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Abstract

The primary aim of this thesis is the reconstruction of a development in the history of the philosophy of
language, namely an understanding of hieroglyphic Egyptian as a language uniquely adapted to the purposes

and concerns of late Platonist metaphysics. There are three main reasons for this particular focus.

First, the primary interest of philological criticism has emphasized the apparent shortcomings of the classical
hieroglyphic tradition in light of the success of the modern decipherment endeavour. Though the Greek
authors recognize a number of philologically distinctive features, they are primarily interested in contrasting
hieroglyphic and Greek semantics. The latter is capable of discursive elaboration of the sapiential content to

which the former is non-discursively adapted.

Second, the sole surviving, fully extant essay in the exegesis of Egyptian hieroglyphs, the Hieroglyphica of
Horapollo can be situated within the broader philosophical project in which the Neoplatonic commentators
were engaged. As such, it draws on elements of the distinct traditions of Greek reception of Egyptian wisdom,
4/5% century pagan revivalism under Christian persecution, and late Platonist logico-metaphysical

methodological principles.

Third, the rationale for Neoplatonic use of allegorical interpretation as an exegetical tool is founded on the
methodological principle of ‘analytic ascent’ from the phenomena depicted, through the concepts under
which they fall, to their intelligible causes. These three stages in the ascent correspond to the three modes of
expression of which, according to Greek exegetes, hieroglyphic Egyptian, as composites of material images

and intelligible content, is capable.

Horapollo’s Hieroglyphica, 1 argue, maintains a tripartite distinction between linguistic expressions, their
meanings, and the objects or name-bearers which they depict and further aligns that distinction with three
modes of hieroglyphic expression: representative, semantic, and symbolic. I conclude, therefore, that a
procedure of analytic explanatory ascent from empirical observation through discursive reason to
metaphysical or cosmological insights is employed in the exegesis of the sapiential content of the hieroglyphs

of which it treats.
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Introduction

The primary aim of this thesis is the reconstruction of a development in the history of the philosophy of
language. The development in question is an understanding of hieroglyphic Egyptian as a language uniquely
adapted to the purposes and concerns of late Platonist metaphysics. There are earlier conceptions of the
particular superiority of hieroglyphic Egyptian for theological and philosophical purposes, both among the
Egyptians themselves and in the Greek philosophical tradition. In the Greek philosophical sources the interest
in hieroglyphs probably originates with the Stoic writer Cheeremon, but it also appears in Platonic sources,
including Plutarch. It is, however, with the specifically Neoplatonic development in the understanding of
hieroglyphs that I am concerned here. There are two main reasons for this particular focus. The first is the
scholastic and curricular inclinations of many of the representatives of Neoplatonism. This allows for far
greater integration of their treatment of hieroglyphic Egyptian not only into philosophical linguistics more
generally, but also into the broader philosophical project in which they were engaged. The second reason is
that the only Greek text on the subject of hieroglyphs to survive complete, the Hieroglyphica of Horapollo, can
profitably be read, so I shall argue, in the context of Neoplatonic theorizing about language in general and of

hieroglyphics in particular.

I describe the development as taking place in the philosophy of language because it identifies language - in
this case, a particular language - as a topic of specific interest for the discipline of philosophy. My interest in
that development concerns the philosophical status of that development, its methods and conclusions, and is
therefore an essay in the history of philosophy of language. Of course, the reconstruction is to a large extent
concerned with what are otherwise essentially historical aspects of the literature of late antiquity on the
subject of hieroglyphic Egyptian. However, that concern extends only so far as the historical aspect supports
a specifically philosophical interest and this is the basis of the secondary aim of the thesis, namely, an
assessment of the presuppositions of the development as reconstructed. In this respect the project has more
in common with Frede’s characterization of an earlier ‘doxographical tradition’ in the history of philosophy,
than the later developmental tradition he distinguishes from it.! On the other hand, it no more presupposes ‘a
basic set of philosophical questions’, than it is written ‘from a particular philosophical position’ to which the

history of philosophy has led us. Far less does it endorse the idea that ‘philosophical understanding is

! Frede, M., ‘The History of Philosophy as a Discipline’ in The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 85, No. 11, Eighty-Fifth Annual Meeting American
Philosophical Association, Eastern Division, (Nov., 1988): pp. 666-672. Frede, M., ‘Introduction: The Study of Ancient Philosophy’ in Essays
in Ancient Philosophy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987): pp. ix-xxvii.
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essentially historical’.? The project is philosophical, rather, because the historical development was thought by
its proponents to do philosophical work, and the judgement I form is a judgement on their reasons for
thinking so. In principle, then, the ‘basic set of philosophical questions’ addressed ‘from a particular

philosophical position’ are those of the late Platonists themselves.

Chapter One begins by examining the philological criticism which has focussed on the tradition’s apparent
congruence or otherwise with the success of the decipherment endeavour. The primary interest of the
decipherment endeavour was the reconstruction of the language of ancient Egyptian hieroglyphs. As a result
of that endeavour a distinction was drawn between sound-signs and sense-signs into which hieroglyphic texts
are typically analyzed. The introduction of this distinction is the product of an independent interest in the
phonology and semantics of hieroglyphic Egyptian. It does not inform a purely orthographic analysis of sign-
groups which are lexically specific and must be learnt as such. It is in any case impossible systematically to

maintain the distinction without qualification and equivocation.

The classical hieroglyphic tradition, even where it recognizes the distinction between hieroglyphic sound-
signs and sense-signs, often with not inconsiderable sophistication, is almost exclusively interested in
hieroglyphs as sense-signs, not, however, as graphic representations of sense (inhering in speech, ideas, or
objects), but in themselves as bearers of sense. The use of Greek to provide a descriptive account of the
representative features of hieroglyphs is contingent upon the réle of the sense-bearing glyphs under
description. The réle hieroglyphs are thought to perform is to bear a particular kind of sense, typically
conceived of as sapiential: hieroglyphs do not mediate wisdom representatively, they are themselves

instances of wisdom.

Chapter Two addresses further relevant aspects of the historical context, specifically 4"/5% century pagan
revivalism under Christian persecution, as plausibly representing the most likely milieu for the composition
of these texts and source criticism emphasizing the exegetical content of the texts as deriving from elements
of the Greek reception of Egyptian wisdom (Chaeremon-Plutarch-Porphyry) on the one hand, and the natural
history tradition (Aristotle-Pliny-Zlian) on the other. There are, moreover, reasons for developing a dialectical

understanding of this literature in the polemical relationship in which a number of Christian works stand with

?Baker, G. P., Wittgenstein, Frege and the Vienna Circle (Oxford: Blackwell, 1988): p. xv cited in Morris, K. J., (ed.), Wittgenstein’s Method:
Neglected Aspects: Essays on Wittgenstein by Gordon Baker (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004): p. 12.
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respect to it. We have, for example, the corpus of the Coptic archimandrite Shenoute, especially on the
question of the rdle of the generated world in licensing metaphysical speculation about the ungenerated
world, and on the heterodox tendencies of pagan heresies in general. Shenoute identifies those tendencies as
objectionable for two main reasons: first, the reliance on non-Scriptural sources, and second, the application
of allegorizing or sophistical reasoning to those sources. The consequence of this for Shenoute is not merely
the propagation of false knowledge, but the perversion of the faith. Certain contemporary heterodox sources,
including treatises belonging to the Nag-Hammadi corpus, had pre-empted Shenoute’s two-fold objection by
arguing that certain written characters (ostensibly the revelation of the Logos for the return of mankind to
knowledge of the Father) provide a legitimate understanding of the truth by virtue of each character being a
complete thought written by the ungenerated Unity. The apparent impasse between the ‘truth’ of Shenoute’s
Christian encounter with scriptural revelation and the ‘falsehood’ of pagan enquiry into what is hidden is

therefore mediated through a conception of a posteriori reasoning as a reflex of a priori reasoning,

By contrast, certain pagan revivalists conceived of a form of hieroglyphic exegesis methodologically
principled in accordance with late academic Platonist logico-metaphysical conceptions. As composites of
material images of sensible particulars and the intelligible content by virtue of which those particulars exist,
hieroglyphs as conceived by the Neoplatonists lend themselves to analytic inferential procedures through
discursive reason to metaphysical insights. In order, then, to assess the dialectical contribution of pagan
revivalism to the polemical engagement with Coptic Christianity and the strategy by which it answers the
accusations of rationalist obscurity in the face of scriptural revelation an account of these logico-

metaphysical conceptions is necessary.

Chapter Three, therefore, explores various rationales for Neoplatonic use of allegorical interpretation as a
means to hieroglyphic exegesis. The aim is to establish hieroglyphics both as a proper topic for philosophical
investigation, and as methodologically principled. My argument is that this methodological principle is what
legitimizes the ‘analytic ascent’ in hieroglyphic exegesis from the phenomena depicted, through the concepts
under which they fall, to their intelligible causes. I begin by outlining the three modes of expression of which,
according to the Greek exegetes, hieroglyphic Egyptian is capable. The first, mediated by spoken language, is
the capacity to represent sensible phenomena. The second presents those phenomena conceptually, but

unmediated by speech. The third presents the intelligible causes of phenomena symbolically or

Mark Wildish -8-



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -9-

allegoristically. Neoplatonic semantics develops a tripartite theory of meaningful linguistic expressions and
this tripartite account Neoplatonic exegetes explain by reference to a metaphysical framework of sensible
phenomena, universal concepts, and intelligible causes to which the three modes of expression of
hieroglyphic Egyptian correspond. This is possible because hieroglyphic signs are composites of sensible and
intelligible elements which are therefore susceptible to interpretation as material images, as mediating

concepts, or as intelligible realities.

Chapter Four examines in detail Horapollo’s Hieroglyphica, an interpretative exegesis of almost two hundred
hieroglyphs in two books. Horapollo’s Hieroglyphica is the sole surviving, fully extant essay in the exegesis of
Egyptian hieroglyphs. On the one hand, it draws on elements of the Greek reception of Egyptian wisdom and
the natural history tradition as described in Chapter One. As such it has the structure of a dictionary-
encyclopadia hybrid type of secondary literature common in the late Roman and early medieeval periods.
This mixed provenance signals a distinguishable purpose and associated methodology: the interpretation of
hieroglyphic signs by means of natural signs. It is not that originally lexicographical or physiological material
have become mutually contaminated (a conclusion dependent on a hypothesis of historical development), but

that the subjoining of resources indicates the presence of an increasingly productive hermeneutic.

Moreover, the chapter is intended to provide some lines of argument intended to lend plausibility to the
suggestion that the traditional lexicographical or physiological material is deployed in line with the
discussion of Neoplatonic semantics and exegetics given in Chapter Three. This is partly established on the
basis of historical context: the school in Alexandria in which Horapollo taught in the last third of the fifth
century, his family’s ties to the leading Neoplatonic figures of the day (Damascius, Proclus), his persecution as
a pagan under Christian auspices, reflecting historically prominent regional tendencies of the kind
documented in Chapter Two. In view of this historical context there are, moreover, echoes of various strands
of Neoplatonic logical, metaphysical, and hermeneutical thought to be found in scarce, but nonetheless
theoretically loaded exegetical details and, perhaps more importantly, in a number of broad structural and
methodological features of the text too. The evidence, I conclude, while insufficient to identify the text as
conclusively Platonic in motivation or purpose, is sufficiently compelling to preclude any further assessment

of its merits or demerits on exclusively Egyptological or pseudo-encyclopzdic grounds.
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§1. Egyptian Hieroglyphs

(T <= = Do truth | for the divine lord of truth, of whose truth the
- =;_‘_n ....:\ S S truth exists. | The pen, scroll, and palette of Thoth are apart
o= ON e s . .
;_; WE }%cla QV"'.‘E $ from the doing of wrong; goodness is good, good toward
5 o R R R 5 him, | but truth is forever.?
8 =TN=-NZISI=Z
le}Pazx=1lle

In his discussion of the varieties of written Egyptian Gardiner (1927) arranges his remarks according to each
of four script-types: hieroglyphic, hieratic, demotic, and Coptic. These types variously connote several phases
of the Egyptian language, a range of means and media of production, and the classically familiar distinction of
secular or religious use. As a whole the scripts can be found carved or painted on stone (though only
hieroglyphic is typically glyphic) or written in ink on papyrus using a reed stylus, and are, broadly speaking,

employed either for ritual or literary and administrative purposes.

The Egyptian language exhibits five diachronic variants:

(i) old Egyptian, used in Dynasties I-VIII, dating 3180 B.C. to 2240 B.C.

(ii) Middle Egyptian, used in Dynasties IX-XI, dating 2240 B.C. to 1990 B.C.

(iii) Late Egyptian, used in Dynasties XVIII-XXIV, dating 1573 B.C. to 715 B.C.

(iv) Demotic, used from Dynasty XXV to the late Roman period, dating 715 B.C. to 470 A.D.

(v) Coptic, used from the 3™ to the 16" centuries.

Middle Egyptian is generally taught as the standard form of the language. Hieroglyphic Egyptian appears
during the Archaic period (i.e. under Dynasties I & II), not later than 3000 B.C., and the latest example of
hieroglyphic Egyptian at Phile is dated 394 A.D. Egyptian constitutes a branch of the Afro-Asiatic or Hamito-
Semitic family of languages, and as such is related not only to Semitic Hebrew, Arabic, Aramaic, and Akkadian,

but also the Berber, Chadic, Cushitic, Beja, and Omotic language-groups. In very general terms, this affinity is

* Anonymus Rhet., shy nfi-mdw = The Eloquent Peasant (Rusticus eloquens), 334-338.
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shown not only in vocabulary, but in the tendency to effect semantic variation through vowel variation in

fixed consonantal stems, reduplication, and affixes.

Hieroglyphics are read either vertically (top to bottom) in columns or horizontally (usually right to left, but
occasionally left to right) in rows. The front of a sign (e.g. the faces of signs depicting persons, animals, or
birds) faces the beginning of the inscription in which they occur. Generally modern texts read left to right. In
an effort to achieve symmetry and to avoid gaps signs are often grouped and read top to bottom within a

sequence inscribed in rows.

Hieroglyphic is one of three scripts developed in ancient Egyptian. The other two are: hieratic and enchorial
(otherwise known as demotic). Hieratic is a cursive form of hieroglyphic. In other words, it consists of
characters freely adapted from the hieroglyphic script which was originally primarily used as a script for
inscriptions, rather than use on papyrus. Subsequently, both hieroglyphic and hieratic are found in papyrus

manuscripts.

In common with Hebrew and Arabic, Egyptian writing is unpointed, i.e. lacks vowels. The standard reference

work on the subject lists 743 signs.

The primary interest of the decipherment endeavour was the reconstruction of the language of ancient
Egyptian hieroglyphs. As a result of that endeavour a distinction was drawn between sound-signs
(phonograms) and sense-signs (ideograms) into which - for most pedagogical purposes (on which more

below) - hieroglyphic texts are analyzed.

The latter comprise 1-, 2-, or 3-consonant signs. There are the twenty-four uniliteral phonograms
constituting an alphabet. Because hieroglyphics are unpointed, the consonants are conventionally vocalized
using the vowel e in all cases, except after glottal stops, where a is used. In addition to uniliteral phonograms
(the alphabet), there are also biliteral phonograms (with the phonetic value of two alphabetic consonants),
and triliteral phonograms (with the phonetic value of three alphabetic consonants). Uniliteral phonograms
are also used as phonetic complements in support of multiliteral signs, specifying one of its component
phonetic values. Conversely, multiliteral signs are sometimes used as phonetic determinatives, specifying in a

single sign the phonetic value of preceding uniliteral signs.
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The types of hieroglyphic phonograms then are the following (signs in parentheses are not pronounced):

1. uniliteral phonogram cf. 4 in h+n+(hn)+(MAN WITH HAND TO MOUTH) = ‘sentence’, ‘saying’.

2. biliteral phonogram cf. iw in iw+y+#+(HOUSE) = ‘street’.

3. triliteral phonogram cf. “nf in ‘nf+(MAN WITH HAND TO MOUTH) = ‘swear’, ‘oath’,

4, (uniliteral phonetic complement) cf. (3) in §3+(3)+(PAPYRUS ROLLED UP, TIED, AND SEALED) = ‘appoint’,
‘command’.

5. (biliteral phonetic determinative) cf. (hn) in h+n+(hn)+(MAN WITH HAND TO MOUTH) = ‘sentence’,
‘saying’.

6. (triliteral phonetic determinative) cf. (%) in i+“+h+(i%) = ‘moon’.

Ideograms are typically taught as sense- rather than sound-signs. They comprise pictograms, ostensibly
depicting the object that is meant by the sign, and ideograms, depicting an object the meaning of the sign for

which semantically related to the meaning of the word in which the ideogram appears.

7. pictogram cf. ¥ [= (SUN)] in r*+(STROKE DETERMINATIVE) = ‘sun’.

8. ideogram cf. < [= (SUN)] in »+(STROKE DETERMINATIVE) = ‘day’.

Associated with these are two further sign types. The first are stroke determinatives. These are a short stroke
following pictograms and ideograms indicating that the latter signify individual samples of the item depicted.
They are therefore used in distinction to a three stroke sign for plural forms. The second are generic
determinatives, typically appearing at the end of hieroglyphic words in Middle Kingdom texts (though most
likely the original orthographic form of the word historically), which indicate the general semantic field of

preceding phonetically spelled word.

9. (stroke determinative) cf. (STROKE DETERMINATIVE) in #“+(STROKE DETERMINATIVE) = ‘sun’.

10.  (generic determinative) cf. (PINTAIL DUCK) in s [for z(3)]+#+(PINTAIL DUCK) = ‘pintail duck’.

In any case where a sign is used with no pictographic, ideographic, or determinative value, it is eo ipso a
phonogram and a rebus. A sign is a rebus if the word for the item the glyph depicts has a phonetic value in
Egyptian which is not being used pictographically or ideographically. If also lexically complete (i.e. forms a

complete Egyptian word), it is eo ipso a logogram.
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11.  rebus cf. iw [= (NEWBORN BUBALIS OR HARTEBEEST)] in iw+y+t+(HOUSE) = ‘street’.
12.  logogram cf. s3 [for z3 = (PINTAIL DUCK)] in s3 [for z3 = (PINTAIL DUCK)]+(STROKE

DETERMINATIVE)+(SEATED MAN) = ‘son’.

Gardiner also lists the following non-standard features of orthography:

i abbreviations

ii. graphic transpositions

iii.  transpositions with honorific intent

iv.  monograms

V. defective and superfluous writings

vi.  group-writing

vii.  determination of compounds

vili. avoidance of the repetition of like consonantal signs in contiguity

ix.  doubtful readings

The distinction between sound-signs and sense-signs in hieroglyphic Egyptian is a product of the standard
process of transliteration, whose object is to preserve in a normalized form only the unreduplicated phonetic
information to be found in a hieroglyphic inscription. The transliteration of hieroglyphic Egyptian is not
reversible. It is not intended that a transliterated word be reconstructable in accordance with hieroglyphic
orthography solely by reference to its transliterated form. Transliteration does not involve one-to-one
correspondence with hieroglyphic orthography, but provides the (unpointed and) normalized phonetic value
of the hieroglyphs. Hieroglyphic transliterations, in other words, are conceived with the aim of teaching the

student how to read, but do not make it possible to write hieroglyphic Egyptian.

To illustrate this, compare the five hieroglyphs* constituting standard Middle Egyptian orthography for a
word meaning ‘strength’, depicting the following objects or name-bearers respectively: a ripple-of-water, a
branch, a human-placenta, bread, and a forearm-with-hand-holding-stick. According to the standard account,

the first four are phonograms (the second biliteral, with the third and fourth uniliteral phonetic complements

* Gardiner sign-inventory references: N35 M3 Aal X1 D40.
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which spell out the two elements of the preceding bilateral sign) and the fifth an ideogram (in this case,

determinative).

A non-Egyptian-speaking reader learns that M3, for example, depicts a branch, which has the phonetic value
ht, and means ‘wood’, and determines through syntactic considerations that the phonetic value is here in use.
Again, that D40 depicts a forearm-with-hand-holding-stick with a syntactically ideographic or determinative
value signifying a class of words concerning force or effort. That is, with phonetically redundant detail
appearing between <>, the full sequence reads: <ripple-of-water> (= n = <‘water’>) + <branch> (= st = <‘wood’>) +
<human-placenta> (= <h> = <'placenta’>) + <bread> (= <t> = <'bread’>) + <forearm-with-hand-holding-stick> (=

<nht> = <'strong’>), i.e. nht = <'strong’>,

I have outlined above how a non-Egyptian-speaking reader is taught to understand the five hieroglyphs
comprising the word for ‘strength’. By contrast, the Egyptian-speaker, for whom the phonetic reading is
straightforwardly nht, the question is a matter of spelling. That is to say, what are identified in the Egyptian-
language readings of the glyphs are not, then, utterances, concepts, or objects so distinguished, but precisely
the (non-arbitrary) Egyptian signs n, ht, &, t, and nht, without having to employ any distinctions as to phonetic
or ideographic usage. The answers to the questions, ‘how is the inscription pronounced?” and ‘what does the

inscription mean?’ are in each case the same, namely nht.

The question ‘what does the inscription depict?, however, is answered by spelling out the inscription sign-
by-sign. In English this may be done by assigning sign-references or by describing the item depicted by each
sign. For an Egyptian-speaker, however, the spelling of the inscription involves naming the sign, in Egyptian,

as follows: n, ht, h, t, nht.

Standard hieroglyphic transliteration does not preserve this feature of hieroglyphic orthography. In order to
do so without loss of phonetic information that is preserved by transliteration I shall adopt an augmented
method which 1 shall call ‘transcription’.’ So, for example, the sequence described above for the Egyptian

word for ‘strong’ (nht) is transcribed: n-ht-<h>-<£>-"""° This is not intended to be a hypothesis about how in

® Thus reversing the use of the terms ‘transliteration’ and ‘transcription’ as applied to Akkadian cuneiform.
¢ For a full sample text, transcription, normalized transliteration, and translation see Appendix 1.
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fact hieroglyphic texts may historically have been spelled out, only to preserve a sign-for-sign

correspondence between text and transcription in the sense in which I here use the term.
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§2. Greek Hieroglyphs

Reading, with few exceptions, modern appraisals of their value, one might never suspect the significance of
studies of hieroglyphic Egyptian, made in the classical sources.” Classical (and in particular Greek) sources of
evidence for knowledge and use of hieroglyphs are neither so abundant as to have ensured since Champollion
(1822) their preservation from comparative neglect, nor so scarce as to explain the sparse attention they have

received in modern classical scholarship.

Linguistic artefacts, like the Rosetta stone, the Flaminian obelisk of Augustus, the obelisk of Constantius in the
Circus Maximus, and the Isiac table,® as belonging amongst the ‘Greek, Hebrew or Latin translations of
hieroglyphic texts” of which Champollion made use, are not, despite the apparently crucial role they play in
the pre-nineteenth century studies, of primary interest here' (except insofar as both Egyptian and Greeco-
Roman monumental and literary material can be shown to exemplify principles identified in the classical

analyses).

There is also an extensive classical tradition of histories of Egypt and aiyvntiakd. Though beginning with
Hecateeus of Miletus (550-476 B.C.), the first major historical source is the second book of Herodotus (484-
430/425 B.C.), who establishes several of the major themes of subsequent accounts: flora and fauna,
monumental architecture, cultic activity &c. Hellanicus of Lesbos (fl. 5™ cent. B.C.), Eudoxus of Cnidus
(410/408-355/347 B.C.), Lysimachus (360-281B.C.), Hecatzeus of Abdera (fl. 4™ cent. B.C.), and Manethon of
Sebennytos (fl. 305-285 B.C.) are fragmentary, though elements of this early tradition are in part preserved in

the first book of Diodorus Siculus (80-20 B.C.).

The Alyvntiakd of Manethon ought perhaps to be mentioned in particular, insofar as the chronology it
contains provided evidence used by Champollion in the decipherment of the royal cartouches. Subsequently
there are the works of Apollonius Molon (fl. ¢.70 B.C.), Strabo (64 B.C.-22 A.D.) Apion (fl. 1 cent. A.D.), Flavius

Josephus (fl. ¢.70 A.D.), and the Roman historians: Gaius Cornelius Tacitus (56-117 A.D.) and Ammianus

7 See e.g. Deiber, A., (1904) and Van De Walle, B. & Vergote, J., (1943) & (1947); both pay particular attention to the passage from Clement
in this context.

8 For which see Pignoria (1605; 1669) and Kircher’s mid-seventeenth century Egyptological works. Despite further a handful of
retrospective rehabilitations (see especially Leemans (1835), Van de Walle & Vergote (1943, 1947) and Sbordone (2002)), the ‘imaginative
folly’ and ‘fruitless speculations’ of Kircher from 1636 for the next thirty or so years have generally been considered irredeemable by
modern Egyptology.

® According to the biography of Champollion in the Egyptian newspaper ~/.» ¥/(al-'ahram) in the centenary year of decipherment.

1 Even the Greek on the Rosetta stone was likely translated from Egyptian into Greek by an Egyptian (see Harrison, Histos, 1999).
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Marcellinus (325-391 A.D.). Despite, however, rather full accounts of several recurring Egyptian themes in the
afore-mentioned, only Herodotus and Ammianus provide any substantial information on hieroglyphic

Egyptian beyond noting the appearance of the two scripts identifiable.

The evidence for knowledge of Egyptian ¢wvrj and ypduuata respectively, as either attributed to (Pythagoras
in Tamblichus) or evidenced by classical authors (e.g. Hermapion in Ammianus), implies a more sophisticated
and detailed knowledge of the language than is generally acknowledged. Pythagoras had been credited with
knowledge of Egyptian,' and specifically Egyptian pwvr,”” but for particulars concerning the spoken language
Herodotus and Plutarch are two of the fuller sources. Typically any material provided concerning the
phonetic properties of Egyptian words is confined to proper and common nouns, of which a dozen or so

examples can be found in Herodotus, and a further two dozen in Plutarch.”

By the time the first references to Egypt appear in classical sources Egypt itself had been subject to multiple
periods of non-native control (Libyan, Assyrian, Persian). That this was the case may have influenced the
Greek debate about the relative priority of the Egyptians and the ZEthiopians, particularly in connection with
the origins of writing. The debate as to the precise antiquity and historical circumstances under which
writing was invented acknowledged several competing sources: Assyrian, Egyptian, Syrian, Pheenician, and
Babylonian." The passage from Diodorus Siculus cited above is of particular interest in this context because
not only does he attribute both the origins of letters and also of language itself to Hermes without offering
competing accounts, he also employs a very particular (though by no means unique) device for fixing the

attribution: the etymology of the name Hermes in his teaching the Greeks the épunveia of their thoughts.

From the earliest classical discussions a basic distinction in written Egyptian is observed between ‘sacred
letters’ (yodupata ipd) and ‘demotic’ (Snuotikd), that is, ‘two types of letters, both those called sacred and
those with the commoner learning’ (yoduuara Sittd, td te igpd kalovueva kol t& Kowvotépav Exovra ThHv
udbnow).” Greek interest in the written language is almost exclusively focussed on the former, as, for

example, in Plutarch: ‘out of sacred letters’ (ék t@v igp@v ypauudrwv) and ‘of the letters called hieroglyphic’

1 Plutarchus Biogr., Phil., De Iside et Osiride, 10.

12 Diogenes Laértius Biogr., 8.3.

B E.g. mipwpig in Egyptian is kaAdg kdyadds in Greek (Herodotus, 2.143.4); the transcription of the name ‘Ozymandias’ (Diodorus Siculus);
Plutarchus Biogr., Phil.,, De Iside et Osiride, pass.

! Pliny, Natural History, 7.56.

1> Herodotus Hist., 2.36 & Diodorus Siculus, 1.81.4. Both cited in Maréstaing (1913). There is in general a limited range of Greek and Roman
terms for a hieroglyphic sign: onueiov-signum; yoduuata-litere; ocvuporov; oxfjue; icpoyAvgikd; figura; species; simulacrum; aydAuara.
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(T@V yop kaAovpuévwv igpoyAvpikdv ypauudtwv)', If demotic script is little emphasized, however, according to
Champollion,"” both hieroglyphic Egyptian (whether carved or painted) and hieratic Egyptian are to be

understood as the ypduuara icpa of classical sources.

In the Stromata of Clement of Alexandria, three scripts are distinguished: epistolographic, hieratic, and
hieroglyphic. Though the classificatory schema Clement describes is perhaps the most sophisticated in the
classical sources, it is also notoriously brief and consequently highly contentious.' Several studies have been
made intended to establish the relative success or failure of classical accounts of written Egyptian to
correspond with the principles and findings of modern Egyptology. Though in general the verdict has not
been favourable,” both Deiber (1904)% and Vergote (1939)*, for example, have established that several
passages do contain a core of substantially well informed observations on genuinely Egyptian linguistic

material. Clement is also the first to distinguish three scripts.

16 Plutarchus Phil., de Iside et Osiride, 6.353B & 10.354E. Amongst which he recognized an alphabet of twenty-five characters. Cf. also Pliny,
Natural History, 7.57: cited in Maréstaing (1913).

17 Champollion, Grammaire Egyptienne, (Paris: Didot, 1836): p.2.

18 Le Boulluec, Les Stromates (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1981), adapting Méhat, Etude sur les ‘Strommates’ de Clément d’Alexandrie (Paris: Editions
du Seuil, 1966), treats Book V of the Stromata as comprising four parts: (i) Cap. I-11I (§5.1-18): faith, research and knowledge; (ii) Cap. IV-VIII
(88.19-55): philosophy, theology and the symbolic style; (iii) Cap. IX-XIII (§8.56-88): esotericism; & (iv) Cap. XIV (§8.89-141): loans. The two
passages in question here occur in part (ii). They are: (1) Cap. IV. §§. 20-21, & (2) Cap. VIL. §§. 41-43. Additional reflections by Clement on
the relative capacities of the Greek and Egyptian languages for expressing philosophical truth are also found at Stromata 1. Cap. XXL. §.
143, 6 & Stromata, V1. Cap. IV. §8. 35-37.

1 Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1927), for example, notes ‘the tradition of the classical writers and the
early Fathers, whose confused and mutually contradictory statements, if they point anywhere, point in a direction diametrically opposed
to the truth’ (p.11). Elements of ‘sane testimony’ (ibid.), Gardiner claims, survive in the historians, but are contrasted with the ‘mystical
assertions’, ‘grotesque allegorical reasons’ and ‘fantastic explanations’ of the Greek exegeses.

2 Deiber, Clément d’Alexandrie et 'Egypte (Cairo: I'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale, 1904).

2 Vergote, ‘Clément d’Alexandrie et I'écriture égyptienne’, Le Muséon 52 (1939): 199-221.
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53, F Exedesi

Based on an analysis of the (typically erratic) arrangement of word-lists such as the Ramesseum Onomasticon
and the Onomasticon of Amenope by category (‘birds, animals, cereals, parts of an ox, geographical names, and
the like’)” Gardiner draws the conclusion that these texts represent the “first steps in the direction of an
Encyclopaedia”.” Reporting this conclusion, Fox acknowledges that the Egyptian word-lists are often so
arranged, but sees no reason to attribute this fact to a desire on the part of the authors to reflect categorial
hierarchies in the phenomena of nature. Though in certain cases the forms of hieroglyphs are in fact related
conceptually to the items they depict, a much more likely motivation, Fox argues, is that the onomastica were
used to teach the writing of hieroglyphs.” This would help explain the inclusion of orthographic variants in
these texts, and separate entries for synonymous expressions. (As Fox points out, such considerations cannot
apply to comparable texts in either Hebrew or Greek where orthographical considerations necessitate
completely different kinds of pedagogical provision.) Interest in the realia depicted in such lists is a
comparatively late phenomenon, typically found in Demotic rather than in hieroglyphic sources.” Even here,
though the lists are organized by individual sign rather than words in which they commonly appear, a

primary focus on orthography is still likely since the texts do not share common organizational themes.

Amongst lexicographical texts a number of forms are possible. It is the Glossary, for example, that provides
explanations of abstruse, technical, dialectal, or foreign terms (in Egyptian samples often with bilingual
equivalents in Greek or Latin). Kramer,” furthermore, distinguishes two main types of ancient glossary:
Gebrauchsglossare and Schulglossare. The former were intended as popular handbooks and for daily use. The
latter belonged to the scholarly tradition of lexicography. Within the second group there subsequently
developed a further distinction between more complex lexicographical forms such as the Idiomata and
Hermeneumata. The first “always regarded Greek as the norm, [and] listed grammatical differences between
the two languages,” whereas the second “had a primarily lexical interest and contained lists of words (such as

no. 5 in K.’s collection) and short texts with a literal translation.”?

%2 Gardiner, Sir A. H., Egyptian Grammar (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1927): p.23 & note.

» See Fox, M. V., ‘Egyptian Onomastica and Biblical Wisdom’ in Vetus Testamentum, Vol.36, Fasc. 3. (Jul., 1986), pp.302-310.

2 Specifically, logograms and ideographic determinatives; cf. Appendix 1.

% Cf. also the medieeval Graeco-Coptic scale, or topical word-lists.

% Kramer, J., Glossaria bilinguia altera (C. Gloss. Biling. I1). Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete, Beiheft 8. (Miinchen/Leipzig:
Saur, 2001).

%7 Cribiore, R., Review of Glossaria bilinguia altera (C. Gloss. Biling. II). Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete, Beiheft 8 by Johannes
Kramer in Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2002.05.08.
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Developments towards the provision of explanatory information beyond simple lexical glosses, including
semantic, grammatical, or etymological, as well as factual material, represent intermediate cases between the
simple glossaries of lexicography proper and the broader philological and exegetical tradition. Sluiter?
identifies lexicographical texts of this type as belonging to one of several groups of Greek texts constituting

the class of secondary literature:

“lexica, paraphrases, the so-called “mepi-literature” (“on” specific topics in ancient authors), émuepiouol (exhaustive,
word-for-word discussions), scholia, {ntrjuata / dnopriuata / mpopAuata-literature with or without 1éseis (sic) (that is, the
identification of critical problems in ancient texts, sometimes with “solutions”), ApitomaF (sic), and commentaries

(conventionally distinguished by the explicit presence of I0mmata (sic) sections of the source-text that are then being

explained).””

Moreover, there is a problematic aspect to the assignment of genre to a study at least partly belonging to a
discipline responsible for assigning genre (philology) compounded not only by the apparently dual generic
affiliation of the text, but also by the fact that it is not at all clear that secondary literature as such enjoyed a
recognized status as a separate genre or range of genres within ancient classifications of literary form.
Isocrates distinguishes as many prose as poetic tpdror or i6€a1, but does not identify a category relevant in this
context. Six prose genres were recognized by Callimachus (c. 11" B.C.) in his Mvakeg,” including history,
oratory, philosophy, and law. A reference in the full title of this work to paideia quite generally may indicate
the possibility that grammarians (philologists) might be subsumed under the nivaé t@v mavrodan@v. Though
later works tend to show greater interest in the subject,” on the question of the specific sub-genre to which

we ought to assign the Hieroglyphica, the text is, however, both explicit and technically precise.

The exegetical themes employed in the interpretation of the hieroglyphic signary by Horapollo are therefore
not merely legitimated by virtue of their Egyptian provenarnce, but in the context of Alexandrian hieroglyphic
semiotics, are methodologically justified too. Therefore, even if, as a result of limited evidence for

contemporary eidography on secondary forms of literature, difficulties present themselves concerning the

% Sluiter, 1., ‘The Dialectics of Genre: Some Aspects of Secondary Literature and Genre in Antiquity’ in Depew, M., & Obbink, D., Matrices of
Genre: Authors, Canons, and Society (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2000), pp.183-203.

# Sluiter, 1., (2000), p.183.

% In which ‘registers’ or ‘tables’ of individuals and their works are arranged either by genre or professional affiliation.

31 Sluiter, 1., (2000), pp.198-9.
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possibility of classifying the Hieroglyphica as belonging to a specific genre, then still it is possible clearly to
identify features of the text more overtly relevant to determining how one should (or indeed how its original
readers did) go about reading it. In other words, situating the Hieroglyphica in particular lines of historical or
generic development entails the imposition of certain artificial limits on the range of historical materials to
which the genre may be thought applicable, or generic uses to which the material may be put. This results in
the failure to recognise the significance of the text’s apparently mixed provenance, which is not as
incongruous as it seems, but in fact signals a distinguishable purpose and associated methodology: the
interpretation of hieroglyphic signs by means of natural signs. It is not that originally lexicographical or
paradoxographical material have become mutually contaminated (a conclusion which requires the further
hypothesis that the text is the product of a certain of historical development). Rather, the extension
(Unéraéa)®® which comprises Book Two of the Hieroglyphica of those resources that were utilized in Book One
indicates the presence of an increasingly productive hermeneutic. The impact of this would not be felt,
therefore, in the development of the methodologies proper to dictionaries and encyclopeaedias, i.e. definition,
translation, or classification, but in semiotically determined genres. Upon the issue of a series of printed
editions of the text in the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it was to the tradition of
emblematics as exemplified in Valeriano’s Hieroglyphica and Alciato’s Emblemata that the interpretative

methodology of the Hieroglyphica thereafter made its extensive contribution.

For practical convenience one might begin a review of the relationship between the Greek hieroglyphic
tradition and the Egyptian by considering the range of signs and (in this context) the range of objects they
depict (whatever they may signify) according to Gardiner’s sign-list. Here they are arranged in twenty-six
categories (A to Aa, excluding J) each designating a group of related concepts: e.g. ‘man and his occupations’
(A), ‘buildings, parts of buildings’ (0), ‘strokes, signs derived from hieratic, geometrical figures’ (Z). In the
Greek tradition our first major historical source on the use of hieroglyphs is the second book of Herodotus
(484-430/425 B.C.), who establishes several of the major classes of sign found in subsequent accounts: flora
and fauna, monumental architecture, cultic activity &c.* Similar groupings of hieroglyphic signs can be found
in later sources too. Ammianus Marcellinus, for example, notes the vulture, bee, and ‘volucrum ferarumque

genera multa [...] et animalium species innumeras multas’,* but other groupings also exist.” Ultimately, relevant

32 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 2.t.5.
3 Herodotus Hist., 2.125.
** Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum gestarum libri, 17.4; 22.15.
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material might include any natural objects or phenomena (divine names, sacred animals, theosophy, comets
&c.) thought to be susceptible of being signified in some sense: natural signs, written signs of sounds, or

hieroglyphic signs of natural objects.*

It seems clear, however, that the hieroglyphic categories found in the Greek sources are not arranged solely
according to the orthographic constraints that influenced the Egyptian onomastica. For example, every
hieroglyph identified by Clement of Alexandria not only has native Egyptian credentials, but they are cited in
two passages in the Stromata reflecting on the symbolic style in philosophy and theology.*” Nor are these the
only references in the Stromata to the explanatory value of a semiology that brings hieroglyphic orthography
into alignment with the pursuit of natural science or philosophy.* The model of the semiological curriculum
(cosmology, moral virtues) has an instructive purpose, which, despite Clement’s assurance that this is how
the Egyptians learn their letters® is not confined to instruction in exclusively Egyptian practice. More
importantly, there is a sense in which the model is justified by the fact that the Egyptians pursue a philosophy
of their own (uetiaot yap olkeiov Tva pidocopiav Alyvntior).* Clement catalogues the subjects covered by this
philosophy in a catalogue of thirty-six out of forty-two books which he enumerates in accordance with the
order of a certain ceremonial procession.*' This catalogue of forty-two books comprises: two books of music,
four books of astrology, one pedeutic and one moscophatic book, ten books concerning Egyptian worship, six
medical books, ten ‘hieratic’, and eight with which the sacred scribe must acquaint himself.*” All but the six
medical books are described as ‘containing the whole philosophy of the Egyptians’ (tiv ndoav Alyvnriwv
niepiexovioag gilocopiav).”® Of particular relevance among these books is one of the eight books assigned to the

scribe in the procession, one of which concerns ta [te] ispoylvgika kadovueva:

[T102] ‘E&fig 8¢ O icpoypapuatels mpodpxetat, ExwV TTepd £l
i kepalic Pifriov e év xepol ki kavodv, év ¢ Téte

Yoapikdv uédav kai oxoivos 1 ypdgovol TodTov T& [Te]

Next in order the sacred scribe proceeds, with wings on his
head, and a book and rule in his hands, in which were

writing ink and a reed, with which they write. And he must

iepoyAvgukd  kadovueve mepi Te Tiig Koouoypagiag kol know what are called hieroglyphics, and about

yewypagiag [tfic tdéews To0 nMov kal tii¢ oeArfvng kol mepi

% Cf. Marcus Annaeus Lucanus, Bellum Civile, 3.220ff.; Cornelius Tacitus, Annales, 11.14; Apuleius Madaurensis, Metamorphoses, 11.22: cited
in Maréstaing (1913).

% See below: Dionysius Thrax Gramm., Fragmenta 52.1-20 = Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 5.8.45.4 [T202].

37 Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata, 5.4.20.1-21.4 & 5.7.41.1-43.3.

% Additional reflections by Clement on the relative capacities of the Greek and Egyptian languages for expressing philosophical truth are
also found at Stromata 1.21.143.6 & 6.4.35-37. 1.

¥ Ultimately, a similarly inexact model is still a basic pedagogical tool for learners of hieroglyphic Egyptian.

40 Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata, 6.4.35.2.

! Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata, 6.4.35-37. The remaining six books are medical.

42 Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 6.4.35-37.

3 Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 6.4.37.3.2-3.
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TQV Tévte TAavwuévwy,] xwpoypapiag te Thg Alyntov ko t¢  cosmography and geography [the position of the sun and
00 Nefhov Siaypagric mepl te ¢ [Kataypagric] <kataokevfic  the moon, and about the five planets,] also the description
TOV 1Ep@V Kol TOV PIepwuévwy avtois xwpiwv mepl te  of the land of Egypt, and the chart of the Nile and about the
Uétpwv év Tois iepois xpnotuwv | eldévar xpr.* description of the accoutrements of the priests and of the

places consecrated to them, and about the measures and

the things in use in the sacred rites.

Clement is explicit then that hieroglyphics formed part of the philosophy of the Egyptians in a way that even
the medical books do not (though the latter might have been expected to be included in a Greek context). In
contrast to the earlier Clementian passage alluded to above,” which is limited to a demonstration a detailed
systematic knowledge of the script for Greek knowledge of hieroglyphic Egyptian, the significance of this
later sequence extends as far as legitimising the etymological and allegorical exegeses of hieroglyphs as they
appear in the tradition. The questions raised by this distinction between exegesis as textual archaeology and
exegesis as textual redeployment are dealt with later, but even if in particular instances hieroglyphs were not
used in the symbolic-allegorical manner among the Egyptians themselves, still the exegetical themes

reflected genuinely hieroglyphic tradition.

Any general account of hieroglyphic Egyptian offering philological and historical evidence in support of the
reading it offers quite properly engages in an inductive method of enquiry with a view to attaining a correct
theoretical account of the full complexity of the rules of hieroglyphic orthography.* This, briefly put, is the
approach employed in the decipherment endeavour, for which the recovery of the language of ancient Egyptian
hieroglyphs is the principal objective. The sense (if not always the exact meaning) of the vast majority of
extant hieroglyphic texts has been put beyond reasonable doubt following precisely this method, the
principles of which are, for that reason, no longer in question. What is thought by the classical hieroglyphic
tradition, on the other hand, to have been preserved in the specific context of the hieroglyphic signary and
texts, is original, primitive, true, or ultimately perfect Egyptian wisdom. The idea is well-attested in the textual
tradition of Egyptian wisdom literature itself,”” though the range of its generality in the classical sources is

significantly extended.

4 Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata, 6.4.36.1.1-8.

* Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 5.4.20.3-21.3

* Some are genuinely straightforward: spelling, for example. Others are exceedingly complex, as, for example, the ‘sportive’ writing of
certain Ptolemaic texts.

7 In the present context, the important feature is the particular Egyptian provenance of the notion of hieroglyphs embodying wisdom.
Wisdom literature as such is not conceived of as a collection of adages and homilies intended exclusively as instruction on the ways and
means of life in accordance with m3% (truth, justice), but ought to exemplify the principles it espouses. The idea at stake (in wisdom as
textual tradition), is that ensures its transmission precisely because in preserved (i.e. written) form. Wisdom does not stand at a remove
from the text of which it is the subject. Even as the theme of the literature surrounding it, wisdom is part of the structure of that
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Where knowledge of the original circumstances of Egyptian hieroglyphic usage is in decline, and the reception
of the wisdom of ancient Egypt is a dominant concern, the rules historically applied are of less importance than
the range of the hieroglyphic signs themselves and the possibilities of their use as an exegetical resource.*
Neither the approach via Egyptian linguistic practice, nor via later exegetical strategies, however, has
satisfactorily clarified the philosophical context (concerning theories of the origins and function of language
or of linguistic signification), for either conception. Nor have they provided such independent justification as
might be thought necessary for either the deployment of these strategies in explanation of hieroglyphs, or

the particular suitability of hieroglyphs for the purposes to which they are put.

literature, not merely a decorative addition. In Plotinus’ account, an individual hieroglyph stands in the same unmediated relation to the
wisdom after which it is fashioned. The broader conception of hieroglyphic Egyptian as the textual tradition of recorded ‘perfect speech’
(mdt-nfit), capable of a divine ‘power’ (A§vvaqig?) missing in Greek, is dealt with in more detail below.

“8 It may be helpful in this context to think of hieroglyphs each as one of several thousand playing cards in a hieroglyphic deck: each card
has a face value - how the face values of cards in this hieroglyphic deck are played, however, necessitates an explanation of the rules of
any game played with them.
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54, Hieroglyphic Wisd

Following van Bekkum’s analysis*® Sluiter recognizes a precursor for the emergence of the commentary form
in the exegesis of sacred literature. Even as such a precursor, however, it represents a culmination of an
exegetical tradition which originated not in textual studies, but in such things as “divine signs,
meteorological phenomena, and possibly even oracles” (p. 185). These mirabilia not only provide certain clear
parallels with the paradoxographical exegeses, but also indicate a possible rationale for the interpretative
methodology. Moreover, this was a possibility concerning which glossography itself was perhaps not
unaware. Fragment 52 of the grammarian Dionysius Thrax,” for example, appears to point to a ‘conception of

semiology as a science that can embrace, not only linguistic, but also natural signs’.”"

[T103] AMAG kad Atovioiog 0 Gpdé & ypouuatikos v T Tept
tfi¢ éupdocws mepl To0 TV TPoXiokwv cupPblov gnoi kata
A&y “éofjuoavov yoov oV S Aésws udvov, dAAa kai Gic
ovuPérwv Evior tag mpdéeig, S Aééews uév ¢ Eyer Ta
Aeydueva Aedpika mapayyéduate, 0 ‘undév dyav’ kai o
‘Y@bi oavtdv’ kai té Tovtols Suote, S 8¢ oupPélwv we & te
TPOXOG O OTPEPOUEVOS EV TOIS TOV Be@V TEUEVETY EIAKVOUEVOS
nopd Alyvrtiwv kel 0 T@v 0eAAGV TV Sidouévwv Toic
npookvvolal. @not yap Oppevs 6 Opdkiog' TOAAGVY &' doou
Bpotoiow éni xBovis Epya uéunlev, ovdév éxer uiav adoav émi
Qpeatv, dAa kukAeitar navra népié, otivar 8¢ kab' £V uépog ov
Béuig éotiv, dAN' &xer, we fipéavro, Spduov uépog ioov éxaatos.
ol BaAdoi fitor Tiis mPpWTNG TPOYAS TUUPoAOV Umdpyovor, T
Onws émot@vron of moAloi Tovg uev kapmovs §i' SAov BdAAerv
kol avéeoBon Siauévovrag émi to mAgiotov, o@dc 8¢ aUTovS
GAiyov eilnyévan tov ti¢ {wrig xpdvov, Tovtov xdptv §iSoobot
t0U¢ BaAdovg Povrovra, Towg O¢ kal iva émot@vral, 6T1, W
ovtor {av} kadovrar, oltwe kal <av>Tovg Sei TodTov TOV Blov

Toyéw¢ EKMTELV kol mupds Epyov yevéaBar, ™

Also Dionysius Thrax, the grammarian, in his book,
Respecting the Exposition of the Symbolical Signification in
Circles, says expressly, “Some signified actions not by
words only, but also by symbols: by words, as is the case of
what are called the Delphic maxims, ‘Nothing in excess,’
‘Know thyself,” and the like; and by symbols, as the wheel
that is turned in the temples of the gods, derived from the
Egyptians, and the branches that are given to the
worshippers. For the Thracian Orpheus says: ‘Whatever
works of branches are a care to men on earth, not one has
one fate in the mind, but all things revolve around; and it is
not lawful to stand at one point, but each one keeps an
equal part of the race as they began.” The branches either
stand as the symbol of the first food, or they are that the
multitude may know that fruits spring and grow
universally, remaining a very long time; but that the
duration of life allotted to themselves is brief. And it is on
this account that they will have it that the branches are
given; and perhaps also that they may know, that as these,
on the other hand, are burned, so also they themselves

speedily leave this life, and will become fuel for fire.”

* Van Bekkum, W., Houben, J., Sluiter, 1., & Versteegh, K., The Emergence of Semantics in Four Linguistic Traditions, Hebrew, Sanskrit, Greek,

Arabic (Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1997).

% Linke, K., Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Dionysios Thrax (Berlin, New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1977): pp.30-1 & notes.

1 Dyck, A. R., Review of Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Dionysios Thrax by Konstanze Linke, Die Fragmente der Grammatiker Tyrannion und
Diokles by Walter Haas, & Apions Glossai Homerikai by Susanne Neitzel in Classical Philology, Vol.77, No. 3. (Jul., 1982): pp.270-277. Cf. the dual
role as épunvevuara and ovvOiuata of certain of the Greek Magical Papyri, in this latter respect particularly, may point to an Egyptian
precursor. See PGM 11, 11.17-20; PGM 111, 1.701; PGM 1V, 1.945.

°? Dionysius Thrax Gramm., Fragmenta 52.1-20 = Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 5.8.45.4.
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Moreover, not only does the source for the fragment provide a significant link not only to the broader subject
of symbolism, but to that of hieroglyphic symbolism in particular, but such a conception of the peculiar
suitability of hieroglyphic Egyptian for sacred texts is also fully in accord with Egyptian practice itself, since
at this period demotic was in such wide use for administrative purposes that hieroglyphs had become the

medium of preference for formulaic and ritualistic use.” Egyptian wisdom literature ensures its transmission

precisely because it exemplifies m3 (truth, justice) preserved in written form.*

[T104] ‘Epufic mév yop 6 &iddokalds mov, moAddkig uot
Sixdeyduevog kai 10l kai Tob Tat €viote mapovrog, EAeyev 6Ti
86&e1 Toic évrvyxdvovai uov tois PifAiows amdovordrn eivar 1
ovvraéis kai oagric, ék 8¢ TGV évavtiwv doaens ovow kol
KEKPUUUEVOV TOV VoDV TGV Adywv éxovow, kol £T1 doapeotdn,
@V EAMvwy Uotepov PovAnbévrwy thv nuetépav SidAektov
elg v idiav uebepunvetoal, Omep €0Tal TOV YEYPXUUEVWV
ueyiotn Swxotpon) Te Kal dodgeir. 0 0 Adyos T maTPWX
Swdékt épunvevduevos xel oapri Tov TV Adywv voiv. Kai
Yap aUTO T THS QwVijc ooV kol 1 TV Alyvntiov Asvvauigh
ovoudtwv €v éavtyi éxel THY Evépyelav TV Aeyouévwv. Goov
obv Suvardv éoti oot, PaciAed, mdvra 8¢ Svvaoar, ToV Adyov
Swtripnoov avepurivevtov, v prte el “EAAnvag EA0n toladta
uwvathipi, uite 1 t@v FAMjvwv Umepripavos @pdois Kai
éxhelvuévn kal domep kekaAdwmouévn €€itnAov mowjon 10
OEUVOV Kol oTifapdv, Kal THV EVePYNTIKNV TV Jvoudtwv
ppdowv. “EMnves ydp, & Pacided, Adyous #xovar kevovg
anoleilewv évepyntikovs, ki avth éotiv EAMjvwy gihocogic,
ASywv Yépos. nueic 8¢ ov Abyois xpwueba. dAa pwvaig

UETTAIC TOV Epywv.>

53 See Diodorus Siculus Hist., Bibliotheca historica (lib. 1-20) 3.3.5.

For my teacher Hermes often used to say in talk with me
when we were alone, and sometimes when Tat was with us,
that those who read my writings will think them to be
quite simply and clearly written, but those who hold
opposite principles to start with will say the style is
obscure, and conceals the meaning. And it will be thought
still more obscure in time to come, when the Greeks think
fit to translate these writings from our tongue into theirs.
Translation will greatly distort the sense of the writings,
and cause much obscurity. Expressed in our native
language, the teaching conveys its meaning clearly; for the
very quality of the sounds and the *power” of the Egyptian
words has in it the force of the things signified. Therefore,
my King, as far as it is in your power, and you are all-
powerful, keep the teaching untranslated, in order that
secrets so holy may not be revealed to Greeks, and that the
Greek mode of speech, with its disdainfulness, and
feebleness, and showy tricks of style, may not reduce to
impotence the impressive strength of the language, and the
cogent force of the words. For the speech of the Greeks, my
King, is devoid of power to convince; and the Greek
philosophy is nothing but a noise of talk. But our speech is

not mere talk; it is an utterance replete with workings.*

** Apart from issues of translation arising from the use of loan-words, and issues of ritual power in the alternation between Egyptian and
Greek in the PGM & PDM, cf. e.g. Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 5.7.41.2.1-2: “Opoia yoov toig Efpaikois katd ye thv énikpvynyv kai Td
TGV Alyvrtiwv aiviypare; the distinction conferred upon the king whereby he had access to the secret teachings of the priests is also the
topic of Plutarchus Biogr., Phil., De Iside et Osiride, 9.354 B-C: tfi¢ gidocogiag émkekpupuévng ta moAdd; cf. also Corpus Hermeticum Phil.,

Theol., Fragmenta 23.7.1-9:

‘Epuri¢ uév obv dneloyeito () mepiéxovtt W 0vdE T¢) moudi mopéSwrev
oMotef] Bewpiay Sia T0 €T tiis Nkl veoei§és, Eyvw 8¢ thg avarolijs
Yevougvng toig ndvta PAEmovorv dpBauois ta tijs avatodijs Oswpticag
T debés, koi émowomodvrt Boadéws uév GAL' obv nABev 1 drpibric
Sutyvwaig mAnoiov t@v ‘Ocipidog kpvpiwv amobéobour T igpd TGOV
Koowk@v otoixeiwy ovufode, émkarevéduevov 8¢ kai Tovg Adyovs
T0000€ EIMOVTH £1G 0UpavOV dmeAPeiv.>*

But Hermes did not transmit the doctrine in its full completeness
even to his own son, because he was still in his early youth. I have
beheld with the all-seeing eyes of the rising that came to be and as
I have examined the things the unseen things of the rising, there
came to me by slow degrees, but came in very deed, accurate
knowledge to set down hard by the secret things of Osiris these
holy symbols of the cosmic elements, and after speaking over them

a prayer, depart to heaven.

> Corpus Hermeticum, “Opot AokAnmiod mpog Aupwve facidée 1.5-2.13.
% See Scott, W., (ed.) Hermetica, The Ancient Greek and Latin Writings which contain Religious or Philosophic Teachings ascribed to Hermes
Trismegistus (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925; reissued 1st vol.Shambhala: Boston, 1993): vol.1, p.263.
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Though a possible objection to the idea is acknowledged in the observation that there are those who will say
the style of the Hermetic texts is ‘obscure and conceals the meaning’, the text limits the source of the
criticism to ‘those who hold opposite principles to start with’.”” Seeking the meaning of the words in the
original Egyptian language, it is suggested, will remove the obscurity and render the structure of the books
‘quite straightforward and clear’ (amdovotdrn kai oagric).” Copenhaver further notes that Derchain recognises
an Egyptian-conceived ‘definition of the function of language’ and that Fowden reads ‘evidence of Egyptian
linguistic nativism’ in what he calls the ‘conceit’ regarding ineffectual translations from the Egyptian into the
Greek language.” Nonetheless, strong Platonizing undercurrents inform the contrast between ‘arrogant and
showy Greek speech’ (Momepripavoc? gpdois ... kal womep kekaAwmiouévn), on the one hand, as exemplified in
Greek philosophy, punningly referred to as ‘the noise of talk’ (pilooogia, Adywv Pépog), and, on the other
hand, ‘the Apower” of the Egyptian words’ (1) t@v Atyvrriwv ASvvauic? dvoudtwv), which ‘has the force of the
things signified’ (éye1 v évépyeiav T@v Aeyouévwv).” Clement too makes the point; nor is he the only patristic

source to raise the matter.®

The particular power inherent in Egyptian for theological purposes, which both Hermeticism and
Neoplatonism endorse, and the doctrine of untranslatability it entails, is at least in part reversed in the corpus
of Greek and Demotic magical papyri. These often bilingual texts not only frequently intersperse a
predominantly Greek or Demotic sequence with both shorter and longer passages in the other of the two
languages, they also impute a ritual power and significance peculiar to Greek itself.” In these sequences
correctly inflected Greek glosses on the Demotic text are introduced, along with Greek loan-words, suggesting
a translation of a Greek original into Demotic preserving magically significant Greek features in order not to
undermine the power inherent therein. The Neoplatonic injunction concerning the untranslatability of
original languages here actually provides a model for a situation in which Greek is accorded magical priority

over Egyptian.

7 See Scott, W., (ed.) Hermetica, The Ancient Greek and Latin Writings which contain Religious or Philosophic Teachings ascribed to Hermes
Trismegistus (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925; reissued 1st vol.Shambhala: Boston, 1993): vol.1, p.263; vol.2, p.436.

*% Similar observations are made in Plutarchus Biogr., Phil., De Iside et Osiride, 10.354E27-F3: 7@V Yo KaAOUUEVWY (E00YAVPIKGY YOOUUATWY
ov0ev amoAeimel T moAAd TGV MuBaryopik @V TaporyYEAUATWV.

*® Copenhaver, Hermetica: The Greek Corpus Hermeticum and the Latin Asclepius in a new English translation, with notes and introduction
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992): pp.201-2.

 The reading §ovauig” is recommended by the testimonium of Nicephorus Gregoras Hist., Scr. Rerum Nat. despite Nock’s conjecture:
Mixah.

¢! Cf. Origenes Theol., Contra Celsum 5.45.71f.

¢ Magica Magica, Nat. Hist. PDM xiv (P.Lugd. Bat. ] 383 = Anastasi 65; P Lond. demot. 10070 = Anastasi 1072): 11.93-114.
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The corpus of Greek and Demotic magical papyri is of interest in this connection to the extent it exemplifies
several of the features of the symbolic method in practice. Three terms from these texts are of particular
relevance: ouuPoda uvotika, épunvedpate, and ouvBuara.®® Each reoccurs in the contexts of the endeavour to
synthesize the Greek and Egyptian hieroglyphic traditions, the mystery-terminology of Clement’s analysis of
hieroglyphs, and the methodology employed in their exegesis in, for example, lamblichus. The third term,
most distinctively, also suggests a connection between the thematic force of the glyphs chosen for exegesis in
Clement (and sources) and the formule for magical syntheses or compounds, particularly since cuvéruata is
also readable as ‘signs’ or ‘tokens’. Not only does the principle involved in both cases seem to involve the
same hermeneutic principles, but the ingredients of the compounds (i.e. elements in the syntheses) for the
latter correspond, sometimes in specific detail,* with hieroglyphs given allegorical symbolic exegesis
elsewhere. In one instance® actual examples of hieroglyphic script are specified in the context of securing
secrecy about what is revealed in initiation into the mysteries by means of what are generally referred to in
Demotic as examples of ghIgter (xapaktrip). Of the five glyphs used here, at least four are genuinely Egyptian.
They are, in full: (i) a geometric arrow design; (ii) the hpr-scarab; (iii) the wd3z-eye; (iv) two sticks crossed; and
(v) a sitting dog. The sequence as composed cannot be translated according to standard Egyptian grammar,®
however, if the sequence is read as a odufolov according to the sort of principles applied by Clement, the
elements in synthetic combination can be read as establishing (rather than being justified by) their mutual

interrelations.

Only two Greek titles specifically concerned with the Egyptian language are extant from the period (the
“Iepoylvgikd of Chaeeremon and Horapollo respectively) and only one (the latter) survives intact. There is some
precedent in the secondary literature for adducing several of the elements of the hieroglyphic traditions as
detailed above in an effort to emphasize both the generic affiliations and, in fact, sources of Horapollo’s
Hieroglyphica. What is absent from these attempts is an account of the tensions between the common features
in which the text shares with the preceding pagan traditions and the contrasting Coptic and Christian
response to hieroglyphic Egyptian and its réle in 5™ century Egyptian polemic. The following chapter
addresses the possibility of reading the Hieroglyphica, as it were, from without, from the vantage-point of

Coptic Christianity, engaged in that polemic as part of a pagan revivalist movement in late 5" century Egypt.

 See PGM 11, 11.17-20; PGM 111, 1.701; PGM 1V, 1.945.

 PGM XII, col.XII, 11.402-409.

 PDM xiv. 11.117-149.

¢ Johnson, in Betz, H. D., The Greek Magical Papyri in Translation including the Demotic Spells (University of Chicago Press: 1986): p.22, n.77.
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§1 Author and Text

In a counter-petition filed against his estranged wife, a landowner in Phanebythis named Flavius Horapollo,

the son of Asclepiades, identifies himself as ‘the clarissimus and eloquent philosopher’:

[T201] [# Avrppnrikor ABerlor map eud QpamoAw([voc  Counter-petition laid by Horapollo, son of Asclepiades, the

very renowned and very eloquent philosopher, land-owner

AokAnmadov, toJu Aaumpo-tarov k[s eMoyl* @ilogo[pov], in Pheenebythis.

Kkekth* ev Pevefubder®’

Suda Q 159 records two Horapollones, (usually identified as grandfather and grandson), both grammatici. The
elder Horapollo (fl. 408 A.D. - 450 A.D.) of Phaenebythis (a village in the Egyptian nome of Panopolis), taught in
Alexandria, and afterwards, under Theodosius II, in Constantinople. He was author of an enquiry into sacred
enclosures or temples (Teuevikd), commentaries (vmouviiuata) on Sophocles and Alcaeus, and a volume
entitled Ei¢ “Ounpov, the choice of these three authors possibly reflecting an intention to provide a treatment
of each of the three genres of tragedy, lyric, and epic.*® A third Horapollo is named in P. Bod. 1.73.3.10 (reign of

Heraclius) - here an inhabitant of the Herakliopolite nome.”

The single most important source of biographical information on the younger Horapollo comes from
Damascius’ Vita Isidori. In it are charted the philosophical careers of the late 5™ and early 6™ century
Neoplatonists in Athens, Alexandria, Aphrodisias, and Apamea - the diadochi of the aurea catena comprising
municipal chair-holders in the Platonic schools and their circle. According to Damascius’ account, the elder
Horapollo had two sons, Asclepiades and Heraiscus, under both of whom Isidore studied.” Flavius Horapollo
of Menouthis (fl. 474 A.D. - 491 A.D.) or ‘Psychapollo’,”* was the son of Asclepiades and both the nephew and
son-in-law of Heraiscus, with whom he was arrested and tortured under Zeno’s persecution of the pagans.”

Formerly the author of the Hieroglyphica was identified with Horapollo the elder, but subsequent work by

¢ Horapollo Gramm., Exemplar antirrheticum 1.1-2 = P.Cair. Masp.3 67295 = Maspero, J., ‘Horapollon et la fin du paganisme égyptien’ in
Bulletin de I'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 11 (1914): pp.163-95.

¢ Cf. Dionysius Halicarnassensis Hist., Rhet., De compositione verborum 24.21-30.

% Litinas, N., Hierakapollon, the Title of Panos Polis and the Names in -apollon (University of Crete: Workshop of Papyrology and Epigraphy):
p.103.

7 Damascius himself studied rhetoric at Horapollo’s school. See Athanassiadi, P., (ed.) Damascius: The Philosophical History text with
translation and notes (Athens: Apamea, 1999): p. 20.

7! Zacharias Mytilenaeus Rhet., Vita Severi 32.

72 See Damascius Phil,, Vita Isidori (ap.Sudam, Hesychium, Photium et e cod. Vat. 1950) 314.1-9; 317.1-8.
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Maspero” and then Rémondon™ have identified Horapollo NeiAd@o¢ with the younger man. Kaster thinks the
matter ‘uncertain’ and counsels caution, though he goes on to argue that ‘the name “Horapollon” itself makes
it virtually certain that H. [i.e. Fl. Horapollo] was a descendant of the gramm. Horapollon’.” On the grounds
that postulating a third Horapollo, also belonging to the same family, is perhaps less cautious than accepting
an identification with one of the afore-mentioned bearers of the name I follow Maspero and Rémondon,

whose analyses of the testimonia of Damascius’ Vita Isidori make the identification very likely indeed.

The younger Horapollo continued to maintain the school in Alexandria with which his family had long been
associated.”® Described as both ypauuatikds and @iddoogog, it has been supposed” that either some degree of
social positioning by means of the deliberate appropriation of philosophical status to set his work apart from
‘mere’ grammar is involved, or, alternatively, that a contrast between professional affiliation and private
interest is indicated. On the other hand, I see no reason not to concede that he was in fact both and the
purpose of the following is, accordingly, to argue that the claims for his philosophical accomplishment made
in the counter-petition is not merely plausible (and not by virtue of the testimonia alone), but also substantive,

formally, methodologically, and in terms of exegetical content.

Insofar as the testimonia are concerned, it is known that Heraiscus (the son of the elder Horapollo, and the
brother of the younger Horapollo) addressed one of his books to Proclus, who, according to Damascius,

apparently had considerable respect for the former’s work.

[T202] Aéyeton 8¢ kai 6 MpdkMog Exvtol dueivw Tov Hpoailokov  They say that even Proclus is said to agree that Heraiscus
ouoAoyelv: & uev yop avtos fider kai exeivov eidévar, & 6¢  was his superior; for [it is said that] what he himself knew
‘Hpaiokog oUkért pékAov.” the latter also knew, but [that] what Heraiscus Proclus still

did not.

In another passage concerning the death and burial of Heraiscus (Horapollo’s uncle) prepared by Asclepiades
(Horapollo’s father), about whom Horapollo also writes in the document quoted in [T201] as one of the pious

dead he too had attained sainthood.”

73 Maspero, J., ‘Horapollon et la fin du paganisme égyptien’ in Bulletin de I'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 11 (1914): pp.163-95.

74 Rémondon, R., ‘L’Egypte et la supréme résistance au christianisme (Ve-Vlle siécles)’ in BIFAO 51 (1952): pp.63-78.

7> Kaster, R. A., Guardians of Language: The Grammarian and Society in Late Antiquity (Berkeley & Los Angeles: University of California Press,
1988): pp.294-7.

76 Maspero, J., ‘Horapollo et la fin du paganisme égyptien’ in Bulletin de l'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 11 (1914): pp.165-6.

77 Zacharias Mytilenaeus Rhet., Vita Severi 32; see also Maspéro (1914): pp.178, n.1.

78 Damascius Phil., Vita Isidori (ap.Photium, Bibl. codd. 181, 242) 107.15-6.
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[T203] offtw uév {@vrt ouvijv del 11 Oeoa1dés: dmobavévrt &,
éne1dn to vou{dueva tois iepebov 6 AokAnmddng anodidovon
TPETKEVA(eTo Td Te dAAa kol Tog ‘O0ipidog émi T¢) oWuaTL
nepifoldds, avTika Tl KaTeAdUTETO TAVTaXf TOV 01vEovwY
andppnTa Sioypdupate, Kol mepl aUTd Kabewpdto PaoudTwy
€idn Beompend] Embeikviviwy Thy Yuxnv évapy@s, moiois doa

Oeoig éyeydver ovvéatiog.

-31-

Thus in life something godlike always attended him; and in
death, when Asclepiades prepared to render him the
honours prescribed for the priests and in particular the
garments of Osiris on his body, ineffable figures on the
burial cloths immediately shone everywhere, and around
them there could be clearly seen the divine forms of visions

which distinctly revealed his soul, and so with those gods it

now shared its abode.

Postponing for the moment the question of why they are described as ‘ineffable’,®

it hardly seems
conceivable but that the ‘figures’ (Sixypduuara) bathed in light be any other than hieroglyphs and the overall
impression of the affiliations and professional commitments of the family and associated school is both

philosophical and rhetorical/grammatical, and that in an overtly late Neoplatonic mould as it is characterized

by Damascius.*

The Hieroglyphics of Horus Apollo Nilous (“Qoov AmdAwvos Neidov TepoyAvgikd, Horapollonis Niloi
Hieroglyphica) has a print history five hundred years old. The work is a study of hieroglyphic writing
comprising the explanations of two hundred and forty meanings of one hundred and eighty-six ‘Egyptian’
hieroglyphs in a series of one hundred and eighty-nine chapters in two books. Though most popular during
the sixteenth century, the textual tradition survives through editions once every generation or two into the
twentieth century, which saw at least five more, including a new editio optima. All editions have of course
focussed principally on the Greek text itself, or on offering a translation of it, more often than not into Latin,

though also into French, Italian, English, German, and Spanish.*

The first manuscript® containing the Hieroglyphica to be brought to European public attention in the Early
Modern period was, according to a late subscriptio appearing on folio 75", bought on the island of Andros in the
Egean in June 1419 by Cristoforo, presbyter of Bundelmonti. It contained three texts. They were:
Philostratus’ Vita Apollonii Tyanensis, Horapollo’s Hieroglyphica, and Proclus’ Elementa Physica. The first is

written in two different manuscript hands, the latter two texts in a third. In addition to the Vita Apollonii and

P, Cair. Masp. 3 67295 = BIFAO 11.165-166.

8 Damascius Phil., Vita Isidori (ap.Sudam, Hesychium, Photium et e cod. Vat. 1950) 174.12-17.

8 On the use of hieroglyphs independently of spoken language see lamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.1.7-11 and Chapter Three, §§.2-3.
82 Damascius Phil., In Phaedonem (versio 1) 172.1-3.

8 See Bibliography (A) (ii).

84 Bibliotheca Laurentiana Medicea, Florentiz: Plutei 69: Codex 27.

Mark Wildish -31-



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -32-

the Elementa Physica, both of which appear together with the Hieroglyphica elsewhere,® Aristotle’s Ethica ad
Eudemum also appears as a companion piece in several other manuscripts.* However, despite the presence of
Harpocration’s Lexicon in Bibliotheca Vaticana graec. 871 (perhaps suggestive of an early opinion as to the
text’s generic affiliations), in general, the texts associated with the Hieroglyphica in the manuscript sources are
too varied a miscellany to indicate any judgement as to formal genre characteristics which might have
informed the inclusion of the Hieroglyphica amongst them. With it were included Pletho’s Magica eloguia
Magorum in both B. V. graec. 1011 and Bibliotheca Cardinalis Radulphi: Codex 49 and in October 1505 the first
printed text of Horapollo was issued in an Aldine edition bound with Esop’s Vita et Fabelle, the writings of
several other Greek fabulists, and a Collectio proverbiorum. Whether or not this may provide some indication of
the kinds of associations the text had at that time, it is in general reasonable to suppose that these are
precisely the kind of associations that either informed or were developed as part of later judgements as to
possible interpretative strategies.” Even into the modern period we find Gardiner, for example, claiming that

the text comprises ‘mystical assertions’, ‘grotesque allegorical reasons’ and ‘fantastic explanations’.*®

In edited versions of the text Book One comprises seventy sections containing seventy hieroglyphs covering
one hundred and thirteen meanings; Book Two, one hundred and nineteen sections of one hundred and
sixteen glyphs with one hundred and twenty-seven meanings. That these divisions are the work of the editors
poses few significant problems in this context since there is little room for doubt as to where each (typically
short) explanation, or sequence of explanations, begins and ends.*” In other words, it is unproblematic to
observe that the ratio of meanings per glyph is significantly lower in Book Two, where the meaning
prefigures the glyph, than in Book One, where the movement is vice versa. The chapters of Book One are
fewer, though those of Book Two are on the whole briefer. All of which lends weight to the claim of the incipit
to Book Two, according to which it is largely® the work of a subsequent editor (called Philip in the incipit to

Book One) of Horapollo’s original book.

% Monacense grac. 419 (the only other c. 14" manuscript) and Bibliotheca Veneta Divi Marci: Codex 391, respectively.

8 E.g., Bibliotheca Laurentiana Medicea, Florentie: Plutei 81: Codex 15; ibid., Plutei 81: Codex 20; & al.

¥ See, e.g., Athanasius Kircher, Prodromus Coptus sive Aegyptiacus. Ad Eminentiss. Principem S.R.E. Cardinalem Franciscum Barberinum. in quo
Cum linguae Coptae, sive Aegyptiacae, quondam Pharaonicae origo, aetas, vicissitudo, inclinatio; tum hieroglyphicae literaturae instauratio, uti per
varia variarum eruditionum, interpretationumque difficillimarum speciming, ita nova quoque et insolita methodo exhibentur (Rome: Typis S. Cong.
de propag: Fide, 1636).

% Gardiner, Sir A. H., Egyptian Grammar (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1927).

% On the structure, uniformity and variation of each section, see below: §2. The Representative Mode of Hieroglyphic Expression.

% Van De Walle & Vergote argue that perhaps the first thirty and last two entries of Book Two may also be original, i.e. predate Philip’s

editorial work, on the grounds that they too include evidence of (knowledge of) genuinely Egyptian material; ‘Traduction des
Hieroglyphica d’Horapollon’ in Chronique d’Egypte 18 (1943): 39-89, 199-239; addenda ibid., 22 (1947): pp. 251-59.
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On the one hand, insofar as it exhibits features in common with surviving Egyptian onomastica and Greek or
Roman bilingual glossaries, Horapollo’s Hieroglyphica may (as historically has in fact been common) be
situated generically within the tradition of historical linguistics. In a related context (also historically
conspicuous as an approach to the text) it also exhibits features in common with late Imperial or early
medieval encyclopadias and natural history miscellanies, which, though materially related to the glossaries,
can, on the other hand, be situated generically within an exegetical tradition encompassing, for example, the
c. 5'-6"™" encyclopzaedias of Martianus Capella and Cassiodor, or the Etymologie sive Origines of Isidore of Seville,
which, on this view, it prefigures.” The long-standing precedent of these approaches has, however, given rise
to an apparent incongruity: is the purpose of the text as a matter of fact glossographical (and therefore
subject to critique arising out of developments within the decipherment project), or encyclopadic and
therefore to be assessed purely as a compendium of natural lore? The incongruity of a text half glossary, half
encyclopaedia is, however, so I shall argue, wholly illusory. It is an illusion that arises precisely because the
Hieroglyphica has typically been read as a catalogue of linguistic and physiological claims, on which basis, both

as linguistic and natural history, it has been found unsatisfactory.

Since the propositional analysis has failed to clarify the nature of the relationship between the natural and
the hieroglyphic material, what I wish to argue instead is that under these circumstances it seems reasonable
to look for an interpretation of the text as one which offers an interpretation, rather than a series of claims.
The assumption that the Hieroglyphics is as a work of historical linguistics and natural history therefore needs to
be reassessed in light of the methodological motivation for its structure. My starting-point for this is that the

text is both explicit in its hermeneutic objectives and structurally unambiguous in the application thereof.

There is little rubric or preliminary framing to the text as presented, but there are brief statements at the

beginning and end of each of the two books. The incipit to the second book reads:

[T204] QPAMOAAQNOEX NEIAQOY tfi¢ t@v map’ Alyvmrioig The SECOND BOOK OF HORAPOLLO OF THE NILE on the
iepoylogik@v ypauudtwy épunveing BIBAION AEYTEPON. Awx  interpretation of the hieroglyphic writings among the
3¢ tij Sevtépag mparyuareing, mepi TV Aowmv Tov Adyov Uyi]  Egyptians. Now, in this second treatise I will set forth for
oot mepxotricoust & 8¢ ket €€ FAAwY dvriypdpwv, ovk £xovtd  you a sound account of the remaining ones which, having

Twa €gynawy, dvaykaiws vnéradu.” no explanation, I have necessarily added from other copies

°! cf. Hiillen, W., (1999), English Dictionaries, 800-1100: The Topical Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press): pp.43 ff.
°2 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.t.1-5.
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too.

The terms épunveia and €&jynois crucially refer to genres of interpretative endeavour.” An inventory of the
hieroglyphic signs explained in the text (and comprising glyphic depictions of items of almost always
identifiably Egyptian provenance), arranged according to thematic relationships, provides an index rerum in
parallel with the index signorum. Thus the realia fall into the same categories as the hieroglyphic signs they are
intended to explain: mammals, birds, fish, cosmological phenomena, as well as man and his occupations.” The
corresponding exegeses, therefore, draw precisely on resources which collate information on the realia the
depictions of which the exegeses are intended to explain. However, an investigation designed to determine
the extent of the influence of such resources on the exegetical content of the Hieroglyphica, except insofar as
this might further support observations on the aggregation of source-materials, will provide only a
reconstruction of the line of historical continuity of the content preserved by the text, and not a clarification
of the conditions under which they are presented. Specifically in the Hieroglyphica, then, uncovering the
underlying principle of exegetic judgement will have to be determined by the precise nature of the
relationship between the hieroglyphic signs and natural signs established in the interpretative exegeses

themselves, rather than through source-criticism.

The text is certainly very unlikely to have been originally written in Egyptian (even in part), or to have
appeared in Egyptian at any subsequent point,” and the manuscript text itself is in fact in Greek. The
attribution by an apparent redactor named Philip of the material treated (mostly in Book One) to Horos Apollon
is nonetheless unlikely to be pseudepigraphical - an attempt to establish Egyptian provenance, and hence
authorial authority. It is more likely to be a genuine acknowledgement of authorship. Annotations and
additions by Philip, clearly indicated as such in the text at the beginning of Book Two, are structurally
identifiable elements of the ‘interpretation of hieroglyphic writing among Egyptians’ (t&v rap’ Alyvntiow

1epoYAQIK@DV YpouudTwy Epunveia).

% 0n the differences between the intrerpretative genres cf. Cribiore, R., Review of Glossaria bilinguia altera (C. Gloss. Biling. II). Archiv fiir
Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete, Beiheft 8 by Johannes Kramer in Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2002.05.08 (cited above).

%4 Cf. Perry, B. E., Review of Paradoxographorum Graecorum Reliquice. Recognovit, brevi adnotatione critica instruxit, latine reddidit by Alexander
Giannini in The American Journal of Philology, Vol. 89, No. 1. (Jan., 1968): pp.119-121.

* The possibility that the text was originally published in ‘Egyptian’ (Coptic?) is provided for in the subtitle to Book One, though this may
depend on the exact senses of the two aorist verbs used there: é&rfveyke (‘produced, published’, ‘cited, adduced’) to describe the work of
Horapollo himself & uerégpaoce (‘paraphrased, translated’) to describe the work of the editor, Philip; Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica,
1.t.1-5.
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Even if the evidence for the original text having been composed in an earlier form Egyptian is ultimately
unconvincing, there is, on the other hand, a two-fold prima facie case for exploring specifically Coptic (as
opposed to Ancient Egyptian) corpora, both as a material resource and as a possible compositional
environment. First, according to the incipit, the Hieroglyphica which Horapollo published (ééfveyke) in
Egyptian (Alyvntie gwvfj). Philip rendered (uetéppaoce) into Greek (ei¢ thv EAAdSa SidAektov).” As Gardiner
remarks, if meant literally, at a time when neither hieroglyphic, nor even Demotic is in documentary use
among the Egyptians, this indicates that the treatise was ‘written probably in Coptic but surviving only in a
Greek translation’.” If this were the case, then the text would represent de facto evidence of an Egyptian

Hieroglyphica in precisely this form.

[T205] QPOY AIIOAAQNOX NEIAQOY IEPOTAY®IKA & éfrjvsyxs THE HIEROGLYPHICA OF HORAPOLLO OF THE NILE which
uév avtog Alyvntia @wvil, uetéppace 8¢ @ilinmog el¢ v he published in the Egyptian tongue and which Philip
‘EA &S« SudAextov. <BIBAION ITPQTON>.% translated into Greek. <FIRST BOOK>.

On the basis of Greek works ascribed to Horapollo in the Suda, Lauth hypothesized that he composed the
Hieroglyphica in Coptic before having learnt the Greek of his mature works.” The conclusion is, however,
perfunctory. While superficially accounting for the dual attribution of the incipit, it explains neither the
obviously Greek resources freely and frequently drawn on, nor several instances of Greek etymological word-
play incomprehensible in Coptic." The second point is narrower, but more telling of Coptic origins. The
Hieroglyphica contains thirteen words designated ‘Egyptian’, of which at least nine have clear Coptic
credentials. There are besides three dozen additional Horapollonian explanations of hieroglyphs for which
Sbordone has adduced Coptic language explanations.'”” Because the thesis that the Hieroglyphica is a Greek
translation of a Coptic original depends on a persuasive case to the effect that the author has been
misidentified as Flavius Horapollo of Pheenebythis, it faces apparently insuperable difficulties of historical
context.'” It is not so much the availability of obvious predecessors in the genre from within the Greek

tradition, but the fact that such Coptic material as exists on hieroglyphic Egyptian belongs either to polemical

% Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002): p.1. QPAIIOAAQNOZ NEIAQOY IEPOTAY®IKA & é&fjveyke
uév avtog Alyvntix pwvi] uetéppace 8¢ dilinmog i v EAAGS« SidAekTov.

°7 Gardiner, Sir A. H., Egyptian Grammar (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1927): p.11.

% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 1.t.1-5.

% “1l Lauth immagina ch’ egli componesse il libro in Copto quando ancora non era padrone della lingua greca, alla quale avrebbe finito col
dedicarsi completamente in eta matura’; Sbordone remarks ‘Questa trama d’ ipotesi & tutta infondata.” Sbordone (2002): p.xxviii.

10°F,g. 2.46. [[TG dvOpwmov latpedovra Eavtov dro xpnouodl; 2.55. [I1d¢ &vBpwmov uvatikdv].

101 See Appendix 1.

102 Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002):
1.1,3,4,5,6,7,10,11,16,17,19,20,21,22,26,27,29,31,37,38,39,42,43,44,45,47,48,52,54,55,57,59,63,67,68,70; 2.8,12,13,15,17,28.

1% Note the edition of Martin Requier (Amsterdam-Paris: Musier 1779 [reissued 1782]), in which he rejects the authorship of Horapollo,
attributing the text to Philip and the 15% century.
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Christian texts of the period, condemning their use, or to clearly non-orthodox, but broadly Gnostic
alternatives. The pre-Christian tradition of Coptic literature (a phenomenon of the 3™ century), though by no
means homogenous, is nonetheless a considerably less fruitful resource for parallel compositions. Had our
text then belonged to the overtly Coptic era, and originally been composed in Coptic, it would almost
certainly have a Christian text, orthodox or otherwise. There is no trace of the Hieroglyphica showing any such

provenance.

Whether accurate knowledge of historical hieroglyphic practice or the (putative) desire on the part of a
native Egyptian (Coptic) speaker to recover paganism from advancing Christian influence constitute
sufficient grounds for supposing the text was originally written in Coptic is open to serious doubt even
without the evidence of the Greek works securely identified as belonging to the ceuvres of the elder and junior
Horapollones." We have at least partial or occasional precedents in the Greek tradition both for the
Egyptological material (in the fragments of an author such as Chaeremon), and for the kind of physiological
discussion which informs the Hieroglyphica (e.g. the de Historia Animalium of Aristotle, the de Animalibus of
Philo,'” the de Natura Animalium of Elian, the Naturalis Historia of Pliny, the Oneirocritica of Artemidorus, the
Hexaemera of Saints Basil and Ambrose, the peripatetic Physiognomica, and the Physiologus).'® There is, in other
words, more evidence of elements deriving from the Greek hieroglyphic and physiological traditions than
from the Coptic material.

Leemans’ commentary on the text'”’

and other systematic attempts to distinguish Egyptian hieroglyphic
material from material originating in Graeco-Roman sources have identified many of the educational,
scientific, encyclopadic, or mythographical sources for the Hieroglyphica. Parallels with the dvoiodoyikd

attributed to Manetho and the seven works'®

attributed to the pseudo-Democritean Bolus in the Suda in
particular have fostered further historicizing analyses with a particular interest in the question of genre-

attribution. Scott, for example, in reference to the literary genre of the Physiologus, notes that:

10447] Lauth immagina ch’ egli componesse il libro in Copto quando ancora non era padrone della lingua greca, alla quale avrebbe finito

col dedicarsi completamente in eta matura’, but remarks ‘Questa trama d’ ipotesi ¢ tutta infondata.” Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis
Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002): p.xxviii. See Lauth, Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-philologischen u. historischen Classe
der K. Bayer. Akad. zu Miinchen, 1876.

195 philonis Alexandrini De Animalibus, Abraham Terian, Studies in Hellenistic Judaism 1 (Chico, California: Scholars, 1981).

106 “The many verbal agreements between Horapollo and the Physiologus must have led Sbordone to the erroneous conclusion that the
former of these was indebted to the latter, had he not known that Horapollo got most of his stuff from Apion-Chaeremon.” Perry, B. E.,
Review of Physiologus by F. Sbordone in The American Journal of Philology, Vol. 58, No. 4. (1937), pp. 488-496.

197 L eemants, C., (ed.) Horapollonis Niloi Hieroglyphica (Amsterdam: J. Miiller et Socios, 1835): pp.117-404.

1% See Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002): p.xxi.
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“Occasional paradoxographical references are part of the literary discourse of the age, so that e.g. an offhand reference to
the phoenix can be made as early as Clement of Rome. There are numerous references in Philo, who devotes a treatise to

beasts. But extensive treatment of paradoxographical material in the formative years of Christian theology is

unknown.”'%®

It is characteristic of this historicizing tendency, however, to question whether the ‘marvellous’ aspect of the
material is original to the natural histories themselves or constitutes an intrusive accretion of
paradoxography as an already distinct genre.

we

Aristotle has one after another of the Bestiary tales, - of the Eagle, the Hoopoe, the Night-raven, the Hyaena, the
Ichneumon and so on. Some fifteen of these are in the Historia Animaliurn, and the curious thing is that they occur in just
two places: I find eight in the Ninth Book, between pp. 612 and 630, and seven in the Sixth, between pp. 544 and 589. Are
we looking for sources of the Physiologist in Aristotle, or is the Physiologist guiding us towards alien, fabulous, non-

Aristotelian parts of the Natural History?”'*°

Even if it could be established that Coptic sources exercised some sort of direct linguistic or thematic
influence on the text, the same reservations concerning their explanatory value would have to apply. The
suggestive, but inconclusive linguistic and generic indications of ‘Copticity’ are, however, bolstered by
reference to the works of Horapollo’s counterpart in the ongoing polemical exchange between Coptic
Christians and Hellenized pagans in late 5" century Egypt. One of our Coptic sources, Shenoute, was also
familiar with the 3rd century Egyptian zoological and allegorical text under the title Physiologus."" Yet the
parallels with the material in Horapollo which might have derived from knowledge of the Physiologus within
the Coptic tradition also have multiple parallel attestations elsewhere. In particular, the sections dealing with
the phoenix and the hyzna show close correlation, though the especial value of the Shenoutean corpus for the
reconstruction of the Coptic text resides elsewhere, in the passage on the fruit of the sycamore (and possibly

also on the honey-bee), both contained in ad Philosophum Gentilem."”

Again the primary significance of the physiological material for which we have evidence of knowledge on

Shenoute’s part is not as source-critical evidence. It is intended by him not merely as a record of empirical

199 Scott, A., ‘The Date of the Physiologus’ in Vigilie Christiance, Vol. 52, No. 4. (Nov., 1998): pp.430-441.

1 Thompson, D’Arcy W., Review of Physiologus by Francesco Sbordone in The Classical Review, Vol. 52, No. 5. (Nov., 1938), pp. 182-183.

1 Shordone, F., Physiologus (Rome: Dante Alighieri-Albrighi, Segati, 1936; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1976). See also,Lantschoot, A. van, ‘A
propos du Physiologus’ in Coptic studies in honor of Walter Ewing Crum (Boston: Byzantine Institute of America, 1950): pp.339-363; Bourget,
P.du ‘Diatribe de Chenouté contre le démon’ in Société d’archéologie copte, Bulletin 16 (1961-62): p.21.

12 ¢/5.0000¢ ANOK 2I1XNOTTO07= As I Sat on a Mountain = ad Philosophum Gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 3?) = cod. A (HB 261:i.5-268),
cod. B (XN 227-240), cod. C (XN 259-270), cod. D (HB 305-306) = No. 18 (pp.44-62), ad Philosophum Gentilem. Leipoldt, J., with the assistance
of Crum, W. E., Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia. 3 volumes (numbered 1, 3, and 4). Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum
Orientalium, volumes 41, 42, and 73 (Copt. 1 [= 11.2.T], 2 [= I1.4.T], 5 [= 11.5.T]). Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 1906-1913. See below for more
detail on the Shenoutean corpus.
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data, but is deployed as part of a philosophical polemic against the misconception that the generated world
can be used as a basis for speculation on the ungenerated world. However the question is resolved, an
investigation designed to determine the extent of the influence of physiological sources on the exegetical
content of the Hieroglyphica, though leading to a reconstruction of the historical line of generic development
insofar as it supports observations on the aggregation of source-materials, cannot clarify the use to which
that material is put. This is a criticism of source-criticism in general, of course, but the fact that precisely this
kind of engagement with Horapollo’s text has (along with philological criticism by Egyptologists) dominated
the commentaries means it is a point worth repeating in order to sharpen our eye to the use Horapollo makes

of his sources.

With respect to the compositional circumstances of the text, as well as amplifications of, elaborations on, and
corrections to its themes and conclusions, commentaries have tended to take one of two lines. One is to offer
a philological study of ancient lexicography, the second to adduce parallels for Horapollo’s thought, an
exercise that amounts in effect to the production of an eclectic compendium of diverse commonplaces and
antiquarian lore. In the case of the first type, retrospective attempts at the rehabilitation of the Hieroglyphica
as a philologically valid work of lexicography along Egyptological lines have also conceded at least partial
philological authority to the work. As a result the text has latterly been recognized as composite, comprising
a core of at least partially informed collated observations on genuinely Egyptian material, particularly in the
first book, and a later expansion of that material originating in conception and execution with its named
editor - Philip - in a doxographical manner, without specific knowledge of Egyptian hieroglyphs. This
concession explicitly emphasizes, however, the comparative paucity of genuinely Egyptian hieroglyphic
material. It also acknowledges that the standards of correctness to which the explanations might have claimed
to have adhered may have been irredeemably lost, at least to Egyptologists, subsequent to the publication of
Champollion’s system. Even allowing for the dilution of Horapollo’s accurate material by the expansion in
Book Two by Philip, there remains a sense in which it is understood that the allegorizing explanations
contained in Horapollo’s text had to be abandoned. Even where the meanings of hieroglyphs had been
correctly interpreted (or nearly so) by Horapollo, the proper way to explain how they come to mean what

they do was the province of the decipherment project, not allegoristic interpretation.
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This brings us to the second type of commentary in which the explanations in the Hieroglyphica are
represented as an extended fabrication based on the glyph-sequences and drawn from a backdrop of
Hellenistic antiquarianism - the format of an interpretative treatise used as a blind to conceal its true origins
as an imaginative elaboration of popular Egyptological themes. This judgement is founded on the assumption
that the Hellenistic picture stands in need of correction in the direction of Egyptology, whereas in fact what is
needed is some clarification of how the Hellenistic picture was supposed to be applied to the hieroglyphic
material. To this end, and insofar as both the earlier and the later material are only imperfectly understood or
represented by the text, there has also recently been an attempt to develop a consideration of the text as a
semiotic resource, treating it as a Greek hermeneutic composition partly on Egyptian glyphs, partly on
Hellenizing lore, offering hermeneutic strategies for the reception of an unknown written language.'” The
difficulties of the attempt are rooted in the question of what connections there are between the glyphs and
what they show or signify. The text itself establishes these connections primarily through the individual
explanations, from which a general semiotic model may be derived, within which the specific hieroglyphic

variables operate.

Insofar as what is shown or meant by a glyph is interdependent with the form of the explanation one has to
give of it, I suggest that the peculiar contribution of the Hieroglyphica lies primarily in the way in which it
handles its material in establishing these explanations. It is important to understand that in Horapollo, the
explanations themselves are not items of arcane significance, but the means whereby the hieroglyphs
received their significance. In other words, the explanation does not serve to unlock an arcane meaning
hidden in the glyph, but secures that meaning, establishing the glyph as significant. But if this is the case,
then the explanations of Horapollo’s glyphs determine in what sense the glyphs are hieroglyphs at all. His
work was meant neither to recover ancient Egyptian meanings, nor to address the methodology of such a
procedure. Rather the Hieroglyphica exemplifies a possible determination of the meanings of hieroglyphs in a
line of development from their formal and representational characteristics via a method for establishing their
meaningful employment, not a reconstruction from an understanding of their meaningful use of an account of
their formal and representational characteristics. My question is, therefore, what the motivations, objectives,
and presuppositions of such a methodology in fact are, rather than the question posed by Horapollo’s critics

as to whether there has been a failure of judgement in determining a methodology in the first place.

3 Eco, U., The Search for the Perfect Language (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995) and Serendipities Language and Lunacy (London: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1999).
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The application of Egyptology, Greek natural history, and distinctively Renaissance archetypes of iconic
language'™ to the work has undoubtedly contributed to the success of the rehabilitation of the text as the
subject of modern scholarly interest. There has, however, been little or no interest in the text’s philosophical
presuppositions. The purpose of the following sections is to reconstruct the philosophical context in which it
was composed. In addition to the biographical detail given above this will primarily involve determination of
specifically internal features of the text’s methodological presuppositions. Once these have been established,
it will be possible to examine the text’s explanatory structure of the constituent units of composition, the

conception of meaning which that structure entails, and the methodological opportunities that affords.

" The Hieroglyphica does not represent a movement towards the hieroglyphic system of Champollion, but towards the hieroglyphic
technique of Colonna, Bellini, and Diirer.
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§2. The Coptic Corpora

As indicated above one of the relevant aspects of the historical context which might plausibly represent the
most likely milieu for the composition of the texts with which I am specifically concerned here is 4"/5%

century pagan revivalism under Christian persecution. That the Christian-pagan divide had fallen along

linguistic lines is more or less clear in the Coptic designation of the pagans as N2,€AAHN, i.e. the intellectual

and aristocratic classes of Upper Egypt. Greek-language education separated them from the generally Coptic-
speaking population whose allegiances naturally lay with Pachomius, Shenoute, and their successors. For that
reason this section focuses on the corpora Coptic-language texts representing some of the major sources for
the Christian polemic against pagan and heterodox tendencies both within the Coptic tradition itself and

within the Greek-language counter-movement.

Coptic, also known as Neo-Egyptian, is the last phase of the Egyptian language. It was in spoken use
throughout Egypt from perhaps the 1% century B.C. until the end of the 10" century A.D. with pockets of
learned Coptic-use surviving into the 18" century. Varieties of Coptic can be distinguished historically,

geographically, and linguistically.

The language is attested in three geographically distinct dialect groups of varying historical longevity: (i)
Upper, (ii) Middle, and (iii) Lower Egyptian, comprising (i) (a) Sahidic = Sa‘idic = Thebaic (3™ to 14" centuries),
(b) Akhmimic, and the sub-dialect (c) Lycopolitan = Subakhmimic = Assiutic (4™ to 5™ centuries); (ii) (a)
Fayyumic = Faiyumic = Bashmuric (3™ to 10" centuries) and (b) Oxyrhynchite = Mesokemic (4" to 5™

centuries); and (iii) Bohairic = Memphitic (4" to 17% centuries).

The Coptic lexicon is composed of both Egyptian Coptic and Graeco-Coptic items. The standard reference
dictionary records 3,308 Egyptian Coptic entries (not including innumerable derived forms - Coptic is a
polysynthetic language).'” The extent of Greek borrowings into Coptic is undetermined; estimates range from
20% of the vocabulary to as many as 4,000 loans. Cherix’ provisional edition of the Lexique grec-copte (2009)

lists perhaps 1,000 Greek entries (including derived forms);"® Férster’s Worterbuch der griechischen Wérter in

115 Crum, W. E., A Coptic Dictionary compiled with the help of many scholars (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939).

116 http://www.coptica.ch/30501.html.
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koptischen dokumentarischen Texten (2002) lists 2,500."7 In the 10" and 11" centuries Coptic also acquires Arabic
loans (perhaps 500 lemmata)."™® Syntactically Greek has no influence on Coptic and semantic variation occurs

even amongst borrowed lexical items.

The oldest Coptic texts, written as early as the 1% century B.C. and as late as the 5" century A.D. (but primarily
between the 1% and 3™ centuries) are the Old Coptic magical texts. Shortly thereafter (between the 2™ and 4™
centuries) appear the first translations of the bible into Coptic, contemporary with Gnostic and Gnostic-
Christian works. At the end of the 3™ century Manichaean texts begin to be translated into Coptic, at which

point appear the Patristic translations, apocrypha, and homilies.

Coptic literature proper, i.e. non-magical, untranslated texts, originally composed in Coptic, begins in the 3
and 4% centuries with Hierax, Pachomius, Antony, Shenoute, and Besa. There follows the polemical literature
after Chalcedon and Damianus until the Arab conquest. The classical period of the patristic translations and
hagiographic literature (8" to 12* centuries) is contemporary with the cyclical panegyrica and vite which are

succeeded by the synaxarial systematization.'’

Shenoute (c. 346 A.D. - 466 A.D., scrib. 388 A.D. - 466 A.D.) was the archimandrite of the White Monastery in
Atripe (opposite Panopolis - modern Akhmim - on the western Nile) responsible for mounting an attack on
the otherwise unknown local deity Petbe.””® He also organized the destruction of the remaining pagan temple
in Atripe,"” whose adherents had, in the preceding half century maintained a vigorous resistance to the
advancing Christian influence.'” At one point the archimandrite and two brother monks travelled ‘in secrecy
by night’ to the house of Gessius in Smin (down river from the White Monastery), entered, and removed
‘idols’ which they took to the riverside and destroyed.'” Gessius is the addressee of several of Shenoute’s
works. He may be the same iatro-philosopher at whose house Heraiscus sheltered upon his release from

similar persecution.'*

17 Forster, H., Worterbuch der griechischen Warter in koptischen dokumentarischen Texten (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002).

8 http://www.rz.uni-leipzig.de/~egyptol/borrowing/main.html.

9 See Orlandi, T., ‘Literature, Coptic’ in The Coptic Encyclopedia (New York: 1991), vol.5, pp.1450-60; Gee, J., ‘An Overview of Coptic
Literature’ (Draft: 15" April 2002).

1201 jke Macarius against Kothos at the temple in Antaiopolis, and Apa Mofse at the temple of Apollo at Abydos.

12 Maspero, J., ‘Horapollo et la fin du paganisme égyptien’ in Bulletin de U'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 11 (1914): p.185.

122 As had also been the case in Alexandria: see Rémondon, R., ‘L’Egypte et la supréme résistance au christianisme (Ve-Vlle siécles)’ in
Bulletin de I'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 51 (1952): pp. 63-78.

12 Bell, D. N., (trans.), Besa: The Life of Shenoute (Kalamazoo, Michigan: Cistercian Publications, 1983): pp.77-8.

124 Athanassiadi, P., ‘Persecution and Response in Late Paganism: The Evidence of Damascius’ in The Journal of Hellenic Studies, Vol.113.
(1993): pp.1-29.
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The other main Coptic-language resource for present purposes is the Nag-Hammadi corpus. The library of
thirteen codices consists of fifty-three treatises of a broadly Gnostic character, discovered near ancient
Chenoboskion on the west bank of the Nile in Upper Egypt. The treatises are neither uniform in scholastic
character, nor attributable as a whole to any group unified along principled doctrinal lines, which is to say it
is a syncretic collection.” Various typologies emerge, both in terms of dialect and doctrinal affiliation. Most
of the texts are in Sahidic, though often display a Subakhmimic colouring (the dialect used for the remaining
texts). Many are Christian, mostly heterodox (but not exclusively); others are not; nor does the distinction
map neatly onto sub-classifications. Apart from Platonist and Hermetic treatises, there appear a large number
of Sethian (or Ophite) texts, a comparably large number of Valentinian texts, as well as Thomasine and

Basilidian examples.

This complex of scholastic divisions and the syncretistic overlappings poses several major methodological
problems. Shenoute is unquestionably writing within orthodox Pachomian Coptic Christian doctrinal
parameters. The affiliations of his polemical targets and those of the various texts of the Nag'-Hammadi corpus
are considerably less clear. The Melitians (non-Pachomian ccenobitics), Origenists (Evagrian Christologists),
and Arians (heteroousians) are specifically singled out as antagonists in Shenoute. We also know that
Shenoute was familiar with Thomasine presentations of gospel sayings and perhaps also Syrian Valentinian
material found in The Gospel of Philip."”® Both his Pachomian affiliation and the correspondence of his floruit
with the presumed date of the burial of the Nag-Hammadi texts make Shenoute a very significant secondary

resource for these scholastic currents.

The difficulty remains, however, that in many cases of heterodox doctrine primary sources are often only
identifiable through secondary (usually patristic) sources. More problematic still is the fact that even in those
cases where affiliation of a text is fairly well established, individual points of doctrine are perhaps less so.
Insofar as the problem at hand is the nature of the Coptic Christian objection to the use of hieroglyphs, or,
conversely, the Gnostic-Hermetic inclination to adopt them, particular references within texts broadly
characterizable in these terms do not ensure that the objections or inclinations themselves are similarly

identifiable. That these mutually antagonist attitudes not only exist, but are also theoretically informed, is,

12 The identity of the group responsible for their collation and the reasons for their burial will be considered below in an effort to bring
their contents into the broader context of Coptic literature of the period.
126 Young, D. W., ‘The Milieu of Nag Hammadi: Some Historical Considerations’ in Vigiliae Christianae, Vol.24, No. 2, (May, 1970), pp.127-137.
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however, both demonstrable and pertinent to questions of motivation for the production of an exegetical

manual of hieroglyphs.

The Shenoutean corpus of Sahidic Coptic is itself the single most important source of literature in that
language. As a result of recent work by Emmel the corpus is now recognized as falling into three components:

the Canons (KaNWN), Discourses, and Letters comprising individual works called ‘epistles’ (emcTOAH), ‘treatises’

or ‘discourses’ (Aosoc), and ‘sermons’ (€ZHTHCIC or KaeHTHcIc).'’ I shall be concerned with three texts in

128

particular: in Loco Zdis Spiritus Immundi,'”® contra Origenistas et Gnosticos,"”” and ad Philosophum Gentilem."°

A Monastic Invective against Egyptian Hieroglyphs is of obvious and direct specific, but also general interest here.

The text appears to have been a sermon delivered on the conversion of a pagan temple into a Christian

church ‘sometime after 431°.**!

[T206] a%w ewzezaeH | umoow 2enno | woc wunTpey | And if previously it is prescriptions for murdering man’s

2€TB UxH ﬁP(D I 511 ste neTnenTe | evcrz Zrovenoy | soul (Yuxn) that are therein, written with blood and not

_ _ L _ with ink alone - there is nothing else portrayed for them
avw 2NovMEAA | AN wavaaty - wun | KeAaaw cHz epoow ‘ ‘
except the likeness of the snakes and scorpions, the dogs

| ncamne NN&OC{T MNNOTO0ZE MN | NETZ00p UNNE | woore and cats, the crocodiles and frogs, the foxes, the other

avw New | cooz - I!ﬁnelgpo%‘p | I!WB&(‘QOP - uN  reptiles, the beasts (fnpiov) and birds, the cattle, etc;

| ﬁKGXAqu - A% | NEHpION - unn | 2a0aaTe - o | furthermore, the likeness of the sun and the moon and all

__ . _ _ the rest, all their things being nonsense and humbug - and
TRNoOve unTIKe | ceere - €Ti z€ | on Tine wTpH | wnmooz,
where these are, it is the soul (Yvyr) - saving scriptures

- | koove THpOT €zen | 2w newhe ne | ne nevaBive (ypagr) of life that will henceforth come to be therein,

THpow | 2iBoA - avw € | mwa Nnvar nespadH  fulfilling the word of God, with His name inscribed for

| NNz, ﬁpeqTan | 2€ YcH NeTa | @wme NeHTY 2y | them and His son Jesus Christ (Xpi0tds) and all His angels

_ _ _ — dyyeloc), righteous (Sikaioc) men and saints (portrayed),
uTioow evuez eBod | 2unyaxe unnow | Te || [A] | avw epe (dyyehos), rig ( ) ® yed)

that everywhere what is therein may give instruction

27 Emmel, S., Shenoute’s Literary Corpus (2 voll.) (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, voll.599-600, subsidia tom. 111-112)
(Lovanii: in ZAdibus Peeters, 2004).

128 e;rua NTOITOC MTTNA NAKA 9&/5 ToN = At the Site of a Shrine to an Unclean Spirit (in Loco Zdis Spiritus Immundi) = A Monastic Invective against
Egyptian Hieroglyphs (Acephalous work A6) = DD 245:1-[ca. 251: ult.] (lection); TY [1]-[ca. 53]; ZW [1]-[ca. 54]. Young, D. W., (ed.) in ‘A
Monastic Invective against Egyptian Hieroglyphs’ (=TY 3/4 and 13/14) in Young, D. W., (ed.), Studies Presented to Hans Jakob Polotsky
(Beacon Hill, East Gloucester: Pirtle & Polson, 1981): pp.348-360.

129 7‘,171106/36 NNETWEEN=1 Am Amazed = contra Origenistas et Gnosticos (W54, Discourses 7, Work 5) = DQ [1]-[ca. 148]; DS [ca. 60]-222:ii.11; DT
[between 82 and 87]-[between 88 and 163] (lection); HB [1]-[ca. 150]; XE [ca. 127]-[ca. 263]; XN [wanting, except for the incipit in the table
of contents, 270:1.19]; YU [1]-[ca. 128]; ZN frg. 1; Vienna inc. 54. Orlandi, T., (ed. & trans.), Shenute contra Origenistas: testo con introduzione e
traduzione (Roma: C.I.M., 1985).

150 15,100¢ ANOK 21xNO07T00T= As I Sat on a Mountain = ad Philosophum Gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 3?) = cod. A (HB 261:1.5-268),
cod. B (XN 227-240), cod. C (XN 259-270), cod. D (HB 305-306) = No. 18 (pp.44-62), ad Philosophum Gentilem. Leipoldt, J., with the assistance
of Crum, W. E., Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia. 3 volumes (numbered 1, 3, and 4). Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum
Orientalium, volumes 41, 42, and 73 (Copt. 1 [=11.2.T], 2 [= I1.4.T], 5 [= IL.5.T]). Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 1906-1913.

31 Emmel, S., Shenoute’s Literary Corpus (2 voll.) (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, voll.599-600, subsidia tom. 111-112)
(Lovanii: in ZAdibus Peeters, 2004): vol.2; pp.688-9.
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Tieejpan | cHe €poow unTey | WHpe 1c nexc | avw concerning every good thing (dyaB6v), especially (udAiov

. \ . . 2133
NecassEAoC | unnegAIKaloc | uNNemeTovaAR | THpoY - 8¢) purity. And how will he not become pure?

avw € | wa niw nNeTwoor | NeHTOv evicBw | e2wh
N Nasa | eon - mardon 2e | mTBBO - Avw N |

aQ) N2€ NNAWW | TTe aN ecjovaaB™”

The first point made in the passage is that though hieroglyphs are demonized as ‘prescriptions for murdering

man’s soul’ (2eNNOMOC Bnﬁ*rpeqe,e‘rﬁ YeyH ﬁpwne), ‘written with blood and not with ink alone’
(NETN2HTC €¥CH, &ﬁovcnoq ATW 2NOTUEAA AN 0a%3aq), the invective of the passage is not merely

rhetorical. The situation can be rectified, according to the passage, not merely by the destruction of the
offending tableaux, but by replacing them with scriptural alternatives. For Shenoute, it is not primarily that
hieroglyphs are an offence to Christian sensibilities qua script (even a script ‘written in blood’ rather than
ink), nor even that the meaning of the inscriptions is contrary to Christian doctrine (though that is

undoubtedly true too), but that hieroglyphic inscriptions as such ‘murder the soul’ (peqe,eTE PvYH), whereas

‘the scriptures of life’ (NeracpH NwN2) ‘give the soul life’ (peq‘rzme,e WVYH).

Nonetheless, the passage does lend support to the impression that the very use of hieroglyphic script is in

itself anathema. Though ‘there is nothing else portrayed for them except the likeness’ (uuNKeAaaw cHe,
€poov Necamine) of a range of creatures and celestial bodies, neither does the piece contribute only the usual

details that can be found in the more schematic Graeco-Roman accounts. In fact, it is precisely the fact that
hieroglyphs are likenesses of creatures and celestial bodies that explains Shenoute’s characterization of them

as ‘murdering the soul’.

In order to develop the implication that the connection between hieroglyphic script and the created world is
of itself profane, we have to look elsewhere in the Shenoutean corpus. Doctrinally by far the most important

text for this purpose is contra Origenistas et Gnosticos, in which Shenoute attacks the heretics with particular

reference to their books, the ‘apocrypha’ (namokp¥on). Of specific concern are their doctrines concerning:

132 Sinuthius Theol., €mua NTOMTOC MTTNA NAKA 9&}37’0N= At the site of a shrine to an unclean spirit (Apud edem spiritus immundi) = A monastic
invective against Egyptian hieroglyphs (Invectio monachica contra hieroglyphica Zgyptia) (Acephalous work A6), TY 3.1.25-4.1.14.

133 Young, D. W., (ed.) in ‘A Monastic Invective against Egyptian Hieroglyphs’ (=TY 3/4 and 13/14) in Young, D. W., (ed.), Studies Presented to
Hans Jakob Polotsky (Beacon Hill, East Gloucester: Pirtle & Polson, 1981): pp.348-360.
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the plurality of worlds; the work of the Son, the value of suffering, against magic; the Pascha; the Father and

the Son; souls; Christ’s conception; the Eucharist; the resurrection of the body; God and the stars; and the four

elements.™*

[T207] xwwue sap N umB(0)A NNESPAPH. €ITE Na |
N2(€)AAHN. €ITE NA 2€ONOC NIYt NATNOVTE €IT€ Na |
N2AIPETIKOC. ZENTTINETAA NCWPL NETWOOTT NZHTOT. AW |
wazpal enke anoncp'l'tpon €WXE CETAOTO MTTPAN MITNOTTE
| N2HTOT. H Cex® NZENWAKXE ETCUONT. YAPE NEBOOT |
THPOW €TCH2 €POOY TAKO MIKE 0va €TNaNove]. || wH
NEVWAXE NTOY # AN NE NAI NCE ON NNENTAND | WpI XL00%F
TENOT €VCHZ 2N NATIOKPYPON. €VXW umoc | emnovTe
TMANTOKPATWP. X€ WETNHT 24 TIEAPOMOC MITPH | aww
L€ IOV, MTI002, €CATZANE NNYHN N NTBNOOVE. | ®
TUNTACEBHC. H OTMNTACERHC aN Tie x00C %€ | MNOTTE
MTTTHPY €YITHT 240 TIPH. 3¥W €Yu0v¥e 24 T002. [ an
NTOY AN TIETTpE TpH TWT 2N TEYAITOVPSA 2M |
TIECJOVEZCAZNE. ATW ON €PE TI00, MOV M TIEOVER-- |
cazne. || H 002, meTavZANE NNQHN # UN NTBNOOTE. UH |
ETATZANE THPOY &N €BOA 2ITM TINOYTE H NTOE METP |
OVOEIN ENACTHD THPOT KATA MEPOC NCE ETEPE NAI KW |
VWOC XE €VO NacpopuH N@UYE WBTCWNT. | aaaa
NeSpadH T 0vB€e TEVUNTAGHT. TIPH Sap avw | Mooz, N
NCIOW A% NEZ00% MN NEVYOOTE. ATW NTHY UN |
NEKAOOAE. a¥W TTAMO THPY €CJKIM &N NZHTOV AAAA |
EVKIM THPOT A¥W EVEN(E)PTEN 210 TIEOTERLAZNE. | €NCKI
AN NTOY. TAl 2MWWN E€TNKIM N2HTC NOE €TCH2. | xe

ENQOOTT # AP NZHTC A%W €N Kin. [[133

For (ydp) every book outside the Scriptures (ypagr), both
(efze) those | of the pagans ("EAMAnv) and (eize) those of any
atheist people (¢8vog), and (eire) those | of the heretics
(aipeTikdg) - some impure spirits (mvedua) are in them. And
| also the apocrypha (dndkpvgog), even if the name of God is
named | in them or they say some right things, do the
errors, | all which are written in them, ruin also the good
things. || Aren’t their words like those we have | referred to
before which are now written in the apocrypha
(dndrpuog)? They say | of God the Almighty (ravrokpdrwp)
that he is the one who runs in the orbit (§oduog) of the sun,
| and that the full moon augments (avédvew) the trees and
the animals. || O what impiety (doefr¢)! Indeed, is it not an
impiety (doefris) to say that the God of the | all runs in the
sun and grows in the moon? | Is it not he who causes it to
run in its own service (Aeirovpyia) in | its own order, and
moreover the moon becomes full in its own | order? || Isn’t
the moon the one which makes the plants and the animals
grow. Don’t | they all grow (avédverv) out of the work of
God. Isn’t he the one who makes | shine all the stars (dotrip)
according to their place (katd uépog), like they say, | which
are the reasons (d@opur) to serve the creature. || But (¢AAd)
the Scriptures (ypagrf) oppose their foolishness. For (ydp)
the sun and | the moon and the stars and the days and the
nights and the winds and | the clouds and the whole
creation do not move by themselves, but (dAAd) | receive
energy (évepyeiv) from his order, without him moving; | he
in whom we move too, as is written: | “for (ydp) in him we

are and we move”. ||

The nature of the connection is spelled out as the ‘impiety’ (NTaceBHC) of the ‘spirit’ (TNevma), whereby
‘the errors, all which are written in them, ruin also the good things’ (@ape NEB00OT THPOT €TCHZ, €POOT TaKo

LTIKE 0%a €TNANOWY). Furthermore, the association of ‘God the Almighty’ (ennowTe MMaANTOKpaTWp) with

B4 0rlandi, T., ‘A Catechesis against Apocryphal Texts by Shenute and the Gnostic Texts of Nag Hammadi’ in The Harvard Theological
Review, Vol.75, No. 1. (Jan., 1982), pp.85-95.
135 Sinuthius Theol., 7‘/71106/&6 NNETYEE!=1 am amazed = Contra Origenistas et Gnosticos (W54, Discourses 7, Work 5), HB 39.2-41.1; 0384-8.
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‘the orbit of the sun, and that the full moon augments the trees and the animals’ (nekponoc LITPH 7w €
THOT2, UTT002 EYATZANE NNYHN UN NTBNOO%VE) are, according to Shenoute, ‘reasons to serve the creature’
(Nacpoan Nwuwe TICwNT) of he who is responsible for their creation. The movement of the sun and moon

cannot for Shenoute be accounted for within the generated world, but requires motive force from the
Creator. They further deny the resurrection, claiming that the body is formed out of and will dissolve back
into the four elements." Here, Shenoute argues, they commit two errors. First, the claim that the body is
created out of all four elements and not out of earth alone. Second, the failure to acknowledge that the living

soul is breathed into the body by the omnipotent Lord.

The issue reaches decisive momentum in Shenoute’s polemical development against the doctrine of the
generation of the Son. The history of the controversy is complex, but the doctrine Shenoute here attacks
constitutes one major thread. According to the doctrine of the twofold stage theory of the generation, the
Logos existed from eternity in God, and was subsequently, prior to the creation of the world, generated as a
distinct personal being. This is the view as taught by Tertullian, Lactantius and others (with parallels in
Philo). The alternative account is the single stage theory according to which the generation of the Logos was
from eternity. This is the view taught by Ireneus and, Shenoute’s treatise notwithstanding, Origen." The
fundamental Origenist misconception (as ascribed) is that for them ‘there was a moment in which the Logos

itself of God did not exist ... before being generated’ (NToq 2ww¢ TAOTOC UTINOVTE A0TOTOEIY) WWTTE
€ENCJWOOTT AN ... MTATOTXTO0Y)."”® Or, put another way, ‘He is one of those who are generated and who are
created’ (0%a TI€ 2N NETOVXIIO 20007 UN NETOYCWNT 12000%). These false doctrines are founded on what is

for Shenoute the crucial error of the pagans: the appeal to the ontology of the generated to understand that
of the ungenerated world. Paganism undoes the Christian doctrine of the distinction of God into persons,
whether ‘from eternity’ (Irenaeus, Origen, & al.) or generated prior to the creation of the world as a distinct
personal being (Philo, Justin Martyr, Tatian, & al.). As noted above, the former single stage account appears as

a major polemical target in Shenoute’s contra Origenistas (as well as the Origenist pagans opposed there)."™

136 1bid., §§.0401-0403.

137 See Wolfson, H. A., ‘Clement of Alexandria on the Generation of the Logos’ in Church History, Vol.20, No. 2, (Jun., 1951): pp.72-81.
% Orlandi, T., (ed. & trans.), Shenute contra Origenistas: testo con introduzione e traduzione (Roma: C.L.M., 1985): §.0326.

139 Wolfson, H. A., ‘Clement of Alexandria on the Generation of the Logos’ in Church History, Vol.20, No. 2, (Jun., 1951): pp.72-81.
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Several themes and techniques here overlap. The difficulty of disentangling them is in part due to Shenoute’s
habit (alluded to above) of employing techniques familiar from the hermeneutical endeavours that he
criticizes when practiced by pagans In, for example, in ad Philosophum Gentilem, he concludes that pagans

impute obscurantism to the Holy Spirit with the claim that certain scriptural truths are only available

through allegorical interpretation (e‘m?x?xm’opel).“" He does not scruple, however, to compare the presence

of pagans within the church to a creature that walks the earth prevailing over one that flies."*!

[T208] €12100C ANOK 2IXNOTTOO¥, TEXEMETXW NNal, AsIsatona mountain, the one who says these things said, I

AINAT  €TZWON  €pATAHp  equie *\ANKEZWON saw an animal ({wdv) in the air (drjp) attacking another

animal ({(wdv) on the ground. I rejoiced greatly that the one
€Y2IXVTIKAZ. AIPOTNOD NpaAWe xeameTeHA O ubon
which flew had strength over the one which walks on the

EXUTIETHOOWE 2IXVTIKAY. MNNCAOVATIDHTE A€ AMZWON ook Byt after a while the animal (¢wdv) which is on the
€T2IXMTKAZ, KTOY €XMIETZHA acjamazTe wmmog ground turns on the one which flies and overcame it and

142 was master over it.
ACPLOEIC €POCY.

He develops criticisms of pagan prayer by developing analogies between it and purely physiologically

conditioned responses of creatures: '**

[T209] ewxeyapemaaipeTikoc b€ WNTI2E€AAHN nwp%_g If then the heretic (aipstikds) and the pagan ("‘EAAnv) spread

€BOA TiNET61X H CeqITOT eepal aﬁe‘moxplcw KeeTyAHA their hands or hold them up in the pretence (dndkpioig)

_ _ _ _ that they are praying, look, the fowl themselves do this
€IC N2ANATE 2007 €IPE WTAI N2A2 NCOT €¥IWPY p dine their wi
many times spreading their wings.

€BOA NNeYTN2'™*

He also brings out pagan weakness by alluding to Pharaoh’s susceptibility to the least of creatures in the
course of the biblical plagues with which he is beset."® The beneficence of the Christian, on the other hand,

can be compared with the solicitude of the honey-bee."*® The honey-bee is sought out by men as Christians

1 Orlandi, T., (ed. & trans.), Shenute contra Origenistas: testo con introduzione e traduzione (Roma: C.L.M., 1985): §§.0331; 0359-0360.

41 Ibid., p.45.

192 Sinuthius Theol., €2.6400¢ aANoK 21xNOTTO0T = As I sat on a mountain = Ad philosophum gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 37), HB
261/2;18.44.18-23.

143 Leipoldt, J., with the assistance of Crum, W. E., Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia. 3 volumes (numbered 1, 3, and 4). Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, volumes 41, 42, and 73 (Copt. 1 [= 11.2.T], 2 [= 11.4.T], 5 [= 11.5.T]). Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 1906-
1913. 18.262.45.3-6.

144 Sinuthius Theol., €/2.6t00¢ anok 2107 T007= As I sat on a mountain = Ad philosophum gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 3?), HB 262;
18.45.3-6.

15 Sinuthius Theol., €2.4t00¢ anok 21xn07TT007 = As I sat on a mountain = Ad philosophum gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 3?), HB 262;
18.232.50.

146 Sinuthius Theol., €2.4t00¢ anok 21xn07TT007 = As I sat on a mountain = Ad philosophum gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 3?), HB 262;
18.264.45.27-266.47.2.
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are sought out by the angels; the bee resembles its parents which descend from the sky as the Christian

resembles his Creator whose spirit descends from the heavens.

[T210] ewxeovNOTA A€ OVWY EXNEOVZEAAHN H
OT2AIPETIKOC €VZWB, MAPEYXNETIEIZWON ENEAAYICTON
€THVAT, ETETEYPVCICTIE KIYW NTECATIE €EMECHT AvW
NCATITE, €TEWAPENWHPE HY XNOVY €VCWBE H evxl
N2PAT EVAW MMOC XEENETIMOOT NHY; ZENTEIMINE ONNE
NETNA €M NYINE MNNETEINE LUOOV. TIETOVWY) A€ ON
€ETIETEINA NAT ETBETEVMNT2A2 NWAXE, XECEXW®
NNETENCEWOOTT AN 2MTTETCOOTN NNOTX, MAPEYXO00C NAY
NTEIZE KENIY TIETXNOY NNEKPOTP ETBETMO0T KENEINHT;
NE€E ETEWATAETAI NOINETXI N2pas, €BOA XECEWY €ROA
2INEKPWOT NU*HA  N2AATE NUWNOOT. €PETEIRZE  POT;
ETPENZHTIEPHTHC MTTAOTOC NPMMAO ETETEIMA NHTN
€BoA NETNAZNENBAA€ET

NC€EX00C XKEEIENETNAT

ENEZIOOVE, H TIOTOEIN TIETNAKXNETKAKE €TOVOEIN; H

NP(!)).!G NETNAXNE2ENTBNOOTE GTBG&GNQ““CTHPION

VNENTIEBHTT  NTETINOTVTE; €TBEMAI ATEICMH MME
TNTNTHYTN €NTBNOOVE NATEINE. &TETN&Q(DT[S €ETETNEINE
1B00¥. NOE ETOTAW wuUOoC XGTTP(!)).!G €Y2NOTTAIO
UTTECIE1LE epoq ATNOXY WNNTBNOOYE NATEIVNE ageine
2000%. H 0VVO0I2€ NN&&PHTNTIG XGNGTCDOPGI LTICOOVN
VE 2NNEVCTIOTOY NBE €TCH2, CWRE NCWTN; NEE ON
€TOTWOK2, N2HT €EXWTN XENAAIMWN CWBE NCWTN

NTETNCOOTN AN, EBOA XG&TGTNP&OH‘T.IM

If then (§¢) anyone wants to consult a pagan (‘EAAnv) or (#)
a heretic (aiperikdg) about something, let him ask this
animal ({wdv) being the least (Adyiotév) which there is,
whose nature (¢uvoic) is to move its head down and up, and
which little children ask laughing and crying out saying: is
the water coming? Some are even of this kind, who go to
the places of asking (oracula) and those who are like them.
But (§é) still the one who wants to censure them on
account of their multitude of words, that they say things
which are false in their knowledge of lies, let him say to
them thus: that he who asks the frogs whether the water is
coming as those who joke are accustomed to say, that they
croak on the banks of the places of flowing water. What
does this achieve? Let servants of the word (Adyog) for
riches reproach you. They say that those who see are those
who will ask the blind about the ways; or (#) the light the
one that will ask darkness (kaxdv) about the light; or men
the ones who will ask beasts on account of mysteries
(uvotrjpiov) and that which is hidden of god; on account of
this this voice knows you for the beasts of ignorance. You
have become like them. Thus they say that man in
honouring his knowledge did not know and are like the
unknowing beasts and are made like them. Or (#) a marvel
in the presence of heaven that the ones who bring (popeiv)
knowledge make knowledge on their shores, as it is
written, mock you; thus again they who grieve for you that
the demons mock you, since you do not know that you are

stupid.

It is clear that he accusations of sophistical (meTovcodize) and allegorical (G‘F&?&?\HS’OPGI) obscurities (emp

KaKe 2N Nevueeve)'*® are meant to imply that there is no possibility of consulting ‘the usual range of

creatures and celestial bodies’ in search of knowledge of ‘mysteries and that which is hidden of god’

(eTBee,enu‘rCTleon MN2ENTIEGHTT NTEMNOVTE). What the Greek conception obscures (according to

7 sinuthius Theol., €/2.4000¢ ANOK 21xN07T007 = As I sat on a mountain = Ad philosophum gentilem (T21, from Discourses 1, 2, or 3?), XN

230/1;18.49.8-31.

48 See Orlandi, T., (ed. & trans.), Shenute contra Origenistas: testo con introduzione e traduzione (Roma: C.LM., 1985) = Sinuthius Theol.,
fpuoelae NN€ETweel= I am amazed = Contra Origenistas et Gnosticos (W54, Discourses 7, Work 5), HB 39.2-41.1: §.0331; §.0403.
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Shenoute) is the difference between ‘faith and doctrine which saves and knowledge which is perfect’ (TmcTIc
A%W®W TECBW €TOYOX MN TICOO¥N €TXHK €B0A) and ‘knowledge of lies and doctrine which perverts’ (Nc(0)ovn
NNOTX a%w cBw eqﬁoone).149 What separates the Christian and the pagan, in other words, is the difference

not between truth and falsehood as determined by the reasonings of Greek sophistry and allegory, but

dialectically between Shenoute’s Christian encounter with scriptural ‘revelation’ (6wam) and the pagan

rationalist enquiry into ‘what is hidden’ (&HOKP‘F(})ON).

As mentioned above, the main source of a counter-current to the orthodox Coptic Christian response to the
hieroglyphic tradition can be found in several Coptic sources of a Gnostic character which lend support for a
heterodox conception of both Christology and hieroglyphic possibilities within an Egyptian monastic
environment. That environment may also have been mediated through Evagrian influences. Though Evagrian
material was originally Greek, the tradition would, in light of Shenoute’s polemic, appear to have survived in
Coptic. Both Young (1970) and Orlandi (1982) have proposed that the historical environment and literary
career of Shenoute may in fact further mediate that counter-current.” If the proposal can be taken at face
value, two important texts for this purpose belong amongst the Nag'-Hammidi Codices.” They are ‘the

Gospel of Truth’ (mevasseAloN NTuHE) and ‘the Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth’ (mwaxe ﬁ‘rnae,ggnome

UN THa2YITE).

The former exists in two versions in the Nag-Hammadi corpus, the first, almost complete in the Upper
Egyptian Coptic dialect of Subakhmimic (= Lycopolitan = Assiutic) as the third of five titles contained in codex
I (the Jung Foundation Codex), the second in fragments, in Sahidic (= Sa‘idic = Thebaic) as the second of three

titles contained in codex XILI. Its relation to the Valentinian text of the same name, mentioned by Irenaus™” is

149 Sinuthius Theol., 7‘/71106/&6 NNETWeE!= | am amazed = Contra Origenistas et Gnosticos (W54, Discourses 7, Work 5), HB 39.2-41.1: §.0415.

50 Young, D. W., ‘The Milieu of Nag Hammadi: Some Historical Considerations’ in Vigiliae Christianae, Vol.24, No. 2 (May, 1970), pp.127-137;
Orlandi, T., ‘A Catechesis against Apocryphal Texts by Shenute and the Gnostic Texts of Nag Hammadi’ in The Harvard Theological Review,
Vol.75, No. 1. (Jan., 1982), pp.85-95.

11 0rlandi, T., ‘A Catechesis against Apocryphal Texts by Shenute and the Gnostic Texts of Nag Hammadi’ in The Harvard Theological
Review, Vol.75, No. 1. (Jan., 1982): pp.93-5.

152 Irenaeus Theol., Adversus Haereses, 3.11.9.
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uncertain, though ‘the general Valentinian affinities of codex I' make it seem likely it is the same text in a

Coptic translation of a Greek original composed between 140 and 180 A.D."*?

The relatively short text (running from p.16 to p.43 of codex I) is in general concerned with ‘the oblivion of

error’ (TBue NTe TmAANH) and its remedy ‘through the mercies of the Father, the hidden mystery, Jesus, the

Christ’ (21Tn NIMNTWANS THE NTE TWT: TIMYCTHPION €BHTT H(cOv)C TEXp(IcTO)C)."™ The relevant passage

in the present context reads as follows:"’

[T211] €Te meel e McavNE NTe | MXWWME €TAND, eNTAY-
| ovanze NNi- | aiwn aTeaH nnicze[er NTol- | 0T
ecjovang aBa- elw[e]- | xe e2NTomOC €N Ne- NTe | ancuH
0%A€ 2NC2EE! €N | NE* EVWAA T NNOW2PAT | WiNa NTeoveer
Ao NY- | weve avmeTwoverT | AAAA 2nc2eer Ne NTe -
| unNTuHe NTaT evyexe | evcavne wuav ovaeeTov |
€0THE<EVE> ELHK TIE TIC2 €€l | TIC2 el MTPHTE NNOTZW- |
WYE €YXHK aBaA- €2Nce- | € Ne avcazov aBaA
21T00TC: | NfuNTOveer eazamwT: | caz0% <N>NRAIDN
wiNa aBAA- | 2ITO0TOT NNICzeer NTOOTY: | evacovmn

mwT-%°

This is the knowledge of the living book, which he revealed
to the @ons (alwv) at the end as his letters, revealing how
they are not places (tdmog) of voices nor (0v8é) are they
letters lacking sound, so that one might read them and
think of something empty, but (dAAd) they are letters of the
truth, which they alone speak who know them. Each letter
is a complete <thought>, each letter is like a complete book,
since they are letters written by the Unity, the Father
having written them for the @ons (aic)v), in order that by

means of his letters they should know the Father.

Several features distinguish an interest in written characters entirely distinct from, if not immune to, the

criticisms levelled at their use in Shenoute. That these written characters are ostensibly the revelation of the

Hi vero, qui sunt a Valentino, iterum exsistentes extra omnem timorem,
suas conscriptiones proferentes, plura habere gloriantur, quam sint ipsa
Evangelia. Si quidem in tantum processerunt audaciae, uti quod ab his
non olim conscriptum est, Veritatis Evangelium titulent, in nihilo
conveniens Apostolorum Evangeliis, ut nec Evangelium quidem sit apud
eos sine blasphemia. Si enim, quod ab eis profertur, veritatis est
Evangelium, dissimile est autem hoc illis, quae ab Apostolis nobis tradita
sunt; qui volunt, possunt discere, quemadmodum ex ipsis Scripturis
ostenditur, jam non esse id, quod ab Apostolis traditum est, veritatis
Evangelium.

But those who are from Valentinus, being, on the other hand,
beyond all fear, while offering their own compositions, boast that
they possess more Gospels than exist. Indeed, they have reached so
far in their audacity, that they entitle their comparatively recent
composition ‘the Gospel of Truth’, which does not agree in any
respect with the Gospels of the Apostles, so that they in fact have
no Gospel which does not contain blasphemy. For if what is offered
by them is the Gospel of truth, and yet is unlike those which have
been handed down to us by the apostles, any who want to can
learn, as is shown from the Scriptures themselves, that that which
has been handed down from the apostles is no longer the Gospel of
truth.

153 Attridge, H. W., & MacRae, G., Nag Hammadi Codex I (The Jung Codex) (Nag Hammadi Studies 22, 23; Leiden: Brill, 1985. Volume editor and
contributor (Gospel of Truth, with George MacRae, and the Tripartitie Tractate, with Elaine Pagles): p.38.

15 Nag Hammadi Codices I, 3, The Gospel of Truth, 17.36 & 18.14-16.

15 Nag Hammadi Codices I, 3, The Gospel of Truth, 22.38 - 23.18 and Motte, L., ‘L’hiéroglyphe, d’Esna a I'Evangile de Vérité’ in Deuxiéme
Journée d’Etudes Coptes, Cahiers de la Bibliothéque Copte 3 (Louvain, Paris: Peeters, 1984).
156 valentinus Theol., mevasseAson nTure = The Gospel of Truth = Evangelium veritatis, 22.38-23.18.
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t 157

Logos for the return of mankind to knowledge of the Father need not detract from the point.' The signal

contribution is the development of a conception of how the characters legitimize an understanding of the
truth as denied in the Shenoutean critique, namely, by virtue of each letter being a complete thought

(‘eovare<eve> eCJxHK Tie TIc2€er’), written by the Unity (‘avcazov aBai 21T00TC: / NTuNTOveer’). s

Shenoute’s objection to allegorical and sophistical reasonings on higher matters through items belonging to
the lower world is not then obviated, but bolstered by appeal to an explanatory principle justifying the
procedure. In The Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth the procedure itself is clearly highlighted, but lacks the

principled justification.”

[T212] w Ma<wHpe> Tiwaxe | unxwwue caze ancTH- | “My <son>, write the language of the book on steles (ozrjAn)

AH NKADAEINOC O TAWH- | pe Teerzwue Que ecazq | of turquoise (kaAdivog). My son, it is proper to write this
_ _ _ book on steles (otdAn) of turquoise (kaAdivog), in
€2€NCTHAH NKAAAAEINOC | &N 2Ncaeel NCAZTIpAEIY: | . , , , .

hieroglyphic characters. For (ydp) Mind (vod¢) himself has

TINOTC Tap ovaaq NTaq- | YWTTE NNETTICKOTIOC | nnvar evBe become overseer (émiokomog) of these. Therefore, 1

mal TﬁKe?xe‘re | a‘rpe“ﬂ‘gox?' uneeiaxe | command (keAever) that this teaching be carved on stone,

anne Ns'kaag N2owy [u]- | Taovwe: enn guon 1] | and that you place it in my sanctuary. Eight guardians
_ _ _ (puAaé) guard it with [...] of the sun (ffAio¢). The males on
$vAaz) poeic epoq un [ | upHAloc: NeoovT' wleln |

the one hand (uév) on the right are frog-faced (mpdowndv),

<2I> ovNaw eve upocw- | T{ploN NKpovp- N<zI>0ue A€ |
<21> 6BOVp €ve MMPOC®TON | NEUOT KW NAE NOTWNE
| NSAAAKTITHC MWITITN NN- | TAAZ NKAAAAEINH €€ NTe- |
TPASWNON Ns'C2al TIPaN €T'- | TAAZ NWNE NCAT'TEIpINON:
| 2N 2ncea<er> Neazmpaeiy: | w magHpe exnakw wmar |
€1QooTT' 2N TIapeeNoc | 4N TIpH 2N TIHC ovele ume- | 2,00%:

AUNTH Up0Ipa pria- | pase nuoe<i- w> maeiwT' wa- | xe

and (8¢) the females on the left are cat-faced (mpdowndv).
And put a square milk- (ydAa) stone at the base (TAdé) of
the turquoise (kaAdivog) tablets (rerpdywvov), and write
the name on the azure (kaAdivog) on the base (TAdé) of the
stone tablet in hieroglyphic characters. My son, you will do
this when I am in Virgo (mapfévos), and the sun is in the
first half of the day, and fifteen degrees have passed by

” @

me.” “My father, everything that you say I will do eagerly.”

NIt €TKX® 1811007 TNa- | aa% 2N ovowpaT'-'®

The character of this discourse, between Hermes Trismegistus and an initiate, exhibits features notably
familiar from other Greek-language hermetic and Platonic texts, for example, Poimandres, particularly in its

astronomical emphasis. Perhaps for that reason, as well as the premiss that the initiate has already advanced

157 That Plotinus (Enneades, 3.8, 5.8, 5.5, & 2.9) mounted a concerted attack on the Gnostics and yet makes explicit use of this conception of
written characters in explanation of hieroglyphic Egyptian at Enneades 5.8 precludes the notion that the latter is itself of Valentinian
provenance despite the use to which it is put in context. See chapter four.

158 Cf. Nag Hammadi Codices I, 3, The Gospel of Truth, 19.34 - 20.1: a¢JoTWNg, ABAA 240 TOVZHT NOI MXWWME €TANZ NTE NETAN?, Tieel
€TCHZ BHEr 240 TIVEETE: 0¥AZN TINOVC [NTe TiwT- ‘in their hearts appeared the living book of the living, which is written in the
Father’s thought and intellect’.

159 Nag Hammadi Codices V1, 6, The Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth, 61, 18 - 63, 32.

10 Anonymus Herm., nyaxe IVTuaaf(yﬂowve ury TuagPrTe = The discourse on the eighth and ninth (Oratio de octavo nonoque), 61.18-63.32.
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through the lower levels of spiritual ascent, no immediate justification is felt to be requisite. Nonetheless, a
reason is given for writing the book specifically in hieroglyphic characters: ‘for Mind himself has become

overseer of these’ (‘Nowc Tap ovaag) NTac}- / @wie NNeTICKoToC / NNar).
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As argued above, the crucial Coptic Christian objection brought against pagan textual exegesis was directed
against the latter’s reliance on reason either as the sole source, or as the sole criterion of truth. What grounds

the Christian accusation of sophism (meTovcodize), allegory (GT&?\?\HS’OPGI), and rationalized obscurantism

(ezwp KAaKe 2N Nevueeve) was an imputed relativism in the decisive emphasis cultivated Hellenism had

placed on the process of reflection and ratiocination (Adyog). Specifically, the speculative application of
allusion («ivitreobon) and allegory (¢AAnyopeiv) to empirical phenomena in pursuit of ungenerated first causes
was particularly unacceptable.' This is prima facie a difficult objection to understand given the extensive use
of the same exegetical techniques on the part of the Christians themselves. However, the Christian objection
to pagan employment of those techniques was established on two related and in this context decisively
Christian observations. First, the undue limitation placed by pagan rationalism on assumptions that could be
made about divine agency within the natural order, since the rejection of revelation was at the same time a
rejection of the idea that god might do anything which could be understood only through revelation. Second,
the related problem that inference from observations in the sensible world to ideas about the intelligible

might lead to speculations which were at positively at odds with the truth about god.

Porphyry is especially forceful in addressing specific aspects of the Christian critique of pagan rationalism as
a means to understanding, both by means of a sustained counterattack in Contra Christianos and through the
defence of pagan superiority over Christian appropriation of pagan allegoristic in De philosophia ex oraculis. It
is not only that the accusation reflected back onto the Christians themselves, who clearly made extensive use
of allegoristic exegeses of biblical passages, especially, in the Alexandrian context, in Clement and Origen.
Rather, in so doing, the allegorical method had been misapplied in reference to unsuitable texts, fruitlessly or
unclearly applied in its reliance on revelation where reason alone had failed to reveal the allegorical meaning
of the passage, or applied with rationally unacceptable results.'® In neither the Christian nor the pagan cases,
however, did the objections rest on the use of allegory or allusion as such. On both sides the focus is on the

material to which the interpretative procedure is applied. Each thought the other’s texts were incapable of

161 sinuthius Theol., 7‘/71106/2,6 NNETWeel = I am amazed = Contra Origenistas et Gnosticos (W54, Discourses 7, Work 5), HB 39.2-41.1: §.0331;
§.0403.

162 porphyrius Phil., Contra Christianos (fragmenta). 39.1-46 = Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Historia ecclesiastica 6.19.2 ff.; 54.1-10 = Macarius
Scr. Eccl., Apocriticus seu Movoyevrig 4.8.
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supporting the metaphysical load placed on them, but the results were both superfluous to and at odds with,

respectively, scripturally revealed or rationally defensible truths.

The hieroglyphic tradition was routinely seen as premissed on a form of allegorical or allusive interpretation,
and was to that extent susceptible to the same objections. Several representatives of the various schools of
late Platonism address, both directly and indirectly, themes emerging from the hieroglyphic tradition that
preceded it. The nature of those schools’ interest in that tradition and its part in a broader engagement in
theosophical speculation was a matter remarked upon even within late Platonism itself. The engagement with
theosophical topics was seen as a development alongside the strictly philosophical subjects, but prioritized in
the activities of the Syrian school under the momentum provided by Iamblichus. It was this reversal of
emphasis that particularly distinguished the latter from the Roman school that had preceded it and was to

influence the Alexandrian and Athenian schools which followed.

[T213] oi uév v @ilocogiav mpotiu@aty, w¢ Mopgupiog kai  Some prefer philosophy, as Porphyry and Plotinus, and
NAwtivog kal GANor ToAot @iAdaogor’ oi 8¢ v igpatikijv, ¢  many other philosophers; but others [prefer] the hieratic
TaupAiyog kai Zuplavo ke IodkAog kai of iepatikoi mdvreg.'®  art, such as Tamblichus and Syrianus and Proclus and all

those who are sacerdotal.

Whether this is an accurate picture of one kind of difference between schools or not, one especial advantage
of late Platonism for the understanding of the hieroglyphic tradition is nevertheless its position at the end of
the broader development of Platonism quite generally. The consequent prospect of both an overview and
synthesis of preceding developments is possible, in fact, in large part due to a curricular feature across which
those themes are distributed. The themes in question are classifiable into the three parts: physiology, logic,
and theology. Inquiring into natural causes and phenomena, the physiological part looks to material
originating in hieroglyphic Egyptian from the perspective of Graeco-Egyptian cultural and natural history. For
the inquiry into the processes of discursive reasoning, the logical part looks to hieroglyphic Egyptian from
the perspective of the rational relations between language, mind, and world. The theological part looks to the

unity, origin, and efficacy of hieroglyphic wisdom on the subject of the gods and cosmology.

163 Damascius Phil., In Phaedonem (versio 1) 172.1-3.
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The question, therefore, with which the following sections are concerned is how these three parts of the
curriculum are related to each in such a way as to account for both the rdle played by theosophical
speculation in general, and hieroglyphic exegesis in particular. The aim is to establish the Egyptizing
philosophical subjects both as proper topics for philosophical investigation and as consciously addressing the
Christian accusations of sophistical and allegorical obscurity. Part Two examines aspects of semantic theory
which may be thought to account for how and what hieroglyphic signs signify as well as the relationship
between what is signified and both the natural phenomena they depict and the causes of them. Part Three
aligns this semantic account with an independently characterizable metaphysical substrate. This provides
both a justificatory framework for the semantic account and a methodological principle legitimizing
hieroglyphic exegetical procedure. Thereby hieroglyphic signs are established as depictions of realia of
Egyptian provenance reflecting, in the phenomena of nature, categorial hierarchies which might be thought
to legitimize inference to primary (or secondary) causes of those phenomena. Part Four addresses the
question of the sense in which the interpretation of hieroglyphs either preserves or fails to preserve the
intellectual content of the hieroglyph it explains by virtue of aligning the two elements (glyph and exegesis)

with the categorial hierarchies described in Part Three.

Porphyry had maintained a threefold distinction of Egyptian script:

[T214] Kai év Alyvntw uév Toig igpebol guviiv kal TV co@iav
é&uabe, kai v Alyvntiov ewviy, ypauudtwv 8¢ Toioods
Sipopd,  EMOTOAOYPAPIKGOY Te Kal IEQOYAVPIKEDY Kol
oUUPOMK@V, TOV UEV KUPLOAOYOUUEVWV KATd uiunotv, Tdv 8¢
AAANYO0pOVUEVWY KaTd TIvag aiviyuoUs” Kol mepl Be@v mAéov T

Euabey.'s

In Egypt he conversed with the priests and learned their
wisdom, and the speech of the Egyptians, and the three
different types of letters, epistolographic, hieroglyphic,
and symbolic, some used with primary significance
mimetically, others used with allegorical significance

allusively; and he learnt something more about the gods.

The epistolographic may be supposed to be a reference either to the demotic (dnuorikd) or to the hieratic
script (lepatikd). If the latter, then Porphyry does not recognise hieratic as cursive hieroglyphic. Uniquely in
the Greek exegeses, however, Plotinus does note a script-variation in the form of ‘a representation in
something else, already unfolded and speaking it discursively’ (eidwAov év dAAw écihiyuévov 7dn, kai Aéyov
avtd €v 81eéddw).'” If hieratic and elements of demotic script can be described as (dis)cursive hieroglyphic,

then the distinctive feature of hieroglyphic in the narrow sense must be conceived of as bound to the media

164 Porphyrius Phil., Vita Pythagore 11.9-12.4.
165 Plotinus Phil., Enneades 5.8.6.10-11. The suggestion originates in a note to a translation of the passage made by Manesanckuii (see
TnotuH. Countenust. [IOTUH B pycckux niepeBomnax (CII6: 1995).
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or means of their production. Insofar as the crucial feature of the hieroglyphic characters is their transparency
as depictions of sensible phenomena, a feature lost in the cursive development of hieroglyphs in the demotic
and hieratic scripts, Plotinus specifically ties the hieroglyphic usage to the availability of the meaning of the

glyph in its depictive immediacy.

Porphyry’s threefold distinction (tpiooas Sixgpopds) is arranged, using e ... kai to separate the epistolographic
from both the hieroglyphic and symbolic uses, such that the two-part explanatory comment that follows can
only refer to the latter two types. Although the primary distinction is between epistolographic and non-
epistolographic types of script, there is no reason to suppose that the secondary distinction between script
‘used with primary significance representatively’ (t@v uév koivodoyovuévwv katd uiunov) and ‘used with
allegorical significance allusively’ (t@v 8¢ dAAnyopovuévwv katd tivag aiviyuous) correspond to the
hieroglyphic and symbolic uses respectively. What is crucial in Porphyry’s classification is that hieroglyphic
signs may be used in two ways: (i) in virtue of their mimetic aspect and (ii) in virtue of their allusive aspect.
The term ‘hieroglyphic’ is, in this sense, applied in a manner consistent with Plotinus’ usage as described
below. The Porphyrian division of primary (or mimetic) and symbolic (or allegorical) modes of expression
involves not only a clearly distinct use of the notion of symbolism to refer not to phonetic orthography, but

to a new relation, independent of the depictive functions of hieroglyphs, which is referred to as allusive.

Egyptian writing, then, is capable of three modes of expression. The first it shares with Greek, namely, the
capacity to render the spoken language. The second is depictive, capable of signifying its meaning
transparently, that is, without recourse to the medium of the spoken language. The third is allusive,
susceptible of allegorical interpretation. On the face of it this is a straightforward claim about how the
Egyptians used their scripts. I shall, however, argue that these distinctions are in fact theoretically motivated
by a specific conception of semantics, which is in turn justified by Platonic metaphysical distinctions. Both
the semantic and metaphysical basis for the Porphyrian model of hieroglyphics had wide currency in
Neoplatonic thought and were significantly developed by Iamblichus and given scholastic expression in
Proclus. In the following chapter, therefore, I develop an account of: first, Neoplatonic semantic theory quite
generally; second, the rdle of semantic theory within the broader metaphysical framework to which it
belonged; and, third, the interpretative methodology applied on the basis of that framework to the specific

understanding of Egyptian hieroglyphs current amongst the Neoplatonic exegetes.
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. Three: Neaplatonic Hieroglyphi

§1. Semantics

The primary occasion for the Neoplatonic commentators’ interest in semantics is the controversy over the
okonds of the Categoriee. The controversy can be summarized as follows. There are three major readings of the
aim or purpose of the Categoriee according to whether the subject being addressed is construed as realities
(mpdypata), linguistic expressions (pwvai), or concepts (vorjuata). As presented by, for example, lamblichus,'*
these readings need not, however, be understood to be mutually exclusive and in fact a unified account is
precisely what is required. A version of the view that a unified conception of the okond¢ of the Categoriee had
become canonical by for later Neoplatonists in the form: ‘the subject of the Categoriee concerns expressions in
so far as they signify objects, through the medium of concepts’ (éotiv ¢ okomds T@V Katnyopi@v mept pwv@v
ONUOVOVERV Tpdyuata Sk uéowv vonudtwy).'” The reason the semantic question is materially implicated in
the okonég question is that this canonical expression of the solution to the latter is formulated in terms of the
solution to the former. The relationship between the three possible answers to the question of the subject-
matter of the Categorie is a semantic relationship. Linguistic expressions signify objects and that semantic
relation is mediated through concepts. This solution to the okond¢ question was neither universally accepted,
nor univocally understood. The primary point of controversy is the mediation of concepts (vorjuara) between
linguistic expressions (pwvai) and realities (mpdyuata). Further controversies arise concerning what exactly
‘concepts’ and ‘realities’ are. Moreover, the attribution of the various proposals attested is a similarly vexed

issue. Nor is the identification of scholastic divisions on the matter, even where possible, clearly desirable.'®

It is at any rate clear that the idea that two kinds of thing are signified by linguistic expressions (pwvai), one
direct, the other indirect - i.e. concepts (vorjuata) and objects (mpdyuara) respectively - is the Aristotelian

view as presented at the opening of De interpretatione.'® The main alternative solution excluded the mediating

166 Tamblichus apud Olympiodorus Phil., Prolegomena 19.36-20.12.

167 Cf. Joannes Philoponus Phil., In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 13.1.9.12-5; cf. Olympiodorus Phil. Prolegomena 21.3-39; Elias Phil. Eliae

(olim Davidis) In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 129.19-131.33.

165 See esp. Griffin, M. J., ‘The Reception of Aristotle’s Categories, c. 80 BC to AD 220’ (Thesis submitted for the D.Phil.: Oriel College,

Oxford, 2009). See also Strange, S. K., ‘Plotinus, Porphyry, and the Neoplatonic Interpretation of the ‘Categories” in Aufstieg und Niedergang

der Rémischen Welt (ANRW), Band 1. 36.2 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1987): pp. 955-974.

199 Aristoteles Phil. De interpretatione 16a1ff.

"EaTL MV 00V T& v Tf pwVfj TGV & Tff Yuyfi mabnudrwy ovufola, kai  Now spoken sounds are symbols of affections in the soul, and

T YPOXPOUEVX T@V €V Tf] PwVI]. Kol oTrep 0USE ypdupara ndol T oUTd,  written marks symbols of spoken sounds. And just as written

000¢ guval of avTal- dv pévrol Talte onuein mpditwv, Tevtd Mol  marks are not the same for all men, neither are spoken sounds. But

Ut TAG Yuxiis, kod WV THTE OUOLWMATA TPKYUAT 10N TaUTd. what these are in the first place signs of - affections of the soul -
are the same for all; and what these affections are likenesses of -
actual things - are also the same.
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role of concepts.” Thirdly, in the course of his synthesis of the preceding traditions Simplicius further
specifies a crucial link establishing the precise relationship between the direct and indirect significata of

linguistic expressions, which he attributes to ‘members of the Academy’ (oi 8¢ dno tij¢ Akadnuiong).””"

The first question facing those who believe in the mediating role of concepts is the motivation for introducing
them between words and things. According to the standard account," for Porphyry the primary significance
of words derives from a ‘first imposition of expressions’ (tfjs mpwtng 6éoews T@v Aééewv) signifying things
directly. This is followed by a ‘second imposition’ (zfj¢ Sevrépas Oéocwc) concerning the use of terms for parts
of language, e.g. noun (6vouax) and verb/adjective (pfjua). Here is his account of the origins of significant
language.'”

[T301] dnui toivuv 81 TGV mpayudtwy éxkepévay Snlwtikds  So I claim that once man himself came to be denotative and

Yevduevos kai onuavtikds avtds 6 dvBpwmog fAGev émi T kai  significative of things that are present he came to name

8iix tii¢ pwviic katovoudlev kai SnAodv ékaotov. kal Yéyovev
aUT@ 1 TPWTH XpRols TOV Aé€ewv eig TO napaothioat Ekaotov

- . \ - Vg D e
TV mpayudtwv Sk pwvdv tvev kel Aééswv, kad' v &1
OXETLY TV QWVAV TNV TPOS TH TPAYURTH TOSE UEV TL TPAYUX
Bdbpov kékMnkev, té8e 8¢ dvBpwnov, téde 8¢ Kiva, filiov &€

100€, kai mdMv T68e uév 10 xp@ua Aevkov, t6de 8¢ uélav, kai

and denote each thing by means of the voice. And for him
the first use of expressions came to stand for each of the
things through certain utterances and expressions, and in
accordance with the relation of utterances to things he
called a certain thing a seat, this a man, this a dog, this the

sun, and again this colour white, this black, and this

T08e pev dpibudv, Tdde 8¢ uéyebog, kai T68e pev Simnxv, Tdde Se number, this size, and this two cubits, this three cubits, and

Tpimnxv, kad oltws éxdote modyuart Aéleis kol Svuata g4 pe assigned to each thing expressions and names

TEOEIKEV ONUAVTIKE AUT@V Kol UNVUTIKG §id TV ToLoUTWYV TG

Qwvi¢ Yépwv.'”*

significant and indicative of them through such sounds of

the voice.

The crucial feature of this account is that first-imposition expressions signify things directly without the aid
of mediating concepts. One possible explanation for the absence of concepts from the account might be that it
derives from Stoic rather than Aristotelian sources.”” Another possible explanation is that first- and second-
imposition expressions may be thought to provide a systematic distinction between the rémot of the Categorie
and De interpretatione: simple expressions (anAai pwvai) and the first synthesis of simple expressions (tfj¢

TPWTNG oLVOEsEWS TV GTADV pwv@V) as constituents of assertion (dndpavoig) respectively - followed by a

170 Attributed to Herminus apud Porphyrius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.59.20-25 and
Porphyry himself apud Simplicius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.17.3ff.

7t simplicius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.209.10-14.

172 Cf, Griffin, M. J., ‘The Reception of Aristotle’s Categories, c. 80 BC to AD 220’ (Thesis submitted for the D.Phil.: Oriel College, Oxford,
2009) and Lloyd, A. C., The Anatomy of Neoplatonism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990): chapter 2, ‘Porphyrian Semantics’.

173 Porphyrius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.57.20-29.

174 Porphyrius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem, 4.1.57.20-29.

175 Ammonius Phil. In Aristotelis librum de interpretatione commentarius 17.20-28. The terminology of imposition itself was known in the Stoa;
cf. Eusebius Scr. Eccl. et Theol. Praeparatio evangelica 6.8.8.2-3.
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second synthesis in ovMoyiouds as the topic of Analytica priora.”® Though Porphyry does seem to have
eschewed any consideration of intermediaries in the nature of concepts between expressions and objects, at
least insofar as he took the former to stand for (mapactfjoar) the latter in the first imposition,"”” he
nonetheless makes it clear that the theory of both first and second imposition of names is independent of the
question of predication. To predicate is to ‘call something in accordance with something signified’."”® A
predicate expression does not then signify a thing directly, for predication would then be to call a thing in
accordance with itself. In the case of Porphyry too, then, it becomes clear that two kinds of thing are signified

by linguistic expressions, one in accordance with first imposition, another through predication.”

Regarding predication, the Categoriee had drawn a distinction as follows: ‘of things’ (r@v dvrwv) ‘some are said
of a subject, but are not in any subject’ (ra uév kad' vokeiuévov Tivog Aéyera, v vmokeuéve 8¢ 0vdevi éotiv) and
‘others are in a subject but are not said of any subject’ (t& 8¢ év vmokeuéve uév éoti, kad' vmokeiuévov 8¢ ovdevog
Méyertan).”® As an example of the latter, Aristotle gives ‘the individual white’ (t0 ti Aevkov), which ‘is in a
subject, the body’ (év vmokeiuévw uév éoti 1@ oduant) ‘for all colour is in a body’ (drav yop xpdua év oduar),
‘but is not said of any subject’ (kaf' Omokeiuévov 8¢ ovdevos Aéyertan’).”® White (6 Aevkdv), we further learn,
because it is ‘what is in something, not as a part, and cannot exist separately from what it is in’ (6 &v vt un &g

uépog Umdpxov ddvvatov xwpic eivar Tod év ) €oTiv), is a ‘qualification’ (woidv).'™

In specifying the subject of the Categorice Porphyry’s account had been explicit in distinguishing such
individuals as ‘white’ and their corresponding verbal expressions - which are ‘practically infinite in number’
(Grelpa uév oxedov kal T mpdyuata ko ol Aééeic kot ap1Oudv). Nevertheless, ‘the list of ten genera under which
the infinity of beings and expressions that signify them are found to be included’ (1] dreipio T@v Svrwv kai TV
onuaavovo@v avtk Aééswv els §éka yévn elpnton mepidaufavouévn i o yodpeobar) comprehends both subjects

and their qualifications and what is said of them,'®

[T302] ei¢ 8éka Toivuy yevikdg Siapopds mepilnplévtwy t@v  Since beings are comprehended by ten generic differentize,

176 Ammonius Phil. In Aristotelis librum de interpretatione commentarius 4.5-10.

77 11 mpdBeais Tov PifMov mepl Thi¢ TpW TG Oéoews T@V Aé€ewV TH¢ TIPAOTATIKAG TOV TPAYUATWY* E0TIV Yap TIEPL PWVEDY CHUAVTIK@V dTADV, Kafo
onuavtikai elot T@V mpayudrwv (4.1.58.4-6). See also Lloyd, A. C., The Anatomy of Neoplatonism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990): chapter 2,
‘Porphyrian Semantics’.

178 16 §¢ dyopevewy Ta mpdyuata Katd Ti onpatvduevov katnyopeiv Eleyov (4.1.58.16-17).

179 Porphyrius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.56.8-13.

180 Aristoteles Phil. Categorie 1a20-24.

181 kod 76 71 Aevkdv v Umokelpévp Uév €oTi TQ) oWuatL, - dmay yop xp@ua v oduatt, - kab' vrokeiuévou 8¢ 008evis Aéyeran: (1a27-29).

182 0u8ev yap dAAo onuaiver T Aevkov dAA' 1 moidv (3b19).

183 Porphyrius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.58.9-20.
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the words that denote them have also come to be ten in

genus, and are themselves also so comprehended.

Therefore predications are said to be manifestly ten in

genus, just as beings themselves are ten in genus.

By virtue of the correspondence of the ten genera of being and the ten genera of predication, for Porphyry,

Aristotle is justified in naming the work Categorie insofar as he is concerned with simple expressions directly

significant of things ‘according to each genus’ (kata yévog ékaotov).

[T303] Wote mdoa amAfj Aé&ig onuavtikn Stav katd TOD
ONUIVOUEVOL TPdYyMaToS &yopevdi] te kai Aex0f, Aéyeron
Kkanyople. ofov vrog modyuatos Toide Tob deikvuuévov Aiov,
ol dntdueba 1 6 PAémopev, Srav einwuev én' avtod §ti Td8e
Mibog éativ, 1 Mibog Aééis katnydpnud éoti' onuaiver yap to
T016vée TPAyuxr Kol &yopeUETML KaTX TOU OEIKVUUEVOU

mpdyuatog Aifov.'®

Every simple significant expression when it is spoken and
said of the thing signified is said to be a predicate. For
example if there is a thing which is this stone which is
being shown, and which we are touching or looking at,
when we say of it, ‘This is a stone’, the expression ‘stone’ is
a predicate, for it signifies a thing of such a kind and is

spoken of the thing being shown.

That is, a predicate expression is described as applying to the object indicated and signifying the kind of thing it

is."® Having identified the former (i.e. the indicated object) as an ‘individual’ (8¢ t1), which is ‘particular’

(ko' éxaotov) in continuity with the Aristotelian account, the latter (i.e. the kind of thing signified) as ‘the

thing in common for thought’ (t0 ko tfj Siavoig), i.e. a universal. The point is not only to distinguish

universals from particulars, but also to qualify the relation involved as explicitly a relation in thought." In the

case of predication, then, in addition to the terminology of individuals and particulars, the explicit relation in

thought indicates the presence of a conceptual component to semantics.

[T304] mapa yop to k' Exaotov olte fodv olite dvBpwmov
oUte innov oUte SAwg €ati vofioan {@ov. €1 §€ amo Thg T@V Kb’
&kaotov alobroews Emi TO kowvy] Tf] Stavoiy agikvovueda, Smep
0UKETL 160 T1 vooDuev dAAd Towdvle, el tar kaf' EkaoTov
avopedfi (@a, OUKETL 0UOE TO KoVfj KaTnyopoUuevov kot'

avT@V €oton. '™

It is impossible to conceive of an ox or a man or a horse or
any animal at all apart from particulars. But if (we start)
from the perception of particulars, we arrive at that which
is in common for thought, which we no longer conceive as
an individual, but as a thing of such a kind, if particular
animals were taken up, it will no longer be that which is

predicated in common of them.

184 Porphyrius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.58.9-20.
185 Porphyrius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.56.8-13.
18 gruaiver yap 0 To16v8e mpdypa: kad dyopederar katd ToD Setkvuuévov mpdyuarog Aifov (56.12-13).
187 porphyrius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.91.1-5.
188 Porphyrius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.91.1-5.
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Now we are in position to reconcile the apparent discontinuity of an account of direct signification of things
through simple expressions and the account of predication. The first imposition relation between expressions
and things qualified as a second-imposition relation in thought is, as such, the relation between significant
expressions and the ten genera of things of such a kind. First imposition signifiers signify particulars by directly

naming them,; predicative signifiers directly signify universals, i.e. what is common in thought.

This is not to say, however, that Porphyry envisaged two ways to signify particulars: one directly through the
first imposition and the other indirectly through predication. On the contrary, insofar as a predicative
statement is composed of a syntactic subject (6voua) and a syntactic predicate (6Aua), it is predicative
statements that make use of two types of signification. In the case of the subject we have direct signification of
the particular of which the predication is made by naming it and in the case of the predicate we have directly
signified universals predicable of those particulars. In other words, the notion of semantics as exclusively
constrained by the theory of the first imposition of names not only presupposes that the semantic rdle that is
attributable to concepts is confined to mediating the naming relation, but also that meaning as such is
univalent. Neither constraint appears to be supported by the text. What we have instead is an account of
signification sensitive to the variety of rdles played by linguistic expressions and to the variety of their

respective relations to the objects or states of affairs of which they speak.

For that reason, though I describe the controversy over the gkonds of the Categoriee as the primary occasion
for the Neoplatonic commentators’ interest in semantics, it ought to be emphasized that Neoplatonic interest
in (and theorization of) semantics is by no means confined to just those semantic relations that may be
thought to be directly relevant to the oxondg question alone. Nonetheless, the question of how precisely the
bipartite account as presented by Porphyry and the tripartite account as presented by, for example,
Iamblichus can be reconciled in a unified account remains unanswered. Moreover, the further question of
how precisely particulars directly signified in the first imposition of names are related to the universals under

which they fall and which are directly signified in predication is taken up by lamblichus apud Simplicius."™

[T305] ¢ pévror TduPhiyos - ov T yévn, @notv, t@v Iamblichus however says it is not genus that is predicated
UnokeuEvwy katnyopeital, A €repa S tadtar Gtav yop  of what subsists, for when we say of Socrates that he is a

Mywpev Zwkpdtnv §vlowmov elval, o TOV yevikdv @auev  man we say not that the man is the generic, but that he

189 Simplicius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.53.9-18.
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participates in the generic. Similarly, by anaphora, the
white grape is so identified by virtue of the white that the
grapes bear, as Aristotle in the Metaphysics precisely
distinguished. For we use the same signifiers in common as
when we say that definitions are by genus and differentie,
understanding thereby not genus primarily but case
instead, which is to be explained as participation in the

generic.

yevikoD.'°

Here we not only have the familiar Aristotelian distinction between ‘the [whiteness] on the fruit’ (znv
[Aevknv] éni Tov kapnov) and ‘being white’ (0 Aevknv eivau), but also a specification of the relation between the
two. The former is a particular, the latter is the particular’s participation in a universal. Furthermore, the
relation of participation in the generic (uetéxetv tod yevikod) is, in a primary sense, the relation of ‘case’
(ntddoews), not genus, because definition by genus and differentiee would otherwise define the very thing in
accordance with which it defines. That is, the same problems that arise in an account of predication as
signifying a thing directly applies to definition by genus and differentiee, namely circularity in the case of true

definition and the consequent impossibility of false definition.

Attributing further reflection on ‘cases’ (nrwoeig) to unspecified ‘members of the Academy’ (oi 8¢ dno trig

Akadnuicg) - evidently Platonists, given the contrast with ‘members of the Stoa’ (oi d¢nd tfi¢ Zrods)™ -

Simplicius clarifies their relation to both particulars and universals.'”

[T306] éxdAovv 8¢ thv mowdtnra kai & of &ro Tig TTods, oi 8¢
ano tii¢ Akadnuiog dmd tod éxeobor tag Eeig éxta kdAovv,

domep T évvorjuata uebekta dmo Tob ueréxeoBon kol TG

Those from the Stoa also called the property a disposition,
but those from the Academy called dispositions ‘things to

possess’ from being possessed, and concepts ‘things to

MTWOELS TEVKTAS Gmo ToD TuyydveoBo kol katnyopriuata kel  participate in’ from being participated in, and the cases

ovupduate ano tov ovuPepnrévar.’” ‘things to have’ from being had, and predicates ‘accidents’

too from following upon them.

So predicates are neither particular properties nor dispositions, which are ‘things to possess’ (éktd), nor
universal concepts, which are ‘things to participate in’ (uefektd). But nor are predicates the cases themselves,

which are ‘things to have’ (revktd), i.e. what particulars have as a result of participating in universals. Rather

190 Simplicius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.53.9-18.

11 Cf. Frede, M., ‘The Stoic notion of a lekton’ in Everson, S., (ed.) Companions to Ancient Thought: 3 Language (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994): pp.109-28.

192 Simplicius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.209.10-14.

19 Simplicius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.209.10-14.
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they are ‘accidents’ (ovufduara) by virtue of ‘following upon’ (cvuPefnrévar) the former through their

participation in the latter and thereby falling under predicable concepts.

Porphyry’s theory of the first imposition of names, according to which the phenomena of nature are
representatively signified by the direct application of names, defines the intelligibility of linguistic terms
prerequisite for predication. In reception of Aristotle’s Categoriee a second type of signification is described by
Porphyry, conceptually mediated in predication. A linguistic expression (pwvij or Aé€ic) is composed of a
noun (8voua) and a verb or an adjective (6fua). In representative signification the object is to identify features
of the phenomenal world in order to establish the terms used in predication as meaningful at all. Such an
expression directly signifies a factual condition (mp&yua) composed of a particular individual (zéde 1) and
property (moiv), which is an attribute (€ktov). The expression is further classified by genus in the form of a
predicative statement (katnydpnua) indicating the universal (t6 ka@dAov), which is an incident (uebexrdv).
Insofar as a predicate is thereby predicable of a particular it is an accident (cUufauc), and what we indicate by
means of a predicate is that by falling under a universal the particular has a case (rt@oic), which is a resultant
(tevkdv). In predicative signification the object is to make a statement about features of the phenomenal
world by virtue of terms established as meaningfully identifiable as the objects they are through the first

imposition of names.

The first type of signification signifies particulars and their composition in factual conditions. It is a bipartite
theory according to which words directly signify things without the mediation of concepts. In this the
representative semantic relation contrasts with the conceptual semantic relation of the second type of
signification. The latter is a tripartite theory, whereby words directly signify concepts and thereby, indirectly
things. In the version of the theory as developed by Iamblichus apud Simplicius, the relationship between
linguistic expressions and what they signify is given greater precision. According to this version, words
(pwvai) signify neither common concepts (vorjuata), nor particular things (mpdyuara), but particular things
insofar as they fall under common concepts. Insofar as particular things fall under common concepts they are
specified as cases (ntdozig) and resultants (revkrd). Far from being mutually exclusive, the tripartite theory is
dependent on the bipartite theory for the meaningfulness of the terms predicated. The meaningfulness of
terms used in predication is indefeasible, whereas predications are verifiable or falsifiable by reference to the

sensible world, but indefeasible by reference to the thoughts which they express. Type one directly signifies
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things; type two directly signifies thoughts. It is in this sense that type one provides a physiological account
of meaning and type two, a logical account of meaning. But there is a third type of signification, for which a
metaphysical explanation is given, upon which both types one and two are causally dependent and to which

it is possible to reason from them. This is the subject of the next section.
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§2. Metaphysics

Plotinus thinks the Categorie a work of metaphysics concerning realities (mpdyuata), on which reading he
offers substantial criticism of Aristotle in ‘On the genera of being’ (ITepi T@v yev@v o0 dvrog)." Each reality,

195
t,”

however, is not the particular (kad' ékaotov) individual (zd8e 1) of Porphyry’s account,'” but the substance of

the thing itself (rod mpdyuaros kai ¢ ovaing).”* In a well-known passage in ‘On intelligible beauty’ (ITepi ro0

vontod kdAAovg)™”

Plotinus states that there is an individual hieroglyphic image for each thing (év ékactov

gkdoTov mpdyuatos dyaAucx) by which ‘to present the way there in truth’ (zrv ékei o0 §iééodov éuervar).'*®

[T307] Aokobor §¢ wor kai of Alyvntiwv cogol, eite dkpifel
émotriun AaPdvres efte xoi ovupUte, mepi dv &povAovro ik
ooiag deikvivar, un tomols ypauudrwv Sieéodevovar Adyovs
Kol TPOTAOEL UNOE  MIMOUUEVOLS QPWVES Kol TPOPOPXS
awpdtwy kexpfiodol, aydAuate 8¢ ypdpavres kai £v Ekaotov
EKAOTOV TPAYUATOS GYdAux EVIUIWOKVTES €V Toi¢ igpoic TV

éei<v>ov 8i1€€oSov Euprival, w¢ dpa Ti§ Kal EmMOTHUN Kol copin

Also the wise of Egypt seem to me, whether understanding
by precise knowledge or by nature, concerning those
things which they wanted to show through wisdom, to use
not arguments and premisses with regular types of letters
nor those imitating utterances and articulations of
propositions, but by writing images and engraving on the

temples one each for each object thus to present the

€kaoTdy éoTiv dyadua kol Umokeluevov kai dfpdov kai ov exposition of that thing, for each image is a particular

Stavnotg oudé Povdevorg. knowledge and wisdom and a unified entity and not

discursive reason or will.

Each hieroglyphic image is a unified and particular entity in itself (vmokeiuevov kai d8pdov) and a particular
instance of knowledge and wisdom (zi¢ ki ématriun kol copia Ekaotdv éotiv dyaAua). This use of hieroglyphs is
furthermore without recourse to the use of discursive reason (Siavdnoig) and its typical expression in
‘arguments and premisses’ (Adyovs kai mpotdoeic) and writing which imitates ‘utterances and articulations of
propositions’ (pwvds kal mpogopds aéiwudrwy), but preserves the ontology of its object, which allows one to

grasp the substrate (Umokefuevov) in its totality (¢6pdov).

194 plotinus Phil., Enneades 6.1-3 = Tractates 39.1-3/42-4: [lepi T@V YeV@Y T0D GvTog mo@dTov" ol 1) X1’ mepi T@v vrwv méoe, kod Tiver; Tept TGV
YEV@Vv ToD dvtog Sebrepov: ob 1} dpyri: énedn mepl TAV Aeyouévwy Séka Yev@v énéokenton; Iepi T@v YeV@V ToD Bvrog TpiTov: ob 1} doyii: mepl uev
ij¢ ovoing 6mm Sokel. See Strange, S. K., ‘Plotinus, Porphyry, and the Neoplatonic Interpretation of the ‘Categories” in Aufstieg und
Niedergang der Rémischen Welt (ANRW), Band 11 36.2 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1987): pp. 955-974.

19 Porphyrius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem 4.1.91.1-5.

196 plotinus Phil., Enneades 6.5.3.30-31 = Tractate 22.2/23: Ilgpi T00 70 6 £V kol TaTo 8v der TavTayod eivon GAov Sebtepov- ol 1) doxri 70 £V kad
TAUTOV dp1BuddL TavTayoD ducr SAov efva.

17 plotinus Phil., Enneades 5.8 = Tractate 28/31: Iepi ol vonTod kdAAovs” o6 1} dpx1}* émerdni pauev Tov év Oéo Tol vonTod - a commentary on
Plato Phil. Pheedrus 246d-247e.

1% cf, valentinus Phil., Theol., Evangelium veritatis = Nag Hammadi Codices 1, 3, The Gospel of Truth, 22.38-23.18 and Motte, L.,
‘L’hiéroglyphe, d’Esna a I'Evangile de Vérité’ in Deuxiéme Journée d’Etudes Coptes, Cahiers de la Bibliothéque Copte 3 (Louvain, Paris: Peeters,
1984).

199 Plotinus Phil., Enneades 5.8.6.1-19.
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The hieroglyphic example provided there is a specific instance of the general principle that ‘a certain wisdom
fashions all the things that are made, whether works of art or natural’ (ndvra 81 t& yivdueve, eite texvnra eite
Quoikd g, ool Tig oiei). The wisdom of the artist guides the production of the work. The artist himself is
also generated (yeyévnrar) in accordance with the wisdom of nature. This principle in nature (Adyov év
@Uoet) is either ‘of itself’ (€ avrod) or is generated by the further principle of intellect (6 voi¢ éyévvnoe thv

go@iav).™®

This distinction between ‘discursive’ (§iavdnaic) and ‘intellective’ (vod¢) thought is intended to overcome the
objection to the Platonic doctrine of Forms levelled by means of the Third Man Argument, but also responds
to the sceptical objections to which the Stoic position appeared to lend itself.””! The Stoic position is liable to
sceptical objections because it relies on to the idea that the distinctive faculty of the soul is discursive reason.
That is, insofar as the conceptual apparatus for discursive reason is the product of repeated exposure to the
causal influence of objects on the soul resulting in the formation of concepts organized as experience, some
further condition or criterion is required by which to judge whether or not the evidential relation itself might
reasonably be inferred. To that extent the objects of (Stoic) discursive reason are external to itself and
therefore liable to the standard sceptical objections concerning the possibility of establishing any non-
recursive connection between what is observed in perception as evidence on the basis of which inferences
about objects might be made. In order to preserve the possibility of knowledge, Platonists argue that
knowledge is by (non-material) intellect and of intelligibles with which it can be identical.* Plotinus’ account
explicitly focuses on the significative possibilities of hieroglyphic language for such intelligibles - as distinct
from language concerning the sensible world. His aim appears to be to secure a form of non-discursive
language which will advertise the fact (against potential sceptical objections) that knowledge is not based on
sense-perception.”” The third strand of my argument, then, concerns the relationship between ‘intellective’
(voepd) and ‘discursive’ (Stwvonrik) thought as treated in the Aristotelian reflections of Porphyrian

semantics.

200 plotinus Phil., Enneades 5.8.5.

! Wallis, R. T., ‘Nous as Experience’ in Harris, R. B., (ed.), The Significance of Neoplatonism (Albany: New York, 1976).

22 yoi¢ must know the essence (6 i) of its objects rather than merely its quality (¢ moidv 71). This is possible because ‘real truth consists
in agreement not with another but with itself, and it says nothing else beside itself, and is what it says and says what it is’ (1} dvrwg
M oV ouppwvoton dAA@ dAN' éauth, kal 0v8ev map' adTrv, dAAo Aéyer, <dAN' 6 Aéyer>, kai €oti, kaid & oTi, ToUTO Kol Aéyer). See Plotinus
Phil., Enneades 5.5.2.18-20. Cf. Wallis, R. T., ‘Nous as Experience’ in Harris, R. B., (ed.), The Significance of Neoplatonism (Albany: New York,
1976). See also Rappe, S., Reading Neoplatonism: Nondiscursive Thinking in the Texts of Plotinus, Porphyry, and Damascius (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2000).

23 Wallis, R. T., ‘Scepticism and Neoplatonism’ in Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen Welt (ANRW), Band I1. 36.2 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1987):
pp. 911-954,
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An obvious objection is that the possibility of non-discursive thought expressed through hieroglyphs is
excluded precisely by virtue of the sensible nature of the hieroglyphs themselves. If hieroglyphs are not to be
subject to sceptical objections based on causal relations between world and language inhering in discursive
thought, then there is an apparent need for some possibility of synthesizing hieroglyphs with the objects of

‘intellective’ (voepd) thought which accommodates their materiality within a broader framework,**

One possible answer to this might be not to allow Plotinus’ reflections on discursive and intellective language
to form part of the analysis of the Categorice at all, by reading Aristotle as offering an exclusively semantic as
opposed to metaphysical account. Porphyry may then have deliberately omitted any introduction of the
Forms into his semantics in order to leave room for the possibility of the synthesis of the Aristotelian account
with the Platonic. One way to achieve this is by characterizing the Platonic endeavour as proceeding from the
intelligible to the sensible and the Aristotelian endeavour as proceeding from the sensible to the
intelligible,” the causal-semantic sequence pwvH - vénua - mpdyua can be brought into correspondence with
the Neoplatonic hypostases 0 Yuxikdv - 6 voepdv - 10 Oeiov.” In so doing, the possibility of situating
hieroglyphics in an intermediate (rather than terminal) position and thus attributing to them a mediating

rdle in the process is provided for along lines I describe below.

Within the context of an exclusively logical topic, for example, lamblichus’ discussion of the Aristotelian
categories allows for the mediation of concepts (vorjuarx) between expressions (pwvai) and realities
(mpdyuara). These three elements, however, constitute in Tamblichus a tripartite account of universals (ta
kafdAov), not the controversial subject-matter of Aristotle’s text. Each element is the proper subject of three
distinct disciplines, namely: logic, physiology, and theology respectively; and each part of the account is

mapped onto the canonical tripartite account of the subject-matter of the Categoric.

[T308] &l toivuv Tepl yevav, W elpntaa, €oTiv avt@ 6 okonds,  If then for him the topic is about genera, as it is said, once
0i8e 8¢ mdMwv 1) Aoyikr) oU td mpd TGV MOAA@V (Beoloyiag ydp  again logic examines not things before the many (for that
&oyov T00T0), 008¢ Tak €v Toig TOAOIG (puatodoyiag yap ToiTo), s the subject of theology), nor things in the many (for this
aAMG T& EvvonuaTikg T £mi Toig moAMois kad VoTepoyevil, mis  is the subject of physiology), but concepts which are over

0UK €0Tan aUT(Q 0 OKOTOG el VonUATwV EvtaiBa, el ye Aoyik

24 Rappe, S., Reading Neoplatonism: Nondiscursive Thinking in the Texts of Plotinus, Porphyry, and Damascius (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000).

25 Gerson, L. P., ‘What is Platonism?” in Aristotle and Other Platonists (Ithaca, London: Cornell, 2005); Lloyd, A.C., The Anatomy of Neoplatonism
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).

26 See Ammonius Phil., In Aristotelis librum de interpretatione commentarius 24.24-9.
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éoTiv 1) ueta yeipoag mpayuateio;” the many and posterior, how for him will the topic not be
about concepts here, if at any rate logic is the business at
hand?

Accordingly, (i) expressions are ‘in the many’ (év toi¢ moAdoi¢) and are the subject of physiology, (ii) concepts are
‘over the many’ (éni toi¢ moAdoic) and the subject of logic, and (iii) realities are ‘before the many’ (mpd t@v
moAA@V) and the subject of theology. It is against this background that the peculiar significative possibilities

of hieroglyphic language (as attested by Tamblichus, Plotinus, and Porphyry) is considered.”®

The correspondences are not, however, entirely transparent. One might have expected, for instance, that the
‘realities’ of the tripartite account, which were the objects signified by utterances through the medium of
concepts, would be classified as items ‘in the many’, i.e. the particulars of the Porphyrian account. On the
other hand, on the standard tripartite account expressions too are particulars, a complication Iamblichus’
proposal resolves by juxtaposition of the Platonic ‘top-down’ account - i.e., by identifying realities with

intelligible rather than sensible objects, proceeding from the intelligible to the sensible.

[T309] ov pia toivuv yéyove 86éx mepi tob okomod t@v Not one opinion then has arisen concerning the subject-
Katnyomi@v, dMda tooadtar yeyovaor 86w, Soa té Svia matter of the Categorie, as many as actual objects have
kobéotnke: TorTd 06 TalTer, 1} mpdyuata 1} vorjuata i) gwval,  established; these are three, whether realities, concepts, or
Kol T& uév mpdypora e6ev mapdyerar, T 6€ vorjuate Umo To0  expressions, and realities are produced from god, concepts

voD, af 8¢ pwval Umo Tig Puyric.”* by the mind, and expressions by the soul.

Thereby a characteristically Neoplatonic hierarchical ontology is developed such that it is expressions that are
‘by the soul’ (vmo ths Yuxfc), concepts are ‘by the mind’ (vrd tod vod), and realities are ‘from god’ (0£dbev).
Porphyry’s Aristotelian account, by virtue of being purely ‘logical’, only deals with the first two levels of the
ontological hierarchy: both expressions (pwvai) and objects (mpdyuara) in that account are ‘in the many’ and
concepts (vorjuata) are ‘over the many’. It is the Platonic account that supplies realities (mpdyuara), which are

‘before the many’.

The position attributed by Simplicius and Olympiodorus to Iamblichus and outlined above appears at first

sight to present a radical departure from the Porphyrian semantic account, not merely (if one is committed to

27 Olympiodorus Phil., Prolegomena 19.31-34. Cf. Ammonius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias commentarius 8.20-9.16 and Simplicius Phil., In
Aristotelis categorias commentarium 9.8-10.20.

28 Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.1.1-2.5; Plotinus Phil. Enneades 5.8.5; Porphyrius Phil. Vita Pythagore 11.9-12.4.

29 olympiodorus Phil., Prolegomena 18.23-27.
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attributing to him a bipartite semantics) by conceding a mediating role to concepts (which, as I shall argue, is
neither necessary, nor justified), but also by contributing a further layer of ‘intellective interpretation’ (vogpd

fswpia)) in order to establish the possibility of an exegesis of the metaphysical substrate of the lower

ontological orders. The sources, however, emphasize both continuity and complementarity.

[T310] peta TovTov 8¢ 6 Oeiog TdupAixog moAvoTixov Kal adTog
npaypateiay €l tovto 0 Pipriov katePdrero, Ta uév moAld
toig Hoppupiov kai én' avtiis i Aééews katakodovddv, Tiva
8¢ émkpivwv ékelvwv kai Siopbp@v akpiBéotepov uetd Tod
VOTEMAELY THY ¢ €V ax0Aais TIPOG TAS EVOTATELS UaKpoAoYiaY,
navrayos O¢ TV voegpav Oewpiav EkdoTw oxedov TOV

kepadaiwy émribeis koi T1 kai dALo mpog ToUTOIS XPHOIUOV TG

After this the divine Iamblichus himself set down a prolix
treatise in this book, in many respects following what
Porphyry had said even using the same expression,
selecting some of these sections more strictly by restricting
verbosity against objections as in lectures, and everywhere
imposing intellective theory almost to every chapter and

adding something else useful to the treatise.

ovyypdupatt mpooTiOeic

He reasoned that the logical (Aoyixds) account (attributed to Porphyry) stands in need of correction for its
emphasis on ‘the utterances by the soul’ (ai §¢ pwvai vrd Tij¢ Yuyric), which are ‘in the many’ (v toi¢ moAAoic)
and ‘the work of natural science’ (pvaiodoyiag yap Todto). The conceptual (évvonuatikdc) account (attributed to
Alexander), similarly needs correction, for its emphasis on ‘the concepts by the mind’ (z& ¢ vorjuara vné tod
vo0), which are ‘over the many’ (éni toic moAMoic) and ‘posterior’ (Votepoyevr]). The third, divine (6giog) account
(attributed to Herminus) needs correction for emphasizing ‘realities’ (mpdyuara), which are ‘from god’
(B66ev) and ‘before the many’ (mpo t@v moAA@v), which is ‘the work of theology” (6soAoyivg yap épyov tovro).*
The crucial manceuvre here is not merely to treat the tripartite structure as indicative of a tripartite
ontology, but to treat the correspondence as a methodological principle for the exegesis of its metaphysical

implications.

The more problematic aspect of Iamblichus’ procedure lies in how to explain how universals as post rem
predicables can have an intermediary rdle to play between realities and utterances, since they are explicitly
posterior to the latter. The answer seems to lie in the apparent two-fold sense attributed to universals which
appears to have given rise to the problem of the subject-matter of the Categorie originally. Predicable post rem
concepts are indeed posterior to the common properties of individuals, but what explains the fact they are
predicable is itself prior to the predicable. The presupposition that Aristotelian universals were conceived of

as counterparts to Platonic Forms, performing the same explanatory work as the Forms (namely explaining

210 simplicius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.2.9-15.
It Olympiodorus Phil., Prolegomena 18.25-19.36.
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the predicability of common properties), is one reason that the ‘problem of universals’ was taken to be a

.22 However, a distinction between Forms as

problem of differing accounts of universals as such at al
explanatory of the participation of numerically distinct individuals in common properties and predicable
universals as ‘that which is predicated in common’ (76 kotvfj katnyopoduevov)™ would seem to be not only a
genuinely viable option in the development of the Neoplatonic harmonization of the two, but is in fact
explicitly argued. Nor is it simply a matter of making attempt not to attribute to the latter the explanatory
function of the former, but instead a réle complementary to it. In order to preclude the objection that the
explanatory role performed by the former is complicated by the relation of participation, ‘that which

participates’ (t0 ueréyov), (2) ‘that which is participated in’ (0 pereyduevov), and (3) ‘that which is

unparticipated’ (70 duébekrov) are further distinguished.*"*

If, then, universals are distinct from both Forms and particulars, how might lamblichus align the three such

that concepts might mediate realities and utterances?

[T311] N&oa 6AdTnG 1} mPS TAOV UEP@DV EaTLV 1] €K TV UEP@VY T
v T uépet. 1 yop év tif adri TO ExdoTov BewpoDuev idog, ko
OAov ékeivo mpo TAV uep@v Aéyouev T v T( aiti
TPOUNOOTAV" 7] €V TOIG METEXOUOLY OUTH¢ MEPEDL Kai TOUTO
Six@¢’ 1 yap év dmaotv opol Toig UEPEDL, Kol £0TL TOUTO €K TOV
UeP@V SAov, o0 kai 6Tiodv uépog amdv éAatroi T SAov: 1 év
EKAOTQ TOV YL@V, WS Kad ToD uépous katd uéde&v tod Shov
<6Mov=> yeyovirog, & kad moiel TO uépog eivar Shov uepik@s. kab'
Unapéiv uév obv Ghov 10 ék T@v uepdv' kat' aitiorv 88 T med
TQOV uep@V* kata uéBetv 8¢ 10 v T uépel. kol yap todto kot
goxdrny vpeotv SAov, 1] pipeiton T0 &k TAV uep@v GAov, Stav un
0 TUXOV 1j Mépog, dAAG T3 SAw Suvduevov dgouotododat ob ko

T uéon SAa éotiv.’®

See Gerson, L. P.,

http://individual.u a/lpge
Quine (1961), & Wolterstorff (1970).
13 Aristoteles Phil., Metaphysica 1003a11.
214 proclus Phil.,, Institutio theologica 23-4.

Every whole is either a whole-before-the-parts, a whole-of-
the-parts, or a whole-in-the-part. For either the form of
each thing is surveyed in its cause, and we call that which
subsists in its cause a whole prior to parts, because it
presubsists in the cause, or it is seen in the parts which
participate of it. And this in a twofold respect: for it is
either seen in all the parts together, and this is a whole
consisting of parts, any part of which being absent
diminishes the whole, — or, it is seen in each of the parts,
so that the part likewise becomes by participation a whole;
which makes the part to be a whole partially. The whole,
therefore, which is according to reality consists of parts;
but the whole which is prior to parts is according to cause.
And the whole which is in a part is according to
participation: for this, likewise, according to an ultimate
diminution or remission is a whole so far as it imitates the
whole which consists of parts, since it is not any casual

part, but that which is capable of being assimilated to a

Problem of Universals’

Invention of the
e i if, contra Landesman (1971),

25 Proclus Phil., Institutio theologica 67.1-14. Cf. Simplicius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.82.35-83.10; Asclepius Phil., In
Aristotelis metaphysicorum libros A-Z commentaria 433.9-436.6; Porphyrius Phil., In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et
responsionem 90.30-91.18; Ammonius Phil., In Porphyrii isagogen sive quinque voces 41.1-42.26; 68.25-69.2.
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whole of which the parts likewise are wholes.”*

An Aristotelian universal, in this context, is ‘a whole consisting of parts’ (todto ék T@v uep@v dAov) in contrast
both to the Platonic Form, which is ‘a whole prior to parts’ (6Aov ékeivo mpd t@v uep@v), and the particular, a
‘part <that> becomes by participation a whole’ (to0 uépovg katd uébeérv tod SAov <6Aov> yeyovdrog). In this case
a particular, i.e. a part which becomes by participation a whole, participates in a universal, i.e. a whole
consisting of parts, and the Form, i.e. a whole prior to parts, is unparticipated (duébexrov). The difficulty
addressed here is the apparent irreconcilability of immanence and transcendence of the Forms alluded to

217

above.”” It depends, however, on a conception of participated universals as both a posteriori abstractions from

particulars and a priori Forms causally determinative of those particulars.

The Neoplatonic solution to this apparent incommensurability between the dual conception of participated
universals lies in the role of the former in ‘procession’ (mpdodog) and of the latter in ‘reversion’ (émotpon).*®
The standard conception of dialectic among late Platonists was that it had four branches: definition (épiotikn),
division (Sioapetin), demonstration (drnodeiktikn), and analysis (dvadvtiki).”” Division is to ‘make the one into
many’ (6 &v moAd moigiv); definition is to ‘collect many into one’ (td moAA& ovvdyewv eic €v).” These two are
then converse procedures. Demonstration ‘begins from causes and primary things’ (dné aitiov ki mpdTwv
dpyouévng); analysis ‘begins from effects and secondary things’ (¢no t@v aitiar@v kai Sevtépwv dpxerar), ‘for
analysis is nothing if not the converse of demonstration’ (008év ydp éotiv avdAvoi, el un anddeiic
dvreotpauuévn).’*! Analysis, that is, ‘concerns what is consequent to first principles’ (nepi 8¢ T ueta tag dpxdc)
and ‘traces the desired result back to an acknowledged principle’ (én' dpxnv Suodoyovuévnv avdyovon o

{nrovuevov).””

[T312] ‘Yno 8¢ tavtnv piov ki SAnv uébodov ai térrapsg Under this single and complete method the four functions
tedobor Suvduels, opiotik), kol SlpeTike), kol anodeikTiky, Kai  operate, division, and definition, and demonstration, and

avadutikn® kal yap 6mov uév SieAeiv dvarykaiov 7j w¢ dmo €vos  analysis; for also here on the one hand it is necessary to

16 Dodds, E. R., Proclus. The elements of theology, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963) (2nd edn.; repr. 1977).

217 Aristoteles Phil., Metaphysica 990b27-34.

18 Contrast Plotinus apud Porphyrius Phil., Vita Plotini 10.35-36: ékeivovg §ei mpog éué Eoxeobou, 0vk ué mpog ékeivovs and Iamblichus Phil., De
mysteriis 1.12.35-39: dAAd ko' aUTO T0 dAnbeg w¢ fovdeton avadiSdokerv, Thv yvunv t@v avlpdnwy émrndeiav dnepyadduevar Tpog TO UETEXELY
@V BV, kai dvdyovow avThv Tpog Tovg Oeovg kol S Tie1Boiis Euueots ouvapud{ovoat.

19 See Proclus Phil., In Platonis Parmenidem 982.19-30; 1003.6-29; Syrianus Phil., In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria 3.30-33; Elias Phil., In
Porphyrii isagogen 37.9-11; Damascius Phil., In Philebum 54.1; Simplicius Phil., In Aristotelis libros de anima commentaria [Sp.?] (fort. auctore
Prisciano Lydo) 11.9.33-37; Ammonius Phil., In Porphyrii isagogen sive quinque voces 34-24-25; David Phil., In Porphyrii isagogen commentarium
88.8-9; Joannes Philoponus Phil., In Aristotelis analytica priora commentaria 13.2.307.5-8.

220 proclus Phil., In Platonis Parmenidem 649.25-26.

21 Elias Phil., In Porphyrii isagogen 37.17.23.

222 proclus Phil., In primum Euclidis elementorum librum commentarii 57.23; 211.20-21.
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yévoug el¢ €idn, fj w¢ amd Shov eig uéon Sidgopa, 1 GAAwS
onwoobv* dmov 8¢ opicaabar Oei, Tdg TE OPIOTIK@V €lbévan
S106popds Kol ToG TOV OPLOU@Y Kad' EkdoTnv Tdév TV Gvrwv:

1

0pileaba yap Suvarov ki ano eidovg Kai amo tiig UANG kai 8t

-73-

distinguish either as from one genus to species, or as from
the whole to different parts, or otherwise in any way
whatever; and on the other hand there one must divide,

both to know the differences of the things divided and

dugpotépwv: 6mov 8¢ dmodeiso, kol Evraiba Tds T TGV aiTGV  those of the dividers according to each order of being; for

dvdykn Siayryvdokerv Siopopds: dAAw ydp Emi T@v EVUAWY T&  to be divided is possible both from species and from matter

oitia kel dAws émi t@v didwv Anmréov, dMAws Eni TGV 4pd through both; but elsewhere to demonstrate, and here

KIVOUUEVWY, Kkai dAMwS €mi TV drwvifrwy: Srov 8¢ dvaddoat  the necessity is to distinguish differences of causes; for

HEXPL TGV MPWTWY" Kotk Y&p 1) 0 T00 (Tovpevou uetdaois mi otherwise the causes of things implicated in matter and

T GANer TOTE UV WG €Ml T aiTier yiyveTar AvaAVTIKGIG, TOTE 86 therwise one must assume things not material, otherwise

[ /. SRR ) ‘ 3 ~ v ~ 7
wW¢ ETL OLVAITIX, TOTE 8¢ W¢ ET XUPOTEPX” TAVTKX 8¢ XVXYKXIOV things moved, and otherwise thil’lgS unmoved; and

€01 1] MOpEQY S EmoKomELy TOV T] HeBOS XPUEVOV, SIOTL 8N 1o here it s necessary to analyse as far as the first

KO TO THPOKEIMEVOV T (G TO AKPOTATOV EGTLV, 1] (WG TO EOXATOV EV things; for also the descent from what is sought to other

P 4 noc ’ . ¥, 223
ol ovowy, i g uéonv T Exov. things sometimes analytically comes to the causes, other

times to the accessory causes, sometimes to both; with
respect to these it is necessary to examine not incidentally
the use of the method, because it is the proposal or the
farthest point, or the last among the things that are, or

having a middle order.

In analysis, then, starting with assertions about what is consequent to first principles - i.e. observable
particulars - one proceeds upwards to acknowledged principles or accessory causes. This species of analysis
proceeding from effects to causes is therefore distinct from Aristotelian conceptions of syllogistic analysis,
being the characteristically Platonic process of ascent from the sensible to the intelligible. Strictly speaking in
hieroglyphic exegesis ascent through analysis is from the sensible particular to the intellective content of the
glyphs, which content is presumably to be thought of as an accessory cause, the first principles being the
unified intelligible thoughts. In line with Iamblichean precedent, then, exegetical procedure is (i) to abstract
from sensible phenomena to universal concepts, (ii) by analogy or allusion, (iii) by virtue of pre-eminent
examples of Forms for the possibility of unified thought. The objects of Platonist interest are precisely those
objects which legitimize the application of the procedure itself (Forms), rather than the items to which the

procedure is applied (particulars), or the results of applying the procedure (predicables).

There might be thought to be some difficulty concerning how reversion can be fully realized if the productive
principle is ‘more perfect’ (releidrepa) than its effect.”” In other words, how can analysis be possible if the

starting-point of the ascent is a state of ontological subordination or inferiority, specifically as deficient in

223 proclus Phil., In Platonis Parmenidem 1003.6-29.
224 proclus Phil., Institutio theologica 36.2.
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évépyewa? The question is specifically addressed in a doctrine, which Olympiodorus attributes to Iamblichus,

apparently undoing the earlier Neoplatonic doctrine of decreasing évépyeix as emanation from the One

approaches matter.

[T313] 6 8¢ Oeiog TduPAixog 00 Saxpiver T VPnAdTepa dmd TGV
kohotépwv tfj mAciovt uetaddoer (ndvra yop dxpr thg UAng
Kkdtewor Soyux ydp éotiv, do' ob &v T1 doénton évepyeiv un
TaveaBon dxpL TOV ETXATWV" €L Ydp Kl IoXUPITERGY E0TLV, dAA
Sovatar S tij¢ méppw Sinatdosws avravicwais yiveabar mpdg
70 doBevéatepov), dAla Siakpivel T¢) Spipvtépay Ty uetddooty
TV vyYnlotépwv eivar. udAdov yap épiéusbu eivou finep {wii,

kol uGAAov to0 (A finep ToD voeiv.”

The divine Iamblichus does not distinguish the higher
things from the lower things by the greater exchange (for
all things come down even as far as matter; for it is a
doctrine, from which anything that begins to operate not
cease even as far as the last things; for if it is also stronger,
but balance is able through the onwards distension to come
into being with respect to the weaker thing), but
distinguishes [them] by the keener exchange of the higher

things. For we rather give up that than even life, and rather

living than thinking.

Procession explicitly entails no diminishment of the productive principle.”” Olympiodorus’ Iamblichean
doctrine of ‘balance’ (dvravicwoig) makes this possible without decreasing activity (évépyeia) through
‘distension’ (Siwotdoig) of ‘the stronger’ (loyvpdrepdv) to ‘the weaker’ (acBevéorepov), also referred to as
‘exchange’ (uerddooig) of ‘the higher things’ (z& 0ynAdrepa) and ‘the lower things’ (ra koiddrepa). Everything,
he argues, descends as far as matter (ndvra yop dypr tijs UAng kdreior). If emanation from the Neoplatonic One
does not entail decreasing activity with proximity to the sensible realm, but extends whole as far as matter,
then matter preserves évépyeir undiminished and therefore the bridge between the divine, conceptual, and
material is traversable in both directions without loss. The tripartite lamblichean ontology thereby describes
a situation in which analysis undertaken on the basis of the work of natural science can result in a fully
‘energetic’ account of conceptual movements in the soul, on which further basis it can also result in an
equally fully ‘energetic’ account of divine realities. It is possible to apply intellective interpretation to the
work of natural science unattenuated precisely because the latter is continuous with and complementary to
the former, specifically in terms of balance of activity. On this account semantic theory is a matter of interest
to Iamblichus not merely because it lends itself to being subsumed under the broader metaphysical
framework within which he is operating, but precisely because properly conceived it presents a means of

rational ascent to the first principles upon which meaning depends.

5 0lympiodorus Phil., In Platonis Alcibiadem commentarii 110.13-111.2.
226 proclus Phil., Institutio theologica 26.1-2: I[I&v T TapaKTIKOV aiTioV FAAWY UEVOV aUTO £’ EqvTOD TIppdyel Tok UeT' aUTo Kol Tok EQedis.
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§3. Interpretation

There are then two main traditions of interpretation of the semantics of the Neoplatonic Aristotelian
commentators. They are: (i) a bipartite theory according to which words directly signify things without the
mediation of concepts; and (ii) a tripartite theory whereby words directly signify concepts and thereby,
indirectly, things. Simplicius explicitly seeks to unify the two traditions, a possibility which Porphyry had
already provided for, and cites otherwise unidentified Academicians (oi 8¢ drd tfj¢ Akadnuing)® to the effect
that words signify neither concepts, nor things, but things insofar as they fall under concepts, which are cases
and resultants. I have also outlined a distinctively lamblichean strategy of mapping a tripartite Neoplatonic
ontology of universals onto the tripartite semantic theory. This is a development of a thought one element of
which we already find in Plotinus, who conceived of hieroglyphic dydAuara as non-discursively presenting
(éugfivan) particular (intelligible) truths as a unified whole. Finally, Tamblichus’ introduction of intellective
interpretation (voepa Oewpix), directed towards a theology to complement the physiological and logical
accounts he finds in his predecessors, was investigated to establish the kind of metaphysical knowledge such

hieroglyphic language might be thought to afford.

Inferential argumentation from the phenomena of the generated world via analysis is a key concern of
Neoplatonic hieroglyphic exegesis insofar as empirical observations explain why linguistic items bear the
meanings they do, rather than license inferences about what they might mean. The relation between sign and
object depicted (and therefore referred to in explanation of the meaning of the sign) is not conceptually
mediated (but parastatically, or representatively), therefore the empirical veridicality of a predicable
attribute in its application to the object depicted, explains not the meaning of the glyph, but why it is the
glyph bears the meaning it does. There is, then, no requirement for a Neoplatonic commitment to an
evidence-based inferential semantics in which it is the meanings of glyphs (or linguistic expressions more

generally), rather than the reasons explaining why they do so, which are inferred.

As I argued above, natural history cannot be used to explain why it is that certain hieroglyphic signs mean
what they do (in the sense of providing a causal account of meaning), it can, however, be adduced to explain

that the meanings of hieroglyphic signs are in fact what they are. If natural history has explanatory value in

7 Le. Platonists. Simplicius Phil. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 8.209.11.
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this second sense, can not one also infer from natural history the significance of glyphs otherwise not
understood? That is, can the understanding of the fact that certain linguistic items have known meanings
(provided by a natural-historical resource such as Aristotle or Alian) license an increasingly productive
hermeneutic for establishing the meaning of signs with previously unknown meanings (without, that is,
thereby being committed to a causal account of meaning)? The answer to this question depends on the extent
to which this further commits the exegete to the correspondence of the observations provided in explanation
of hieroglyphs with factual conditions. If, that is, those observations are, at least in principle, falsifiable, the
validity of the explanation of the meaning of signs may be thought susceptible to a critical objection. If the
observational evidence is susceptible of being falsified, any inference drawn from it lacks an intrinsic mark of
veridicality. No doubt if the predicability of a given attribute were falsified, the semantic relation too would
likely, but not necessarily, lapse. On the other hand, if the explanation of the meaning of a hieroglyphic sign
is dependent upon the formal properties of the glyph itself, namely that it depicts such-and-such an item, it is
the glyph and not the object it depicts that licenses the inference that its meaning can be explained in terms

of that which it depicts.

The logico-metaphysical picture resulting from the above may briefly be spelled out as follows. Written
language differs from spoken language by virtue of medium alone.””® Spoken language differs from thought as
the actualization of a potentiality for articulation or utterance. Predicative thought is causally effected by the
phenomena of the sensible world (and therefore posterior to it), but by virtue of the prior relation of

participation of the sensible in the intelligible.

Even given a sufficiently well-developed account of the various types of relations described above (between
the sign in question, what it depicts, what it signifies, and how it informs the associated exegetical
procedure), one outstanding question remains: the nature and content of the allusive or enigmatic function of
hieroglyphs. The tradition of hieroglyphic exegesis is not an innovation on Neoplatonism’s part. Van der
Horst (1987) and Le Boulluec (1981) have correspondingly noted extensive exegetical parallels for the
exegeses of Porphyry and Iamblichus in Clement and Plutarch before that, suggestive of a common source in

Cheeremon, who, it is supposed, was most likely first to have identified the exegetical possibilities peculiar to

228 See Barnes, J., ‘Meaning, Saying, Thinking’ in Déring, K. & Ebert, Th. (edd.) Dialektiker und Stoiker: zur Logik der Stoa und ihrer Vorldufer
(Stuttgart: Steiner, 1993).
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l 229

the Egyptian material.®”” Chaeremon is typically identified by three epithets: iepoypauuareds, pirdoopog, and
Stwikdg. That the latter is an appropriate designation is apparent from the typically Stoic exegetical strategy
of employing a ‘natural theory of the gods’ (puoikds Adyog mepi Oe@v),” and conceiving ‘in general everything
as referring to physical things’ (SAw¢ ndvra eis & puokd).” This might naturally be expected to encounter
some doctrinal resistance amongst Platonists and just such doctrinal differences are perhaps most explicit in
Porphyry’s reconsideration of Chaeremon. The latter had, for example, advanced a physical-astral conception
of divinity** rejected by Porphyry”* on Platonizing grounds (perhaps signifying a change in Porphyry’s
attitude to Cheeremon)® but paralleled by two passages from the Stromata on the subject of hieroglyphs and
at least one passage from the Hieroglyphica, collected by Van der Horst among the fragmenta dubia of
Cheaeremon.”

[T314] Xarpriuwv uév yop kai of Aot 0ud' dAAo 1 mpo t@v  For Chaeremon and the others do not believe in anything

OPWUEVWY KOoUwWV Nyodvial, €v apxfs Adyw Tiféuevor tovg  prior to the visible worlds, stating that the basic principles

Alyvrtiov, 0u8' EMoug Beovs mARY TOV TAavNT@OV Agyouévwv
Kol T@OV ovumAnpovviwv Tov {@diakov kai Goor ToUTolg
napavatéAovoy, td¢ Te el¢ TOUG SeKaVOUS TOMAS Kol ToUS

WPOOKOTTOUS Kl TOUG AEYOUEVOUS KpaTaloDs Hyeudvag™

are the gods of the Egyptians and that there are no other
gods than the so-called planets, and those stars which fill
up the zodiac, and all those that rise near them, and the

sections relating to the decans, and the horoscopes, and

the so-called mighty rulers.”’

On the one hand, Porphyry himself elaborates extensively on thematic depictions of Egyptian-provenanced
realia in the treatise Mepi ayodudrwv: girdle, sceptre, royal wing, egg; feet joined together, robe of many
colours, golden sphere; and man embarked on a ship set on a crocodile. Divine names, sacred animals, comets,
&c. are all covered, as is any natural object or phenomenon thought to be susceptible of being signified or

signifying in some sense: natural signs, written signs of sounds, or hieroglyphic signs of natural objects.

2 Van der Horst, P., Cheeremon: Egyptian Priest and Stoic Philosopher (Leiden: Brill, 1984); Le Boulluec, A., (ed.) Les Stromates (bk V, 2 voll.)
(Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1981).

0 Cheeremon Hist. et Phil., Fragmenta 12.

#1 Cheeremon Hist. et Phil., Fragmenta 5.

#2 Fragm. 21D = Porphyrius Phil., De abstinentia 4.9 = Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Preeparatio Evangelica 3.4.8-14.

23 Fragm. 5 = Porphyrius Phil., Epistula ad Anebonem 2.12-13 = Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Preparatio Evangelica 3.4.1-2.

24 With parallels in fragm. 6 (= Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Preparatio Evangelica 3.9.15), fragm. 7 (= Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Preeparatio
Evangelica 3.13.8), fragm. 8 (= Porphyrius Phil., Epistula ad Anebonem 2.15), and fragm. 9 = lamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 8.4) where
lamblichus claims that the Salmeschiniaca are Hermetic writings, though claiming Chaeremon is opposed to astrology. For the use of the
decans of the zodiac as explanations of gods, cf. Egyptian astrological calendars, possibly of Babylonian origin.

%5 Fragment 17D (= Porphyrius Phil., Mepi dyaApdrwv = Eusebius Preeparatio Evangelica 3.11.45-13.2) shows additional parallels with fragm.
5 (= Porphyrius Phil., Epistula ad Anebonem 2.12-13 = Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Pragparatio Evangelica 3.4.1-2), fragm. 21D (= Porphyrius
Phil., De abstinentia 4.9 = Eusebius Theol., Scr. Eccl., Preparatio Evangelica 3.4.8-14), 25D (= Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica), and 26D (=
Joannes Tzetzes Gramm., Poeta, Chiliades 12.723-736), as well as test. 9 (= Porphyrius Phil., Contra Christianos fragm. 39). Fragment 12 (=
Tzetzes Exegesis in Iliadem 1.97) also shows parallels with fragm. 21D and 25D in addition to 19D (= Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata
5.7.41-43) and 20D (= Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 5.4.20-21).

26 porphyrius Phil,, Epistula ad Anebonem 2.12b.1-5.

%7 Van der Horst, P., (ed.) Cheremon: Eqyptian Priest and Stoic Philosopher, 2" edn (Leiden: Brill, 1987).
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[T315] “Hhov &¢ onuaivovov mote uev &’ avOpdmov
émpPePnrdrog mhoiov, Tod mhoiov émi kpokodeilov Keugvou.
dnlot 8¢ 10 uev mhoiov v €v Vyp@d kivnow, 6 8¢ kpokbdeidog
néTipov B8wp, év ¢ pépetan 6 ffliog. onuaivero Totvuv 6 ffAog

81’ dépog Vypod kal yAUkeog thv mepinéAnowy moteiofon.”
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They symbolize the sun by a man embarked on a ship
which is set upon a crocodile. The ship indicates the sun’s
movement in a liquid element, the crocodile the potable
water in which the sun moves. Thus they symbolize that
the sun accomplishes his revolution through air that is

liquid and sweet.

However, a crucial Platonic distinction, on the basis of which Porphyry rejects what he sees as the reductive

physicalism of his Stoic predecessor, is preserved in the explicit denial that the physiological material as such

is the direct object of Egyptian theosophical speculation.

[T316] 8t1 8¢ 0U8e Tor {Pax Oe0vs ryodvTan, eikdvag 8¢ émotodvro
kol ovuPolra tadta Be@v, dndoi T moAAaxos Bods avaxOvrag

Ocoic €v taic iepounvioig kol Tais mEds Oeovg Oprokeivig

But that they do not believe the animals to be gods but
made them the images and symbols of the gods is apparent

from the fact that in many places they bring up bulls for

Bovbuteiv. nAiw uev yap kai oeArjvy fods avidpwoay.” the gods at their festivals in the sacred months and in their

religious services and sacrifice them. For they consecrate

bulls to the sun and the moon.

For Porphyry, then, it is not the ‘images and symbols’ in themselves that are the objects of theological
interest, but what they are images and symbols of. On the contrary, in the presumably generalizable cases of
bulls what these images and symbols represent and symbolize are immune to the variability one finds in the
images themselves. This distinction consequently enables Porphyry to argue that the names of the gods in
various languages are simply variant expressions of the same divine reality, a doctrine which Iamblichus

would later strenuously oppose.

[T317] To &8¢ avto Svvarar Anuritnp map' “EAAnot kad Toig mop'
Alyvrrioig’ kod ndAv Kdon map' "EAAnor kad  Aiévvoog, kai Toig

kol "Oapig o' Atyvmriong.*

Demeter has the same power among the Greeks as Isis
among the Egyptians, and also Kore and Dionysus among

the Greeks the same power as Isis among the Egyptians.

Though motivated, then, by the unacceptability of the Stoic analysis in accordance with which the gods are
interpreted in the strictly physical terms of their representation, it is not, however, allegorical interpretation
as such that Porphyry rejects. Instead it is the application of those exegetical techniques without the

guidance of the appropriate metaphysical té)og of the philosophical endeavour, namely an interpretation

28 porphyrius Phil., Mepi dyadudrwv 10.18-23.
29 Porphyrius Phil., Mepi dyaAudrwv 10.81-5.
20 porphyrius Phil., Mepi dyoAudrwy, 10.28-30.
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observing properly Platonic criteria for an exegesis of the structure and genesis of the cosmos. It was
necessary to conceive of allegorical interpretation in such a way as to preserve the individual ontological
identities of the object to be interpreted and the object of which it is interpreted as being an allegory. This is
because it was the respective ontological statuses of these objects upon which the allegorical reinterpretation

of the culturally Egyptian material is dependent for its relevance.”*'

Iamblichus opposed any form of syncretism in the exegetical endeavour.

[T318] AAL' 6 dkoVwv, @ri¢, TPOG T& TNUEIVUEVE dpopd, WaTe
aUTAOKNG 1 aUTH uévovoa Evvolx, KAV OmOLOVoDV UTdpxh
tovoua. TS §' 00 To100Tdv €oT1v olov o0 mpooeddknoag: el uév
Yop 1iv katd cUVOHKNY Kelueva To SVSuaTe, VSV Siépepe T
Erepa avri TOV ETEpwV  uetadauPdvev: el 8¢ Ti] @uoEl
ovvAptnTar TV SVvTwv, Td udAAov avti] mpooeokdTa Kol TOig
Oeoi éoti Srimov mpooiréotepar €k 81 ToDde KaTapaiveTar W
eUAGYwS Kai 1 TOV iep@v EOVAHV TPOKEKPITAL YWV TPO TV
M wv avbpdnwv: ovdé yap mdvtws Vv avtnv Sinowlel
Sudkvoiav uebepunvevdueva to dvduate, dAA' €oti tiva kad'

Ekaotov €Bvog tbiduare, advvara ei¢ dAdo €Bvos S pwvig

“But,” so you say, “a listener looks to the meaning, so
surely all that matters is that the conception remains the
same, whatever the kind of words used.” But the situation
is not as you suppose. For if the names were established by
convention, then it would not matter whether some were
used instead of others. But if they are dependent on the
nature of real beings, then those that are better adapted to
this will be more precious to the gods. It is therefore
evident from this that the language of sacred peoples is
preferred to that of other men, and with good reason. For

the names do not exactly preserve the same meaning when

onpaiveofon” Eneira Kiv el 0idv te avtd pebeppnvever, dAMd they are translated; rather, there are certain idioms in

v ye SUvauiv oUKETL QUAdTTEL TNV avthv' éxel O¢ kal T& . . . .
Y H ¢ v eumy ex every nation that are impossible to express in the language

PdpPapar dvépara moMiv pev Eugaotv moAMy & ouvrouiav, of another. Moreover, even if one were to translate them,

dugifoding ve eMdrrovos pevsoxme ok mowiMag o Tob this would not preserve their same power. For the

AMiBous T@v Aééewv: Sik mdvra §1) bV TabTa cUVaPUS(EL Toi . C .
neovs & " ouac S barbarian names possess weightiness and great precision,

7 242
KOEITTOgLY: participating in less ambiguity, variability and multiplicity

of expression. For all these reasons, then, they are adapted

to the superior beings.*

As applied to hieroglyphic Egyptian the conception at stake is the textual tradition of recorded ‘perfect
speech’ (mdt-nfit), capable of a divine power or efficacy missing in, for example, Greek. The theme of the
particular superiority of Egyptian over Greek (and of texts in the original language to translations) as the
language of theology is in this sense far from incidental to the Neoplatonic project.** lamblichus explains that

the origin of Egyptian symbolism lies in a desire born of Egyptian native superiority to inferior peoples to

241 For which we have the explicit and directly comparable ‘Middle’ Platonic precedent of Plutarch’s interpretation of various elements of
Egyptian religion and their relation to theosophical speculation. Cf. Brenk, F. E., “Isis is a Greek Word”. Plutarch’s Allegorization of
Egyptian Religion’, Jiménez, A.P., Lépez, ].G. & Aguilar, R.M., (edd.), Plutarco, Platén y Aristdteles in Actas del V Congresso Internacional de la
LP.S. (Madrid-Cuenca, 1999): pp.227-237 & Richter, ‘Plutarch on Isis and Osiris: Text, Cult, and Cultural Appropriation’, Transactions of the
American Philological Association 131 (2001): pp.191-216.

2 Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.5.1-19.

3 Clarke, E. C., Dillon, J., & Hershbell, J. P., lamblichus: On the Mysteries (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003).

244 Porphyrius Phil., Epistula ad Anebonem 2.10a.4-6.
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provide a mode of initiation into the mysteries through symbols.* The particular form of ‘the terms that are
unintelligible’ (t& donua dvduara),”* identified as the language of the priests and the speech of the gods, must,
for lamblichus, remain untranslated because it preserves the most archaic, i.e. primitive and original form of
a visible manifestation of the divine - the ideal being the intelligible manifestation of divinity in silence. For
that reason conventionally determined concepts, which vary as such from people to people and from time to
time, create ambiguity unsuitable for the superior purpose of forming concepts of the divine. To call such
terms ‘unutterable and barbarous’ (t@v dvoudrwv t@v T dpOéyktwy Kkl TGV PapPfdpwv) is a trait of the
Egyptian peasantry, who do not exhibit the superiority of those Egyptians who first were allotted communion

with the gods.””

To suppose, then, that the emphasis placed on the need to interpret hieroglyphs is explained as a consequence
of a prior commitment to reading allegorical symbolism into Egyptian inscriptions and by tracing that
commitment back either to earlier Christian-Gnostic or Jewish-Alexandrine tradition is to beg the question. In
providing instruction in the interpretation of hieroglyphs neither Iamblichus nor the tradition more
generally entertains any scruples in spelling out the esoteric meaning of hieroglyphic symbols. It cannot be
maintained, therefore, that the need for interpretation arises simply from a desire attributed to the Egyptian
scribes to preclude the possibility of profanation of doctrine by its being accessible to the uninitiated. Clearly,
this may be one type of motivation, and Iamblichus is explicit that Egyptian aiviyuara do serve a concealing
function.*®® On the other hand, if initiatic secrecy were merely a matter of receiving proper instruction then

esotericism could not be other than a contingent feature.

[T319] Tr¢ &' avthi¢ Bco0dpov Movong kakeiva Seiton el¢ Thv
Sidhvory Tt dmoprjuata: mpdtepov §€ ocor Povdouot TOV
Atyvrriwv Tov tpdmov tij¢ Oeodoyiag Siepunvedonr: obTol yap
v @low To0 Tavrtos kol TtHV Snuiovpyiav TV Be@v
UIUOUKEVOL Kol aUTOl TV UUOTIK@DV Kol ATOKEKPUUUEVWY Kol
AQAVAV VoroewV elkdvag Tivag S ovuPrwv ékpaivovory,
Womep Kai 1) QUoLs TOIG EuPaveoty eldeat Tovg dpaveis Adyovs
S ovufddwv tPdmov Tiva dmetvnoato, 1 6 T@V Bedv

Snuiovpyia Ty dAnBeiav TGV 8@V Sk TOV PaveP®DV EIKOVWY

The following difficulties require the same theosophical
Muse for their solution, but first of all, I would like to
explain to you the mode of theology practised by the
Egyptians. For these people, imitating the nature of the
universe and the demiurgic power of the gods, display
certain signs of mystical, arcane and invisible intellections
by means of symbols, just as nature copies the unseen
principles in visible forms through some mode of

symbolism, and the creative activity of the gods indicates

25 Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.1.7-11: donep kad /) pv0I§ T0IG EUPaveaty eideat Tovg dpaveis Adyovs Sid auuPdAwv tedmov Tvd dretvnwaro,
1 8¢ TV Oe@v Snpovpyia v dABeiay TGV 0@V S1d TGOV Pavep@v eikévwy vreypdiparto.

¢ Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.4.4-5.
7 Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.5.57-58.

8 JTamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.1.13-16: eikétwg kal avTol TOV MEGoPopov avTi§ TPOMOV THS KEKPUMUEVNS €V Toi ouuPdols uvotaywyiag

TPOPEPOUALV.
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vneypdpato. ElddTec ovv yaipovta mdvrea T Kpeitrova
OUOLWTEL TOV UTI0SEETTEPWV Kard fouAduevor avtd ayaf@dv oUTw

TAnpoOV Sid TH¢ Katd TO SUVATOV MUHOEWS, EIKOTWS Kol aUToL
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the truth of the forms in visible signs. Perceiving,
therefore, that all superior beings rejoice in the efforts of

their inferiors to imitate them, and therefore wish to fill

oV mpdogopov avtfis Tedmov THG kekpuuugvig év ol them with good things, insofar as it is possible through

ovpPolois uoraywyias mpogépovory.* imitation, it is reasonable that they should proffer a mode

of concealment that is appropriate to the mystical doctrine

of concealment in symbols.

The answer to the question of the necessity of interpretation, then, can be discovered, I suggest, in the nature
of the objects of theological or metaphysical language and thought. If what is elemental in language can also
be assumed to be original, then some attempt to recover ancient linguistic elements might be expected to
work as a route to original understanding of the natural appropriacy and divine power of names in denoting

their objects.

Though Plotinus had not provided any exegesis of the ‘particular knowledge and wisdom’ (ri¢ ki émotriun koi
oopia) hieroglyphic dydAuata afford, Tamblichus enthusiastically obliges, specifically employing the

intellective interpretative method to do so.

[T320] "Axove 81} 00V kai U KaTd TOV T@V Alyuntiwy VooV TV
@V oUUPSAWY Voepav Siepunvevoly, dQeic Uev TO &mo TS

pavtaoiog kol Ti¢ aKofig eldwAov avT@v TOV ouuPolik@v, mi

Hear, therefore, the intellective interpretation of the
symbols, according to Egyptian thought: banish the image
of the symbolic things themselves, which depends on

250

8¢ TV voepdv dAOs1ay EQUTOV ERaVayayWv. imagination and hearsay, and raise yourself up towards the

intellectual truth.

He introduces three samples of hieroglyphic exegesis. By ‘mud’ ({A¢) is denoted ‘everything corporeally-
formed and material’ (6 cwuatosides nav kai vVAikov), which is nonetheless not sensible itself, but intelligible:
‘the originating cause of the elements and of all the powers relating to the elements, which subsisted before
in correspondence to a foundation’ (t@v oroixeiwy kal T@V mepl Toi¢ oTOLXEIOIS SUVAUEWY TTAT@DV APXNYOV AiTIOV
év mubuévog Adyw mpoiimokeiuevov). Secondly, by ‘sitting above the lotus-blossom’ (t6 éni Awt@® kab(eobor) is
denoted exaltation above the {AU¢ since, in common with the motion of the mind, lotus leaves are circular -
the uniform principle of life for Pythagoreans and Hermes alike. Third, by ‘one sailing in a boat’ (¢ &' éni mAoiov
vavtilMduevog) is denoted ‘the power that directs the world’ (trv Siakvfepv@doav Tév kdouov émkpdreiav) as

does god, who ‘from above, imparts without division from the first principles of Nature, the first-operative

9 Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.1.1-16.
0 [Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.2.1-7.
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causes of motions’ (§vw0ev dmd T@V TPWTWV dpXDV THS PUOEWS TAS TEWTOVPYOUS iTig TOV KIVIOEWY dUEPIOTAS

véidwa).

How does the process of intellective interpretation achieve its contribution to an understanding of
hieroglyphs and how is it developed from the tripartite conception of universals? On a Porphyrian logical
(Aoyikdg) account, the tripartition would distinguish, the particular (e.g. a particular large thing), the
Aristotelian universal (the predicable ‘largeness’), and the Platonic Form (largeness itself). However,
Tamblichus’ example, ‘mud’ (IAdg), is not interpreted as a particular sample of mud, the concept ‘mud’, and
mud itself. One possible avenue of explanation lies in the phrase ‘the image of the symbols themselves’
(el8wAov avt@v T@V cvuPolik@v). Though a hieroglyph is an image, it is a symbolic image, so that it is the
symbol of which it is an image to which the interpretation applies, not any material particular - neither the
image itself, nor the thing it depicts. If, then, the exegesis provides the ‘intellective’ content of the symbol,

then the image of the symbol is an image of that ‘intellective’ content.

On Porphyry’s account, the image of mud just is the written form of the utterance ‘mud’, the meaning (i.e.
conceptual content) of which is mud, referring to particular mud, which participates in the intelligible Form
of mud. As a symbol, however, standing in need of interpretation, it is not the logical relationship between
the three ‘universals’ that is explained in intellective interpretation, but the metaphysical relationship
between the originating cause of materiality and material particulars. The difference between the Greek word
(IAU¢) and the Egyptian image is precisely that the former is an image of a linguistic expression, i.e. a
particular, whereas the image of a symbol in the form of a hieroglyph is an image of the ‘intellectual’ content
that constitutes the symbol. If linguistic utterances, then, constitute an appropriate medium with which to
give expression to the phenomena of sensible phenomena, how is it, one might ask, that the appropriate

medium with which to give expression to intelligible objects is hieroglyphics?

The gifts proper to incorporeal life, lamblichus tells us, are themselves intellectual: virtue and wisdom.*"
These are appropriate offerings to ‘those gods that are in and of themselves uniform’ (tov¢ avrovs k' éxvrovs

uovoetbeic dvrag). Similarly, ‘natural forces’ (puoikdag Suvdueig) are appropriate for ‘a mode of worship which is

#! Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 5.19.18-22.
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suited to nature’ (v Opnokeiav ... tfj pUoer mpdopopov).” Finally, there is the intermediate form of theurgic

operation, appropriate to which are intermediate offerings.

[T321] Koi unv toic ye uéoois Kal T@V UECWV 1YeUovoDoLy
ayaf@v eviote v av SimAd d@pa ovvapudoeiev, évidte §' av
EmiKowa TEOG AUPOTEPX TAUTR, 1} Kod AMOoYI{GUEVA UEV ATIO
@OV Kdtw mpog 8 T& VYnAdTepa dvikov, 1] TdvTwg EVi ye

TQV TpéTwV ouumAnpodvra v ueodtnra.’

And further, the intermediate entities, which administer
median goods, will sometimes be suitably served by a
double set of gifts, sometimes by gifts common to both
levels, or again by gifts that signal a breaking-away from
the lower and an accession to the higher, or at any rate

those that fulfil this median role in one way or another.

The distinction appears to be that, while the ‘goods of the soul’ are properly immaterial and linguistic
utterances are properly material, hieroglyphs are quite literally ‘compounds’ (cvv6Auare) of the two,
intellectual content and material images.** As such, hieroglyphs are the appropriate medium for
intermediate theurgic operations directed towards ‘the intermediate entities’ (roi¢ ye uéooig). The
‘intellectual’ content of the symbol, therefore, is only one constituent part of it. Hieroglyphs are also properly

material.

[T322] néow yap 17 §1é Adyov yv@ais T@v Gvrwy €oTi kai €v Toig
ovbowv #xel o Ti¢ dAnbeiag kataAnmTiKdV (kad Yap vonudtwy
épdnreton kal £v vorioeaiy Vpéotnkev): oi 8¢ Oeol mdvtwv eloiv

émékeva T@V Sviwv. olte ovv Soéworov 0 Ogiov olte

For all rational knowledge, inasmuch as it grasps
intelligible notions and consists in acts of intellection, is
knowledge of real existents and apprehends truth by an

organ which is itself a real existent; but the gods are

SroevonTdv odre vontdv. mv ydp 0 O ff aioOnrdv oty kai S beyond all existents. Accordingly the divine is an object

0070 §0§roTéV" 1} BvTws 6V, Kod Sidk T00TO VONTOV 1} METAGD  neither of opinion nor of discursive reason nor yet of

7 n ] . 1 \ ~ £, 255 . . . . . .
ToUTWV, 6V o Kl YevnTov, Kad Sk To0To Starvontdy. intellection: for all that exists is either sensible, and

therefore an object of opinion; or true Being, and therefore
an object of intellection; or of intermediate rank, at once
Being and thing of process, and therefore object of

discursive reason.

On this reading, then, non-hieroglyphic language is not ‘discursive’ (Siavonrixy) at all, but ‘conjectural’
(8oaotikr) and hieroglyphic Egyptian is not ‘intellective’ (voepd), but ‘discursive’ (Siavontikrj). The reason
hieroglyphs are amenable to ‘intellective interpretation’ (vosps Oswpia) is that they are themselves
‘discursive’ (Siavontikd), i.e. ‘at once Being and thing of process’ (6v dua kol yevnrdv), unlike Greek, which is

purely ‘sensible’ (aloOntr), i.e. ‘an object of opinion’ (§oéwotr), though one might presumably apply the

»? Jamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 5.19.11-17.
3 Jamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 5.19.22-28.
4 Tamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 6.6.2.

23 proclus Phil., Institutio theologica 123.5-11.
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‘analytic function’ () Svvauis ths dvaAvtikric) of dialectic to Greek such that it ‘sometimes analytically comes
to the causes, other times to the accessory causes, sometimes to both’ (toré uév w¢ éni ta aitiw yiyvera

dvaAvTik @, Toté 8¢ W¢ éml ouvaitia, ToTé 8¢ W €' dupdrepa).”

Whether ‘discursive’ is an appropriate translation of Siavontixy in this context is perhaps a moot point. If it
seems desirable to preserve discursive content for Greek or any other non-hieroglyphic language in the
standard sense of that word, the distinction can simply be clarified in terms of the prior intelligibility
requisite for what I have called a posteriori predicative thought above. This a posteriori predicative thought is
just that kind of thought in which claims are made about sensible phenomena with a priori intelligibility, i.e. it
is doxastic (§oéaotikrf) in the standard (non-technical) sense. Dianoetic thought is, then, just that thought that
is made possible through intelligibility, i.e. the grasping of phenomena as intelligible, as opposed to doxastic
thought which is capable of predicative conjecture concerning sensible phenomena by virtue of the a priori
intelligibility grasped in dianoesis. Hieroglyphic Egyptian differs from orthographic Greek by virtue not
merely of imitating the thought posterior to sensible phenomena, but by virtue not merely of imitating its

dianoetic intelligibility, namely that which explains the possibility of a posteriori predicative thought.

The hieratic aspect of the De mysteriis is, then, fully assimilated to Neoplatonic philosophical preoccupations
more generally, despite Damascius’ claim that the hieratic and philosophical aspects are contrastive.*” Nor, it
would seem, is the development of such assimilation a feature confined to the later pagan Platonists to whom
he attributes it. Porphyry, who, according to Damascius, prefers philosophy, had himself been explicit on the
point that the various levels of divinity necessitated their appropriate levels of worship. He had, in fact,
characterized this appropriacy particularly in terms of linguistic appropriacy in the case of both ‘the god who
is above all things’ (6e@ uév t@ éni maow), for whom ‘neither vocal language nor internal speech is

appropriate’ (008¢ Adyog ToUTtw 6 Katd pwvny oikeiog),”® and the ‘intelligible gods’ (vontois 8¢ 6eoic), to whom

#¢ For an example of the convese procedure whereby higher entities think on successively lower ontological levels, cf. Numenius Phil.,

Fragmenta 22=Proclus Phil., In Platonis Timaeum commentaria 1.303.27-32:

Novutjviog 8¢ TOV v Tp@TOV Katdk T0 ‘6 €0t {Pov’ TdtTel kol pnowv év - Again, Numenius arranges the first god according to that which is

pooxprioer To0 Sevtépov voeiv, Tov 8¢ deltepov katk TOV vouv kai  animal and says that it intellectually sees for the use of the second;

TobTOV ab év mpooyprioeL To0 Tpitov Suiovpyelv, Tov 8¢ Toitov katd Tov  but he arranges the second after intellect, and says that it

Stvoovuevov. fabricates for the use of the third; and the third is arranged by him
according to that which energizes dianoetically.

257 Damascius Phil., In Phaedonem (versio 1) 172.1-3.
»8 porphyrius Phil., De abstinentia 2.34.3-10.
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‘hymns recited orally are also to be offered’ (trv €k to0 Adyov duveSiav mposBetéov).”” To the lower order

material offerings, such as meat and drink, are appropriate.”®

In contrast to the Greek word, which is an image of a doxastically available state of affairs, a hieroglyph is
then an image of a dianoetic symbol. If, however, the dianoetic content of a hieroglyph is expressible in an
exegesis in Greek, then the question arises as to why the hieroglyph was originally necessary to express that
content. As we have already seen, hieroglyphs are ‘compounds’ (cvvOrjuata), part material image and part
intellectual content in contrast to the wholly material medium of Greek linguistic expressions. The dianoetic
component of the hieroglyph has doxastic implications, which the Greek can express and which is causally
dependent on the dianoetic content, but the Greek exegesis of the intellectual content of a hieroglyph
preserves only the content of the symbol, and only in doxastic form. In providing the intellective
interpretation of a hieroglyph Iamblichus then supplies a doxastic and dependent account of what a
hieroglyph delivers dianoetically at a higher order of ontological integrity. The Greek is no substitute for the
Egyptian insofar as it necessarily lacks the ability to provide the ontological insight of the original of which it
is a purely logical interpretation. Intellective interpretation in this sense is not an interpretation which is
itself intellective, but an interpretation of the intellective content which properly belongs to the hieroglyph it

interprets.

Parallel with my earlier efforts to situate the Hieroglyphica within the twin Egyptian and Hellenic hieroglyphic
traditions, it is essential here to undertake a detailed reading of Horapollo’s text in the context of Neoplatonic
semantic theory as characterized above, and this in fact informs the broader purpose of the argument

261

presented here. Attempts to rehabilitate the ‘IepoyAvgikd of Horapollo® as a serious object of study have
produced detailed and valuable contributions to late or post-Hellenistic, early Egyptological, and Renaissance
studies alike. In situating the text in these particular lines of historical development, however, the
understanding of semantics the text exhibits - partly in content, but also structurally - has, I think, been
unduly neglected. By examining in particular the method of interpreting the meaning of hieroglyphic signs

by reference to facts concerning the phenomena they depict the following chapter is intended to redress that

neglect in light of the foregoing discussion.

29 porphyrius Phil., De abstinentia 2.34.14-16.

%0 porphyrius Phil., De abstinentia 2.42.1-12.

21 Shordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Georg Olms Verlag, 2002); Van de Walle, B., & Vergote, J., Chronique d’Egypte 18 (1943): pp.39-89,
199-239; addenda ibid., 22 (1947): pp.251-59.
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§1. Introduction

Several material and explanatory parallels exist between the ‘Iepoylvgikd of Cheeremon and Horapollo,
fragmentary and intact respectively,’” as well as between both and the broader Greek tradition of
hieroglyphic exegesis examined in Chapter One. The subjects of Egyptian theosophy (or better, Egyptizing
philosophy), which included ‘Egyptian animal worship, theology, iconography, symbolism and
hieroglyphics’,** had been subjects addressed not only in Alexandria (Charemon, Clement), but also in

Chearonia (Plutarch), Rome (Porphyry), and Apameia (Tamblichus).**

[T401] oi 8¢ kai év toig Alyvnriows gilocogriuaot Tov Toidwpov  Even in the Egyptian philosophical subjects they [i.e.

ovvepyov kol ovykuvnyétnv mapedduPavov tiic év Pubp Heraiscus and Asclepiades] took Isidore with them as a

KEKPUUUEVNG (g dANOGS iepds dAnOeiog.”® collaborator and fellow-seeker after the truly sacred truth
which lies hidden in the depths.

\

It is with this emphasis on hieroglyphics as belonging amongst ‘the Egyptian philosophical subjects’ (r&
Alyvrnia pidocogriuata) in late Platonism that the dual attribution to Horapollo of the titles ypauparikds and
@iAdoogog develops a significance that extends beyond the explanatory content and structure of the
Hieroglyphica. 1t is, therefore, in light of a plausible philosophical context for the composition of the
Hieroglyphica that the following sections are intended to address the question of the extent to which
Horapollo’s text exemplifies, or otherwise elucidates two main issues. First, the conception of meaning
current amongst Neoplatonists at the time and place of the text’s composition. This is motivated by what I
take to be the uncontroversial observation that a text intended to provide explanations of the meaning of a
series of hieroglyphs exhibits, explicitly or otherwise, some conception of what constitutes an explanation of
meaning. Second, how such a conception of the explanation of meaning bears upon the reception of the

hieroglyphic wisdom the glyphs themselves- in the context of the Neoplatonic interest in the Egyptian

%2 cf, Chaeremon Hist. et Phil., Fragm. 12 (= Joannes Tzetzes Gramm. et Poeta, Exegesis in Iliadem 1.97) and Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica,
1.3,7,10,19,25, 62,169; Chaeremon Fragm. 17D = Porphyrius Phil., llepi dyoAudrwv fragm. 10 (= Eusebius Praeparatio Evangelica 3.11.45-13.2)
and Horapollo, Hieroglyphica, 1.169; Cheeremon Fragm. 19D (= Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata 5.7.41-43) and Horapollo,
Hieroglyphica, 1.44; Cheeremon Hist. et Phil., Fragm. 20D (= Clemens, Stromata 5.4.20.3-21.3) and Horapollo, Hieroglyphica, 1.10.

263 Athanassiadi, P., (ed.) Damascius: The Philosophical History text with translation and notes (Athens: Apamea, 1999): pp.72-3.

%1 Plotinus’ extended commentary on Pheedrus 246d-247e in treatise V of the Enneads, also explicitly appealing to hieroglyphic Egyptian,
will further serve more clearly to orient a discussion of the philosophical foundations of Horapollo’s metaphysics.

265 Damascius Phil., Vita Isidori (ap.Sudam, Hesychium, Photium et e cod. Vat. 1950) (Epitoma Photiana 243) 80.1-4.
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philosophical subjects - are thought to offer. It was, after all, in this respect in particular that both pagan

exegesis in general and hieroglyphic exegesis in particular had been the object of Christian critique.

I am, above all, concerned to demonstrate that Horapollonian hieroglyphs plausibly serve as occasions to
venture a methodologically principled essay consistent with the late Platonist philosophy of meaning and its
metaphysical presuppositions as characterized by, for example, Iamblichus’ doctrine of ‘intellective
interpretation’ (voepd Oswpie).? To this end in this chapter I develop an understanding of the various senses
in which Horapollonian hieroglyphs conform with three modes of meaning of which hieroglyphic writing was

267

traditionally and uniquely thought to be capable.

My argument has been that the interpretation of hieroglyphs is structured on the methodological principle of
‘analytic ascent’ from the phenomena depicted, through the concepts under which they fall, to their
intelligible causes. On the basis of this account I conclude that these three stages in the ascent correspond to
the three modes of expression of which, according to Neoplatonic exegetes such as Porphyry, hieroglyphic
Egyptian is capable. I also conclude that as composites of material images of sensible particulars and the
intelligible content by virtue of which those particulars exist, Neoplatonic hieroglyphs lend themselves to

analytic inferential procedures through discursive reason to metaphysical insights.

Section 2, therefore, first of all examines the members of the Horapollonian signary as representative of or
directly depicting natural phenomena unmediated either by spoken language or other preconditions. This is
then used in section 3 as a basis for developing a picture of a semantic theory that may plausibly be thought
to inform the explanatory claim in operation, a claim according to which glyphs, unmediated by speech,
signify concepts, under which natural phenomena fall, rather than representing those phenomena
themselves. Section 4 presents an account of the various possible rationales for a Neoplatonic understanding
of allegorical interpretation as a means to their exegesis whereby the intelligible causes of phenomena are
presented symbolically or allegoristically. Finally, in section 5, I address those issues arising from the
Neoplatonists’ method of hieroglyphic exegesis related to the plausibility of establishing Horapollo’s

hieroglyphics as a proper topic for metaphysical investigation.

26 JTamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 7.2.1-7.
%7 Excluding the ‘epistolographic’ (émoroloypagikds), in which mode Greek too operates.

Mark Wildish -87-



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -88-

2. The R ive M

The physiological interest of the Hieroglyphica is the most familiar of its curricular components. The text
draws freely on Greek natural history and Egyptian cultural ethnography not only in its choice of
hieroglyphs, but also in its explanation of the meanings of those glyphs. These physiological and cultural
resources, of course, exercise a thematic emphasis on the generated realm, a feature to which the language
employed draws particular attention. Horapollo also makes extensive use of cognates of yéveais (generation):
eighty-four occurrences altogether - eleven in section headings.”® Apart the structurally critical terms ypdow
(concerning means or media of production of the glyphs) and onuaivw (concerning performative aspects in
use or function) and respective cognates, ‘generation’ is in this way not merely a prominent topic, but the
only topic either textually explicit (as above) or thematically implicit (as in the examples of spontaneous
generation® or cosmological elements®”) throughout both books. Nonetheless, the réle this thematic
emphasis on the realm of becoming occupies in the Hieroglyphica differs from the use of the same or related
material in the context of a treatise on physiology or physics as such. Both in view of the self-identification of
the Hieroglyphica as épunveia, whereby it is presumably methodologically motivated, and in view of the fact
that the material is cited in an explanatory capacity (rather than that which is to be explained), it will be
necessary to clarify the techniques the use of which distinguishes its interpretative methodology from the

mere collation of Egyptian hieroglyphs with Greek physiological material concerning the items they depict.

My aim, then, is to demonstrate that Horapollo does not merely provide a one-for-one correspondence or
parallel between a hieroglyphic sign and a natural phenomenon by cross-referenced analogies, nor the
development of a systematic or exhaustive excursus on a subject suggested by the item glyphically depicted.””
If Horapollo had been interested merely in compiling theological, astronomical, and natural historical
vmouvruata, as a work of comparative and historical empiricism (no matter how fantastic or unverifiable), it
would have sufficed for him to note such correspondences and analogies. But as gounveix it must, and of

course does, involve recognizable figures of reasoning for the exegeses provided. To that end, I begin with a

%8 These include nine nouns, seven zero-prefixed (yeved, yéveas, yevérea, yévvnoig, yévog, yoveds, yévog) plus two prefixed (doyaroyovi,
ovyyévewa); seven adjectives, two zero-prefixed (yevvnrikds, ydviuog) plus five prefixed (dyovog, dppevoydvos, avtoyevrig, povoyevr,
noAvyovog); and five verbs, three zero-prefixed (yevvdw, yyvoua, yovdw) plus two prefixed (ropayiyvouat, mepryfyvoun).

9 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 2.44 [[I&¢ dnhodot oopfikag].

270 See Appendix 2.

71 See Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002): p.xlv.
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closer look at the structure of the individual lemmata with a view to identifying the elements of which they

are composed and a perspicuous presentation of the interrelations between them.

Each lemma of the Hieroglyphica consists of three first-order elements: sign, meaning, and explanation.”* The
signs are written (yodow), drawn ({wypagpéw), hieratically carved (ispoyAvpéw), applied (mpootibnui), or arranged
(tdoow), and are in this respect specified by reference to their production. Explanations are introduced by any
of several causal conjunctions (ydp, &1t (or 8 ©6), éneidt, éneibrinep, énet) or by a prepositional or adverbial
phrase (ék tfj¢ ToU dvduatos punveing, punvevbev). Variously, both the sign-user and the sign itself are
described as writing (ypdow), drawing ({wypagéw), or saying (Aéyw) what they mean, in addition to the rarer
alternatives alluding to (aivicoouat), acknowledging (vouilw), indicating (unviw), exhibiting (éupaivw), and

273

adumbrating (oki1d{w).”” The terms for the function of the glyphs that are most common by far are make known

(nAdw) and signify (onuaivw).

The arrangement of these elements in the structure of an entry can take one of two forms, depending on
whether several glyphs will be identified as having a single meaning, or vice versa. In the majority of cases, the
following form predominates: (i) the significandum is followed by (ii) a participial phrase (onuaivovre,
Ypdovteg, Sndodvreg, &c.) governing it, then (iii) the hieroglyph itself, followed by (iv) the means or mode of
its production (ypagotorv, {wypagodorv), and finally, (v) a clause introduced by a causal conjunction (ydp,

8it1, €neidt], énel) providing the reason or logical link between the first and the second terms.”*

[T402] [l ai@va onuaivovaw]. AlGve enuaivovtes, filov  [How they signify eternity]. To denote Eternity they depict

Ko oeMivny ypdipova, 816 76 addvia efvan otoryeia.”” the Sun and Moon, because their elements are eternal.

In a minority of cases the structure is reversed: (i) the hieroglyph is followed by (ii) a passive participial
phrase (wypdpoduevov, ypdpduevos) denoting the means or mode of production, then (iii) the significandum,

followed by (iv) dnAoi, onuaiver, &c. governing it, often (though not always) followed by (v) a causal clause.

[T403] [MI¢ Sixuovnv kai dogdAeiav onuaivovotv]. "Opvyos  [How they signify permanency and safety]. The bone of a

datodv {wypagovuevov Sixuoviv kal dopddeiav onuaivel,  quail when delineated symbolizes permanency and safety;

72 First-order because, as 1 will show, considerable second-order analysis is required (and some second-order detail is explicitly
provided).

73 See, e.g. Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica: aivittduevor (1.2,59); vopiovres kod unviovres (1.61); éupaivovawv (1.42); akidovot (1.70).

274 See Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002): p.xlvii-xlviii.

5 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.1.
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81611 Svomadés ot 0 TG {Wov datotv.” because the bone of this animal is difficult to be affected.

The distribution of these two main variations in arrangement in general marks the main distinguishing
features of the entries as presented in the two books of which the Hieroglyphica is comprised. Immediately
following the incipit of Book Two we have a sequence of thirty lemmata following the second type of
arrangement. The significance of this variation at this point in the text is perhaps best brought out by the
incipit itself, At face value, the text from this point on will include ‘a sound account of what remains’ (wepi T@v
Aoin@v tov Aéyov vyi&) which is contrasted with ‘things from other copies, which do not have any exegesis, I
have necessarily added’ (& 8¢ kai €€ ¥ wv dvriypdpwv, ovk Eovrd Twva ééfynawy, dvaykaiws vnétaéa). In other
words, we have a distinction made between material thought by ‘Philip’ to belong to the original material
presented by Horapollo and additional material added by the editor himself, which may or may not be
original. As noted by subsequent (contemporary) editors of the text,”” these first thirty comments, like many
of the hieroglyphs cited in Book One, contain signs for which genuinely hieroglyphic Egyptian antecedents
can be found. Notwithstanding the switch in structural arrangement, then, the Egyptological evidence
actually strengthens the case for the assumption that these constitute ‘what remains’ (t@v Adowr@v) of the
originally Horapollonian material. The subsequent switch back to the original arrangement and glyphs

apparently unattested in the Egyptian record, then, marks the beginning of the supplementary material.

There are two uses of the word onueiov in the text, and five instances of its occurrence, all in Book One.”® In
three instances Horapollo uses onueiov in the sense of what I shall call a natural sign: ‘the lion ... when asleep
keeps them (eyes) open, which is a sign of watching.” (6 Aéwv ... koiuduevos 8¢, dvewydrag tovrovs (SpBauovs)
&xel, Omep ot 00 QuAdaoey onueiov) at 1.19. In this sense a sign is an indication of something in the nature of
the item (in these cases, creatures) depicted (cf. a wet nose as a sign of good health in a dog) without reference
to what the depiction of that indication in a hieroglyphic sign means. 1.49 and 1.70 are similarly natural signs
in this sense - the first, the Oryx scraping the ground with its hooves,”’ the second, ‘many other signs
subsisting in the nature of crocodiles’ (Tkav@v 8¢ kai FAAwWV DrapydvTwY onueiwy év i TOV Kpokodeidwv pUoet).
On two occasions he also uses the word in the sense of hieroglyphic sign: ‘to signify the terrible they make use

of the same sign’ (®oPepdv 8¢ onuaivovres, T@ avT@ xp@dvrou onuelw) at 1.20. 1.50 is another signum

276 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 2.10.

277 Sbordone, F., (ed.), Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Naples: Georg Olms, 1940 [2002]); Van de Walle, B. & Vergote, J., (trans.), ‘Traduction des
Hieroglyphica d’Horapollon’ in Chronique d’Egypte 18 (1943): 39-89, 199-239; addenda ibid., 22 (1947): pp. 251-59.

78 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.19,20,49,50,70.

79 Zoologically, a sign symptomatic of a range of social, dietary, and environmental sources of distress and discomfort; hieroglyphically, a
sign of ‘impurity’ (dkabapoic).
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hieroglyphicum: ‘they also make use of the same sign when they would want to write discernment,” (@ adt® 8¢
onueiw xpdvro kal kpiow 0éhovres ypdpar). Each hieroglyphic sign furthermore bears a ‘form’ (oyfjua), which
is to say the character as written, for example, ‘a cynocephalus ... standing upright, and raising its hands to

heaven’ (kuvoképadov ... éoT@ta Kol TaG Xeipag el 0Upavov énaipovta), or ‘the form of the moon’ (ceAfvng

280

OXAU).

The chapter headings indiscriminately describe either what is meant by the glyph under consideration or
how the ‘Egyptians’ signify some particular feature of broadly physiological interest, but the reader is in no
doubt that the section is concerned with both, without direct indication of the method of juxtaposition of the
two. In this section I raise the following question concerning the dual use of the term onueiov as hieroglyphic
sign and natural sign: how are the written signs related to the objects they depict? In order to answer this
question we first need to be clear about how linguistic samples (written or spoken) and features of the world
(objects or facts) might be conceived of as related at all and in what sense, or under what circumstances the

relation between the two is specifically semantic.

Even if the Egyptological and polemical credentials of the Hieroglyphica can be salvaged, one feature likely still
to provoke concern for modern readers is the apparent implausibility of many of the explanations Horapollo
provides for the meanings he assigns to the hieroglyphs described. Amongst readers who conceive of the
semantic relation as one in which the meaning of a glyph is explained by the truth-conditions of propositions
about the features of the world supposed to be depicted by it, this concern might be abated by reflecting on
the state of empirical research at the time the text was composed, at least to the extent of forgiving the
perceived error if not actually according it credence. If we have discovered, for example, that lions do not in
fact sleep with their eyes open, then perhaps we should concede that a hieroglyphic sign depicting a lion
cannot after all signify vigilance. One alternative, however, would be to argue that Horapollonian semantics is
not about reference in this way at all, but about inference - namely the inferences one can draw from
empirical data as depicted by the formal features of hieroglyphs as to the meanings of those glyphs, whether
or not the data itself happens to be true. And there is the further possibility that Horapollonian meanings are

neither exclusively referential, nor exclusively inferential - a possibility I explore in the following section.

%0 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.15,66.
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Finally, there is a fourth possibility: that the signs achieve their meaning by symbolising or allegorising - a

possibility also explored in the final section.

I begin, then, by elaborating on the nature of the relationship between natural signs and the hieroglyphs in
explanation of which they are cited. In a general sense the relationship is perfectly clear. The Horapollonian
index of signs is eo ipso an index of these natural items because hieroglyphs depict natural items (which
include, for these purposes, artefacts, numerals, &c.). None of the examples provided by the text, however,
are directly pictographic of their meaning. In the following text (2.82), for example, had the glyph of a lioness

meant ‘lioness’, no further explanation of the meaning of the glyph would have been necessary.

[T404] [IG¢ yovaika yevviioaoav draé. Tvvaike yevvrioaoav  [How a woman that has given birth once]. When they want
dna€ PovAduevor onuijvai, Aéavav {wypagotorv. atitn yap Si¢  to signify a woman that has given birth once, they depict a

ov kuiokel lioness; for the latter does not conceive twice.

Instead, to write or draw a glyph of a lioness is said to show or mean a woman who has given birth once.
Therefore it is the observation, claim, or convention that a lioness gives birth only once that is used to
establish that a woman who has given birth once can be signified by a glyph of a lioness. The connection
between the sign and what it depicts differs from the connection between the sign and what it means. The
connection between a glyph of a lioness and the animal itself is the fact that a lioness, or a glyph showing a
lioness, can be used to teach us what the word ‘lioness’ means (via, for example, an ostensive definition).
Since either the depiction or the item depicted may be used for the same purpose, namely to explain what
‘lioness’ means, the glyph may be substituted for the animal it depicts. The connection between the glyph and

its meaning, on the other hand, is mediated by the explanation.

In any account of the relation between a glyph (which depicts an object) and the meaning of that glyph, the
proper application of the glyph pivots around how the sign is used to signify. (This is set out in the causal
clause of the lemma.) One possibility is that this relationship should be seen in the light of debates over the
role of signs as evidence or grounds for inferential argumentation, particularly in the context of scientific
methodology.”® On this reading it is part of Horapollo’s method to treat the form of the glyph, i.e. its

depicting such-and-such an item, as something like the minor premiss of a syllogism, with the explanation

%1 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.82.
%2 See especially Allen, J., Inference from Signs (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001).

Mark Wildish -92-



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -93-

acting as the major premiss. Together, they license an inference to the meaning of that glyph.” So, for

example:

[T405] [MT Sixuovny kai dopdAgiav onuaivovotv]. Opvyos  [How they signify endurance and stability]. The bone of a
dotodv {wypagovuevov Sixuoviv kal dogddeiav onuaiver, quail when drawn signifies endurance and stability;

81611 Suorabss éoti 70 T00 {Wov daTov.* because the bone of this animal is impassive.

Allowing for conversion between the terms Svondfeix and Siapovn) kai dopdAeix, the lemma might be

formalized as follows:

Minor Premiss A glyph of a quail-bone signifies the properties of a quail-bone. S-M
Major Premiss The properties of a quail-bone are impassivity. M-P
Conclusion Therefore, a glyph of a quail-bone signifies impassivity (i.e. endurance and stability). LS-P

This kind of formalization is constrained, however, by the necessity of supplying in a wide range of cases one
or more intermediate inferential steps, for example, the commonly occurring assumption that a glyph
depicting a non-human creature exhibiting certain properties signifies a human exhibiting the same

properties.

[T406] [T{ uéAaavav mepiotepdv]. Tovaika yripav émusivacav  [What a black dove]. When they would signify a woman
dxor  Bavdarov Oédovres onufjvar, mepiotepav  pédmvav  who remains a widow till death, they draw a black dove; for

{wypagodorv: aitn yop ob ovuuiyvutar érépw avdpl, éwg o6 this (bird) does not have intercourse with another male

Xnpevopn.* from the time that it is widowed.

Minor Premiss A glyph of a black dove signifies the properties of a black dove. S-M
Major Premiss The properties of a black dove are remaining a widow till death. M-P
Conclusion Therefore, a glyph of a black dove signifies remaining a widow till death. ~S-P

This ‘inferential model” of meaning suggests the possibility of inference not only from the sign to its meaning,
but also from given meanings to appropriate signs to express those meanings, as a productive method for

supplementing the signary.”® If this is right, it may shed some light on the process of editorial addition to the

3 cf. an example of inference on a similarly physiological theme at Aristoteles Phil., Analytica Priora 70a10 ff.

4 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.10.

%5 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.32.

% The structural switch can perhaps more plausibly explained than by reference to their being sourced ‘from other
copies’ (& 8¢ kal €€ AL wv advriypdwv) by supposing a corresponding shift in editorial method, namely, to the invention
hieroglyphs whose meanings can then be explained by reference to pre-existing zoological observations.
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range of glyphs included in the text alluded to in the incipit to Book Two. The variety of inferential
applications available through the use of signs may therefore indicate logical reasons for variations in the

exegetical strategies the Hieroglyphica exhibits.

Even if this is the case, however, the question again arises as to what extent this might further commit
Horapollo to the correspondence of the observations provided in explanation of hieroglyphs with factual

conditions. Sbordone notes:

Horap. ha ragione quando dichiara che siffatte decorazioni si Horap. was right when he says that such decorations
facevano ouufolik@g: ha torto invece dal momento che pone a  were suuPolik@g: but was wrong since he placed at the
base del simbolo una pretesa ¢voi¢ di conio ellenistico.?” base of the symbol a claimed ¢doic of Hellenistic

coinage.

If the physiological observations adduced as etiological explanations are, at least in principle, falsifiable, then
not only might the status of the inferred meaning of signs may be thought susceptible to philological
objections of the kind with which Sbordone is concerned, but also to the objection that if the evidence of a
sign can be shown to be false, any inference drawn from it, even if valid, will be unsound, and, therefore,
incapable of expressing the meaning the explanation supplies. What is more, the explanation, which serves as
the middle terms between sign and inference, also relies on empirical claims which might turn out to be true

or false. Here too is an opportunity for the inference to fail.

One possible answer to this problem can be developed by examining a few of the more-or-less opaque
lemmata. Consider, for example, the case of 2.34, where a connection is established between ants and

origanum used as an insect-repellent:

[T407] [T{ &nAodowv  dpiyavov iepoylvgodvreg]. Aeiynv  [What they show sacredly carving origanum]. When they
uvpurikwv PovAduevor anufva, dpiyavov igpoyAvpototy' avitn  want to signify the departure of ants, they sacredly carve
Yép motel Aeimerv Tov§ uvpunkas, &motiOeuévn €v tomw omdbev  ‘origanum’. For if it is laid down in a place out of which

é&pyovran.”®® ants come, it makes them leave.

7 Sbordone, F., Hori Apollonis Hieroglyphica (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 2002): p.53.
%8 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 2.34.
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Here, the explanation of the meaning of the hieroglyph depicting origanum is clearly causal. The reason why
a glyph of origanum means ‘the departure of ants’ (Aeiynv uvpurikwv) is that origanum ‘makes ants leave’

(mowel Aefmerv Tovs uvpunkog).

Or, again, in 1.38, where the connection is between writing tools and writing :

[T408] [Mdg alyvnnia ypduuata]. Alydntia 8¢ ypduuata [How Egyptian writing]. To show Egyptian writing, or a
Snhobvreg, 1} lepoypauuatéa, 1j mépag, uéAav kal kéokivov kai  sacred scribe, or a boundary, they depict ink, a sieve, and a
oyowiov {wypapoboly. aiyUntix uév ypduuate &k T tovtols  reed. All writing among the Egyptians is accomplished by
mavTx map' Alyumrions Té Yoa@oueve éxteAeiobor oxoive Yo  means of these things; for they write with a reed and

Ypdpovot kai 0Uk GAAw Tivi.”® nothing else.

In this example, there is also a clearly marked causal connection between writing implements and writing: ‘by
means of these things all writings among the Egyptians are executed’ (8i& 6 Tovtois ndvra map' Alyvntiolg &
Yoapdueve éktedeiobar). In the first example, the causal explanation that origanum has insect-repelling
properties, i.e. that origanum is a reason that ants leave (or a cause of their leaving), is itself introduced in
order to explain (i.e. clarify) the semantic connection between causing ants to leave and the absence of ants.
In the second example, however, ink, sieve, and reed are connected to writing both as writing implements
(where the emphasis is on the fact that, qua implements, they are causally effective in the production of
writing), but also as implements for writing (where the emphasis is on the fact that what they are causally
effective in producing is writing). In each of these cases two types of connection are established by the
explanation between the glyph and its meaning. The difference between the two kinds of connection is that
whereas qua effects (writing; the departure of ants) are symptomatic of their respective causes (ink, sieve, and
reed; origanum), it is criterial of the characters depicting these causes meaning ‘writing’ and ‘the departure of
ants’ that the items depicted be causes of the effects signified. The production of writing is symptomatic of the
use of writing tools (there is a causal relation between the two), but it is criterial of their being writing tools
that what they serve to produce is writing. Insofar as the causal relation between the two serves to explain the
conceptual relation, the former is, as such, not identical with the latter. The distinction can be brought out in
another way using the first example too. Although ants may, as a matter of fact, not leave a place in which

there is origanum, despite its being in fact a reason for them to do so, there is no question of the ‘origanum’

% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.38.
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hieroglyph meaning ‘the departure of ants’ in a sense that does not preclude their still being present. The

causal link, in other words, is defeasible; the conceptual link is not.

The strength of claims concerning the meaning of glyphs by inference is not then exclusively a matter of
determining whether the inference is sound (based on true premises). Indeed, the truth of the claims made is
not clearly the basis for the explanatory of the meaning of the glyph at all. If it were not the case, for
example, that Egyptian scribes wrote with ink and reed, the explanation that a glyph depicting ink and a reed
signified Egyptian writing could not in fact do any explanatory work. But the only explanatory work the
natural fact can do in the event of its being true is that of explaining why it is that the glyphic depiction of
Egyptian writing tools is in fact in use as a sign signifying writing. Similarly, even if it were the case that ants
avoided places in which origanum was to be found, an explanation in terms of origanum repelling ants
merely explains why the glyph bears the meaning it in fact does, rather than that the meaning the glyph

signifies is in fact ‘the departure of ants’.

In other words, the absence in the text of examples that I described above as ‘pictographic’ is not a
consequence of Horapollo being committed to a theory of meaning dependent on the existence of causal links
between the item depicted by the glyph and what it signifies. Although such causal links do not feature in the
case of ‘pictographic’ hieroglyphs (which are amenable to explanations in terms of ostensive definition), even
in those cases where a causal explanation is available its purpose is to explain the semantic relation between
a glyph and its meaning. For that reason causal explanations cannot be essential features of explanations of
the meaning of hieroglyphs at all, even to the extent that they are amenable to them. Though he employs a
method in accordance with which the meaning of glyphs is explained through objects of comparison, namely
those items (largely of Egyptological provenance) depicted by the glyphs, in this respect he need not be
understood to be reliant on the plausibility of his observations in artefactual and natural history for the
semantic purposes to which he puts them. In other words, if the relevant beliefs about things turned out to be
false, that would not necessitate the use of a different glyph to signify the same meaning; it would only
require our leaning on different justifications for glyphs bearing the meanings they do (perhaps including

explanations involving purely ostensive definitions).
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Inferential procedures from empirical observations do not, then, establish the semantic content of a glyph,
but only explain the origins of or reasons for the signary as appropriate to bear the meanings they do. They
therefore do not establish a commitment on Horapollo’s part to an evidence-based theory of meaning. Upon
seeing the hieroglyphic sign - in the case of 1.70, the tail of a crocodile (kpokodeidov ovpav) - one is licensed by
what has so often been observed in connection with crocodiles’ tails generally, namely, the cause of dpavioig
and the destruction of seized prey, to understand a semantic relation between ‘disappearance’ (d¢pavioig) and
‘shadow’ (okdto¢) which is quite independent of the natural historical facts. Therefore, a glyph of a crocodile’s
tail can be used to signify oxdro¢.* Similarly, in 2.38, in explanation of why a glyph depicting a lion tearing its
cubs to pieces signifies immoderate anger, the natural fact that lion-cub bones emit fire when struck is cited.
However, it is the connection drawn between fire and anger®' that legitimizes the inference from the natural
fact that lion-cub bones emit fire when struck to the conclusion that a glyph depicting a lion tearing its cubs to

pieces signifies immoderate anger.

To illustrate the difficulty in certain cases of seeing in what sense an explanation actually explains the
meaning of a glyph at all, 1.61 presents an instructive case. In this case the verb unviovar, a legalistic term
meaning to ‘make a disclosure, lay an information against’ is used to describe the function of the glyph.
Though unviovreg syntactically corresponds to dnlodvres elsewhere in the text, the réle of the explanation in
establishing the reason for the sign (the serpent and in the middle a great palace) to signify its meaning (a cosmic

ruler) is less straightforward.

[T409] [I&g unvdovor koouokpdropa]. MdAw 8¢ tov Paciréa  [How they disclose the cosmic ruler]. Again when they
KoouokpdTopx voui{ovres kol unviovres, avtov uév dprv  would indicate and disclose the cosmic ruler, they draw the
{wypagodo, év péow 8¢ avtod oikov uéyav Seikviouov  same serpent, and in the middle of it they show a large
VAdyws* 0 yp BaciAeios oikog mapad, Tov<TéoTi KpXT@v>€v @  house, and with reason: for the royal abode [signifies] the

Kdouw.”? pharaoh, that is he who rules in the cosmos.

In order to understand the explanation as an explanation, the reader must recall that the serpent had been
associated with the cosmos in 1.2 by virtue of a formal resemblance between the scales of a serpent and the
image of the stars against the background of the sky. However, attention is also drawn to the conceptual

relation between the dwelling of a ruler and its inhabitant. What we have, therefore, is the conjunction of the

20 According to the LSJ: ‘in Il. always of the darkness of death’.

1 Brought out in the Greek by the words ndp and nupérrerv; in English perhaps flame/enflame, blaze/blaze up, or flare, flare up (the operative
notion being a self-propagating nature common to both fire and immeasurable or extreme anger).

#2 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.61.
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two types of explanatory element, one empirical, the other conceptual. The first provides a hypothetical
rationalization as to why the hieroglyph is to be understood as signifying cosmos-ruler, while the latter draws
attention to the formal and semantic relations (between a serpent and the cosmos, a pharaoh and his royal

abode) upon which the hypothetical rationalization is premissed.

Both the glyphs and their meanings often display a composite structure formally supporting this analysis.
The recognition that explanations are composite in this way, comprising discrete categorical elements, of
why signs signifying their meanings and of what their meanings are, establishes not only that natural facts
are conceived of as a hieroglyphic resource, but also that it is the semantic content of the glyph that provides
the inferential warrant from that resource to an explanation of why the glyph has that particular semantic
content. The explanatory momentum, in other words, is not from resource to meaning, but vice versa. Though
the possibilities afforded by such a conception of ispoyAvgikd are not explicitly exploited in the text of the
first book, as an organizing principle it nonetheless constitutes a mnemonic apparatus for learning
‘hieroglyphic’ writing and a technique (explicitly employed in the second book) for generating further

combinations derived from those resources.

A relatively direct statement of the means of composition occurs in 1.70 where the author notes that: ‘there
are plenty of other signs in the nature of crocodiles’ (Tkav@v 8¢ kai GAAGV Omapydtwv onueiwv, év i TV
KkpokoSeilwv @uoet). There is no predetermined range of meanings in need of signs, nor any predetermined
range of signs in need of meanings. Where the sign is of genuinely Egyptian provenance, its referent (and
possibly its meaning) is sourced there, but it becomes apparent that Book Two is less rich in interpretative
scope than its predecessor. The lines of thought connecting the explanation to the meaning are clearer
because the convention of natural history adduced can be presented in order to establish the form of the sign,
rather than Horapollo having to reconstruct a line of inference from a natural fact to an existing sign. If one is
working from a resource stipulating a finite range of features pertaining to a zoomorphic referent, then a pre-
existing sign or its given meaning may fall outside that range necessitating an imaginative or inventive

reconstruction.

It is perhaps for that reason the average number of meanings per glyph in Book One is much greater than in

Book Two. For fifty more signs (two-thirds as many again) in the second book, there are only fourteen more
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meanings (one-eighth as many again). This disparity between the two books then does seem likely to be a
direct consequence of the method applied. The author of Book One must apply the zoological details of his
Hellenistic-Alexandrian natural history sources to the glyphs of his Egyptian source without any guarantee
that the two are complementary in the way the author of Book Two is at liberty to ensure. When providing
the additional explanations of the second book the author-editor Philip, by virtue of not being constrained by
a pre-existing range of historically Egyptian hieroglyphs which are to be explained, is free to suggest new
hieroglyphic signs on the basis of information from the natural history sources which can be used to explain

how such new signs might have the meanings he attributes to them.
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The claim of this section - plausibly motivated by the general historical context outlined in chapter three - is
that Horapollonian semantics involves distinctions between linguistic expressions (Aééei¢), their meanings
(onuoavdueva or Aeydueva), and the objects or name-bearers (mpdyuara) to which they refer.”” This claim is
developed independently of my view of how Horapollo uses natural signs as evidence or grounds for inferential
argumentation. (The relationship between these features and the Neoplatonic (specifically Iamblichean)

theory of meaning, which itself exhibits both Peripatetic and Stoic features, will be the subject of part three.)

My question is how Horapollo’s explanations establish a relation between the item depicted by the sign and
its semantic content and this, in turn, involves some discussion of the problem of how to understand what kind

of things Horapollonian meanings are.

For Horapollo, mpdyuara are not what is signified by Aééeig, in the sense that even if he maintains that a
relation of representation between the two holds, this is nevertheless not the semantic (sign-meaning)
relation. There might, however, still be a stronger sense in which signs represent objects. One sense in which
this might be possible is that the substitution of a glyph for what it depicts may invoke an essentialist
conception of ostensive definition, such that, even if the relation between Horapollonian signs and objects is
representative, rather than semantic, still perhaps it exhibits a linguistic naturalism (as opposed to

conventionalism).

According to the version of linguistic naturalism espoused by Cratylus in Plato’s dialogue of that name
linguistic forms - primarily nouns - must bear a mimetic relationship to the nominatum. Thus, objective
natures are attributed to names. (A corollary of this is that there is an objective expertise of naming
postulated for employing and deploying names accurately.) Each name, insofar as it is composed of elements,
is significant because each element has significance: for example, the hardness of a consonant, for example,

mimetically contributes ‘hardness’ as a semantic component of the word in which it is used. On the basis of

23 Cf. Barnes, J., ‘Meaning, Saying, Thinking’ in Déring, K. & Ebert, Th. (edd.) Dialektiker und Stoiker: zur Logik der Stoa und ihrer Vorldufer
(Stuttgart: Steiner, 1993): pp. 47-61.
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this hypothesis of descriptive content, compound names are given an analysis in terms of atomic names,

which themselves are derived from imitative primary sounds (letters).”*

Thus etymology establishes the mimetic relationship between language (names) and reality (the Form of
names), but not knowledge of things in themselves, without which, even if sounds/letters are etymological
elements of natural names, convention might still determine the actual (if not ideal) use of names. The
possibility of etymological exegesis of the phonetic elements of speech, and consequently the literal elements
of writing, does not depend, then, on reading mimesis as the hypothesis that this is how language historically
developed. If we are then to assume the possibility that the historical development of the actual use of names
might, in the absence of knowledge of things in themselves, be determined by convention, rather than
naturalism, it is the rather the permanence and singularity of the objects of philosophical thought (za dei dvra
kol megukdta), and not simply the correspondence of each sound to a discrete element of reality as established
by the etymological method, that is thought to justify the etymological enterprise as furnishing reliable
analyses. The usefulness of etymology, then, is constrained by the requirement of just such independent
knowledge. One alternative to reading the Cratylus here as offering a substantive account of the historical
development of language is to read the etymological passages of the Cratylus as an explanation of
etymological method itself, rather than of specific insights to be gained by its application. If those passages
are just such an illustration of the employment of a particular technique for analyzing words, rather than of
any results it might in practice reach, then perhaps there is similar scope for an understanding of the np&ra
otoiyeio of, for example, Clement’s hieroglyphic analysis too as implying independent epistemological
objectives which are otherwise absent from the purely philologically-orientated Egyptological reading to

which it is typically submitted.

What evidence do we have in Horapollo for linguistic naturalism of this sort and what are the possible

epistemological constraints on its application? The first of two key lemmata is 1.70.

[T410] [O&¢ oxddovor okdrog]. Zkdrog 8¢ Aéyovreg, [How they adumbrate darkness]. To say darkness, they
Kkpokodeilov ovpav {wypapoiory, €neldr) ovk dAwg el¢  draw the tail of a crocodile, for by no other means does the
dpavioudv kol dnddeiav péper 6 kpokddeidog, ob €av Adfntan  crocodile bring about the darkness of death and
{wov, & un tj ovp@ tfj Efavrod &amAnkrioas drovov  destruction of whichever animal which it may have caught,

TIXPATKEVATEL" EV TOUTW YAp TR UEPEL 1] TOD Kpokodeilov loyvs

24 Plato Phil., Cratylus 386d-397b. See Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003): ch.6, §.2.
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kol avépein vndpyel. Tkav@v 8¢ kal dAAwv vmapxdviwv than by first striking it with its tail, and rendering it

onueiwv €v tfj TV kpokodeidwv puoel, avtapkn & d6éavta v immobile: for in this part the strength and power of the

TQ TPWTW oVYYPUUKTL EIMEIV.” crocodile subsists. And even though there are sufficient

other signs subsisting in the nature of the crocodile, those

that appear in the first book are sufficient.

Though the glyph of a crocodile-tail could be used to teach someone what the word ‘crocodile-tail’ means,
just as pointing at a crocodile-tail can, i.e. by ostensive definition, examples from Horapollo in fact here
maintain a distinction between what is directly named and what is indirectly signified precisely because the
glyph does service for the nominatum. Since it as it were stands in for the thing that it names, it cannot be said
to ‘signify’ that thing. Horapollonian hieroglyphic instruction, therefore, takes place both ostensively in one
sense and discursively in another, through the specification of predicable attributes. The predicable
attributes of a serpent in Horapollo include ‘variegation’, ‘heaviness’, and ‘smoothness’. (Alternatively, by
virtue of sharing identically predicable attributes in an extended discursive sense (in this case, cyclical

.)?¢ By virtue of its predicable attributes, then, a

temporality), a serpent-sign can be used to mean ‘cosmos’
serpent-sign can also be used to mean ‘variegated’, ‘heavy’, or ‘smooth’, but only by virtue of the serpent-sign
itself being variegated. Each sign, therefore, insofar as it is composed of predicable attributes it has in common
with the object depicted, is significant because each element exists in the nature of the phenomenon itself:
for example, something ‘subsisting in the nature of crocodiles’ (Vnapydvrwv... €v T T@V Kpokodeidwv @Uoel),

variegation in the nature of the serpent, contributing, by mimesis ‘variegation’ as a semantic component of

the glyph in which it is depicted.

The second of the two key lemmata, 1. 27, however, draws a further distinction which suggests an alternative

theoretical influence on the text.?”

[T411] [[dg 0 Adyaw]. To Aéyewv 8¢ ypdgovres, yAdaowv
{wypagpotot kai Tpatuov 6pBaAudv, Ta uev npwrein g Aadids
f] YAdaon uepiovreg, ta devrepeior 0¢ TavTng Toig dpOapoic’
oUtw yap of ye Adyor tedeiwg tAg Yuxfic KabeoTHkaoL, TEOG TG
Kkwihuata autic ovupetafdAdovres. [Himep kol etépg Adahid

nap' Atyvmtiows dvoudderar]. £tépwg 8¢ 6 Aéyewv anuaivovreg,

5 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.70.1-6.
26 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.2. [[13¢ kSouov].

[How (they signify) speaking]. To denote speaking they
depict a tongue and a blood-shot eye because they assign
the primary features of speech to the tongue, but the
secondary features of it to the eyes. For these utterances
are brought about entirely of the soul, changing in

accordance with its movements; [just in the same way as

#7 0n the non-semantic aspects of which cf. nam et oculi nimis arguti, quemadmodum animo affecti simus, loquuntur (Marcus Tullius Cicero, de
Legibus, 1.27); neque ulla ex parte (quam ex oculis) maiora animi indicia ... homini maxime ... profecto in oculis animus habitat ... oculi ceu vasa
quaedam visibilem eius partem accipiunt atque tramittunt (Gaius Plinius Secundus, Naturalis Historia, 11.145-6).
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YAGooav kai xeipa UMOKdTw Ypdgovol, Tfj uév YAwoon ta  speech is expressed in words in a different way by
mpwrein Tob Adyov @éperv dedwkdres, i 6¢ xewi, wg T T Egyptians]. And to signify speaking differently they draw a
yAwaoong ovAruara dvvoven, ta devrepa.’® tongue and a hand beneath, giving the primary features of
speech to the tongue to produce, and the secondary
features to the hand, as effecting the intentions of the

tongue.

The crucial contribution here is the claim that there are ‘movements of the soul’ (zfi¢c Yvxfic ... Kivijuara) in
accordance with which utterances (Adyoi) change. This raises two further questions, namely, (iii) how are
utterances related to movements of the soul, and (iv) how are movements of the soul related to factual

conditions?

As noted above, the two most prominent terms used of Horapollonian hieroglyphic signs in their signifying
capacity are énAdw and onuaivw. The two terms are not applied in such a way as to distinguish what is directly
named and what indirectly signified respectively.”” The first of these two lemmata, however, tells us how
written signs are related to the objects they depict: namely, via shared predicable attributes. We can now look
for specific evidence presented by the Horapollonian text indicating, if not explicit theoretical statements,
then at least familiar assumptions with which to answer the second set of questions as to what kind of
relations obtain between language and thought. Insofar as utterances (Adyoi) are ‘brought about entirely of
the soul (redeiwg ¢ Yuyrc), changing in accordance with its movements (kiviuara) we have a conception of

linguistic expressions as also corresponding to the internal Adyog of the soul.

In the absence of any evidence of an historically Egyptian account of any relationship of correspondence
between linguistic expressions and movements of the soul it may safely be inferred that the correspondence
is not an otherwise unattested report of an Egyptian belief, but Horapollo’s own explanation of why it is that
the Egyptians assign the various features of speech to the tongue and the eyes. That being the case, Horapollo
offers a rare indication of an at least partially theorized account of language, involving at least two possible
kinds of relation: first, a representational relation between written sign and object depicted, and second, a
relation between sign and movements of the soul. If, as I have described it, Horapollo’s lemmata consist of the

three elements of glyph, meaning, and the item depicted by the glyph (in terms of the properties of which the

%8 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.27.1-8.
29 cf. Ammonius Phil., in Aristotelis librum de interpretatione commentarius, 48.31: mepi 8¢ T0D §Uo udva €idn TOV CNUAVTIKGY VUL WVAY,
Gvoua kol priua, T6 uev vrdpewv SnAWTIKOV, T6 8¢ évepyel@v 1 Tad@v, G kowds dvduace Tpdéels:
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meaning is explained), then a plausible interpretation of the non-representational correspondence between

sign and movements of the soul is that it describes a semantic relation.

The Hieroglyphica makes several reference to speech (to Aéyewv), usually, as already noted, to identify the
activity of the sign-user through the use of the sign.*® Not only might a given sign (onueiov) either show
(6nAoi) or signify (onuaiver) its meaning, then, but, in using a particular glyph, the scribes may also signify
(onuaivovot) that meaning in a number of senses (aivirtduevor, unvdovreg, vouiovres, &c.), suggestive not only
of a variety of explanatory techniques, but also of formal and informal settings in which they may be
applied.* That Horapollo has something like this type of explanation for the semantic relation in mind is a
view supported by the unique application of the term ovufodik@¢ to the 0 Aéwv ... kowuuevos 8¢, avewydrag

toutous (SpBauovs) éxet in 1.19.

[T412] [T éypnyopdta ypdpovorv]. Eypnyopdta 8¢ ypdpovres  [How they write a watchful person.] To write a watchful
1l kad QUAaKa, Aéovog ypdpovot kepaAniv, €neidt) 0 Aéwv év T)  person, or even a guard, they draw the head of a lion,
Eypnyopévar  péuvke TovUG  OpOaAuovs, kowuevos 06  because the lion, when awake, closes his eyes, but when
avewydtag ToUToUs €xel, Omep £oTi ToD QuAdooelv onuelov. asleep keeps them open, which is a sign of watchfulness.
S1omep Ko ovuolikas Tois kAelbpois TGV igp@v Aéovrag ws  For this reason at the gates of the temples they have

@UAaxas mopeidiQaot.* symbolically appropriated lions as guardians.

In other words, because a lion sleeps with open eyes, which is a natural sign of watchfulness, a depiction of a
lion is a hieroglyphic sign of watchfulness. But the setting of lions as guards is symbolic. One point which
Horapollo does not spell out in this passage is what precisely the mark of distinction between a sign and a
symbol is. Presumably it is uncontroversial to point out that there would be a difference between a sacred
enclosure whose entrance is guarded by a lion and a sacred enclosure at the entrance of which is a sign of a
lion such that only the latter could reasonably be described as symbolic in any sense. So, what exactly is the
relationship between a sign and that which it depicts, that which it signifies, and anything which it might
symbolize? A lion that sleeps with open eyes might be a sign of vigilance in two senses: (a) in the sense that it
is indicative of vigilance by virtue of referring to it - which a sign of a lion could do equally well; or (b) in the
sense that it is indicative of vigilance by virtue of such a lion exercising or demonstrating vigilance. The

temptation is to emphasize the vigilance exercised by an actual lion, and the impassiveness of a lion-sign, so

30 cf, Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.4: fovAduevol te étog eineiv; 1.68: AvatoAnv 8¢ Aéyovreg; 1.69: Avawv 8¢ Aéyovteg; 1.70: Ekdrog 6¢
MAéyovreg.

01 As, for example, by the legalistic connotations of unviovor ‘make a disclosure, lay an information against’ noted above.

*2 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.19.1-5.
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that, in the case of an actual lion being set as a guard, sleeping with open eyes is a natural sign that lions are
vigilant, But the Horapollonian lion (a depiction of a lion sleeping with open eyes) is a sign of vigilance only
because actual lions sleep with open eyes (and so are vigilant). But in this case, it is difficult to imagine, if
lions are supposed in fact to be vigilant, that the setting of lions &¢ pvAakag might be symbolic. Under what
circumstances, then, might one describe the carved image or sign of a lion as a symbol? The answer seems to
be that if o0 puAdooev onueiov means that sleeping with open eyes is a sign of vigilance exhibited by lions,
then to set images or signs of lions as guards is symbolic, since it is used to enact the réle which the thing it

depicts plays under ordinary (i.e. non-symbolic) conditions.

I have, then, distinguished three senses in which a sign (or a symbol) signifies (or symbolizes) for Horapollo.
In the first sense, we have natural signs, which are symptomatic of conditions, dispositions, or qualities that
reside in the nature of the item depicted. These natural signs are, secondly, cited as explanations of the
meanings of hieroglyphic signs, which are visual descriptions of natural signs, signifying that of which the
latter are symptomatic. Thirdly, there are symbolic uses of hieroglyphic signs in which the sign is used under

those circumstances in which the natural sign is used non-symbolically.

Accordingly, the differences between the three types, or senses, of ‘sign’ are reflected in the terminology used
to describe their respective functions. When the text states that a particular onueiov (hieroglyphic) dndot or
onuaiver its meaning, that sign is characterized as indicative of the meaning, not as exhibiting or displaying the
quality (for example) which it means, as a natural onueiov does. For Horapollo (or Philip), the symbolic use of
hieroglyphs is distinguished from both the representational use and the semantic use. Not only is the
meaning not the same as what is depicted - i.e. the meaning of a sign is not that to which the sign refers (if it
were, the meaning of hieroglyph 1.19 would be lion sleeping with open eyes, not on guard), but also what is
symbolized by the fact that the Egyptians ‘employed lions as guards’ (Adovrag w¢ pudakas mapeiMipaoty) is
distinct from what a lion-sign signifies because it is neither the hieroglyphic sign, nor its referent that is
symbolic (though the former is significant), but the employment or application (rapdAnyic) of images of lions

as guards.

Whether lions do sleep with open eyes or not does not affect the specifically semantic relation between the

hieroglyph and its meaning (i.e. vigilance), only the choice of glyph to bear that significance because the
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emphasis in the causal clause explaining the meaning of the glyph is not on the fact that it is a lion sleeping
with open eyes, but on the fact that it is a lion sleeping with open eyes. Lions were said at one time to sleep with
open eyes. For that reason, a lion, or an image or sign of a lion was used to mean vigilance. Now the
connection between sleeping with open eyes and vigilance is internal to the two, by which I do not mean
someone or something sleeping with open eyes is in fact vigilant (they are in fact asleep), but that vigilance
might be indicated by the image of someone (something) sleeping with open eyes: not a demonstration of
vigilance, but nonetheless illustrative of vigilance. Because lions (whether factually or conventionally) sleep
with open eyes, a lion (or the image of one) can (grammatically, logically) be used to mean or signify
vigilance. But it is hard to see why, if lions are in fact or by convention vigilant, this use is of itself symbolic,
since in that case, lions are literally, not symbolically, vigilant. If, on the other hand, Egyptians set not lions
(the beasts), but figures or signs of lions as guards to sacred enclosures, then the symbolism is clear, because a

sign is not literally vigilant, even if that of which it is a sign is.

A sign, a character, or a pictogram is symbolic depending on how it is used, not by virtue of simply depicting
something, or by being a sign signifying something. The sign of a lion certainly shows a lion, but what it
signifies (in this case) is vigilance. If the placement of a lion (as opposed to a sign depicting a lion) is symbolic,
then the use of the signs as such cannot be conceived of as symbolic in the same (if any) sense. In 1.19 the lion
might be considered somewhat misleading to a reader unacquainted with Plutarch or Zlian,’” but the
connection between sleeping with open eyes and vigilance is clear: one cannot know if something that sleeps
with open eyes is asleep or not, and one is forced to assume vigilance. One cannot, however, assume vigilance
of a sign. A guard might wear the badge of a lion to signify his profession, but to post the badge as guard is
symbolic, and presupposes a further pragmatic context wherein the use of the hieroglyphic badge is situated
and employed. No other instance of such a context is explicitly provided within the TepoyAvgixd, but having
established a pragmatic component to the use of hieroglyphs, several facets of symbolic usage in this sense

are adduced.

3% Plutarchus Biogr., Phil., Quaestiones convivales 670c3: vmoddumer ta Suuara kabevdovrog; Claudius Aelianus Soph., De natura animalium
5.39.9-10: KPeiTTwWV Unvov Aéwv 0TIV dypunvy del.
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4, T ic M

As I have argued in the previous section, there is, then, a third consistent sense in which Horapollonian

hieroglyphs are given exegeses neither as representative (i.e. in their capacity as depictions of natural

phenomena), nor as legitimizing semantic links.

[T413] [&g kdouov]. Kdouov PovAduevor ypdpar, v
{wypagotor thv eavtod éabiovia ovpdv, otiyuévov @oliot
owkiAaig, 01 UEV TV PoASwV aiVITTEUEVOL TOVG €V TG KOOUW
aotépag. Paputarov 8¢ T {Pov kabdmep ki 1) yrj, Aeidtatov 8¢
womep Uowp' kab' EkaoTov O EViavTOV TO YAPKS GQEL,
anodvetar, kad' 6 kol 0 €v TQ KOOUW EVIADOL0S XPGVO,
évaldaynv mooUuevog, vedler t@ 6¢ wg ol xpfiobur TG

EqUTOU CWUATL oHUaiver TO Tdvta Sow €k Tij¢ Beiog mpovoing €v

[How the universe]. When they want to write the universe,
they depict a serpent speckled with variegated scales,
eating its own tail; by the scales alluding to the stars in the
universe. The animal is also very heavy, as is the earth, and
very slippery, like water: moreover, it every year sheds its
skin and thus loses old age, as in the universe the annual
period causes a change, and is renewed. And using its own

body for food signifies that all things whatsoever, that are

Q) KOouQ Yevvara, tavta ndAw Koi TV ueiwow eig atd generated by divine providence in the universe, undergo a

{7 304
Aaupdvery. diminution into the same things again.

The figure of the serpent alludes (aivittduevor) to two qualities (heaviness, smoothness) of elements of the
cosmos; the variegated scales allude to the stars in the cosmos; the serpent of which this is a figure alludes,
through the natural fact of shedding skin in rejuvenation and devouring its own tail, either to the principle of
the cyclical temporality of the cosmos, or to the reciprocal nature of growth and decay within the cosmos.
The feature that characterizes the three elements as allusive, as opposed to representative or semantic, is
that the details depicted by the glyph neither directly signify the natural phenomena depicted, nor are they
criterially related to them in such a way as legitimize inference from those phenomena to the meaning of the
depicted elements. What is consistently allusive in this mode of hieroglyphic expression is the use of features
belonging to the observed natural phenomena as depicted by the glyphs themselves not as criterial of the
conceptual content of the glyph (as in the case of the semantic mode of hieroglyphic expression), but as
symbolically performed by the glyph itself. In other words, it is not the réle that natural phenomena play in
the semantic mode of expression in explaining the meanings of the hieroglyphs that depict them (whether
pre-existing or invented) that I shall distinguish with the terms symbolic, allusive, or enigmatic
(aviyuatikdg). It is rather the performative role of the glyphs in the capacity those natural phenomena

ordinarily occupy that so characterizes them.

* Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 1.2.
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The symbolic technique, then, is premissed both on a hieroglyph depicting a natural phenomenon, and on a
shared semantic relation between the relevant phenomenon and its depiction. In other words, it depends for
its viability as a symbol on both the representative and semantic modes of expression described above.
However, it is not, qua symbol, directly concerned with depicting a natural phenomenon, or with a shared
meaning between the phenomenon depicted and the glyph. Rather it establishes the glyph as symbolically

fulfilling the condition met by the phenomenon in non-symbolic circumstances.

To clarify with a few examples: the connection between the figure of a moon and a month®*®is not only
empirically observable, but semantic. What is meant by ‘moon’ is that celestial body by which one measures
the course of a month, not, for example, the body during the eclipse of which baboons decline to eat.** In
other words, one way of explaining what ‘moon’ means is to specify its relationship with the duration of a
month. This is the semantic relation upon which depends the second mode of hieroglyphic expression. A bee,
on the other hand, signifying ‘a people obedient to their king’ (Aadv neifrjviov Pacidei)’™ is not eusocial by
definition, but by nature; one doesn’t identify a bee by whether it lives in a eusocial colony with a dominant
reproductive female and it is possible to identify a eusocial species without specifying that it is a bee. In the
first example, the explanation specifies criterial conditions under which the item may be called a moon,
whereas, in the second, it is merely symptomatic of the bee that it is eusocial: its hierarchical social
arrangements can be inferred from its depicted form or natural condition, but these are not defining
characteristics. In other cases, however, the relevant point of comparison between a sign and the
phenomenon it depicts, which in the semantic mode of expression identifies its meaning, in the symbolic
mode identifies a natural feature of the phenomenon depicted as a feature of the glyph itself. When
‘appropriated’ (mapeidijpact) in its capacity as displaying this natural feature a glyph is being used in the

symbolic mode (cuufoAikdg).

Though examples in which the natural properties or qualities of the phenomena depicted by hieroglyphs are
emphasized (usually by virtue of the absence of any elaboration of how those feature are to be construed as
establishing specifically semantic links) are far more frequent in the second book than the first. This is

possibly a result of the fact that Philip’s additions are no longer constrained by the predetermined features of

%% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 1.66.
%% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 1.14.
*7 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 1.62.
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genuinely Egyptian signs, thereby allowing for a diversification of natural features that constitute the
possible symbolic range of the hieroglyphic resource. On the other hand, the same brevity of explanation
excludes any explicit statement to the effect that these glyphs have specifically symbolic uses of the type
found in the ‘lion’s head’” glyph.**® Nonetheless, these passages occupy the long Hellenizing sequence in Book
Two and constitute a kind of catalogue of traits and occupations which brings emphasis to bear on key moral,
social, and human themes relying on particularly zoomorphic signs. In this respect the ‘catalogue’ is
recognizably in the vein of the latter tradition of allegorical and more clearly emblematic hieroglyphic

exegeses®”

[T414] [ &vBpwmov latpevovra avtév dmd ypnouod]. [How a man who cures himself by an oracle]. When they
AvBpwmov  amo  xpnouod latpevovta éovtov  PovAduevor  want to signify a man who cures himself by an oracle, they
onufival,  gdooav kpatovoav @UAlov Sdevng {wypagoto:  depict a wood-pigeon carrying a laurel-branch; for this
gxeivn ydp, 6te dppwotei, pUAov émitibnot ddevng is TV bird, when it is unwell, places a branch of laurel in its nest,

VEOTOLGV EQUTTS Kad Yixiver.*™° and recovers.

So, for example, in 2.46, an oracle is to a man what a laurel-leaf is to a dove, i.e. a cure. The cure is the point of
comparison then assigned criterial significance for the symbolic meaning of the glyph, but is not itself the
meaning. A glyph depicting a dove carrying a laurel-leaf, by virtue of the curative properties of both laurel-

leaves and oracles, signifies a man who cures himself by an oracle.

The same structure is present in 2.49, where a city is to a man dwelling safely what a stone is to an eagle’s nest
holding safely, i.e. security. Therefore, a glyph of an eagle carrying a stone signifies a man who dwells securely
in a city. Again, in 2.50: a (long-eared feathered) bustard is, when a horse sees it, what a man is, when closely pursued
by another, i.e. weak. Therefore, a glyph of a bustard and a horse signifies a weak man persecuted by a
stronger. Three things are established here: (1) that the glyph depicts a horse and a bustard; (2) that the
natural fact of a bustard taking flight on seeing a horse signifies weakness; (3) that the depiction of a bustard
taking flight upon seeing a horse signifies the weakness of a man pursued by another. These three elements -
sign, natural fact, and symbol - are significant in distinct senses. The glyph signifies the natural phenomenon
descriptively; the natural phenomenon signifies the point of comparison symptomatically; the semantic link

between the hieroglyphic sign and the natural phenomenon, i.e. the weak confronted with the strong, through

% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.19.1-5.

9 Within which tradition the Hieroglyphica, Sive De Sacris Aegyptiorum aliarumque gentium litteris of loannes Pierius Valerianus Bellunensis
(Basel: 1556) and Emblematum libellus by Giovanni Andrea Alciato (Augsburg: 1531) are early successors of Horapollo.

3% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.46.
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the recontextualization of the sign from the perspective of natural history to that of ethics, signifies the
symbolic meaning of the glyph. In other words, had 2.50 read: “When they want to signify the weak confronted
with the strong, they draw a bustard in flight upon seeing a horse”, there would be little if any grounds for doubt as
to the appropriate analysis: the glyph is a depiction, or visual description, of a natural and typical indication
of the meaning the weak confronted with the strong. Therefore, the natural reading may be reconstructed as
follows: “When they want to signify a man in a weak condition and pursued by another (stronger) man [i.e. a
particular instance of the weak confronted with the strong], they draw a bustard in flight upon seeing [because it is

weaker than] a horse.”

Similarly, in 2.52, flight to a featherless bat is what a headlong rush is to a weak man: rash.

[T415] [@¢ &vBpwrov Snhoborv dabevij kai mpometevduevov]. [How they show a man who is weak and audacious]. When
"AvBpwmov aobevi] kai mpomerevduevov PovAduevor onuijvar, they want to signify a man who is weak and audacious,
vukTepidr  {wypagobory: €keivny ydp, ) éxovox mrepd,  they portray a bat, for it flies without having any feathers.

intaron.!

2.48, for which Leemans’ text lacks chapter numeration in the Greek, is more difficult to read in this way.

[T416] [Mldg dvlpa un Exovia yoMjv, dAA' d¢' érépov  [How a man who has no bile but receives it from another].
Sexduevov]. "Avépa un éxovra xoAv avtopuis, dAL' dg' étépov When they write a man who has naturally no bile but
dexduevov ypdgovteg, mepioTepdv {wypagoboty, Exovoav T&  receives it from another, they depict a dove with her hind

omioBix SpBd- év ékeivoig yap thv xoAnv éxer*™? parts erect; for in them she has her bile.

A man without bile naturally is, when receiving it from another, what a dove is, with upright hind-parts, in which it
has bile. In other words, a man not inclined to anger naturally, but who is incited to anger by another is to be

l 313
’

compared to a dove which (1.57) is not choleric, but has bile in its tail,*" which it generically holds erect

(indicating the presence of the otherwise foreign bile?).

The sequence continues with 2.53. Here, only the barest distinction between ‘meaning/showing’ and

‘writing/drawing’ is observed (... fovAduevor {wypagproa, ... {wypagpodoiv), marked solely by aspect.

' Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.52.
*2 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.48.
313 Cf, Aristoteles Phil., Historia Animalium. 2.15.
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[T417] [Tl yvvaika Ondddovoav, kal kadds dvatpépovoav]. [How a woman suckling and bringing up her children well].
Tvvaike OnAd{ovoav, kai kadds avatpépovoav PovAduevor  When they want to write a woman suckling and bringing
Swypagijoo, vuktepida mav Exovoav 66évrag kai uaotovs  up her children well, they again depict a bat with teeth and
{wypagoboty: alitn ydp, uvn T@v FAAWY mTnv@v, 686vrag kei  breasts; for this is the only one of the winged creatures

uaotove Eyer which has teeth and breasts.

The sense of the elements themselves: teeth and breasts are to a bat what giving suck is to a woman, i.e. tokens
of good-nursing, provides an equally minimal distinction to the referents of sign and meaning, and the overall
contribution is little more than the alignment of bat and woman, neither foregrounded in such a way as to
specify the priority of one over the other, except by the aspect-marker: they imperfectively draw a bat, when
they perfectively want to draw a woman &c. Other chapters, on the other hand, use the imperfective in both

clauses.

The unique contribution of these kinds of exegeses in the Hieroglyphica was recognized by Champollion

himself:

il est aisé de voir que I'ouvrage d’Horapollon se rapporte bien it is easy to see that the work of Horapollo relates
plus spécialement a lexplication des images dont se more specifically to the explanation of images which
composaient les anaglyphs, qu’aux elements ou caractéres de are composed of anaglyphs, than to elements or
I'écriture hiéroglyphiques proprement dite: le titre si vague de characters of hieroglyphic writing itself: the vague
ce livre, TepoyAveika [sculptures sacrées ou gravures sacrées], title of this book, TepoyAvgikd [sacred sculptures or

est la seule cause de la méprise.*"® sacred engravings], is the sole cause of the mistake.

316 offers

In the context of a discussion of Clement of Alexandria’s treatment of hieroglyphic Egyptian Vergote
several possible explanations for the distinctive characteristics of dvdyAvpa (i.e. ornaments or inscriptions
carved in low relief) used in theologized myths in the praises of kings employing details of Egyptian
orthography, which appeal to morpho-syntactically marked hieroglyphic practice, contra the explanations of
his predecessors, Maréstaing, Dulaurier, and Deiber. The latter had, by contrast, conceived of these anaglyphs
as exhibiting formal differences associated with glyphic practice in bas-reliefs in particular, in which not all
that is depicted is grammatically marked script, but includes the depiction of items as compositional elements

in scenic tableaux without playing a specifically morpho-phonological or morpho-syntactic rdle. In this

respect his predecessors were undoubtedly closer to the mark.

1 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica, 2.53.

315 Cited in Sbordone, 2002, p.XI.

316 Vergote, J., ‘Clément d’Alexandrie et I'écriture égyptienne’, Le Muséon 52 (1939): pp. 199-221); Clemens Alexandrinus Theol., Stromata
5.4.21.1.
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The Greek conception of symbolic hieroglyphs in general, standing in need of interpretation (¢punvein), and
Horapollo’s conception in particular, is exactly the situation we are faced with in the tableaux of Egyptian bas-
reliefs. The relationship between the two elements of script and tableau is characterized by the fact that the
script supplies the interpretation of the tableau; the relationship between glyph and explanation in the
exegetical sources is characterized by the fact that it is the explanation that supplies the interpretation of the
glyph. Though both may fairly be described as allegorical, the glyphs for which the Greek exegesis supplies
the interpretation are not semantically determined according to the same principles as the morpho-
syntactically marked Greek sequences. Neither the script in the tableaux, nor the explanation in the exegeses
themselves is subject to further interpretation. That is because the Greek exegesis is not susceptible of

interpretation precisely insofar as it serves as the explanation of the meaning of the glyph.

The contention here, however, is not to deny the Horapollonian glyphs the status of hieroglyphic writing on
the grounds that they resemble historically Egyptian anaglyphs more than the phonetic and ideographic
models of decipherment. Symbolic Horapollonian hieroglyphs are rather to be explained as symbols precisely
in virtue of being representative signs depicting referents which are specifically capable of use symbolically,
in the context of the particular aims and structural elements of the text, because presented as bearing
semantic content. That is, against a background of what might be called the natural language of signs, the
hieratic intent of the glyphs not only does not preclude them from semantic analysis, but in fact depends on

that very possibility.

Such a language has occupied prominent positions in philosophical linguistics in more than one historical
setting, but is ultimately a Greek conception. The signs, insofar as they are signs at all, must be capable of
being understood, which of course means they are also capable of being misunderstood, which is why their
applications, their uses, are dependent on the explanations provided. The use of a glyph to signify a quality
(vid. the non-Egyptian material informing most of Book Two), tropologically, so to speak, is nonetheless distinct
from the use of the same glyph as symbolizing that quality, which is the manner in which what Horapollo

describes as symbolic representations proceed.
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The aims and presuppositions of the Hieroglyphica differ not in detail, but in kind from the endeavour of
decipherment. The unique and original contribution of the text is precisely the technique for producing
either a sign-resource, or a range of tropic significance, through natural facts used to define semantic
content. Dempsey in Merkel & Debus®’ misconstrues the importance of this point while simultaneously
making several crucial observations on the development of Renaissance interest in hieroglyphics. Wishing to
ease the emphasis placed on the Horapollo manuscripts in explanation of later developments in the area, he
writes that the Hieroglyphica ‘contained no statement of the linguistic or pictographic principles of
hieroglyphs, no grammar or syntax’. As demonstrated above, the informing linguistic principles are
embedded in the structure of the work; the meaning of a sign is circumscribed by the account given of it, not
by otherwise unstated grammatical considerations. On the other hand, there does appear to be some basis
upon which to attribute to Horapollo an elementary conception of hieroglyphic grammar in the availability of

a number of compound signs:

1.1 fjlov kai oeArfvnv (sun and moon)

1.12 kdvOapov kai yoma (beetle [scarab] and vulture)

1.22 Bupartripiov kaaduevov kai éndvw kapdioav (burning censer and heart above it)
1.27 yA@ooav kai Gpoauov dpBaiudv (tongue and bloodshot eye)

1.38 pédav kai kdokivov kai oyowviov (ink and sieve and reed)

1.43 mop kod Udwp (fire and water)

1.59 8@1v KoouoelS@§ éaxNUaTIOUéVOV, 00 THY olp&v év T oTduatt, 70 8¢ dvounx Tod Paciléws év uéow T eiMfyuart (serpent
represented as cosmos, with its tail in its mouth and name of king written in middle of coils)
1.61 8pwv év uéow 8¢ avirod oikov uéyav (serpent and in middle great palace)

2.35 okopriov kol kpokdSeidov (a scorpion and a crocodile)

2.43 &tida ke inmov (a horse and a bustard)

2.51 atpovBov kal yAavka (a sparrow and a dog-fish)

2.64 udpunka kol Trepd vuktepidos (an ant and bat's wings)

2.74 Aokov ki AiBov (a wolf and a stone)

2.75 Aéovrag kai §@Sag (lions and torches)

2.85 E\épavta kal kpiov (an elephant and a ram)

2.86 EAépavta perd xoipov (an elephant with a pig)

2.87 E\agov kal &xdvav (a deer and a viper)

2.91 édagov ueta avAntod avBpdimov (a deer and a flute-player)

2.93 &roma kad aSioavtov tv fordvnv (an owl and some maiden-hair)

2.106 kdpafov kai moAvmodw (a spiny lobster and an octopus)

2.108 mivvayv kol kapkivov uikpov (an oyster and a crab)

37 Merkel, 1. & Debus, A. G., (1988), (edd.) Hermeticism and the Renaissance Intellectual History and the Occult in Early Modern Europe (London:
Folger Books).

Mark Wildish -113-



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -114-

Several elements of these do have semantic content in isolation, ‘moon’, ‘scarab’, and ‘serpent’, for example.**®

Also, the juxtaposition of independently meaningful elements with other elements (whose meaning is not on
the whole otherwise specifically explained), does seem to entail some form of operative grammatical
distinction, either as a form of morphological inflection, or in terms of syntactical/clausal construction. The
clearest example of this is the ‘moon’ hieroglyph, which in isolation means ‘month’ and in combination with
the ‘sun’ hieroglyph means ‘eternity’. It is difficult to envisage here the addition of the ‘sun’ hieroglyph as
performing any determinately morphological, as opposed to syntactical work. The addition of the ‘sun’ glyph
appears to establish a syntactical relation since it functions at the very least as an external modifier of the
meaning of the ‘moon’ glyph. However, the modification it entails clearly belongs to the same semantic field
as the ‘moon’ glyph in isolation (i.e. both ‘head’ and modifier have a temporal meaning). In that sense the
connection between ‘moon’ and ‘sun and moon’ correlates better with that between ‘month’ and ‘months’,
than between ‘moon’ and ‘moons’. Whether construed as a morphological or a syntactic feature, however,
compositionality of glyphs in Horapollo evidently is capable of marking semantic variation and to that extent

(however underdeveloped in the text) exhibits grammaticality.

The use of natural signs in this way, as a semiotic resource, itself, however, indicates an underlying principle
of exegetic judgement whereby hieroglyphic signs are semantically analogous to natural signs. The
agreement in significance between the formal properties of the glyph and the predicable properties of the
item depicted without corresponding intermediate instances establishes those properties themselves as both
factual and logical conditions under which hieroglyphs are capable of the third, symbolic mode of expression.
To predicate of a serpent, or the glyph of a serpent, that it is smooth or speckled is to describe the natural
properties of the creature; to explain the meaning of a serpent-sign by reference to smoothness or speckling
is to define the use of that sign as a precondition for its predicative use in reference to natural facts. What is
almost completely absent in the Hieroglyphica is linguistic context. No hieroglyphic inscription is adduced
which might be examined in the light of its exegeses, and consequently no predicative uses of a hieroglyphic

sign is in evidence.

The status of the natural fact as such is not, semantically speaking, relevant to the viability of the

hieroglyphic sign in its symbolic sense. Cats, for example, do not always land on their feet after a fall, but the

8 E.g. ‘moon’ 1.4, 66; ‘scarab’ 1.10, 2,41; ‘serpent’ 1.45, 60, 62, 63, 64.
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currency of the notion legitimizes the picture of a cat landing on its feet as a sign of stability or balance.
Philip might have written in this case: when they want to signify a man who regains his balance after losing
it, they draw a cat, for a cat, when it falls, lands on its feet. On this reading of symbolic glyphs, the claim that
hieroglyphic sign of a sparrow on fire (2.115) is used to mean a fecund man, can be restated as: the sign depicts a
natural indication of fecundity. On Horapollo’s use of the term ‘symbolic’, on the other hand, and in contrast to
his use of the term ‘allusive’, is the claim that the signs themselves are used indicatively. Kissing a loved one
may be considered a natural sign of affection, but there is nothing symbolic in the act as such. Kissing the
photograph of a loved one, however, while a sign of my affection for the loved one shown in the photograph,
is nonetheless a symbolic kiss. Using the photograph, on the other hand, simply to identify the loved one,

does not render the former symbolic, merely visually representative.

Read purely as a catalogue of signs, the Hieroglyphica does not put the signs to any symbolic use in the
Horapollonian sense, but merely notes that they depict certain natural signs and can therefore be used
allusively or symbolically in the broader sense. In general, what we have in the text is not an attempt to
decipher the historical values of Egyptian hieroglyphics, but an attempt to interpret the meanings of
hieroglyphic signs by means of natural signs. An investigation to determine the extent of the influence of
Aristotelian natural history on the structure of the Hieroglyphica, except insofar as this might further support
observations on categorically composite elements (vid. sup. on 2.38), or on inherited paradoxography (vid. sup.
on 2.48), as source-analysis will provide only a reconstruction of an historical line of development of
philosophical linguistics, not a clarification of the conditions under which it is presented in Horapollo and the

conditions are precisely those which juxtapose hieroglyphic signs and natural signs.
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§5. Horapollonian Metaphysics

In the absence of any explicitly addressed Christian objection the difficulties of establishing a strong form of
the claim that Horapollo is working to produce a polemical tool for use against Coptic suppression are, I think,
insurmountable. Even the weaker claim that the Hieroglyphica is a specifically Neoplatonic work is
underdetermined by the available evidence. On the other hand, on the basis of broadly historical
considerations the composition of the text within a pagan revivalist movement in late fifth century Egypt
does seem likely and given both the linguistic subject-matter and the theosophical and Egyptizing interests of
a number of Platonists of the period, evidence of some influence of that context on a text by a self-declared
philosopher might reasonably be expected. At the very least investigating elements of that context serves as a

useful heuristic strategy by which to assess the text’s own explanatory strategies.

More important, perhaps, is the fact that hieroglyphic exegeses from sources less controversially aligned with
Neoplatonic interests and commitments are occasionally identical in detail. We have, for example, several
examples of hieroglyphic exegesis in Photius’ report of Damascius.*”

I

[T418] 0 inmondrauog &dikov (@ov, S0sv kai év toic The hippopotamus is an unjust animal, hence in
iepoyAvgikois  ypdupaoy dadikiov dndoir Tov ydp matépa  hieroglyphic characters it means injustice, for it kills its

anokteivag fuddeton thv untépa.’® father and does violence to its mother.

[T419] tag Sddexa dpag 1 afdovpos Siakpivel, viktag kai  The cat marks the twelve hours by always urinating in each
nuépag ovpovox kaf’ ekdotny aei, Siknv dpydvov Twog  one both day and night, telling the hour like an instrument.

wpoyvwuovoiow.**!

I

[T420] 6 8pvé 0 {@ov mrapviuevos avatéAdewv Siwonuaiver By sneezing the oryx signifies the rising of Sirius.

Vv ZO0iv.**

Each of these three explanations of the meanings of hieroglyphic characters have parallels or variants in

Horapollo.

[T421] [G¢ &Sikov kai dydpiotov]. "ASikov 8¢ kai dydpiotov, [How an unjust and ungrateful man]. (To signify) an unjust

319 See Maspero, J., ‘Horapollon et la fin du paganisme égyptien’ in Bulletin de I'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 11 (1914): p.192.
320 Damascius Phil., Vita Isidori fr. 98 (ap. Photium, Bibl. codd. 181, 242).

321 Damascius Phil., Vita Isidori fr. 100.1-2 (ap. Photium, Bibl. codd. 181, 242).

%22 Damascius Phil., Vita Isidori fr. 102 (ap. Photium, Bibl. codd. 181, 242).
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{nmomotduov Svuyag Svo kdrw PAémovrag yodgovoty. obTog
ydp, €v nhikiy yevduevos, mepd(el TOV TaTEPY, MOTEPGYV TOTE
{oYUeL UaydUEVOS TIPOG aOTOV, Kad €&V UEV O IaThp EKXwpEHom,
Témov avt( uepiong, o0Tog mEdg THV éavtod unTépa émi yduov
fikel, ki €q tovtov {fjv: el 0¢ un émtpéyeiev avt@ moijoaobon
TPOS THY UNTEPX YAUOV, AValpel avTéV, AVOPEIdTEPOS Kol

aKuo6TEPOg VIdpywv->

[T422] @aoi yap Tov dppeva aidovpov cuuuetafdAey Tg

Kdpag Toig Tol NAiov Spduoig*

[T423] Axabapoiav 8¢ ypdgovres, dovya {wypagpoiory, éneidt
én' avatoAnv épyouévng thg oeArjvng, arevi{wv eig v Oedv,
Kpawynv moieitat, ... & §' avtd motel kod émi tod HAiov Oeiov

dotpov avatodfic.*®
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and ungrateful man, they depict two claws of an
hippopotamus turned downwards. For when this animal
has arrived at its prime it contests its father by fighting, to
try which is the stronger, and should the father give way
he cedes him terrain and consorts with its mother,
permitting him to live; but if his father should not permit
the union with his mother, he kills him, being the stronger

and more vigorous of the two.

For they say that the male cat changes the shape of the

pupils of his eyes according to the course of the sun.

[How they show impurity]. To denote impurity, they
delineate an Oryx (a species of wild goat), because when
the moon rises, this animal looks intently towards the

goddess and raises an outcry, ... And it acts in the same

manner at the rising of the divine star the sun.

The suggestive introduction in Photius, immediately after a sequence of examples from which the above are
excerpted, of the figure of Heraiscus, Horapollo’s uncle, is unlikely to be a direct line of transmission of
material from shared sources. The differences in details between the three parallel examples, as well as
earlier parallels to the first in Plutarch,’® makes the plausible explanation a generic interest in Alexandrian

philosophical circles in precisely the Egyptizing philosophical subjects alluded to by Damascius.

For that reason the question of whether there are background Hellenized metaphysical presuppositions that
the Hieroglyphica might reflect is not implausible. For example, concerning the two rival conceptions of the
ungenerated world which are explicitly at stake in the Christian critique itself, in the absence of revelation, so
the objection goes, what means can there be by which the ungenerated world that is such an important part
of Platonic as well as Christian metaphysics may be known? I shall argue that this is a question addressed by
the Hieroglyphica - at least indirectly - insofar as Horapollo provides us with a number of examples of

hieroglyphs whose exegesis invoke instances of immutability, eternity, self-sufficiency, and unity.

32 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.56.1-7.
3" Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.10.19-20.
3% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.49.1-7.
326 plutarchus Biogr., Phil., De Iside et Osiride, 32.
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The clearest examples are those hieroglyphs whose meanings include Egyptian or Graeco-Roman deities: Isis,
Ares, Aphrodite, Athene, and Hephaistus.’” There are also several culturally neutral glyphs with meanings
involving immutability or eternity: a god, something sublime, the soul, foreknowledge, the cosmic god, a
cosmic ruler, a king ruling part of the cosmos, the almighty, a man’s soul, the infinite.*”® Whereas most of the
examples of glyphs with meanings related to the divine occur in Book One, we have seen in the previous
section that Book Two includes a long catalogue of virtues and vices: temperance, the permanent and
steadfast, impiety, an initiate.’” In each case, of course, the phenomenon the glyph depicts is a natural

phenomenon, occurring within the generated, sensible world.

[T424] [MGg ai@ve onuaivovorv]. Al@va onuaivovteg, fliov
kol oeAAVNV Ypdpouot, Sik TO aidvie elvon atotyeie. Aldva §'
etépws ypdar PovAduevor, Spwv {wypagodov, éxovia TtV
0UP&V UTTO TO A0LTOV 0@ KOUTTTOUEVNY, OV kaAoDowv Alyumtiol
ovpaiov, 6 éotiv EMnwioti Pacidiokov, Svmep xpvoodv
noloOvTes, Beois mepitiBéaoy. aidva 0¢ Aéyovowv Atyomrior Sk
t008e 00 {ov SnAolobu, Emeildn TOIOV Yev@v Spewv
kaBeoTdTwy, Td@ pEv Aowma Ovnrda vndpxet, tovto 8¢ udévov
abdvatov, 0 kol mpoouafioav £TEpw TavTl {Ww, dixa Kal T00
Saxeiv, avaipei’ 60ev, éneidn Sdokel {wrjg kad Bavdrov kupleveLy,

816 To0T0 AUTOV €Ml TG kepadfic TV Oedv émtiféaon.*>

[How they signify eternity]. To signify eternity they depict
the sun and moon, on account of being eternal elements.
But when they want to write eternity differently, they
draw a serpent with its tail hidden by the rest of its body:
the Egyptians call this ‘ouraios’, which in Greek is basilisk,
which they make in gold and they place on the gods. The
Egyptians say that eternity is shown by means of this
animal; because of the three existing species of serpents,
the others are mortal, but this alone is immortal, and
because it destroys any other animal just by breathing on it
without even biting. Since it appears to have power over
life and death, on account of this they place it upon the
head of the gods.

The claim that the elements (the sun and the moon), or certain species of serpent, are eternal is necessarily
problematic for Christianity as belonging to the generated - and therefore temporally finite - world. Nothing
within the cosmos, including celestial bodies, is eternal.*! Indeed, all Platonists (Christian or otherwise) would
consider everything within the cosmos ‘part of the generated world’, even if they thought that it was
everlasting. It seems, however, that Horapollo’s understanding is to agree that the universe is both ‘part of
the generated world’ and eternal, though in a qualified sense.

[T425] [l&g xbouov]. Kdouov PouvAduevor ypdpor, Sgrv  [How the universe]. When they want to write the universe,

{wypapotar v éavrod €obiovta ovpdv, €otiyuévov @odior  they depict a serpent speckled with variegated scales,

37 Horapollo, Hieroglyphica, 1.3,6,8,11,12.

328 Horapollo, Hieroglyphica, 1.6,7,8,11,13,61,63,64; 2.1,29. Furthermore, in Iamblichus’ hieroglyphic exegeses the gifts proper to the
incorporeal life are intellectual: virtue and wisdom. lamblichus Phil., De mysteriis 5.19.18-22.

3 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 2.7,10,19,55.

% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.1.1-10.

331 Sinuthius Theol., 7‘,01106/36 NNETWee!=1 am amazed = Contra Origenistas et Gnosticos (W54, Discourses 7, Work 5), HB 39.2-41.1; 0384-8.
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Wonep Udwp: kaf' Ekaorov 8¢ éviavtov TO Yipag aQels,
amodvetar, kab' & kol 0 €v TQ KGouUW EViavoiog XpEvog,
&vaddaynv mowovuevog, vedler T 8¢ WS TtPofi xpficfor @
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eating its own tail; by the scales alluding to the stars in the
universe. The animal is also very heavy, as is the earth, and
very slippery, like water: moreover, it every year sheds its
skin and thus loses old age, as in the universe the annual
period causes a change, and is renewed. And using its own
body for food signifies that all things whatsoever, that are
generated by divine providence in the universe, undergo a

diminution into the same things again.

Here ‘the stars in the universe’ (tovg év 1@ kdouw dotépag) belong among things ‘generated by divine

providence in the world’ (éx tri¢ Beiag mpovoing év T kéouw yevvarai), and as such they are also subject to

change and corruption, but in a cycle of continuous regeneration. This, however, does not preclude their

identification of a particular divinity, Isis, with a star.

[T426] [T éviavtdv]. Eviavtdv 8¢ PovAduevor Snddoat, Tow,
TouTéoTt yuvaike (wypagotol, ¢ O0¢ avt@ Kol THV Oedv
onuaivovary. Toig 8¢ mop' avtois €oTiv dotrp, alyvnrioti
KadoUpevos b, éMnvioti 8¢ AotpokUwv, 6¢ kai Sokel
Bacidebev TGV Aoim@v dotépwv, 0TE uev pei{wv ote 8¢ rfjoowv
avatéMwV, kai 6Te uev Adaumpdrepog, €06’ 6te §' oUx oUtwg” €T
8¢ Katt, 81071 KT THY TOUTOV TOU O TPOL dVATOANY onuelovuedu
Tepl TAVTWY TOV €V 1) Eviavtd ueAddvrwy tedeioba, Sidmep
oUk aAdyws Tov éviawtov Towv Aéyovat. kai Erépwg 8¢ éviavtov
Ypd@ovteg, poivika {wypapoiat, Stk T T0 S€vdpov TobTo udvov
TQOV AWV katd TV dvatoAnv tij¢ oeAjvng ulav fdiv yevvav,

¢ év taic §ddeka fdeory éviavrov anaptifehon.’™

[How a year]. When they want to show a year, they depict
Isis, i.e. a woman. By the same they also signify the
goddess. Now among them Isis is a star, in Egyptian called
Sothis, but in Greek Astrocuon, [the dog-star], which seems
also to rule over the other stars, inasmuch as it sometimes
rises more, and at other times less, and is sometimes
brighter, and at other times not so; and moreover, because
according to the rising of this star we signify all the events
of the coming year, therefore not without reason do they
call the year Isis. And writing the year otherwise, they
depict a palm-frond, because of all others this tree alone at
each rising of the moon produces one branch, so that in

twelve branches the year is completed.

How does Horapollo resolve the difficulty of celestial bodies belonging to the generated world under divine

providence while also being both eternal and divine themselves?

[T427] [T{ dotépa ypdpovres Snhodoi]. Osov §¢ €ykdoutov
onuaivovtes, 1 eiuapuévny, 1 tov mévre apifudv, dorépa
{wypagotal. Oedv uév, émnedn mpévowr Oeol THV Viknv
TPOOTAOTEL, 1] T@V AOTépwY kad TOD TavTds KOouov Kivnoig
éxktedeitar Sokel yap avtoic Siya Oeod undev SAwg ovveotdvar
eipopuévny 8¢, énel kol altn €€ dotpikfig  olkovouing

ovviotator Tov 8¢ mEvre dpibudv, neldr) mAnbovg dvrog v

32 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.2.1-8.
33 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.3.1-11.
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[What they show by drawing a star]. When they signify the
encosmic god, or fate, or the number 5, they depict a star.
And [by it they signify] god, because the providence of god
maintains the order by which the motion of the stars and
the whole universe is achieved; for it appears to them that
without a god nothing whatsoever could endure. And [by it

they signify] fate, because even this is regulated by the
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0Upav(, TEVTE udvor €€ aUT@V KIvoUuevoL TNV ToU kdopov — arrangement of the stars:—and also the number 5, because,

olkovouiav ékteloor.*** though there are a multitude of stars in the sky, only five of

them accomplish the natural order of the world by their

motion.

The answer appears to be - in line with standard Platonist doctrine - that he envisages the eternity and
divinity at issue as encosmic (ykdouiov), but subject to supracosmic governance. In this it is not inconceivable
that Proclus had some influence on Horapollo. Specifically, the expression ‘encosmic god’ (6gov ... éykdouiov)
is likely evidence of just such influence. The term appears sparsely in Greek, occurring perhaps only two
dozen times in a dozen authors® outside Proclus and Damascius and three times that often in Proclus
alone.”® Whether the term so used is specifically an innovation of Proclus or not, it is clearly characteristic of
the fifth century Neoplatonism of Alexandria and Athens, though the family connection with Proclus through
Heraiscus and Damascius through Horapollo himself would seem to the most economical basis upon which to

locate the source of influence.

One answer to the question of what kind of objects of interest are at play in the Hieroglyphica might be
precisely those objects discernible through the application of the exegetical procedures concerned. The
concern might still arise, however, that this is equally likely to be the case even if it were not uniformly
Platonic objects at which we arrived. As a matter of fact, in one or two places what we do arrive at appears to

support a Stoic interpretation.

[T428] [Mé¢ mavrokpdropa]. Mavrokpdtopa 8¢ €k Trig ToD {ov

tedewdosws  onuadvoval, mwdMv OV 0AGKAnpov  Ggv

{wypagpoivteg: oUtw map' avTois ToU mavrog KGouov o SifKGv

éot1 mvedua.*’

[How the one who governs all things]. They signify one
who governs all things by depicting again the perfection of
the same animal, again depicting the entire serpent: for

amongst them it is the spirit that pervades the universe.

The ‘Almighty’ (tavrokpdrwp) cannot be observed, or depicted, directly, so it is signified, namely by glyph
depicting the ‘perfection’ (tedeiwoig) of the ‘entire serpent’ (6AdkAnpov dpwv). The expression ‘the spirit that

pervades the universe’ (to0 navtdg kdouov 16 Siffkdv ot Tvedua) in particular might make one suppose a Stoic

4 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.13.1-7.

35 (f., e.g., Synesius Phil., De insomniis 14.40; Sallustius Phil., De deis et mundo 6.1.3-4; Hermias Phil., In Platonis Phaedrum scholia 132.25,
167.23, 171.34, 172.4, 260.22; Hierocles Phil., In aureum carmen 1.1.4, 11.32.12; Syrianus Phil., In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria 25.11,
41.14; Simplicius Phil., In Aristotelis quattuor libros de caelo commentaria 7.117.16; Joannes Philoponus Phil., De aeternitate mundi 603.27, 604.4;
De opificio mundi 252.18.

3¢ proclus Phil., Theologia Platonica passim.; In Platonis rem publicam commentarii passim.; In Platonis Parmenidem passim.; In Platonis Timaeum
commentaria passim.; Damascius Phil., De principiis 1.255.13, 1.268.14, &c.; In Parmenidem 10.5, 94.13, 137.21, &c.; In Phaedonem (versio 1)
478.1; In Phaedonem (versio 2) 95.1.

*¥7 Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.64.1-3.
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influence, since the Stoics talk about god in precisely these terms.** Similar material with apparent Stoic
credentials appears elsewhere in Book One.*® The problem with such a supposition, however, is that on its
own it is insufficient for determining how the author used and understood terminology which is prima facie

Stoic (in the case of To0 mavrog kdopov 6 Siffkdv €0t Tvedua), or Platonist (in the case of Ogdv ... éykdouiov).

It is, however, the analytic process itself that demands a Platonist reading of the metaphysical status of the
object. If Horapollo’s exegetical procedure is (i) to infer, in his extension of the hieroglyphic semantic range,
from sensible phenomena to eternal realities, (ii) by analogy or allusion, (iii) to provide pre-eminent examples
of metaphysical objects for contemplation,* then he is not motivated in his use of physiological data or
otherwise empirical observations on material artefacts or cultural practices by an independent interest in
recording those observations. The reason for their inclusion is, however, connected with the fact that they
are nonetheless empirically accessible items. Derivable from the sensible particulars, and therefore amenable
to discursive reason hieroglyphs are hierarchically intermediate items which lend themselves to analytic
inferential procedures to conceptual and metaphysical content. Again in line with standard Platonist practice,

1**' not as a concession to Stoic

then, the procedure involves the incorporation of originally Stoic materia
interpretation in strictly physical terms in preference to Platonist alternatives, observing objective
metaphysical determinants, but in order to allocate it both its proper place and its proper function in the

Platonist ontology. On this reading, the proper place and function of the ‘encosmic god’ (@sov ... éykdouiov) is

within the sensible realm. The ‘star” hieroglyph signifies a reality that remains an explicitly cosmic entity.

If on this reading the encosmic realities signified by the hieroglyph of a star are then to be understood as
secondary causes, then under the appropriate interpretation and in its application according to the guidance
of a broader metaphysical objective, the ultimate objects of the explanatory exegesis ought to be understood

as those first causes which are not cosmic entities at all, but supracosmic.*’

38 Cf. Pseudo-Galenus Med., Introductio seu medicus 14.698.10: kai TEUNTOV TAPEICRYEL kAT Tov§ ETwikovs TO Siffkov did TAVTWY TVEDUW,;
Sextus Empiricus Phil., Pyrrhoniae hypotyposes 3.218.13: Ztwikoi 8¢ mveiuaviifkov kai di TV €i8ex0@v; Sextus Empiricus Phil., Adversus
mathematicos 9.127.5: £v yap vndpyel Tvedua 10 S1d TavTog ToU KGopov Sifikov YuxFg Tpomov.

¥ Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.2: ‘all things whatsoever, that are generated by divine providence in the world, undergo a
corruption into it again’ (ndvra Sow éx T Oeiog mpovoiog v T¢) kéouw yevvarar, Tadta TdMv kad TV ueiwoty el avTd AopPdvev).

30 cf. Alcinous Phil., Epitome doctrinae Platonicae sive AiaokaAikdg 10.

1 Perhaps traces of the influence of which canbe found in the emphasis in Book One on ¢voig, aroixeiov, 10 Sifjkév nveduw, KOoUOS,
eipapuévn, aivitteoBou; Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica; ¢voig: 1.8,11,14,37,46,47,49,70; 2.37,40,61; otoiyeiov: 1.1,43; T0 SifjkGv nvelpa: 1.64;
Kkdopog: 1.2,10,12,13,21,34,49,59,60,61,63,64; ipapuévn: 1.13; aivitreobo: 1.2,44,59,62.

2 Cf. e.g. Plutarch’s criticisms of Stoic physical explanations at De Iside et Osiride 45.369A, though he more than once argues favourably on
that basis himself (De Iside et Osiride 40.367C; 41.367E).
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The relevant objective, which T described in chapter three, is that of the (post-lamblichean) Neoplatonic
conception of the nature of the relationship between the physical realm and the intelligible, according to
which emanation from the Neoplatonic One does not decrease with proximity to the sensible realm, but
extends as far as matter. As a consequence of matter itself being a product of emanation there is a sense in
which the bridge between the divine, conceptual, and physiological is provided for unattenuated, which helps
to explain how entities in the physical world can be used to provoke thought about the latter. Within such a
methodology the possibility of applying intellective interpretations to the work of natural science is precisely
entailed by the latter’s continuity with and complementarity to the conceptual and metaphysically causal

realities on which they depend for their being.

The question here, however, is how we might know whether ‘the Pantocrator’ is in fact supracosmic and not
itself encosmic. We can identify two points that allow for an understanding of ‘Pantocrator’ as a supracosmic
entity. First, it is the serpent depicted by the hieroglyph that amongst the Egyptians is identified as ‘the spirit
that pervades the universe’ (map' avtois T00 Tavros kéouov o Sifikdv éott tvetua). The hieroglyph depicting the
serpent, on the other hand, signifies not the encosmic spirit the image of the complete serpent (éx tfi¢ To0
{¢ov tederddoews) depicts, but a third item, namely ‘the Pantocrator’. On its own, this still requires us to
suppose that it is not only on the grounds of plausible historical context that Horapollo’s glyph, meaning, and
object triad might plausibly be aligned with the Neoplatonic tripartite conception of expression (Aééig),
thought (vénua), and reality (mo@yua). On the other hand, without the presupposition of such a division we
have no explanation for either the exegetical procedure the exhibited in the Hieroglyphica quite generally, or
for the specific exegetical example in which the distinction of an encosmic deity is offered. The second point
concerns the distinction involved in using the term ‘encosmic’ itself. That distinction, as per the sources from
which it appears to be derived, is standardly used to highlight the familiar Platonic distinction between, on
the one hand, the cosmic governance of the course of the ‘natural order of the cosmos’ (/v to0 kdouov

oikovouiav) by the ‘encosmic god’ and, on the other, the supracosmic governance, here of ‘the Pantocrator’.

That Horapollo does in fact envisage an extra- or supracosmic principle is also attested in another of the early
lemmata of Book One. In his account of why the Egyptians depict a scarab to signify ‘generation’ (yéveowv)
Horapollo explains that on the twenty-ninth day after a scarab has buried a ball of ox-dung there is a

conjunction of the moon and sun ‘as well as the generation of the cosmos’ (¢r1 te kal yéveov kdouov).
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Furthermore, the generation of the cosmos occupies a position in a hierarchically arranged encosmic

generation of the genus of scarabs for which it is explicitly the model.

[T429] [TI&¢ povoyevég]. Movoyevég 8¢ Snlodvreg, 1) yéveow, 1j
TaTépa, 1 KOouov, 1 &vépa, KavOxpov {wypapoloL. UOVOYEVES
uév 6T avtoyeves €01 TO {Pov, U0 OnAeiag ur) KLOPOPOUUEVOV.
uévn yop yéveoig avtod towavtn Eotivc émeidav 6 dponv
BovAnton moadomorjoacBar, Pods apddevua Aafudv, mAdooer
0Papoelde TapamAroiov TG KGOUW oXfud, 6 €k T@V omabiwy
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annhiditov eig Ao pépeta, 6 8¢ T@V doTépwv Spduog amo Aifog
glg amALdTNY). TalTNV 00V THY o@aipav katopbéns, i Yijv
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% Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.10.1-29.
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[How an only begotten]. To denote an only-begotten, or
generation, or a father, or the world, or a man, they depict
a scarab. And [they signify by this] an only-begotten,
because it is a self-produced creature, being unconceived
by a female; for the generation of it is unique as follows:
when the male wants to procreate, he takes dung of an ox,
and shapes it into a spherical form like the world; he then
rolls it from the hinder parts from the rising to the setting,
and looks himself towards the east, in order to he may
impart to it the form of the world; (for that is borne from
the east wind to west wind, while the course of the stars is
from the west wind to the east wind): then, having dug a
hole, it puts this sphere in the earth for twenty-eight days,
(for in so many days the moon circulates through the
twelve signs of the zodiac). By thus remaining under the
moon, the genus of scarabs is brought to life; and on the
twenty-ninth day after having opened the sphere, it throws
it into water, (for it recognizes that on that day there is a
conjunction of the moon and sun, as well as the generation
of the cosmos). From [the sphere] thus opened in the
water, the creatures, that is the scarabs, come forth. [The
scarab also signifies] generation, for the reason before
mentioned - and a father, because the scarab is generated
by a father only - and the world, because in its generation
it is made in the form of the world - and a man, because
there is no female kind among them. Also there are three
species of scarabs, the first like a cat, and illuminated by
rays, which species they have consecrated to the sun on
account of this correspondence: for they say that the male
cat changes [the shape of] the pupils of his eyes according
to the course of the sun: for in the morning at the rising of
the god, they are dilated, and in the middle of the day
become round, and when the sun is about to set appear less
brilliant, whence, also, the statue of the god in Heliopolis is
in the form of a cat. Every scarab also has thirty toes,
corresponding with the thirty days of the month, during
which the rising sun [moon?] fulfils its course. The second
species is two-horned and in the form of a bull, which is

consecrated to the moon; whence the children of the

-123 -



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -124-

Egyptians say, that the celestial bull is the exaltation of this
goddess. The third species is one-horned and in the form of
an ibis, which they regard as consecrated to Hermes
[Thoth], like the ibis-bird.

The Horapollonian hieroglyph of a dung-beetle’** might mean, first, in accordance with the representative
mode of hieroglyphic expression, Scarabeus pilularius; second, conceptually, the predicable attribute ‘self-
begotten’; or, third, allusively, by virtue of a shared predicable attribute, a rolling, circular passage, a periodic
generative capacity, ‘the sun’.** That the predicate be equally predicable of both scarab-sign and scarab also
explains why in the catalogue of virtues and vices occupying the bulk of Book Two the subject depicted by the
sign can uniformly be explained as ‘man’ or ‘woman’, of whom the identified attribute of the subject depicted
is predicable. There is no figurative meaning involved at all (as Champollion outlined and moderns
presuppose) in the sense of employing metonymy or synecdoche. It is the same predicate that is at stake,
whether it occurs in the object/name-bearer, the propositional content of the explanation, or the sign itself.
To allude (aiviooopar) in Horapollo is indirect only insofar as the relationship is theorized as we find it in 1.27.
It is direct in terms of equality of sign-resource, a point made explicit at the end of Book One where Horapollo
does not simply correlate one to the other, but identifies hieroglyphic signs with natural signs. This single
example spans the empirical, semantic, and metaphysical: (i) the empirically accessible item, Scarabeus
pilularius, and (ii) the conceptual content, ‘self-begotten’. In the case of ‘the sun’ the item is clearly itself
empirically accessible, but Horapollo is here also concerned with the meaning ‘self-begotten’, not the sun
itself, which makes it conceptual, and therefore universal, rather than particular. Finally, there is the
metaphysical principle which is allusively signified, namely, a ‘periodic generative capacity’. A hieroglyph for
Horapollo is not the sensible object it depicts for perception, the conceptual content it signifies for thought,
nor the first cause upon which the former are dependent - not, that is, unmixedly. Hieroglyphic writing is

composite, and as such, a symbol in precisely the etymological sense.

¥ Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 1.10. [[I@¢ uovoyevés).
345 Cf. above, Horapollo Gramm., Hieroglyphica 2.46. [I1¢ &vBpwmov latpedovra éavtdv dno xpnopod]; 2.49. [[d¢ &vbpwmov dopadds olkodvra
mwéhv]; 2.50. [[ag dvBpwmov dobevis Exovra, kai V' ETépov katadiwkduevov]; 2.52. [Idg dvOpwmov SnAodoty dobevii kai mponerevduevov];
2.53. [I&¢ yvvaika OnAd{ovoav, ki kaAds dvatpépovoav].
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I began by setting out an objective to be met in the course of the preceding chapters, namely, a
reconstruction of a development in the history of philosophical linguistics on the subject of hieroglyphic

Egyptian as a language uniquely adapted to the purposes and concerns of late Platonist metaphysics.

By way of situating this reconstruction I began by describing the relationship between the standard
philological account of hieroglyphs as theorized within Egyptology and the broader classical Greek tradition
of hieroglyphic interpretation. The use of hieroglyphic Egyptian in the latter tradition was not conceived of
as a purely orthographical expedient, extrinsic to the purposes of the material which it was employed to
record, but, on the contrary, as constitutive of those purposes. Exegesis of hieroglyphs in Greek was
legitimate because the purpose of the Greek glosses was precisely exegetical, not liturgical (or theurgic) as the
original use of the glyphs had been. This difference in use was explained in terms of the metaphysical
possibilities provided for by the doxastic, dianoetic, or intellective properties of the scripts themselves, but
insofar as they are explanations, the facts that are explained are precisely the use of the scripts for their
respectively secular and religious purposes. The decisive characteristic of hieroglyphic Egyptian which
motivated the tradition’s explanatory endeavour, in other words, was not, as with modern historical and

philological inquiries, the script’s relation to the morpho-syntactical substrate, but its sapiential function.

For that reason, within the framework of the contrast between the classical and Egyptological purposes in
examining hieroglyphs, the absence from the Greek accounts of sustained philological observations in favour
of a symbolic or allegoristic conception of Egyptian hieroglyphs is neither an accidental feature of those
accounts, conditioned by a declining understanding of their historical use, nor an obstacle to a developed
hieroglyphic semantics. In fact, the absence of philological form from symbolic or allegoristic Egyptian
hieroglyphics is both explicitly acknowledged as a classificatory feature, distinctly characterized by its
function, and given independent theoretical justification. Crucially, from the historical and philological

perspective, as such the account also answers to features of genuinely Egyptian inscriptional practice.

Coptic Christians, including, prominently, Shenoute had raised objections to the pagan revivalist practice of

exploiting hieroglyphs for the purpose of deriving metaphysical truths. The force of those objections is,
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however, somewhat obscured by the Christian propensity for employing variations on the very
hermeneutical strategies that Shenoute, for example, takes pains to discredit when practiced by pagans. This
propensity may nevertheless be legitimized by either or both of two considerations. First is the direction of
argumentative momentum from prior causes to posterior effects, contrary to the practice of his pagan
interlocutors. Insofar as pagan allegory reasons from posterior effects to prior causes it is liable (so the
Christian objection runs) to arrive at extra-Scriptural - and to that extent potentially erroneous - first
principles. Within that context, however, the two procedures are not conceived of as dichotomous, but as
opposite poles of the same axis equally accessible aitiag Aoyiou@. Pagan practice might still, then, be
methodologically sound, but suspect on substantive doctrinal grounds. The second possible legitimizing
consideration is Shenoute’s use of the contentious hermeneutical strategies in the context of dialectical
polemic, such that allegoristic reasoning is not employed in propria persona, but rather as a dialectical
technique deployed to highlight errors and improprieties within paganism on the latter’s own terms. If this is
at the root of Shenoute’s accusations of sophistry and allegorical obscurity on the part of the Hellenizing
pagans, the contention that Horapollo’s Hieroglyphica is developed in an environment responsive to Christian
objections would have to address not only substantive accusations of doctrinal error, but also the implied

dialectical charge of methodological inadequacy.

The pagan account of the methodological adequacy of its exegetical procedure is as follows. Neoplatonic
linguistic theory develops in two stages, each deriving from Porphyrian reflection on Aristotelian texts. The
first stage includes a bipartite theory of ‘nominal assignment’ (évouaoia), ‘the first imposition of expressions’
(tAi¢ mpwtng Béoews TV Aééewv), in which names (broadly construed) are directly assigned to objects. This first
imposition is complemented by an open-ended theory of ‘second imposition’ (tfj¢ devtépag 6éoews), in which
terms for ‘forms of linguistic expression’ (oxAuara Aééswg) are directly assigned to the linguistic expressions
assigned in the first imposition. The second stage is a tripartite theory whereby ‘any simple significant
expression is spoken and said of the thing signified’ (n@oa anAf Aééig onuavrikn Stav katd Tod onuarvougvou
Tpdyuatos ayopevbrj te kol Aexfj) through the medium of concepts (voruara). To this tripartite analysis
corresponds a tripartite theory of modes of hieroglyphic expression via ‘three different types of letters’
(ypopudrwv 8¢ tpiooas Swxpopds), namely, as we learn from Proclus, ‘doxastic’ (§oéaorirr), ‘discursive’

(StwvonTikr), and ‘intellective’ (voepd). The first, mediated by spoken language, is the capacity to represent
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sensible phenomena. The second presents those phenomena conceptually, unmediated by speech. The third

presents the intelligible causes of phenomena symbolically or allegoristically.

These three forms of meaningful hieroglyphic expression are possible, according to the Neoplatonic account I
have argued for, because of the availability of a metaphysical framework to support the tripartite analysis.
Doxastic predications accordingly concern and are intelligible by virtue of empirically accessible states of
affairs; in discursive thought one grasps particulars as intelligibly expressible by virtue of falling under
universal concepts; and in intellective thought the first causes are intelligibly expressible. The specifically
hieroglyphic expression of this tripartite metaphysics is possible because hieroglyphic signs are themselves
composites of sensible and intelligible elements which are therefore susceptible to interpretation as material

images, as mediating concepts, or as intelligible realities.

The claim then is that the three modes of hieroglyphic expression - ‘epistolographic, hieroglyphic, and
symbolic’ (émorodoypagik@v te kai igpoylvgik@v koi ovuPolik@v) - signify neither three purely formal
markers, nor three means of articulating exclusively predicative significance, but three distinct modes of
expression as such, corresponding to three metaphysically discrete realms susceptible of linguistic expression
by those means. A physiologist might then appropriately employ epistolographic Egyptian with its capacity to
render the spoken language to express doxastic thought with predicative significance concerning sensible
phenomena. A logician would use (Porphyrian) hieroglyphic Egyptian with its capacity to render discursive
thought through universal concepts. Thirdly, a theologian (metaphysician) would use symbolic Egyptian with

allegorical significance to express intellective thought concerning intelligible realities.

Though the text of the Hieroglyphica does not offer any explanatory hypotheses of a kind which explicitly
address, for example, lamblichus’ theoretical considerations of how hieroglyphs might be thought to bear
sapiential significance by means of similar independent or analytically simple principles, I have argued that it
does reflect other features of Neoplatonic analysis and exegesis. First, it uncontroversially maintains the
tripartite distinction between linguistic expressions, their meanings, and the objects or name-bearers which
they depict. Second, I have argued that the distinction is further aligned with three modes of hieroglyphic
expression: representative, semantic, and symbolic. Third, in certain cases a procedure of principled (if not

systematic) analytic explanatory ascent from empirical observation through discursive reason to
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metaphysical or cosmological insights is arguably employed in the exegesis of the sapiential content of the

hieroglyphs.

The historical argument intended to address the possibility of situating the Hieroglyphica in the broader
hieroglyphic tradition on which it might be thought to depend, either generically or as a resource for specific
exegetical content, is not, however, conclusive evidence of specifically Neoplatonic philosophical
commitments. Though at various points I have in fact suggested that certain aspects of Neoplatonic theory
cited as parallel to those in the Hieroglyphica are matters of historical contiguity, these cannot on their own
establish direct historical influence on the presuppositions of the latter. They do, however, exhibit a number
of formal similarities which justify the possibility of reading the Hieroglyphica with a view not to descriptive
clarifications or explanatory hypotheses it offers ad intra, but to its reflection of broader methodological
commitments ad extra. For that reason drawing as far as possible on points of comparison from at least
minimally plausible historical influences is instructive in emphasizing that an account informed by
independent semantic and metaphysical concerns may highlight the relevance of the hermeneutic concerns
of the text over and above (but also in contrast to) its purely historical interest in the sequence of
developments resulting in the decipherment of hieroglyphic Egyptian according to strictly philological

criteria.
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Appendixes

Appendix 1: Text, transcription, transliteration, normalization, and translation for the ‘marriage’ scarab of

Amenhotep I11 (UC12259).

[Transcription]

le A AT
=i Z04 =14
=W 7 =4,

H\KTT&?D%
=HED-=

4=4w~ zm
R LY

= </ (XA 2
I lU?%dn:Qm_J

m a2

o )

347

[Transliteration]
nh hr k3 nht m hi m3t

nbty smn<n>""hp™wsgrh® s

hr-nbw 3 € hps h ™ st ¢

r“nb m3t s3 r<i mn <n> htp hk3 w3st di ‘nh

oo " nsw bity nb 3 83
nsw hm t wr <r> ttz’yy"nfztl’rnnt”s
ywi3Prantmwtstw
i3"hmt " pwtnnsw<t><n>nht<h>
<"t 5 frswy P rk(3) " r3) ™
v Mt st mhty idb smv ) p 3)
r@)n ()"

%6 Text and transcription read top-right to bottom-left.

7 = phonogram/logogram

< = phonetic complement

0 = syllable marker

raised = ideographic determinative
lowered = phonetic determinative
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[Normalization]
Hr ‘nh K3-nht H5i-m-m3<t
nbty Smn-hpw sgrh-t3wy
Hr-nbw 3-hps hwi-Sttyw nsw-bity nb 3wy
Nb-m3t-R€ s3-R ITmn-htp hi3-W3st di nh
hmt-nsw wrt Tiy ‘nh.ti rn n it=s
Ywis rn n mwt=s Tw-
i3 hmt pw nt nsw nht
Bs=frsyr Kr-
y mhty Nh-

rn

[Translation]
Living Horus mighty bull appearing in truth;
two-ladies establishing laws, pacifying the two lands
golden Horus great of strength, smiting the Asiatics, dual king, lord of the two lands,
lord of the justice of Ra, son of Ra, Amenhotep, ruler of Thebes, given life.
The great wife of the king Tiy, may she live. The name of her father is
Yuia, the name of her mother is Tju-
ia. She is the wife of the mighty king
whose southern boundary is at Kara-
y, whose northern is at Naha-

rin.
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Appendix 2: Horapollonian Hieroglyphs and their Meanings.

CH.

GLYPHS

MEANINGS

L1

fAov kai oeAfvnv

(the sun and the moon);

Gy éxovta THV 00pav VIO TO AOITOV 0OUA KPUTTOUEVNV
(a serpent with its tail concealed by the rest of its body)

AoV

(eternity)

12

Gty TV Eawtol EaiovTa ovpdv, EoTLyHEVOV poAiol Towkidaig
(a serpent devouring its own tail, marked with variegated scales)

Kdopov
(the universe)

L3

“Tow, tovtéott yuvaika
(Isis, that is a woman)

EviaTdv

(the year);

v Oedv

(the goddess [Isis])

14

Bdiv

(a branch);

OeEMVNY EmeaTpapuévny €ig T KATwW

(the moon with its horns turned downward)

ufve
(the month)

L5

TETOPTOV APOUpag
(the fourth part of an aroura)

70 EVIoTdUEVOV £T0§
(the current year)

L6

1€paka
(a hawk)

Oeov

(a god);

Uog

(something sublime);
TamEVWOLY
(something lowly);
vmEepoxHv
(superiority);
orfpaor

(blood);

viknv

(victory);

Apex

(Ares);

Agpoditny
(Aphrodite)

L7

0 iépa
(the hawk)

Yuxrv
(the soul)

L8

§vo igpakag
(two hawks [the male, the female])

"Apea kai Appoditny
(Ares and Aphrodite)

L9

dvo kopuvag
(two crows)

ydpov
(marriage)

110

KdvOapov
(a scarab)

UOVOYEVES

(the only begotten);
Yéveow

(birth);

narépa

(a father);

Kkdopov

(the world);

dvépa

(man)

L11

yomo
(avulture)

unrépa

(a mother);
BAEYny

(sight);

dprov
(boundaries);
TEGYyvwory
(foreknowledge);
EviaTdv

(the year);
ovpaviav

(the heavens);
ENetjpova
(pity);

Abnvav
(Athene);
“Hparv

(Hera);
Spayuds Svo
(two drachmas)
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CH. GLYPHS MEANINGS
KdvOopov kai yoma “Hpomotov
12 (a beetle [scarab] and a vulture); (Hephaistus);
’ Yoo kad kdvOapov Abnvav
(a vulture and a beetle) (Athene)
Oedv ykdopiov
(the cosmic God);
113 AoTEPL ElpopUEVNY
’ (a star) (fate);
TOV TEVTE GP1OUdY
(the number 5)
oehjvnv
(the moon);
olkovuévvy
(the inhabited earth);
Yodupora
Kuvoképalov (letters);
114 <
(a baboon) igpéa
(apriest);
opynv
(anger);
KkdAvupov
(a diver)
;fvvcl)xsipoc?»ov o;(rj‘ufxn ro‘tq”v)és-' £0T@TK fcoci TG XEIPAG EIG 0UPAVOV ceMvnc dvazody
115 énadpovra, ﬁaql)\aqv € éml Tijg Tcecp@n( ovra (moonrise)
(a baboon, but in this way: standing, with its hands raised to heaven
and a crown on its head)
116 Kuvoképalov kabrjuevov {@Gov ionuepiog dvo
’ (the baboon, but seated) (the two equinoxes)
117 Méovra Buuov
’ (a lion) (spiritedness)
118 Méovrog T Eumpoabev aAkny
’ (the forequarters of a lion) (strength)
119 Méovrog kepaAiv Eypnyopdta fj kol pUAaK
’ (the head of a lion) (that one is wide awake and on guard)
1.20 TG aUTQ onueiw @ofepdv
’ (the same sign) (fear)
Méovra
(a lion);
121 Tpeic V8plag ueydAog Nethov avdfaciy
’ (three great water-jars); (the rising of the Nile)
ovpavov kai yiv Béwp avapAilovoav
(water gushing forth over heaven and earth)
122 OuUIATIPIOV KAIGUEVOV Kot ETdvw Kapdiory Atyvrrrov
’ (a burning censer and a heart above it) (Egypt)
123 Gvoképalov dvBpwmov un arodnuncavra tijg TaTpidos
’ (a man with an ass's head) (a man who has never travelled)
8o kepadag avOpWmWY {wypapoiot, THV uev Tob §poevos £6w
124 BAénovaav, v 8¢ OnAvkny éw pulaktiipiov
’ (two human heads, one a male, looking in, the other a female, looking (a phylactery)
out)
125 Bazpaxov dvBpwmov d&nAactov
’ (a frog) (an unformed man)
126 Aaywov dvoi&iv
’ (a hare) (an opening)
127 yYAGooav kai Gparpov dpOaAudv 70 Aéyev
’ (a tongue and a bloodshot eye) (speech)
128 ap10udv , ake’ apwviav
’ (the number 1095, which is the number of a triennium) (silence)
1.29 aépog pwviv PWVIY HakpGOev
’ (the sound of air, that is thunder) (a distant voice)
130 namvpov déounv apyoioyoviov
’ (a bundle of papyri) (ancient descent)
131 GEXTV OTOUATOG yevorv
’ (the beginning of the mouth) (taste)
132 Sekael ap1buov néoviv
’ (the number 16) (pleasure)
133 800 Sexae€ apiOuovg ovvovsioy
’ (two 16s) (copulation)
Yoxnv évradBa moAvv xpdvov Satpifovoay
@oivika TO Spveov (the soul delaying here a long time);
1.34 . .
(the pheenix) TAfuuvpav
(aflood)
135 @oivika T6 dpveov OV Ypoviwg amo EEvng émbnuodvra
’ (a pheenix) (the return of the long-absent traveller)
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CH. GLYPHS MEANINGS
136 B Kkapdioy
’ (an ibis) (the heart)
137 ovpavov §pdoov faArovra noadeiov
’ (the heavens dropping dew) (education)
OLYURTIO YORUUATE
(Egyptian letters);
138 uédav kal k6oKLVOV Kail axotviov iepoypauuarén
’ (ink, and a sieve and a reed) (a scribe);
népag
(a limit)
LEPOYPAUUATEX
(a sacred scribe);
TPOPATHY
(aprophet);
EVTaQlHoThv
(an embalmer);
omAfiva
(the spleen);
139 KOV doppnaty
’ (adog) (odour);
Yédwra
(laughter);
TToHpUGY
(sneezing);
dpxrv
(rule);
Sikaotnv
(ajudge)
140 @ kuvi kod BactAikny aToARV Tapakeluévny, [oxfuc youvév] apxnv 1j Sikaotriy
’ (the royal stole beside the dog, who is naked) (a magistrate or judge)
L1 @UAaka olkiog THOTOPPOV
’ (a house-guard) (the shrine-bearer)
142 avBpwmov Tag Wpag éabiovra WPOOKOTOV
’ (a man eating the hours) (the horoscopist)
143 nop Kaid USwp ayveiov
’ (fire and water) (purity)
144 ix6ov aBuirov 1 ki uvoog
’ (a fish) (the lawless or abominable)
145 Gev oToux
’ (a serpent) (the mouth)
146 Tabpov vyufj puow éxovra avpEIOV UETE CWPPOTUVIG
’ (a bull with his member erect) (courage with temperance)
147 TaUPOL WTIOV aKonv
’ (the ear of a bull) (hearing)
148 Tpdyov aldoiov avdpos moAvydvov
’ (a goat) (the member of a fecund man)
149 Spuya axaBapoiov
’ (an oryx) (impurity)
150 uviav APAVIOUGY
’ (a mouse) (disappearance)
151 ubpunka itoudtnTa
’ (afly) (impudence)
152 uvpunka yvaov
’ (an ant) (knowledge)
153 Xnveddneka viov
’ (a vulpanser [Chenopolex]) (ason)
dvovv
154 melexdva (a fool, foolishness);
’ (a pelican) doppova
(imprudence)
155 KOUKOUQPAY evyapioTiov
’ (a stork) (gratitude)
156 IMMOTOTAUOV GVUYaS §U0 KdTw PAETOVTAG ddikov Kol axdpLoTOV
’ (two hippopotamus claws, turned down) (the unjust and the ungrateful)
157 TEPLOTEPAY &XFOLITOV TPOG TOVS EXVTOD EVEPYETAG
’ (a dove) (ingratitude for kindness to oneself)
nédag avBpwnov év Udatt mepimatodvrog 70 advvarov yevéabai
158 ;
(men walking on water) (what cannot happen)
81 KOOUOEIS (G ETYNUATIOUEVOV, 0D THV 0Up&v €V T() 0TduaTt
159 n010001, TO 8¢ Gvoua To0 PaciAéw €v uéow T eiMiyuatt BaoiAéa kpdTioTov
’ (a serpent represented as the cosmos, with its tail in its mouth and the | (a very powerful king)
name of the king written in the middle of the coils)
160 TOV Gerv ypnyopdta BooiAéa pvlaka
’ (the serpent in a state of watchfulness) (the king as guardian)
Mark Wildish -133-




Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity

-134-

CH. GLYPHS MEANINGS
L6l aVTOV Bty €v uéow 88 aTob ofkov uéyav KOGUOKPATOPOL
’ (the serpent and in the middle a great palace) (a cosmic ruler)
162 uéhooay Aaov ie1briviov facidel
’ (a bee) (the people obedient to the king)
163 nuitopov dp1v BoaiAéa uépovg kdouov KpATODVTX
’ (a serpent cut in half) (the king ruling part of the cosmos)
L64 T0V 0AdKAnpOV Geprv TOVTOKPATOPCL
’ (a complete serpent) (the almighty (pantocrator))
165 §vo mddag avOpwmov v idatt yvagéa
’ (two human feet in water) (a fuller)
Les | oeMivng oxiuax pfjva
’ (the figure of a moon) (a month)
dpmoryo
(a plunderer);
L67 KpokG8eihov noAdyovov
’ (a crocodile) (a fecund man);
uavouevov
(a madman)
L68 d0o opOaAuovs kpokodeilov avatoAjv
’ (two crocodile's eyes) (the rising [sun])
169 KPOKOSEIAOV KEKUPOTL Svowv
’ (a crocodile hunched up) (a sunset)
170 KkpokoSeihov ovpav okétog
’ (the tail of a crocodile) (shadows)
Oeov
(a god);
Seidny
(twilight);
IL1 aoTépa VUKt
’ (a star) (night);
Xpdvov
(time);
Yoxny avlpwnov
(aman's soul)
appevoyovov
(the bearing of male children);
L2 (ETOD VEOOOUOV KukAoeldov
’ (an eagle's chick) (acircle);
onépua avOpdmov
(aman’s sperm)
I3 dvo modag cuvnyuévous kai Pefrrdrag dpduov nAiov Tov €v Tais xeluepinig Tpomais
’ (two feet together and standing) (the course of the sun at the winter solstice)
14 avBpmov kapdiav papuyyos HoTnuévny ayaBod avOpwymov aTou
' (a man’s heart hanging from his gullet) (the mouth of a good man)
15 Xelpeg 1) uév dmhov kparovoa, 1) §¢ Tééov TOAéuov oTSux
’ (a man's hands, one of them holding a shield and the other a bow) (the jaws of battle)
16 daxrvAov AvBpmov aTduxxoV
’ (a finger) (a man’s stomach)
aidoiov yelpl KpATOUUEVOV oWPEOTUVNY avBodmov
IL.7 ! .
(a penis pressed by a hand) (temperance in a man)
113 "AvOn aveudvng véoov
’ (an anemone flower) (human disease)
dogpuv
70 VwT1d0V 00TO0V (the loins);
1.9 X P s /
(a spine) <oTdow> avhpdmov
(masculinity)
1L10 dpvyog doTOOV Siopovny kol dopdAelay
(a quail's bone) (the permanent and steadfast)
ILi1 dvOpwrot §vo Seroduevor oudvolav
’ (two men in an attitude of greeting) (unanimity)
GvOpwmog kabwnMouévos kai Toedwv GxAov
I1.12 . X
(a man in armour shooting an arrow) (the mob)
avBpdmov Sdktvlog AVOUETNOLY
1113 ToY
(aman'’s finger) (measurement)
IL14 NAlov kUkAov o0V dotépr ueta nAiov diokov Sixa TeTunuévov yuvaike Eykvov
’ (a solar disk with stars, and the disk is cut in two) (a pregnant woman)
<ele> TV avatoAv iépaé émi uetepov Béwv dvéuovg
ILI5 (a hawk rising towards the gods); ) dveuov
’ iépad Siaretauévos Tag TTépuyag €v dépt olov nTépuyag Exovra (wind)
(a hawk with its wings expanded in the air)
IL16 Kamvog €1 0Upavov avaPaivwy nop
’ (smoke mounting towards heaven) (fire)
L7 Boog dppevos képag £oyov
’ (a bull's horn) (work)
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1L18 Boog OnAeiog képag ToIVAV
’ (a cow's horn) (punishment)
1L19 TOTOUN OVV Moy opg avooioThTaL
’ (the bust with a sword) (impiety)
11.20 inmog motduiog wpav
’ (a hippopotamus) (an hour)
121 ENapog kat' EviavTov PAaoTdvel To kEpata ToAvxpovia
’ astag's horns (a long space of time)
A0ko§ AmeaTpapuévos
(a wolf turning back); AmooTporiv
11.22 . ) .
kUwv [dreatpauuévos] (escape)
(a dog [turning back])
1123 aKor) uédov épyov
’ (an ear) (future work)
ooné aepomerr¢ BAantikoy
(a wasp in flight); (noxious);
11.24 > ; \ .
adua kpokodeilov Aamtikov povén
(the poisonous blood of a crocodile) (murderer)
1125 VUKTIKGpaE alpvidiov Odvatov
’ (the night-owl) (a sudden death)
Eowra wg Orjpay Bavdrov
oyl (love as a wild beast);
(a snare); TTEPOV dépar
11.26 ’ i i
Wov (winged air);
(an egg) vidv
(son)
Adyor kai pUAA«
27 (word and leaves); nodadTnra
- BipMiov éoppayiouévov (the very old)
(a signed book)
1128 KMy noMopkiov
’ (a ladder) (a siege)
dnepov
(the infinite);
1129 Yoduuate Entd, £v Svoi daktuAoig TeplexGueva uoboay
’ (seven letters surrounded by two fingers) (a muse);
uoipav
(fate)
Ypouur) 6pOn uioe Gua yoouus EMKEKOXUUEVT [<€vexa> ypouuds emméSovg
11.30 . . . .
(a line superimposed on another) (ten straight lines)
131 xeMdova v 6Aoayepr] KTAoW yoviknv katadewpBeioav Toig vidot
’ (a swallow) (the entire wealth of parents left to children)
1132 uédarvay mepioTERAY yvvaika xrpav mueivacay dxol Oavarov
’ (a black dove) (a widow remaining faithful to death)
d&vBpwmov dobevi kol ur) Suvnbévra éavt® Ponbijoo 8t Eavtod,
1133 Ixvevuova aAAd Gid Thg AL WV Emikovping
’ (a weasel [ichneumon]) (a man who is weak and unable to take care of himself, but is
dependent on others)
1134 dpiyavov Aty uvpurikwv
’ (origanum) (the absence of ants)
oKkopmiov Kkl kpokddeiAov d&vBpwmov €xBpév, Erépw iow Evavriovuevov
11.35 X . . Ly
(a scorpion and a crocodile) (a man at war with another)
1136 yaAijy yuvaika avépog Epya mpdtTovoay
’ (the marten) (a woman who has acted like a man)
Xoipov dvBpwmov E£DAn
11.37 ) .
(a pig) (a pernicious man)
1138 Aéovra ypdepovory ééooteifovra Tovs i§iovs okvuvous Bupudv &uUETPOV, WOTE Kol EK TOUTOV TUPETTELY TOV BUpOUUEVOV
’ (a lion tearing its cubs to pieces) (unmeasurable anger, as if the spirits were in a fever from it)
1139 KUKVOV Yépovra uovotkdv
’ (a swan) (a musical old man)
1140 dvo kopvag dvépa suyyvéuevov tfj Eavtod yovaiki
’ (two crows) (a man mating with his wife)
KévOopov TPAOY 6§v5pa 551 vmo nhakiic dktivos Tupééavta kal vredhev
11.41 (a blind beetle) amofavovra
(aman dead from a sunstroke)
Nuiovov yuvaika 0¢ oTeipav
11.42
(amule) (a barren woman)
TaUPOV EML T& APLOTER VEVOVTX yuvaika yevvrioaoav Ordea fpépn
1143 (a bull facing the left); (a woman who has borne female infants);
’ Tadpov €mi Ta Sl vevovta yuvaika yevvrioaoav dppeva Bpépn
(a bull facing the right) (a woman who has borne male infants)
ILad VEKPOV imtTov oQrfikag
’ (a dead horse) (wasps)
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1145 innov natovoav Avkov Yuvaika EKTITPOIKOVORY
’ (a mare kicking a wolf) (a woman who has aborted)
146 pdooav kpatovoav QUALOV ddpvhg dvBpwmov laTpedoVTa EQUTOV ATO XPNOMOD
’ (a pigeon holding a laurel-leaf) (a man who has been cured by the answer of an oracle)
L7 TKWOANKOG KWV ToAAoUG
’ (worms [maggots]) (gnats swarming)
7 7 T T 7
TEPIOTEPAY Exovoay Td Gmiobio GpOd @vdpa EXovie xoMpy, Al dp ETEpOY Sexd VoV
11.48 . AR (a man who by his own nature has no bile but receives it from
(a pigeon with its hind parts erect)
another)
11.49 aerov Aibov faotdiovra dvBpwmov aopads oikoOvTa téAv
' (an eagle carrying off a stone) (a man who lives safely in a city)
1L50 Wtida kol inmov dvBpwmov dobevis Exovta, kal V' ETEpOV KaTadlwKSUEVOV
’ (a horse and a bustard) (a weak man pursued by another)
1151 atpovdov ki yAaka dvBpwmov mpoopevyovra 16 idiw ndTpwve ki ur) fonBovuevov
’ (a sparrow and a dog-fish) (a man fleeing to his patron and not being aided by him)
1152 VUKTEPISo dvBpwmov nAovowy aoBevi kal TPOTETEVOUEVOV
’ (a bat) (a weak man who is rash)
1153 vukTepida A Exovoav 606vTag kol UxoTovS yuvaika OnAd{ovoay, kal KaADS dvatpépovoay
’ (a bat with teeth and breasts) (a woman giving suck and nursing her children well)
1154 VYOV &vBpwmov knhovuevov dpxrioel kad aUAnTIKf¢ knAoUuevov
’ (a turtle-dove) (a man who loves dancing and flute playing)
1155 TéTTIY d&vBpwmov uwoTikGv kai avAntikfc knAovuevov
’ (a cicada) (a man of the mysteries and initiated)
1156 GETOV BooiAéa ididlovta, kai un EAeodvra €v Tois nTaiouaat
’ (an eagle) (a king living in retirement and giving no pity to those in fault)
157 PoiviKx ré‘ dpveov o’cnomto’como'w no?wxpo’yzov
(the pheenix) (a long-enduring restoration)
1158 nedapyov @ilondropa
’ (a stork) (filial affection)
yuvaika poodoav Tov Exuthc dvdpa, kai émPovAebovoay avT@ ei¢
1159 I50% Bdvatov, uévov 8¢ i uitv kodakevovoay avTov
’ (a viper) (a wife who hates her husband and plots his death, and mates with
him only through flattery)
1160 &udvav tékva Snhovoty émPovAcvovra Tais untpdot
a viper, children who hate their mother,
) (aviper) (child ho hate thei her)
Baothiowov Ofvepwzrov dnhodory Vo katryopiog AorSopnOvra Kol
11.61 (a basilisk) aobevrioavto
(a man reviled by denunciation and fallen sick because of it)
1162 codaudvipav &vOpwmov VMO TUPOG <0V> KALGUEVOV
a salamander, a man <not> burne ire,
82 | (asalamander) ( burned by fire)
1163 aomdAaka dvBpwmov TvAGy
amole, a blind man
' (amole) (a blind man)
IL64 UUPUNKX K&l TTEPX VUKTEPIS0G dvBpwmnov ampditov
an ant and bat's wings a man who stays indoors
( d bat's wings) (c ho stays indoors)
165 KdoTOPA d&vBpwmov Sia tij¢ oikelag ééwlelog PAantduevov
a beaver, a man prevented from committing suicide
’ (a beaver) (amanp d itting suicide)
1L66 mibnKov éxovra dmiow ETepov uikpdy mibnKov dvBpwmov kAnpovounévTa VITo UEUIOTUEVOD TEKVOU
’ (a monkey with a little monkey behind him) (a man whose heir is a son whom he hates)
1167 TiBnKkov ovpoivTe dvBpwmov ta idix EAaTTOpaTH KPUTTOVTX
’ (a monkey urinating) (a man concealing his inferiority)
1168 oy TV KaTd TO udAAov dkovovta
’ (a goat) (a man of sharp hearing)
TV 0¢ doTaTov, Kl ur) uEvovta £v TavT®, &AL’ 0TE uév ioxupdv,
1169 Uoavav ote 8¢ aobevij
a hyena, someone unstable and not remaining in the same state, either
’ (a hyena) ( ble and ining in th ith
because of strength or weakness)
1170 dvo Sépuarta, v T0 uev vaivng éoti, o 8¢ dALo mapddlews dvBpwmov U0 EAATTEVWY NTTWUEVOY
’ (two skins, one of which is a hyena-skin, the other a leopard-skin) (a man who is worsted by weaker men)
71 Uoavay émi ta Se&id otpeouévnv &vBpwmov tod idiov xOpol meptyeviuevoy
' (a hyena facing the right) (a man superior to his enemies)
Séoua Dot dvBpwmov Tape\8ovTa T éneveybeioas aUTH TVUPOPXS APSPwS
Eopo Vaivg . ; ;
11.72 (a hyena-skin) (a man confronting fearlessly misfortunes which have come upon
ol him, even to the point of death)
173 Avkov anoAéoavta 10 dkpov Tiig 0UpdS dvBpwmov aiavOEvTa Vo TV 18wV ExBp@dv
a wolf who has lost the tip of his tai a man assaile is enemies, and delivered after small harm
' (a wolf who has lost the tip of his tail) ( iled by hi i d delivered Il harm)
1174 Adkov kai AiBov dvBpwmov pofovuevov ta Emovufaivovia avt@ €k ToD dPavods
' (awolf and a stone) (a man afraid of what may happen to him from invisible causes)
[ L os dvBpwmov £mi BuUG cwPPoVITOEVTE UTIO TUPO§
.75 /\govuxc it dadag (a man whose anger is chastened by fire and that because of his
(lions and torches)
anger)
176 Méovra mibnkov tpdyovra dvBpwmov nupértovia kol V' Eavtod Bepamevdévta

(a lion devouring a monkey)

(a man in fever cured by himself)
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77 | Teopov TEPIOESEUEVOV RYPLOCUKEY dvBpwmov Gotepov owppovicdévta ano tijs tpwnv ééweing
) (a bull girt with wild figs) (a man made temperate by recent misfortunes)
tabpov {wypapoiat, nepidedeuvov to Se€iov yovu dvBpwmov cw@poativy éxovta evuetdpAntov
11.78 , LT . .
(a bull with his right knee bound) (a temperate man who is easily swayed and not stable)
avtd T (o TpWyovTa Kovulay dvBpwmov mpofdrwy Kai aly@v @Oopikdv
11.79 - . .
(these animals grazing on flea-bane) (a man who kill sheep and goats)
11.80 KpOKOSELAOV EXOVTX TO OTOUX AVEQWYUEVOV d&vBpwmov Tpwyovta
’ (a crocodile with its mouth open) (a man eating)
KpokGOeihov éxovra iBews TTepov Eni Tii kepaAfg <dproyo> dvOpWTOV <kai> AVEVEQYNTOV GHUAIVOVOTY
11.81 a0 e . . .
(a crocodile with an ibis feather on his head) (the rapacious and idle man)
Moavav yuvaika yevvioaoav dnoé
11.82 , ;.
(a lioness) (a woman who has conceived once)
1183 dPKTOV EYKUHOVOTTAY dvBpwmov YevvnOEvTa Katd THV doXHY duopgov
’ (a pregnant she-bear) (a man born deformed, but later taking on a normal shape)
L84 ENépavra éxovra v Tpofookida dvBpwmov loxvP6V, kol TV CUUPEPGVTWY 0PPAVTIKGY
’ (an elephant with his trunk) (a strong man sensitive to what is expedient)
ENEpavTa Kol KPIOV dvBpwmov PaciAéx pevyovra uwpiov Kai dppooivny
11.85 ) ; .
(an elephant and a ram) (a king fleeing from folly and intemperance)
1186 ENEpavTa ueTa xoipov BoaiAéa pebyovra pAvapov dvOpwmov
’ (an elephant with a pig) (a king fleeing from a fool)
Aagov ke Exidvav &vlpwrov O&UV UEV KaT THV KIVNOLY, AOKENTWS O€ Kol AVOTwS
11.87 (a deer and a viper) KIVOUUEVOV
P (a man swift in motion but moved heedlessly and thoughtlessly)
ENépavTa kaTopUTTOVTX TOUS 16lovg 686vTag dvBpwmov mpovooUuevov tii¢ i8lag Tapric
11.88 , . .
(an elephant burying his tusks) (a man who has prepared his own tomb)
1189 KopWvn amobavoioav d&vBpwmov {fioavra tékelov fiov
’ (a dead crow) (a man who has come to the end of his days)
dvBpwmov EUPwAUOVTE EQUTH KaKiov, Kol ATOKPUITOVTX EXVTOV
1190 ndpSaity Wote un yvwobivoa toig idioig
’ (aleopard) (a man who has dwelt in evil and concealed his own evil, so that it is
not known to his intimates)
E\apov UeTa aANTOD dvBpddmov d&vBpwmov éanatuevov Sid kodakeiog
11.91 .
(a deer and a flute-player) (a man deceived by flattery)
1192 émona TPOYVWOLY EVKXPTIG 0ivov
’ (an owl) (foreknowledge of an abundant vintage)
émoma kot adiovrov v fordvnv dvBpwmov vmo otapuAris PAafévra, kai Exvtov Oepamebovra
11.93 . . L ; )
(an owl and some maiden-hair) (a man injured by the grape and curing himself)
Yépavov ypnyopolioay d&vBpwmov éavtov QuAdTTovTa dmd émPovAris ExOpdv
11.94 . . X ; .
(acrane on watch) (a man guarding himself against the plots of his enemies)
8o mépdikag noadepaotioy
11.95 .
(two partridges) (pederasty)
1196 KETOV ATOKEKXUUEVOV EXOVTX TO PAUPOG Yépovra Um0 Auod amobavovra
’ (an eagle with twisted beak) (an old man dying of hunger)
dvOpwmov del v Kivrjoer kai Quu@ Sidyovra, kol UATE €V TQ
KOPWVNG VEOTTOVS tpépeabar novxdfovra
11.97 . SOV , . oy
(some young crows) (aman passing his time in constant motion and irascibility and not
even resting to eat)
1198 Yépavov intauevov dvBpwmov 160TK T UETEWPX
’ (a crane in flight) (a man who knows the higher things)
1199 i€paKa EyKUpOVeL dvBpwrov amotaéduevov Ta idix Tékva 8t dmopioy
) (a hawk big with young) (a man getting rid of his own children because of poverty)
1L100 KdunAov &vBpwmov dkvoivra thv i mod@v kivnotv moieioOon
’ (a camel) (a man who hesitates to move his feet)
Bdrpaxov dvBpwmov avandf] kai katd Ty Spacy 6&vv
11.101 .
(afrog) (a shameless man of keen sight)
dvBpwmov moAvY xpévov un Suvnbévra kiveiobou, Uotepov d¢
1L102 Bdzpaxov ovra Tovg omobiovg médog KwnOévra toig mooi
’ (a frog with hind legs) (a man incapable of movement for some time but later recovers the
use of his feet)
&yxelvv dvOpwmov mdvtwv €xOpov Kol ATETYOLVIOUEVOV
11.103 , L ,
(an eel) (a man hostile to everyone and living in isolation)
vdpkny Tov ixfov dvBpwmov a){ovra moAlovg év Baddoan
11.104 . Lt .
(an electric ray) (a man saving many others from drowning)
noAvmoda &vOpwmov Ta xpriowua <kl Ta &xpHoTa> KaKOS aVHAWKOTA
11.105 P L.
(an octopus) (a man who has squandered necessities and superfluities badly)
kapaPov kai moAvmoda dvOpwmov TGV GuoPUAwV KpatHoavra
I1.106 . . X .
(a spiny lobster and an octopus) (a man ruling his fellow citizens)
TVVaG EyKUoug dvépa oulevyBévta yovauki amo TpTng nhikiag, €v 1 éréxbnoav
11.107 L v
(oysters big with young) (a man yoked from an early age to the woman who bore him)
TaTEP 1} dvOPWTOV Ur) TPEOVOOUUEVOY £quToD, GAA' U0 TGV
1L108 TVVaV Kol KAPKIVOV 1KoV OlKEIWV TPOVOOUUEVOV

(an oyster and a crab)

(a father or a man careless of his welfare, but who is provided for by

his household)
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11109 oKkdpov dvBpwmov Adduiav éyovra
’ (a scarus [fish]) (a glutton)
1L110 évdhiov yadeov dvBpwmov TV EqUTOD TPOPNV EUODVTA
' (a shark) (a man vomiting his food and eating again his fill)
IL111 auvpovay iyfov dvBpwnov avOpdrwv dAlogpiAwy xpduevov uiést
’ (alamprey) (a man who mates with foreigners)
11112 ToUYGVL nspmsr'r/\syyévnv aykioTpw dvBpwmov £mi oV KoAaoOEVTa
(a roach caught in a hook) (a man punished for murder who has repented)
e dvBpwmov dped@g kateoiovra ta dAMSTpI
11113 (a man who has fed lavishly on another’s food, and later devours his
(an octopus)
own)
IL114 onmiov dvBpwmov mi kA dpuroavTa
’ (a squid) (a man who has a yearning for the right but has fallen in with evil)
atpovbiov upyitnv d&vBpwmov yovipov
11115 4
(a sparrow on fire) (a fecund man)
1L116 Adpav dvBpwmov ouvoxéa Kol EVWTIKGY
’ (alyre) (a man who binds together and unites his fellows)
dvBpwmov Tt UEv amooTAvIa TGV 18wV vonudTwy, Uotepov O¢
ILi17 avpryya Tfj¢ EXVTOD YEYOVOT® PPOVHOEWS
’ (the pipes of Pan) (a man who once lost his mind but later recovered his senses and led
an orderly life)
1L118 otpovbokauAov TTepdV d&vBpwmov {owg ndot T Sikaiov dmovéuovra
' (an ostrich-wing) (a man who distributes justice equally to all)
1L119 Xeipa avBpmov d&vBpwmov prhoktiotny
’ (aman's hand) (the man fond of building)
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Appendix 3: Thematic Grouping of Horapollonian Hieroglyphs.

The text exhibits thematic groupings of the glyph-sequences it presents. The glyphs themselves fall into one

or more of several broad categories (as derived from Gardiner’s sign-list) as follows:

Mammals (46 signs)
1.14,15,16,17,21,26,39,40,46,48,49,50,56
11.20,22(x2),33,37,38,42,43(x2),44,45,50,52,53,63,65,66,67,68,69,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,82,83,87,88,90,100

Parts of Mammals (18 signs)
1.15,18,19,20,23,46,47
11.17,18,21,53,64,70,72,73,78,84,88

Birds (38 signs)
1.6,7,8,9,11,12,34,35,36,51,54,55,57
11.2,15,25,31,32,36,39,40,48,49,50,51,54,56,57,89,92,93,94,95,96,97,98,99,115

Parts of Birds (5 signs)
11,10,48,81,96,118

Fishes and Parts of Fishes (15 signs)
1.44
11.51,103,104,105,106,107,108,109,110,111,112,113,114

Amphibious Animals, Reptiles, &c. (16 signs)
1.1,2,25,45,59,60,61,63,64
11.59,60,61,62,87,101,102

Invertebrata and Lesser Animals (12 signs)
1.10,12,12,51,52,62
11.24,35,41,47,55,64

Parts of the Human Body (13 signs)
1.22,24,31,65
11.3,4,5,7,9,13,19,29,119

Man and his occupations (12 signs)
1.23,41,42,58
11.4,5,11,12(x2),13,91,119

Woman and female deity (1 sign)
L3

Trees and Plants (6 signs)

L1

11.8,34,46,77,93

Sky, Earth, Water (14 signs)
1.1,5,13,21,29,37,43,58,65,66

11.1,14,16,115

Writing, Music, Strokes, Geometrical Figures, &c. (12 signs)

Mark Wildish -139-



Hieroglyphic Semantics in Late Antiquity -140-

1.28,30,32,33,38
11.27,27,29,30,91,116,117

Warfare and Professions (8 signs)
1.5,41,42
11.5,12(x2),28,91

Buildings, Domestic and Temple Furniture (3 signs)
1.21,22,61

Crowns, Dress &c. (2 signs)
1.15,40

The distribution of meanings across the signs listed above is, in one sense, more difficult to classify. This is
due not only to the homogeneity of the explanations provided (especially in Book Two), but presumably also
to the fact that the meanings of glyphs are precisely not constrained by the finite range of items they depict.

Nonetheless, the two-hundred and forty meanings given can be broadly grouped as follows:

People, their professions and qualities

1.10(x3),11,14,23,25,38,39(x4),40,41,42,53,59,60,62,63,65,67(x3)
11.12,14,32,33,35,36,37,39,40,41,42,43(x2),45,46,48,49,50,51,52,53,54(x2) ,55,56,59,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,67,68,69,70,71,72,73,74,
75,76,77,78,79,80,81,82,83,84,85,86,87,88,89,90,91,93,94,96,97,98,99,100,101,102,103,104,105,106,107,108,109,110,111,112,113,
114,115,116,117,118,119

Qualities, parts, and occupations
1.6(x4),7,9,10,11(x4),14(x2),17,18,19,20,24,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34(x2),35,36,38(x2),39(x5),43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52,54(
x3),55,56,57,58(x2)

11.1,2(x2),3,4,5,6,7,8,9(x2),10,11,17,18,19,22,23,24,25,26,28,29(x3),30,31,34,38,44,47,58,92,95

Deities
1.3,6(x3),8,11(x2),12(x2),13,61,64
1.1

Celestial or natural phenomena
1.2,10,11,13,14(x2),15(x2),16,21,22,68,69,70
115,16

Measurement and the parts of language
1.1,3,4,5,11(x2),13,14,37,38,66
11.1(x3),2,13,20,21,27,57

The following forty-three glyphs (something less than a quarter) are more or less correctly identified as

Egyptian signs:

1.1 8grv & ovra TV 0Updv Uro 10 Aoimov o@ua kpurrouévny (a serpent with its tail concealed by the rest of its body)

1.1 fjhov kai oeArfvnv (the sun and the moon)
1.2 v thv éavtod gobiovra ovpdv, Eotiyuévov porior moikilaug (a serpent devouring its own tail, marked with variegated
scales)

1.3 Tow, Tovtéott yuvaika (Isis, that is a woman)

1.4 Bdiv (a branch)

1.4 oeMjvn énsotpauuévny glg 7o kdtw (moon with its horns turned downward)
1.5 tétaprov dpovpag (fourth part of aroura)
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1.6 iépaxa (hawk)

1.7 6 iépaé (hawk)

1.8 8o iépaxag (two hawks [the male, the female])
1.10 kdvOapov (scarab)

1.11 yore (vulture)

1.13 dotépu (star)

1.14 kvvoképadov (baboon)

1.15 kuvoképadov oyruatt ToldSe’ EaT@TA Kol ToG XeTparg elg 00pavov émaipovta, facileidv te émi thg kepalris Exovra (baboon,
but in this way: standing, with its hands raised to heaven and crown on its head)
1.16 kuvoképatov kabrjuevov {@ov (baboon, but seated)

1.18 Aéovrog T EumpoaBev (forequarters of lion)

1.19 Aéovrog kegpaArjv (head of lion)

1.21 Aéovra (lion)

1.21 tpeic vépiag ueydMag (three great water-jars)

1.24 Vo kepaig dvBpdnwv {wypagolot, THv uev tob &poevos £ow PAérovaav, Thv 8¢ OnAvkny éw (two human heads, one
male, looking in, other female, looking out)

1.26 Aaywov (hare)

1.27 yA@ooav kai Upoauov dpBaiudv (tongue and bloodshot eye)

1.30 namdpov Séounv (bundle of papyri)

1.36 B (ibis)

1.38 uédav kai kéokivov kal axowiov (ink, and a sieve and a reed)

1.39 kv (dog)

1.41 pUlaka oiking (house-guard)

1.43 nop kol Udwp (fire and water)

1.44 ix6vv (fish)

1.46 tadpov vyifj pvow Eovra (bull with his member erect)

1.47 tadpov wtiov (ear of bull)

1.53 xnvaddreka (vulpanser [Chenopolex])

1.55 kovkovav (stork)

1.60 6v Sgiv éypnyopdta (serpent in state of watchfulness)

1.62 uéhooav (bee)

1.64 T6v 6AdkAnpov Sgiv (complete serpent)

1.66 oeArfvng oxfiua (figure of moon)

1.70 kpokodeidov ovpav (tail of crocodile)

1.1 dotépa (star)

115 xeipeg 1} uév 6mAov kpatoloa, 17 8¢ tééov (man's hands, one of them holding shield and other bow)
11.13 dvOpwnov 8dktvAog (man's finger)

1115 <eic> Trv dvatoM)v idpaé éni ueteddpov Oéwv dvéuoug (hawk rising towards gods)
11.26 Tayic (snare)

11.30 ypouur) 3001 uia dua ypouusi émkexoquuévn (line superimposed on another)
11.118 otpovfokaurirov nrepdv (ostrich-wing)

Specifically, phonological information on Egyptian in the text is more limited again.***

8 See Appendix 3 below.
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Appendix 4: The Coptic Content of the Hieroglyphica.

10.

11.

12.

13.

duporic (1, 38): <duPpilerv>- Oepancvetv v toig lepoic™; n.b. Taufpric®™

Bei (1, 7): Bat O nn, TeB Bal, lord of spirit(s), DM 28 1, gloss. faf = uyr, acc. to Horapollo T vii. Cf? above,
Bar owl as soul, also in gnostic name Bal My wwy spirit of darkness (Erman Aegypt. Relig.” 250) & in
Boavepwi Glos 405 (v €dpwT), cf AZ 62 35>

Boar (1, 7): see notes to items 2. & 5.

Bdic (1, 3, 4): Ba (Bae, Bael, Bal, Bel, Beel, Bor) nn m, once f = fdiov, branch of date-palm.**?

10 (1, 7): 2HT (2€T); 2TH” (2T€Z, 20H7 , HTZ, €2,TH?); pl 2€Te€ (2€T); -HT in compounds; nn m, heart,
mind: kapdia; voig; Sidvou; Yoxn.*>

KkovkoUpag (I, 55): KAKOTYTAT (KovKova T, Kovk[0¥]TEeT), kovkovpa, nn m f, hoopoe.*

ueot (1, 59): uelc, unvds, 6, nom. sg.

Noov (1, 21): NO¥N nn m, abyss of hell, depth of earth, sea, f voovi; Naovi; &Bvooog; fdbog; fubdc.>

ovaié (1, 29): ove (-H, ovele, -I€, -€1, -H(H)l, o¥H(H)¥, -HO¥) vb intr be distant, far-reaching: uaxpiverv,
uaKpav moteiv.*

ovpaiov (I, 1): ppo (eppo, €PO, 07O, PP, €PPA, IPPA, €PA, PPW, EPW, o'rpw), pl ppwos (eppwo'r, €pwor,
ppoow, ppa(e), 0vpwow) nn m f king, queen: facidevs; dpywv; Tupavvis; kadoap; 1yovuevog.””

napad (1, 61): cf. dapaw.

of@ (I, 38): cBw (cBow), pl cBoove (-wove, cBave, cBovele, cBwowi, cBaowl, cqawi) nn f doctrine,

teaching: Sidaokadic; Sidoyrf; moadeio; émotriun.**®
@0 (I, 3): Numenius Phil., Fragmenta, Fragment 31, line 41; Porphyrius Phil., De antro nympharum,
Section 24, line 3; Hephaestion Astrol., Apotelesmatica, Page 66, line 7, Page 142, line 19, Page 179, line

23,

* Hesychius Lexicogr., Lexicon (A - 0) Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 3520, line 1.

% Novum Testamentum, Epistula Pauli ad Timotheum i, 3.8.2.

1 Crum, W. E., A Coptic Dictionary compiled with the help of many scholars (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939): p. 28 a.
352 Crum (1939): p. 27 b.

%3 Crum (1939): p. 714 a.

354 Crum (1939): p. 102 a.

%5 Crum (1939): p. 226 b.

356 Crum (1939): p. 470 b.

7 Crum (1939): p. 299 a.

%8 Crum (1939): p. 319 b.
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31. Lexicon in decem oratores Atticos {1389.001}

DINDORF, W., Harpocrationis lexicon in decem oratores Atticos, vol. 1. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1853 (repr.

Groningen; Bouma, 1969).
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HECATAEUS Hist. {1390}

32. Testimonia {1390.001}

JACOBY, F., Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker (FGrH) #264. Leiden: Brill, 1923-1958 (repr. 1954-1969).

33. Fragmenta {1390.002}

JACOBY, F., Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker (FGrH) #264. Leiden: Brill, 1923-1958 (repr. 1954-1969).

34, Testimonia {1390.003}

DIELS, H. & KRANZ, W., Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, vol. 2, 6th edn. Berlin; Weidmann, 1952 (repr. 1966).

35. Fragmenta {1390.004}

DIELS, H. & KRANZ, W., Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, vol. 2, 6th edn. Berlin: Weidmann, 1952 (repr. 1966).

HERODOTUS Hist. {0016}

36. Historiae {0016.001}

LEGRAND, Ph.-E, Hérodote. Histoires, 9 vols. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1:1932; 2;1930; 3:1939; 4 (3rd edn.): 1960;

5:1946; 6:1948; 7:1951; 8:1953; 9:1954 (repr. 1:1970; 2:1963; 3:1967; 5:1968; 6:1963; 7:1963; 8:1964; 9:1968).

TAMBLICHUS Phil. {2023}

37. De vita Pythagorica {2023.001}

KLEIN, U. (post DEUBNER, L.), lamblichi de vita Pythagorica liber. Leipzig: Teubner, 1937 (repr. 1975).
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38. De mysteriis {2023.006}

DES PLACES, E., (ed. & trans.) Les Mystéres d’Egypte (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1966).

CLARKE, E. C., DILLON, J., & HERSHBELL, J. P., Iamblichus: On the Mysteries (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,

2003).

TAYLOR, T., (trans.) lamblichus On the Mysteries and Life of Pythagoras (Frome: The Prometheus Trust, 1999).

JOANNES PHILOPONUS Phil. {4015}

39. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium {4015.001}

BUSSE, A., Philoponi (olim Ammonii) in Aristotelis categorias commentarium [Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca

13.1. Berlin: Reimer, 1898].

Flavius JOSEPHUS Hist. {0526}

40. Contra Apionem (= De Judaeorum vetustate) {0526.003}

NIESE, B., Flavii Iosephi opera, vol. 5. Berlin: Weidmann, 1889 (repr. 1955).

Flavius Claudius JULTANUS Imperator Phil. {2003}

41, Eic tov faoiAéa ‘Hhov mpds Tadovotiov {2003.011}

LACOMBRADE, C., L'empereur Julien. Oeuvres complétes, vol. 2.2. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1964.

MACARIUS Scr. Eccl. {2776}
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42, Apocriticus seu Movoyevric {2776.001}

GOULET, R., Macarios de Magnésie: Le monogénés (Tome II). Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2003.

MAGICA Magica, Nat. Hist. {5002}

43, Papyri magicae {5002.001}

HENRICHS, A. & PREISENDANZ, K., Papyri Graecae magicae. Die griechischen Zauberpapyri, vols. 1-2, 2nd edn.

Stuttgart: Teubner, 1:1973; 2:1974.

44, Papyri magicae (fragmenta Christiana) {5002.002}

HENRICHS, A. & PREISENDANZ, K., Papyri Graecae magicae. Die griechischen Zauberpapyri, vols. 1-2, 2nd edn.

Stuttgart: Teubner, 1:1973; 2:1974.

45, Papyri magicae (ostraca) {5002.003}

HENRICHS, A. & PREISENDANZ, K., Papyri Graecae magicae. Die griechischen Zauberpapyri, vols. 1-2, 2nd edn.

Stuttgart: Teubner, 1:1973; 2:1974.

46. Papyri magicae (tabulae) {5002.004}

HENRICHS, A. & PREISENDANZ, K., Papyri Graecae magicae. Die griechischen Zauberpapyri, vols. 1-2, 2nd edn.

Stuttgart: Teubner, 1:1973; 2:1974.

MANETHO Hist. {1477}

47. Fragmenta {1477.003}
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MULLER, K., Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum (FHG) 2. Paris: Didot, 1841-1870.

OLYMPIODORUS Phil. {4019}

48. Prolegomena {4019.001}

BUSSE, A., Olympiodori prolegomena et in categorias commentarium [Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 12.1.

Berlin: Reimer, 1902].

49. In Platonis Alcibiadem commentarii {4019.004}

WESTERINK, L. G., Olympiodorus. Commentary on the first Alcibiades of Plato. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1956 (repr.

1982).

ORIGENES Theol. {2042}

50. Contra Celsum {2042.001}

BORRET, M., Origéne. Contre Celse, 4 vols. [Sources chrétiennes 132, 136, 147, 150. Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1:1967;

2:1968; 3-4:1969].

PHILO JUDAEUS Phil. {0018}

51. De aeternitate mundi {0018.029}

COHN, L. & REITER, S., Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt, vol. 6. Berlin: Reimer, 1915 (repr. De Gruyter,

1962).

52. Legatio ad Gaium {0018.031}
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COHN, L. & REITER, S., Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt, vol. 6. Berlin: Reimer, 1915 (repr. De Gruyter,

1962).

PHYSIOLOGUS Nat. Hist. {2654}

53. Physiologus (redactio prima) {2654.001}

SBORDONE, F., Physiologus. Rome: Dante Alighieri-Albrighi, Segati, 1936 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1976).

54, Physiologus (redactio secunda quae vocatur Byzantina) {2654.002}

SBORDONE, F., Physiologus. Rome: Dante Alighieri-Albrighi, Segati, 1936 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1976).

55. Physiologus (redactio tertia quae vocatur pseudo-Basiliana) {2654.003}

SBORDONE, F., Physiologus. Rome: Dante Alighieri-Albrighi, Segati, 1936 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1976).

56. Physiologus (diversarum versionum capita disiecta in vulgare lingua) {2654.010}

SBORDONE, F., Physiologus. Rome: Dante Alighieri-Albrighi, Segati, 1936 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1976).

PLATO Phil. {0059}

57. Philebus {0059.010}

BURNET, J., Platonis opera, vol. 2. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1901 (repr. 1967).

DIES, A., (ed. & trans.) Euvres Complétes (t. 9, 2° ptie) (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1949).
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58. Phaedrus {0059.012}

BURNET, J., Platonis opera, vol. 2. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1901 (repr. 1967).

ROBIN, L., (ed. & trans.) Guvres Complétes (t. 4, 3° ptie) (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1944).

59. Leges {0059.034}

BURNET, J., Platonis opera, vol. 2. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1901 (repr. 1967).

PLOTINUS Phil. {2000}

60. Enneades {2000.001}

HENRY, P., & SCHWYZER, H.-R., Plotini opera, 3 vols. Leiden: Brill, 1:1951; 2:1959; 3:1973.

BREHIER, E., (ed. & trans.) Ennéades (Paris : Belles Lettres, 1924-1931).

PLUTARCHUS Biogr., Phil. {0007}

61. De Iside et Osiride (351c-384c) {0007.089}

SIEVEKING, W., Plutarchi moralia, vol. 2.3. Leipzig: Teubner, 1935 (repr. 1971).

GRIFFITHS, J. G., (ed. & trans.) Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride (Cambridge: University of Wales Press, 1970).

PORPHYRIUS Phil. {2034}

62. Vita Pythagorae {2034.002}
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NAUCK, A., Porphyrii philosophi Platonici opuscula selecta, 2nd edn. Leipzig: Teubner, 1886 (repr. Hildesheim:

Olms, 1963).

63. De abstinentia {2034.003}

NAUCK, A., Porphyrii philosophi Platonici opuscula selecta, 2nd edn. Leipzig: Teubner, 1886 (repr. Hildesheim:

Olms, 1963).

64. In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem {2034.007}

BUSSE, A., Porphyrii isagoge et in Aristotelis categorias commentarium [Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 4.1.

Berlin: Reimer, 1887].

BARNES, J., Porphyry: Introduction. Translated with an Introduction and Commentary (Oxford,. 2003).

65. De philosophia ex oraculis {2034.011}

WOLFF, G., Porphyrii de philosophia ex oraculis haurienda. Berlin: Springer, 1856 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1962).

66. Iepl dyodudrwy {2034.012}

BIDEZ, J., Vie de Porphyre le philosophe néo-platonicien. Leipzig: Teubner, 1913 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1964).

67. Epistula ad Anebonem {2034.013}

SODANO, A. R., Porfirio. Lettera ad Anebo. Naples: L'Arte Tipografica, 1958.

68. Contra Christianos (fragmenta) {2034.023}
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VON HARNACK, A., Porphyrius. Gegen die Christen [Abhandlungen der preussischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften, Philosoph.-hist. K1. 1. Berlin: Reimer, 1916].

PROCLUS Phil. {4036}

69. Institutio theologica {4036.005}

DODDS, E. R., Proclus. The elements of theology, 2nd edn. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963 (repr. 1977).

70. In Platonis Parmenidem {4036.008}

COUSIN, V., Procli philosophi Platonici opera inedita, pt. 3. Paris: Durand, 1864 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1961).

71. In primum Euclidis elementorum librum commentarii {4036.011}

FRIEDLEIN, G., Procli Diadochi in primum Euclidis elementorum librum commentarii. Leipzig: Teubner, 1873.

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS Phil. {0544}

72. Pyrrhoniae hypotyposes {0544.001}

MUTSCHMANN (Hermann) (ed.) Sexti Empirici Opera. (Vol. 1) ITYPPQNEIQN YIIOTYIIQXEQN LIBROS TRES

CONTINENS (Leipzig: Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana, 1% ed. 1912; 2™ ed. 1958).

MUTSCHMANN (Hermann), MAU (Jiirgen), JANACEK (Karel) (edd.) Sexti Empirici Opera. (Vol. V) INDICES

(Leipzig: Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana, 1962).

73. Adversus mathematicos {0544.002}
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MUTSCHMANN (Hermann) (ed.) Sexti Empirici Opera. (Vol. 1I) ADVERSUS DOGMATICOS LIBROS QUINQUE
CONTINENS (ADV. MATHEM. VII-XI) (Leipzig: Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana,
1914).

MUTSCHMANN (Hermann), MAU (Jiirgen), JANACEK (Karel) (edd.) Sexti Empirici Opera. (Vol. I1I) ADVERSUS
MATHEMATICOS LIBROS I-VI CONTINENS (Leipzig: Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum

Teubneriana, 1% ed. 1954; 2" ed. 1961).

MUTSCHMANN (Hermann), MAU (Jiirgen), JANACEK (Karel) (edd.) Sexti Empirici Opera. (Vol. V) INDICES

(Leipzig: Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana, 1962).

SIMPLICIUS Phil. {4013}

74. In Aristotelis categorias commentarium {4013.003}

KALBFLEISCH, K., Simplicii in Aristotelis categorias commentarium [Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 8. Berlin:

Reimer, 1907].

SUDA Lexicogr. {9010}

75. Lexicon {9010.001}

ADLER, A., Suidae lexicon, 4 vols. [Lexicographi Graeci 1.1-1.4. Leipzig: Teubner, 1.1:1928; 1.2:1931; 1.3:1933;

1.4:1935 (repr. 1.1:1971; 1.2:1967; 1.3:1967; 1.4:1971)].

FINKEL, R., HUTTON, W., ROURKE, P., SCAIFE, R., & VANDIVER, E., The Suda Online (www.suda.org/sol/) (Stoa

Consortium: 2001).

76. Onomasticon tacticon {9010.002}
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ADLER, A., Suidae lexicon, vol. 4 [Lexicographi Graeci 1.4. Leipzig: Teubner, 1935 (repr. 1971)].

FINKEL, R., HUTTON, W., ROURKE, P., SCAIFE, R., & VANDIVER, E., The Suda Online (www.suda.org/sol/) (Stoa

Consortium: 2001).

Joannes TZETZES Gramm., Poeta {9022}

77. Chiliades {9022.001}

LEONE, P. L. M., Ioannis Tzetzae historiae. Naples: Libreria Scientifica Editrice, 1968.

78. Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem A.97-609 {9022.002}

LOLOS, A. C., Der unbekannte Teil der Ilias-Exegesis des loannes Tzetzes (A 97-609) [Beitrdge zur klassischen

Philologie 130. Kénigstein: Hain, 1981].

ZACHARIAS Mytilenaeus Rhet. {2831}

79. Vita Severi {2831.-}
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(i) Latin Texts

AMMIANUS Marcellinus {-}

80. Res geste {-}

SEYFARTH, W., Rerum gestarum libri qui supersunt (in 2 vols). Leipzig: Teubner, 1978,

APULEIUS Madaurensis {1212}

81. Metamorphoses 1-11 {1212: 002}

ROBERTSON, D.S. & VALLETTE, P., Apulée: Les Métamorphoses. Vols. 1-3, 1940-1946.

Flavius Magnus Aurelius CASSIODORUS Senator {-}

82. Institutiones Divinarum et Saecularium Litterarum {-}

MYNORS, R. A. B., Cassiodori Senatoris Institutiones Edited from the MSS (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937).

Marcus Tullius CICERO {0474}

83. De Natura Deorum {0474: 050}

AX, W., M. Tulli Ciceronis Scripta Quae Manserunt Omnia. Fasc. 45, 1933.

Quintus HORATIUS Flaccus {0893}

84, Sermones {0893: 004)
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KLINGNER, F., Q. Horati Flacci Opera. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1959).

IRENAEUS Theol. {1447}

85. Adversus Haereses {-}

DEANE, H., St. Irenaeus Bishop of Lyons Against Heresies with Short Notes, and a Glossary. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1880).

ISIDORUS Episcopus Hispalensis {-}

86. Etymologie sive Origines {-}

LINDSAY, W. M., EtymologiarUm Sive Originum Libri XX (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1911).

Marcus Annaeus LUCANUS {0917}

87. Bellum Civile {0917: 001}

HOUSMAN, A. E., M. Annaei Lucani Belli Civilis Libri Decem, 1927.

MARTIANUS Minneus Felix Capella {-}

88. De Nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii {-}

DICK, A., Martianus Capella, De Nuptiis Mercurii et Philo- logiae, (1925; reprint ed., Stuttgart 1969).

Caius PLINIUS Secundus {0978}

89. Naturalis Historia {0978: 001}
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MAYHOFF, C., C. Plini Secundi Naturalis Historiae Libri XXXVII. Vols. 1-5, 1892-1909.

Cornelius TACITUS {1351}

90. Annales {1351: 005}

FISHER, C. D., Cornelii Taciti Annalium Ab Excessu Divi Augusti Libri, 1906.
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(iii) Coptic Texts

NAG HAMMADI Library {0202}

91. Evangelium veritatis {-}

ATTRIDGE, H. W., (ed. & trans.), Nag Hammadi Codex I (The Jung Codex). 2 volumes. Nag Hammadi Studies, The

Coptic Gnostic Library, volumes XXII & XXIII. (Leiden, New York, Kgbenhavn, Kéln: Brill, 1985).

92. Evangelium secundum Thomam {-}

GUILLAUMONT, A., PUECH, H.-CH., QUISPEL, G., TILL, W., & YASSA ‘ABD AL-MASTH, (edd. & trans.), The Gospel

according to Thomas (Leiden: Brill; London: Collins, 1959).

93. Evangelium Philippi {-}

LAYTON, B., (ed. & trans.), Nag Hammadi Codex II, 2-7, together with XIII, 2* Brit. Lib. Or. 4926(1) and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655.

Nag Hammadi Studies, The Coptic Gnostic Library, volume XX. (Leiden, New York, Kgbenhavn, Kéln; Brill,

1989).

94. Oratio de octavo nonoque {—}

PARROTT, D. M., (ed. & trans.), Nag Hammadi Codices V, 2-5 and VI with Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, 1 and 4. Nag

Hammadi Studies, The Coptic Gnostic Library, volume XI. (Leiden, New York, Kgbenhavn, Kéln: Brill, 1979).

BESA Theol. {-}

95. Vita Sinuthii {-}

BELL, D. N,, (trans.), The Life of Shenoute by Besa (Kalamazoo, Michigan: Cistercian Publications, 1983).
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SINUTHIUS Theol. {-}

96. Ad philosophum gentilem {-}

LEIPOLDT, J., with the assistance of CRUM, W. E., Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia. 3 volumes

(numbered 1, 3, and 4). Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, volumes 41, 42, and 73 (Copt. 1 [=

11.2.T], 2 [=11.4.T], 5 [= I1.5.T]). Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 1906-1913.

WIESMANN, H., Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia. 2 volumes (numbered 3 and 4). Corpus Scriptorum

Christianorum Orientalium, volumes 96 and 108. Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 1931-1936: vol.3; no.18 (pp.22-

34).

97. Contra Origenistas et Gnosticos {-}

ORLANDI, T., (ed. & trans.), Shenute contra Origenistas: testo con introduzione e traduzione (Roma: C..M., 1985).

98. Invectio monachica contra hieroglyphica Zgyptia {-}

YOUNG, D. W., ‘A Monastic Invective against Egyptian Hieroglyphs’ in Young, D. W., (ed.), Studies Presented to

Hans Jakob Polotsky (Beacon Hill, East Gloucester: Pirtle & Polson, 1981).

MAGICA Magica, Nat. Hist. {-}

99. PCM (Michigan Papyri)

WORRELL, W. H., ‘A Coptic Wizard’s Hoard’ in The American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures, Vol. 46,

No. 4. (Jul., 1930), pp. 239-262.
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MIRECKI, P., ‘The Coptic Wizard’s Hoard’ in The Harvard Theological Review, Vol. 87, No. 4. (Oct., 1994): pp. 435-

460.
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(iv) Egyptian Texts

ANONYMUS Rhet. {-}

100. Rusticus eloquens {-}

PARKINSON, R. B., The Tale of the Eloquent Peasant (Oxford, Griffith Institute 2006 [1st ed. 1991]).

ANONYMUS Script. {-}

101. Scarabaeus nuptialis (Amenophis I1T)

BLANKENBERG-VAN DELDEN, C., The Large Commemorative Scarabs of Amenhotep IIL E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1969.

MAGICA Magica, Nat. Hist. {-}

102. PDM xii (P. Lugd. Bat. J 384 = Anastasi 75)

JOHNSON, J. H., ‘The Demotic Magical Spells of Leiden ] 384’ in Oudheidkundige mededelingen / uit het

Rijksmuseum van Oudeheden, vol.56, (1975): pp.29-64.

LEEMANS, C., Monumens Egyptiens du Musée d’Antiquités des Pays-Bas a Leide (vol.II, fasc.17, pls CCXXVI-CCXXVII,

Leiden: 1856).

103. PDM xiv (P. Lugd. Bat.] 383 = Anastasi 65; P Lond. demot. 10070 = Anastasi 1072)

DIELEMAN, J., Priests, Tongues, and Rites. The London-Leiden Magical Manuscripts and Translation in Eqyptian Ritual

(100-300 CE) (= Religions in the Greeco-Roman World, vol.153 (Brill Academic Publishing: 2005).
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GRIFFITH, F. LL., & THOMPSON, H., The Demotic Magical Papyrus of London and Leiden (3 voll.) (London, Grevel:

1904).

JOHNSON, J. H., ‘The Dialect of the Demotic Magical Papyrus of London and Leiden’ in Studies in Honor of George

R. Hughes, ed. Johnson, J. H. & Wente, E. F., (= Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization, vol.39, Chicago, The Oriental

Institute, 1977): pp.105-132.

104. PDM Ixi (P. Brit. Mus. inv. 10588)

BELL, H. L., NOCK, A. D., & THOMPSON, H., ‘Magical Texts from a Bilingual Papyrus in the British Museum’ in

Proceedings of the British Academy, vol.17, London, (1933): pp.235-287 + Pls.

105. PDM Suppl. (P. Louvre E 3229 = Anastasi 1061)

JOHNSON, J. H., ‘Louvre E 3229: A demotic magical text’ in Enchoria: Zeitschrift fiir Demotistik und Koptologie,

vol.7,1977: pp.55-102 + Pls.

LEXA, F., La Magie dans 'Egypte Antique (3 voll.) (1925).

MASPERO, G., ‘Sur le papyrus 3229 du Louvre’ in Mémoire sur quelques papyrus du Louvre, (1875): pp.113-123.

106. PDM (misc.)

BETZ, H. D., The Greek Magical Papyri in Translation including the Demotic Spells (University of Chicago Press:

1986).

DIETERICH A., Papyrus magica musei Lugdunensis Batavi in Jahrbiicher fiir klasssische Philologie, Suppl. 16, 749-830.

DIETERICH, A., Eine Mithrasliturgie (Leipzig: 1903).
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DIETERICH, A., Kleine Schriften (Leipzig & Berlin: 1911).

DIETERICH, A., Abraxas. Studien zur Religionsgeschichte des spiten Altertums (Leipzig: 1891).

HOPFNER, Th. (Griechisch-Agyptische Offenbarungszauber, voll. XXI & XXII of Wessley’s Studien plus survey by

Hopfner in Pauly-Wissowa, XIV, 301ff.).

WUNSCH, R., Antike Zaubergerit (Berlin: Reimer, 1905).
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(v) Armenian Texts

PHILO JUDAEUS Phil. {0018}

107. De animalibus {-}

TERIAN, A., Philonis Alexandrini De Animalibus: The Armenian Text with an Introduction, Translation, and

Commentary. Studies in Hellenistic Judaism (Supplements to Studia Philonica), 1. Chico: Scholars, 1981.
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