddév omepdvw Ghikév, Sowep odde moddv 0ddér voyriv
dmoxdrw, wav 8¢ hikdv]. I can make no sense of this. The words
must be taken to refer to man, and not to the Kosmos; for the
Kosmos is a head without trunk or limbs, and has no feet. But
what can be meant by saying that in a man ‘there is nothing
material above the head, and nothing immaterial below the feet’?
The words kepalijs 0idey Smepdve dAudy might possibly be taken to
mean that the head is the highest part of man’s material frame, and
therefore the part best suited to be the abode of yuysj; but the
mention of the feet and what lies below them seems utterly
irrelevant.

[Tvolis 8¢ kepaM) adr’ odarpikds kivoupévn, ToiTo Zore xepahukids|.
This also is meaningless. It is absurd to say that a head is vobs ; for
a head is a material thing, and vods is immaterial. Perhaps vods . . .
aliry is a corruption of (&)vovs 8¢ () kepa\y) adry,  this head (viz. the
Kosmos) has vofs in it’. That statement would be intelligible in
itself, and would agree with the doctrine of the Z¥maeus, according
to which man’s vofs is situated in his head ; but it would not be to
the point here ; for in this paragraph the writer is speaking about the
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embodiment of yuyz, and not that of vois. The words xepaly) . . .
ohapicis kwovpévy, TovTo foTi kepalixds, suggest the grotesque
notion of a man’s head spinning round like a top, If a thing moves
apapwds (1. e. like a sphere revolving on its axis), then it does #o#
move kepalixds (i.e. as a human head moves). The Kosmos (or, to
speak more exactly, the celestial part of the Kosmos) ‘moves spheri-
cally’; and it might be said in a metaphorical sense that vots ‘ moves
spherically’; but it is nonsense to say that the human head ¢ moves
spherically’. The Kosmos resembles the human head in its spherical
shape, but differs from the human head in its movement; and a
writer who is seeking to show that these two things resemble one
another ought to avoid mentioning their movement.

Soa olv wpogveral T Gpén Tis kepoldjs TadTys . . . d0dvarta wéduker.
The dusjv is the meninx or pia mater, i.e. the membrane in which the
brain is enclosed.! Ar. Hist. animal. 1. 16, 494 b 29 Spéves 8¢ (rdv
éyrépadov) o mepréxovow, 6 pév wepl 1o Sorodv (the dura mater)
loxuporepos, 6 8¢ mwepl adrov Tov éyrédalov (the pia mater) frrwv éxelvov.
Zb. 4952 8 o & piy depparicds 1) pijveyé § wepéxwv Tov Eyrédaor.
The writer of Corp. X holds this membrane to be the seat or organ
of conscious life and thought in the human body. Here, as in § 13,
he shows some acquaintance with the physiological theories of his
time,.

The Platonists in general, adhering to the teaching of the Z¥maeus,
held the seat of vovs or to Aoyiworidv to be the brain? Chrysippus
and most of the Stoics placed the #yepovikév in the heart. The
Aristotelian Strato, about 280 B.cC. said that the seat of the
Myepovikov is 0 pecddpuov (the space between the eyebrows), or
rather, the part of the brain which lies behind that region® The
view adopted by the writer of Corp. X is that of the physician
Erasistratus * (about 3oo-250 B.C.). Aetius, Diels, Doxogr., p. 3911

! Suidas (Bernhardy) : Mjweyt® dusw 1ov dyeéparor axérav. . .. 67t ol alobfoas
dmd Tol Eyeepdrov dpydpevar Bid Tdv velpaw dxp 7@y alonrypiow wpotagt, . . . Loy
oly dwehnuuévos s dijp &v 7O wohdpaTe Tis diofs, cupguls v TH phvyy kal TP
Upéve,  oliros ov & dfip, Bexdpevos éx Tob EfwBey dépos Tobs Yépovs, . . . B’ Eavrod J;
T piveyye SiamopBuede Tods Yigovs.

? Alemaeon of Croton, about 560 B.C., ‘ was the first to recognize the brain as the
ce:l:trial orlg;l;l) of intellectnal activity' (Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, Eng. tr. 1901,
o ;\gius (If;iels Doxogr. p. 391) says that Strato placed the hegemonibon & 1§
pegodpiy (in superciliorum meditullio, Tertull. De an. 15). Pollux, Onomast. 2.

226, says that he placed it kard 70 peodppror. The latter phrase, no doubt, gives
Strato’s meaning more exactly,

* The doctrines of Erasistratus continued to be maintained by a succession of
followers for several centuries. A medical school of Erasisirateroi at Smyrna stood
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’EpaciaTpatos ('rb Tiis Yuxiis fyepovicor Méyer elvar) wepl Ty piviyye
rot éykepddov, Ty &mikpavida Aéyel.! The almost equally celebrated
physician Herophilus (about 300 B.c.) placed the #yepovudy in the
ventricles of the brain (év +ff ol éykedpdlov kot\i, fris dori kal Bdais,
Aetius 70.) ; and there can be no doubt that Erasistratus was the first
to place it in the meninx.®

The Hermetist compares the Kosmos to a human head. The
¢ cerebral membrane’ of the Kosmos is the outermost sphere;* and
¢the things which are united to’ this cosmic menina are the fixed
stars and the planets. They, like the Kosmos itself and all living
things within it, are composed of soul (voprdr) and body (SAwdr);
but being in or near the outermost sphere, in which the soul or life
of the Kosmos is concentrated, they have in them ¢ more soul than
body’ ; whence it results that they are dfldvara (a.nd consequently
‘not bad’). On the other hand, all lmng organisms in the sublunar
region have in them ‘more body than soul’; whence it results that
they are fvyrd (and consequently ‘bad’).

Compare Plotinus 4. 3. 17 on the descent and embodiment of
souls : o7e 88 éx 7ol voyrol eis THv odpaved laow ai Yuyel 70 wphrov
X6pav, Aeyicarro dv Tis ék OV TowoVTww. €l yap olpavds v TG alobyrd
Tomy dpetvov, ely dv mpooexys TGV voyray Tols éoydrots. éxeifer Tolruv
(sc. ék T8y voyrdv) Yuxoitar Tatra (se. 74 obpdvia) wpdra [kal pera-
AapBdve], os émrndeadrepa peradapfBdven 70 8¢ yenpov dorardv Te
kai Yuxis vrrov meduxos perada