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THE DATE OF THE PYTHAGOREAN
KINGSTHP TTRACTNTES

Armand Delatte was the fiest modern seholin (o discuss the dine ol
the Pythagorean texts in depth in s ool fowae an o Polifugue
Prthagoricienne.! He claimed that all these texol fragments celaing
to kingship were genuine products ol Pythagorn® studdeis, e von
sensus today has trned 0 AL Delate’s conclusion veaanding Aichivias
but away [rom his conclusions regarding the other three athors
Willy "Theiler was the st to take dssue witle Delate e Ghmmon
(1926), 147156, He argued Tor a Hellenistie dite, spectlically e thy
third century st

E. R. Goodenough was the next 1o ke up the challenge m o
ground-breaking and stll signilicant aencle *The Policeal Philosoply
of Hellenistic Kingship™ in Fale Glassical Studies 1 01928), 55 102, Ha
argucd Tor a Hellenistie dace Tor all of e Tragoment, alodimg
Archytas, and rejected their attribntion o actual stdents of Pyiligors
The next major work was that ol Lucien Delattes the son ol e
who in a display of independence proposed a vadical soluton e o
1942 work Les Tratles de lee Royauté o "Uiplrante, Diotogene o Sthonvdas Th
combined a eritical wext of the fagments, o Freneh oanshinon ol
the texts, a close stdy of the Lingoage, an overvies ol kingship
Greek thought, and o commentary on the Pyihagorean teses o peo:
duce what remains the most important work on the topic, Ths vad
ical solution? He argued lor o second or thivd contury o dine, ol
Philonie influence on the exts, especially those atibuted o Leplimis

The next major contribution was that of Holper Pheslell, whose g
Iutroduction te the Pythagorean Wittings of the Hellbonistie Pevivd avcepiod e
dating ol Goodenough (or the Kingship fragments, with the cscoption
of Archytas, which he accepted as carlier, though not senuine donrh
century wini) " Theslell considered nov only the kingship Tragmenss,

! Bibliothégue de B Faeulwe de Philosoplie e Lewges de UUmversie e g 192027

S Bibliotheaue de T Faculee de Philosophie et Beoves oe PUTmiveraiie o Faease 97
14942,

Y Ao Abo Akademie, 101,



(e ONE GO, ONE LAW

Bt ol of the velated Pythagorcan tests, which gives his work an author-
i wloeh the other wreitings lack, He ook Lo Delatte 1o sk Tor whai
he heheved was an untenable position in dating the Kingship texts. In
thes pesard, he challenged the conelusions of L., Delatie’s study of the

Linonaee, while enerally praising the study el Pheslefl” himsell

prbilished a eritical editon ol all the Pythagorean exts which he
juceed w be Helleniste in The Pothagorean Lexts of the Hellenistie Period.!

Walter Burkert, without reference o Theslell; published two articles
i Pllalogy 105 (1961, 16435 226216 ttled “Hellenistische Pytha-
sorped I these two articles, without much specilic reference 1o the
Ergshnp fragiments. he oo argued for a Hellenistic date for the whole
ol the Pythagorean pseudepigrapha, giving thivd century seas as a
feiyHRi Y el fﬂl‘”.

b the meantime, Francis Dvornike inoa large work entitled Larly
Clistien and Byzantine Politival Philosoplor: Origins and Baekgraund 2 Vols,,
apreed with Goodenough and Theiler in opting for Hellenistic daces
for b ol ahe kingship tractates, melnding Archytas, He relies for
the mest part on Goodenough's work and does not seem o be aware
al the work ol Thesletl,

Fhe next major work was o re-examination by Holger "Theslefl
aneh Wadter Burkert of their previous work i Fondation Hovdt: Pour

Lt de LAutigreaté lassigre (1972, 50 volume dedicated 1o pseude-
piceapiie in the ancient world in general, Burkert, in “Zur geistes-
aechichthichen Einordnumng einiger Psendopythagorica,”™ gives o revised
posttion, For the fenminns a gquo he suggests 150 so.k, and for the for-
s ad qaem third century G I response, Theslell) in “On the
Peablem ol the Dorie Psendo-Pythagorica: An Alternative Theory ol
Prate and Purpose.” maintains a Hellenistic date for the ragments,
B modifies i1 by giving a lower border ol second century poe.,

Ihe last Ilmljm' dhiscussion i that of Glenn Chesout, “The Ruler
ancd the Logos in NeoPythagorean, Middle Platonic, and Liate Stoic

PPoditiend mii]rml}'ﬂ]_\'" i CINETE 16,2, 13101332, He wo apis lor
a Hellenistic dite, pre=Gieeronian, though he does not present imany
pea areuments for the dates He does, however, take acconnt ol o
tmber ol articles published in the Tate 1920s which argued tha

St Nendermtae Shoemsis, Ser A Hhimmandora, v 30, o, 1 Abos Aho Akadenie,
10

MWoashiangton, 105, [0,

Ponmtettasm: Heedt: Ponar 1 1de dde 4. \twpraate Classigue Enteetions: Lo XVIH Polipisrapha
foCienesas Fondation: Hovde 1972
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the living law ideal was present in o number o other snhors sich
as Cleero and Seneen, aned so gives maore ol i sense ol (he vonne-
nuity of the idea,

It ds clear that there are two trends e the dating ol these tess
which are still current, These are the vartous Hellenisoe dires Phes
left, Goodenough) and the seeond/Zthivd conty e danes Bk,
L. Delatte) "T'he two major works ane those ol Pheslefand 1o Diela
and to them must go pride ol place.

Both of them rely on arguments from the nature of the Ccek for
dating the texts, because the texts arve embedded o the oholomn
ol Stobacus, External eviteria Tor dating qoe extremely havd o come
by, On the basis ol the language and syntax, Delatte and Thesdel]
come to radically ditlerent conclusions.”

L. Delane argues that the language of the wests s aihicial el o
is & mixture ol Doric, with elements of A, Tonie, and Lare pocin
B5-87). As a result. Delate concludes thae swhies the texes wore wii
ten Doric was no longer spoken. Theslefl maintaing, however
the Dorvic features are essentially consistent aod that the aoeliisi
which lend the language its artilictality “are insutheient to prove o
the exts belong 1o an age when Dorie was not used i converanion”
{Int., 6G). Delate’s study of vocabulary (6 109) and syntax L0110
convinced him that the texts cannot have heen wiitien hotore i
century .k Theslefl” maintaing that Delante’s oy Seandinns
impression that the tests ave Hellenistic™. but stafes “wee doonon ke
Hellenistic prose practices sutliciently well 1o be able 1o nade chione
logical inferences from matters ol swvle™ (npro, G7)

Theslels comments strike me as convineing, bur Delveee e the
same syntactical and linguistic arguments o avgue loe gquite anothe
period. As a result, it is difficult on the basis of exmal research
alone 1o date the texts,

The other method ol dating is a comparison ol wleas with hese
found in other texts, Delate has, to some degree, depended npon
such comparisons, but his conclusions seem weak and he Tas ool

Willian Khsser, “Uhe King as “Laving Baw™ swath reterenee 1o Masnnne ot

e SKE DAL (15 67 also dtes the texts i the Plellemstie peoiod. Tle ool
veliant npon Eo R. Goodenongh's artiele, Aalders, “vdpog o™ 100 gl
aceepts the Hellenistie daing of these teactatoss Dot does nor conge e decssaon
at all,

0 heslell, An Introciuction, tor sty Bods most ol Db o sl o the T
giage of the fagments convineings e rejects the dnterpretation on sl e
bases los todings.
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consdered all the evidence, Fhs elaim that these anthors are infliuenced
v the Niddle Stoies (cf, 284L) are not convineing, and Theslell” is
correet 1o point out (nte, 68-69), as did Goodenough, that none
ol the Store ddeay Tound i these texts 15 foreign w the carly Stoa,
I oam convineed, however, that a close stady ol the ideas in the
Potligorean texts makes the Hellenistic period the only possible
pevtoch i whieh these texts could have been produced.

I'he Prolemaic-Selencid period was the period from which the wor-
Jipr of Alesander the Great stemmed, the beginning ol the Hellenistic
cult ol the emperors.” Though the inital mpulses came from Alexander
the Coreat, the actual development of the cult was left o his followers,
voi only did acult of emperors grow, but so too did literature con-
corning theny " Phis Ticeratre had oo wide-ranging cllect, inflnencing
even o number of Jewish tractates.!" Most ol this lieratre s lost w
e bt sneh terms as benelactor (gvepyémng) and saviour (Gatmp)
Dot o appear applied 1o kings in the carly Hellenstie period,
I e Pethagorean kingship fragments, while only a portion ol Flellenistic
linship thonght, contain many of these terms, In general, then, the
[ tellenistic periad, due o actual monarchical developments and the
presence ol o Hourishing literature ol kingship in gencral, makes
e chimate vipe for a iteratiee which supports the claims 1o divinity
Al pertection and absolutdsm ol the emperors, and gives no exter-
nal veasons o donbt such a development.

When we consider the ideas e the texts, and compare them (o
ather such wests, the case hecomes even stronger, L, Delatie believed
that Philo influenced Ecphantus,” and so, it would appear, was the
originator ol the vopog fppugog ideal. Others have suggested  tha

WO W Varny, Heltenestie Crodfization (Clevelaosd and New Youk Mevidian Books
FOole 1Y 570 W N Ferauson in The Cambridee Anewent Loy VI The Hellonstie
Viimsides vl the Rise o) Bame (eds, 1 B Adeock; 5. A, Gooks M. P Clunleswontly
Cammlimdge University Press 1954) 17 18; Lily Ross Vaylor, The Danity of the Kontan
Do 1731 Cthiben Bantey, *The Diadochi and the Rise ol King Worship™ in
Pho Eredide Thistovicad Reeieen 32 (19171 3200 Waewst, Gesdhiohte des Hlelleiisnes, W01,
oS80 Dvornik, Faly Claestian 2100 253,

e Goodenongh, “Hellenisue Kingship™ il

Dok, Farly Cliastran, Vol, 12615 Giinther Zuntz, “Aristeas Stadies 1 “The
Fecenn Bt ™ S8 L (1908 21060 Oxswyn Muvray, "Avisteas and Prolemaic
Fovmgship™ i J08 wes 18 0067) 887 3715 James M. Reese. Hellenstic Influence o the
flor of WWsdvm and 10y Comsegienes (Rome: Biblical Institate Press 1970) 71,

Conee Selmbiry, Chas Flellenistische IKonigsideal™ for the appearance ol thesye
gl ol e ine nonsliterary setings,

Dyvlatie, Lov Traftes 177 180, UG 200, b of, 183,200,216,224,245,
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Philo uses Ecphantus,'' or that Eephantas and Philo bave o vonn-
mon souree,

Before considering any ol these possibilities. we necd 1o saablhsh
Philo’s connections (o this Pythagorean Teevatnee, Tlar Pliko bnow
Pythagorean thought in geneval is not i disputes as b se ol
Pythagorean numerology bears witness (eag. O/ 90 1270 Philo ali
knows, however, specilic Pythagorean weitings, as his relevenees o
writings which he has read by Philolaus (Opef” 1003 g Olkkelos oo
12) show. Both of the writings atteiboted 1o these sonlors are datedd o
the Hellemistic perviad by Theslet!
vopog Eyroyoe (Maose 1 162:2.4: b 5) and shiaves the ddeas aned 1

language of the concept (Mas, L 1625 But conld he e vesponsible

Finally, Philoy knoss of the terin

for these ideas? The ideal appears i Philo’s sworle elealy and e tnll,
but is it possible that Philo could have heen the sonvee Tor i adeal?

L. Delaue’s suggestion is franght with problems, even impossibilities
Iiest, one must overlook the clear evidence of the Wt wd Hovendinm
and the evidence ol Cicero that the ideal existed prioe to Pl 1
we suspend disheliel” on this score, we are mer by Tanher problens

L. Delate Lelieves, Tor instance, than Fephanms® siew ol the Kine
as a special ereation in the image ol God is acomally anadopion of
Philo's view that humanity - general was created in God™s g
which was then altered by Eephanus'” Lo Delarte helieves i e
dence of this is Tound in the Eorvsos fragment in Clement of Alesandg
(Strom. 3.5.29), o passage which is in most respects wdentieal vt
passage in Eephanus, In the Eurysos passage, however, the ki o
not different from the rest of humanity, homaoity s dilferenn fron
the rest of creation. that is, from the ammals,

L. Delatte’s sugpestion that Lephantos s dependent upon Philo
meets improbability alier improbability. L. Delatie wonbd Tave
helieve that Eephantus borrowed an ideqa ol the creanon o himan
ity from Philo and altered 100 vefer o the winigue creation of (ly
king. Following this, Eephantus horrowed the vopog o desenp
tions from Philo, which e used o deseribe Moges and the Pasinehs,
and built a model of ideal kingship Dbased upon these: horiowiing.

Y Beehaer, Les fddes 114,

" heslett, du Betoduciin 0,

W Vheslell, Au Iotrodwcton 16 17 000 115, e 124 138,117 141,

T Both Delatte, Tes Trattes 177 100 aodd Vhesletl, b fubwdvetion 885 00 1 s
o overdook that this iden of homsty ereated i the g ol Ciod s oot Ml
own iden. QL Gen, 1220,
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L plaantus’ modified model of the king was worked intoa subse-
quent political ractate which influenced other Pythagorean pseude-

picrapha the work ol Sthenidas and Diotogenes). This was then

divsernmted 1o a0 wider audience and adopred by authors such

Phoaech and Musoning Rubns,

i addition, another Pythagorean anthor, Eurysos, borrowed a see-

don from Eephantus and altered it o agree with the accounts ol

creation e Gen, 1226, This is the fragment which Clement used.
I does ot seem probable tha the Jewish writer Philo could h:

ilnenced entirely the development ol the concept in the Greek
world, Philo is, fiest ol all, @ bor
phidesophical concepts, not acreator. More signilicantly, however, it
coms anlikely that Gentile writers wonld have fastened upon a con-

Copt maed to deseribe the Jewish patriarchs inan ideal context, and

wer and transtformer ol Greek

e developed the coneept 1o support i view of absolute monarchy
impossible that Philo could
Toce tnflueneed writers who wrote belore him.

Pt o propose @ mnte probable seenario. Philo had access 1o
he did with Philolaus and Okkelos,

h . o )

an b used them o present Moses and the patiarchs as types of Grecos
Roman wise men. vopor fgvzor. The passage ol Eurysos which

e the Grrveo-Ronan world, But

these Pyvthagorean swritings,

Cllement vsed was altered by Clement to agree with Gen. 1:26 and
i potect the ligure of Jesus, ¢ DHOS ELjEOg
oo, A4S 100 The elaim that humanity is not like the animals
was not the poine of the Eurysos passage, We may be certaim  his
point s the one made by Eephantns: the king s the unique ereation
ol God ™ Clements point s related o his polemic against idolatry,

where deserbed as the

pecilically worship of animals. The choice s clear: Philo and
wan coneept which was guite widlespread by
nd “Christianizing™ it or pagan authors horrow a_Jewish

Cllerment o o pa

.

idaizing’

Uhesletl, b fntrastiection: B8 1, L

Fle alopes Cien, L2 i e comtest ol a0 polemic agaimst idolitry clsewhere and
s el ol thee Brer thae ondy Tioeans e made i the image and likeness of
et LT S0 cf 120, Clement also shows anger ab Alesinder's sups
e deitiontion | Eoadeetan, 10L77) and cladms e waty sul generds was: made Ty
B Snprvme Attist [0 ‘eprototigvec xemip) is o living stanie (@yohpa Epgugov)
P o fuller reatiment ol all of these questions, refer e John W Martens,
w Vanpsyehos i Pl and Clement ol Mesandria®™ 0 Hallonizatton. Revisited:
g o Chistinie Resporse o the Cayeco- Rogien Wanld ted, Wendy 1 Hellenin: Lanbim,
Mol Piniversaty: Press of Aper ST E N LA R 1 8

T
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concept, alter and recreate it in political tactaes, aned s
it to o wide audience,

As 1o Theslefls contention thar Fephanas and Philo e o
. this seems 1o multiply probabilities, One conld st

SO
Poth Phito and Eephanus weve influenced by adecs catlior witine
which are now lost to us. Eephamus could then he dated e with

out it impinging divectly upon his velionship with Philo:s Both aondd
have other, carlier sources. Why is it likelicr thotgels it Plolo e
a source carlier than Ecphantus? The ideas wineh Philer presenis ar
present in the work of Fephantus, Diotagenes, and Sthemdis, s
why should we propose an carlier souree?

.

in who Philo is dependent apon as Iis sonece, ban

I not cer
his use of Okkelos and Philolaus, both of whose writings e con
didercd Hellenistic, leads me 1o suspeet both dan Eephantis, Diotosone
and Sthenidas are Hellenistic writings and that Philo conld T T
access to then,

The Pythagorean texts themselves speak for o Flellenistie date and
against 2 late date i two wist they are ot tluenced by the s
cretstic, t_.::z:_-_:..:_ ideas which one expects i they are o 1hie
first contury G /lirst century o
that they are working with a concept i its infaney andl developinenl

Coand ey wive the fpession

tages, not a fully realized concept which was adopted by e,
The writings of Eephantus, Diotogenes, s Stheniclas de o show
any ol the syneretisim common to the philosophy o the pevid T
the first cenwury met. and beyond, The ideas and espressions
almost always consistently Pythagorean. The Stoic millaenee. whn
L. Delatte sees
seen, except in rare instanees, as Goodenoagh aned - Phesdeft T
both noted. 11 indeed the texts are intlueneed by Store texis i e
unlikely that the kings i the fragments would ot he touned e wise
e, It alsa seers wulikely that o Stoic infhuenced test wonld no

My by

an importam element i the wiiings, ot

memtion the law of natre in any contesty il the Kings were Ston

wise men, the law which they represented conld only Tave beeo
law ol nature. All ol

influence on the texts as Delatte claims, For, in Philo’™s thoupht,
I opnnenare:

this is especially wnlikely 0 Philes D

vopog Fpyuyoes is related closely o the (I

The texts also seem 1o be situated i the developmental o of
the concept. All the tests are working with the
express them in unigue ways. The ideas. therefone, o nonsydematized

e e, it thee
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thew e being ereated and developed. As o result there is very it
e similarity in tone among these texts. The ideas do not seem o
be e therr mbaney i the work of Philo or Musonius Rulus, who
present hmished opics which they have clearly borrowed. One can
s fully developed wpor i their writings.

Firally, the Hellenistic Pythagorean fragments seem to be aimed
atactal kings " "This again points 1o the nasceney of the coneepis,
andd also thei origing The texts appear o be writien o intluence
the bebaviour of existing kings. "There is an urgency and freshness
shont them, which is not apparent in authors such as Cicero, Philo,
v the Rhetorica ad Alexandrem, which in fact purports o be writ-
e tocan actual king, The Hellenistic period supplies us with the
vt likely period in which such texts could have been writien,

Ul comeept was widespread in the lirst century s and st
contry i Ie seems unlikely that an idea which Musonins Rufus
calle amerent™ could have stemmed from a first century sz souree,
Feealome o fiest century e source, and have been disseminated so
cickly and with such suceess, The influences of the concept are
foniud i Plutarch, Musonins Rutis, Cicero and the pseudo-Aristotelian
Rhetoea ad - Mexandrom, Both Cicero and the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum
st hedated 1o the st century gcae, but in the case ol the
Whetorien ad Afexapdvam the date usually given is second or third cen-
ey e The fragments should be placed frmly o the Hellenistic
pertod. either at the end ol the thivd century moae. or the begin-
iy ol the second century pe.k.

A ver these Tragments do not scem 1o have exercised their
inllnence direetly upon Musonius Rulus, Plutarch, or the others,
cocept for Philo, Te appears that there is a stage missing in the tans-
tston ol these ddeas. T s probably no aceident that the authors
vhio preserve this idea are the heirs or followers ol Middle Platonism,
sachas Plutareh and Cicero, Richard Horsley has argued that Cicero
aned Philo have acommon source for their view ol the Taw of nature,
Cnnochus of Ascalon, and it could be that Plutareh, Musonius Rulus,
anel Clicero, among others, also have a common source for their
concept ol the Tiving Taw™ 10 this is the case, and it is only a sup-
posttion, Middle Plaonism could be the missing stage i the trans-
mission ol the iden,

Phestetf, “On the Problem ol the Dorie Prendo-Pythagonica™ $5.
Florsley, The Laow ol Natire in Philo and Clicera™ 35 549,
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There is no way (o tie the texts o the carly sages of Middle Pl
nism or to a particular author, such as Antochus o Ascalon o
Fudorus of” Alexandria, bui we cany 1ihink, see evidenee of s
mission from the Hellenisie anthors o another sioe ol Pythasarean
writers. T'wo fragments of Furysos exist (in Clement, Sgom. 0,00

and - Steb, 1.6.19), b there is no i aphical infbrmaton con

cerning him. As a result, o couple of possibilitics presear thenmselves
Theslell” believes that Furysos is stimply o ctiation nistihe o
Paytos.™ We know a L somount about Euryios (Diogenes Lacriin
8.45; lamblichus, wmt Pythe, 116,148,267 2649, so the sugaestion i
appealing. There is, however, a problen. I Clement veally meant 1o
cite Fephantus, as Theslell supposes, then Glement nor only nade
citation mistake, he also misspelled Eurytos” name, o componnd the
problem, the same misspelling was made by Stobaens, Is v
really the ereation ol two chance misspellings and one citmon nscke.
I tend to believe, therelore, that Farysos was a0 stadene ol (e
Hellenistic: Pythagorean writings and vesonsible 1o some desree ton
the tansmission ol the texts. (To suppose that Foevsos is o citation
mistake lor Eudorus, o |’}'I|!;|gcn’r'iilli'f.im{ Acadenic, and soapeon
who might have been responsible for the tansmission of the exs
runs into the same problems, more acutely, as with Foryros s The i
dependent upon Eephantos in the fragment Tocated o Clenent,
but what has not been noted is his dependence on Diotogenes (Sob
LSS Heptooomrog) in the fragment preserved by Stabacis. e
Stobaeus fragment ol Eurysos has vomerons Dorie clenege b
both in language and ideas e s dependent on the passage sl
uted o Diotogenes, Both texis are concerned with e and the thing
generated by Late, and both claim that e produces nothing onderh
or good, The Burysos fragment also velers to the natee of the king
In Lurvsos, therelore, we do have a follower of the mactanes is
dependence on Ecphanos and Diotogenes points o this™ el o
inclication that these Hellenistic tactates were transminted, b we
are sl missing, it scems 1o me, another stage o the tansiision.

"

Vhesledl, An Introducaon 69 n, & feses B7 838,

ol Strone 55,29 (28) fidso fowd i Mullach, P0GV LT Bavsos, g L
1 H:{] Clement uotes G e which is tonnd in |".t]lll'.l||lr[ﬂ worrel Tor woued Vhi
only differences that T can see e owo ea

OO0 Burkert, “Zur geistesgeschictlichen™
dependent upon Enrysos one wounld expeer them 1o bive Lagroaee e connneon, b
this is not the case,

s ennches,

S U “illlll!:l'lll s and T |:||;llli||« W
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Pl fiest stage would he Archytas” development ol the Greek con-
ept ol ideal Kingly rule, The development ol this idea, under the
allaence of actual claims of absolute kingship, would have heen
ancdertaken by Pythagorean authors of the Hellenistic period. The
devetopment ol this ideal might have been aresponse to-absolute
lership ot inorder 1o support such absolutist blindly, bue 1o see
it the rulers inquestion became just rulers, The missing siep would
e the development of the coneept dmorg phittasoprhers of the first
Centiry meatis, the Middle Platonists.® Here the concept would have
Come into contact with Stoicisin and the actual fopor would have
Been systematized, This stage is diflicult 1o reconstruct because there
i simply noevidenee, beyond the possible evidenee ol Eurysos, but
e coneept as Tound in Musonius Rufus and Plutarch does not seem
1o he dependent upon the actual Hellenistic fragments, The fourth
pae would have been the passing down of the concept o the fol-
Lwwvers of Middle Platonism, men such as Ciceroy and Plutarch. From
here the idea would have reached out 1o other authors, such as
Philo, Clement of Alexandria and “hemistius,

Il missing step between the Hellenistic Pythagoreans and men such
e Musonius Rulus and Plutarch is diflicult 1o retrace with certainty
i remains possible that the Hellenistic Pythagorcans were themselves
coad Whether the vansimission ol the idea ook phwee in this mian-
ers therefore, is debatable, though there is some evidence, in Burysos,
it the Hellenistic Pythagoreans were heing transmitted themselves.
Viore probable, i not certain, s that the texts ol the Pythagorean
Lraments are Hellenistic.
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Oyl need for cire when speaking of the Middle Plaonist, see DT, Runia'’s
articie, “Redrawing the Nap ol Early Middle Phvonisin™ o Hellenica et Judareo:
Hommose o Vel Nikiprawetzhy (ede Av Caguot, M, Hhadas-Label, and ] Riaud;
Tonven-is Fditions Peeters 1086) 85104, CF also Glucker, Anttachus and the Late
Vademyy ad VL Uarvanst, Seepticessr or Platonivin,



