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PERENDY, László 

JUDGING PHILOSOPHERS 

Theophilus of Antioch on Hellenic inconsistency 

Significant passages of the Ad Autolycum, the only surviving work of 
Theophilus, deal with various questions of philosophical interest. 
Several philosophers are mentioned by name: Pythagoras, Empedocles, 
Protagoras, Socrates, Plato, Diogenes, Epicurus, Chrysippus, and Clito­
machus. There are other authors, as weIl, who are named in connection 
with philosophlcal problems: Critias and Euhemerus. We can find also 
passages where certain philosophical views are introduced without 
giving the names of the philosophers themselves. 

First I will be quoting the passages where Theophilus names indi­
vidual philosophers or refers to various schools of philosophy. I will 
proceed in a chronological order, starting from the pre-Socratics. As we 
shall see, Theophilus offers us as a kind of short hlstory of Greek phl­
losophy. After the - sometimes lengthy - quotations originating from 
various schools and individual philosophers, I will briefly summarize 
the most important characteristics of the various schools and philoso­
phers, mostly on the basis of a recent handbook. Then I will analyse my 
quotations from the Ad Autolycum, keeping in view the opinions of 
some modern authors. In the second part of my contribution I will treat 
the problems whlch - in Theophilus' mind - particularly illustrate the 
inconsistent behaviour of the He11enes. For the sake of convenience, 
some quotations are repeated, because they can be linked to more than 
one philosopher or topic. 

A Concise History of Hellenic Philosophy 

About philosophers in general 

., QO"'te oo'Ój..L<pCOVÓC; eO"'ttv Í1 YVOOIl" Ka'tCt 'tOUt; cplA.OO"Ócp01.)t; Kal 
O"'\Y}'''{pacpeí' t;. 
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TOÚ1:rov 5e 1:cxmcx cXnoq>T[Vcx~rov e:upíO"KE'tcxt o n0111:f]~ "OJ.L11PO~ 
É'tÉpcx ;mo9Éo"Et eicrá:yrov yéveow oi> JlÓVOV KÓO"J..lO'Il cXAAa Kcxt 8erov.1 

'The opinions of philosophers are inconsistent with those of other 
writers. For while the former authors made these statements, we find 
that the poet Homer relles on a different assumption when he intro­
duces the origin not only of the world but also of the gods." (Ad Auto­
lycum US)2 

Already Robert M. Grant made the observation that Theophilus -
like Tatian, who also comes from Syria - c1aims that Greek philoso­
phers contradict one another, and also the poets. Grant thinks that both 
of them used only doxographical sources and not the original versions 
when they Were enumerating the mistakes and inconsistencies of the 
Hellenes. These sources of the opinions (5~cxt) of philosophers were 
used in Greco-Roman schools of rhetoric.3 

Pre-Platonic philosophers 

Ti: yap Kcxt cXA.118~ eiPTtKcxcrtv; 
"H 'ti: rocpéA. 11crcxv Euptní511v KCXt l:oq>odécx Km 'toil~ Aotnoil~ 

'tpcxycp5toypó:cpO'lX; cxi 'tpcxycpöícxt, [ ... ] il no8cxyópcxv 'ta aömcx Km 
'HpcxKA.éou~ cr'tTjACXt, [, .. 1 il 'EJlne50KA.écx 'to 5tOOOKEtv cXgeÓ1:11'tCX, il 
l:roKPÓ:1:11V 'to oJlvúetv 1:0V KÚVCX KCXl. 1:0V xTjvcx KCXl. 1:f]v 1tAó:1:CXVOV 
Kcxt 'tOV Kepcxuvro8év1:cx :AcrKA.11mOV Kcxt 'ta öcnJlÓVtcx II ÉneKcxAet­
'to; Iipo~ 'ti: 5E KCXl. ÉKOOV cXnéevncrKev, 'tívcx KCXt onotov J.LtO"'tov 
JlE1:a 8á:vcx'tov cXnoAcxJ3etV ÉA.n~rov; 

"What truth did they speak? or what did their tragedies avai! for 
Euripides and Sophocles and the other tragic poets [.,. l? Or the shrines 
and the pillars of Heracles for Pythagoras? [ ... 1 or the teaching of athe­
ism for Empedocles? or the oath by dog aIi.dgoose and plane-tree for. 
Socra~es, no~ to mention his oath by the lightniitg-struck Asc1epius and 

1 The Greek text is takeri from MIROSLA v MARCOVICH (ed.), Theophili Antiocheni . 
Ad Autolycum (Patristisch~ Texte und Studien, 44), Berlin-New York, 1995. 

2 The English translation is from ROBERT M. GRANT, Theophilus of Antioch: Ad . 
Autolycum, Oxford, 1970. I have kept his references to doxographies inserted 
in the text of his translation. The abbreviation "Diels, Dox". refers to HER­
MANNUS DmLs, Doxographi-Graeci, Berlin, 1879. 

3 R M. GRÁNT, Early Christianity and pre-Socrafic Phz10sophy, ~ ID., After the New 
Testament; Philadelphia, 1967J 85-112, 91. 
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his invocation of the demons? For what purpose was he willing to die? 
What kind of reward did he hope to receive after death?" (III 2) 

eeoile; yap cpTjcrccv'tee; eiVCxt ná.A.tv de; o'Í>8ev cxi)'toile; 1Í'Y1ÍcrCCV'to. 
Oi j.1.ev. yap El; (l'tÓj.1.oov cx'Í>'toilC; ecpcxcrccv crtlvecr'távCxt Ttö' CXtl x;oopetv 
etc; <X'tÓj.1.Otle;, Kcxt j.LT\öev nA.etov w8pcbnoov ö'Í>vcxcr8cxt 'teile; 8eoúc; 
cpcxO"tV. IUá.'toov öt, 8eoilc; etnrov eivcxt, UA.tKoilC; cxu'touC; ~o'Í>A.e'tcxt 
crtlVtcr'tav. Iltl8cxyópCXC; öÉ, 'tocrcxmcx J.LoX;8TjcrCXC; nept 9erov Km 't1lV 
WOO Ká.'tOO nopeíccv notTlcrá.j.1Evoe;, ecrx;cx'tov ópí~et cp'ÚcrtV (á'loíccv) 
Kcxt cx'Í>'tOJ.Lcx'ttcrJ.LOV eivcri CpT\O"tv 'trov náv'toov 8oo'Úe; ('t') w8pcónoov 
J.L Tloev cppovti~etV. 

/I After saying that gods exist, once more they reduced them to noth­
ing. For some said that they were composed of atoms, or on the other 
hand that they retum to atoms [Diels, Dox. 589, 8li and they say that the 
power of the gods is no greater than that of men. Plato, who said that 
gods exist, wanted them to consist of matter. And Pythagoras, who 
went through such great labours over the gods and made his way up 
and down, finally defines their nature and says that everything was 
produced spontaneousIy [ibid., 589,9-10: Epicurus]; the gods do not 
take thought for men [ibid., 572,6: Epicurus]." (ill 7) 

TI O· o'Í>x;t Km Kpt ticxc; Kcxi Ilpoo'tcxyópCXC; Ó Af3ÖTtpÍ'tT\C; A.Éyoov· 
"Et'te ap' dcriv 8ooí, o'Í> ö'Í>VCXJ.1Cxt 1t€pt cx'Í>"r;rov A.ÉyetV, oo'te ónotoí 
etcrtv ÖT\A.rocrcxt· InoA.A.a yáp Ecr'ttv 'ta KOOA.'ÚOV'tá. !lB"; 

"And what of Critias, and Protagoras the Abderite who said: 
'Whether or not there are gods, I cannot say anything about them or ex­
pIain their nature; for there are many things that hinder me' [ef. Sext. 
Emp. Adv. Mat. ix. 56]?" an 7)4 

má.'toov öé,· Ó 'tocrCXU'tcx etnrov nept j.1.OvcxpxíCXC; geou Kcxt 'l'tlX;TlC; 
<xv8pcónotl, cpá.crKOOV <x8ávcx'tov eivcxt 't1lV 'l'tlX;1lV, O'Í>K cx'Í>'tÖC; ücr'te­
pov eilpícrKe'tcxt evcxv'tícx ECXtl'tq) A.Éyrov, 'tele; J.Lev 'l'tlX;ele; lJ.B'tÉp­
x;ecr8cxt etC; E'tÉpOUC; w9pcbnotle;, evírov BE Kcxt etc; aA.oycx ~q)cx 
x;oopetv (8éA.oov); Ilroe; o'Í> öetvov Kcxt <X8ÉJ.Lt'tov öóyj.LCX cx'Í>'tou 'to~e; . 
ye vouv ex;otlcrtv, cpccv1Ícre'tCxt, tVCX Ö no'te av8pronoc; ná.A.tv ecr'tcxt 
A. 'ÚKOe; fi K'ÚOOV fi ÖVOC; fi aA.A.o 'tt aA.oyov K'tTlVOC;; Tomcp <XKÓA.otl8cx 

4 Sext. Emp. Adv. Mat. is the abbreviation for SEXTUS EMPIRICUS, Adversusma­
thematicos. 



188 PERENDY, László 

Kai IIu9ayópCXC; eÜpíO"Ke'tat <pí\.ucxpf.Ov, npőc; 'té?> Kai npóvotw éK­
Kón'te'lV . 

"And did not Plato, who said so many things about the sole rule of 
God and about the human soul, saying that the soul is immortaI, later 
contradict himself and say that souls pass into other men and, in some 
cases, into irrational animals? How is it possible that his teaching will 
not seem evil and unlawful for those who possess reason, when he 
holds that one formerly a human being will become a wolf or dog or 
ass or some other irrational animaI? Pythagoras also spoke nonsense 
which agrees with Plato, in addition to rejecting providence [niels, 
Dox. 589, 7: Epicurus]." (III 7) 

TíV'l ouv ail'toov 1tlO"'te'ÚO"CO~V, 4Ptí\.iU.LOV'l 'té?> KCO!J.tKé?>, í\.éyov'tt· 
ci yap 9EŐV O"é~oV'tec; éí\.ní8cxc; KaAae; 
BXOUO"'lV Eic; O"ro'tTlpíw, 

fi oic; npoetJ>1ÍKaJ.lEv Eil1lJ.l.Épcp Kai 'E1tlKO'Úpcp Kai IIu9ayóp~ Kai 
'tOle; AO'lnOlC; cXpvouJ.iÉVotc; eivat 9EOO'~etW Kat npávotw­
crvatpouO''lV; 

"Which of them, then, shall we be1ieve [ef. n. 8]? Philemon the comic 
poet, who says [fr. 181 Kock]: 

Those who worship God have good hopes 
Of safety, 

or the previously mentioned Euhemerus and Epicurus and Pythagoras 
and the rest who deny the existence of religion and destroy provi­
dence?" an 7)5 

Ouöe (j.Li}v) aYÉV1l'toe; ó KÓO'!J.oc; éO''t1v KCXt ail'toJ.lCX't'lO'!J.oe; 'toov 
n<xV'tcov, Ka9CoC; IIu9cxyópaC; Kai oi AO'l1tOt nE<pAuCXp1ÍKaO''lV, a.A.Aa 
!!EV ouv "fEVI1'tőe; Kai npovoíc;t ÖtO'lKEl'tat ünő 'tou nO'l1ÍO'w'toe; 'ta 
n<ÍV'tcx 9EOU (*) K(a)A(OOe;) Ó nae; xpóvoe; KCXt 'ta B'tTl 8EílCV'O'tat 'tOle; 
~OUAOJ.iÉVO'lC; neíge0'9at 'tn aATleeí~. 

''The world is not uncreated nor is there spontaneous production of 
everything, as Pythagoras and the others have babbled [üi. 7]; instead, 
the world is created and is providentially governed by the God who 
made everything [ill. 9]." (III 26) 

5 Kock is the abbreviation for T. KOCK, Comicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, Leip­
zig,1884. 
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As we can see, the references to pre-Platonic philosophers are sur­
prisingly numerous. The first philosopher criticized by Theophilus is 
Pythagoras (I1'u8a:yópcxc;) of Samos, who was born c. 570 Be. He emi­
grated to Croton, which is in southern ltaly. I quote Simon Blackburn 
to sum ·up his teaching. It is not without interest to compare what are 
the essential parts of the philosophy of Pythagoras for Theophilus and 
the author of a modem handbook. In Italy lihe founded a religious so­
ciety ( ... ). Membership of the society entailed se1f-discipline, silence, 
and the observance of various taboos, especially against eating flesh 
and beans. Pythagoras taught the doctrine of metempsychosis, or the 
cycIe of reincamation, and was supposed able to remember former ex­
istences. The soul, which has its own divinity and may have existed as 
an animal or plant, can, however, gain release by a religio us dedication 
to study, after which it may rejoin the universal world-soul. (. .. ) This 
tremendous success inspired the view that the whole of the cosmos 
should be explicable,in terms of harmonia or number. The view repre­
sents a magnificent break from the Milesian attempt to ground physics 
on a conception of a prime matter, or undifferentiated basis shared by 
all things, and to concentrate instead on form, meaning that physical 
natures receive an intelligible grounding in different geometric struc­
tures. ( ... ) Cosmologically Pythagoras explained the origin of the uni­
verse in mathematical terms, as the imposition of limit on the limitless 
by a kind of injection of a unit. (. .. ) He died between 500 and 490 Be.1/6 

As we have just seen, Theophilus thinks that Pythagoras went to the 
shrines and pillars of HeracIes in vain. His travels and other efforts to 
acquire more knowledge were useless. 

EmpedocIes CEJ.1ne801CA.íl<<;) of Acragas (Agrigentum in Sicily) was 
bom c. 493. He "attained a remarkable personal and religious imp or­
tance, being a poet, orator, scientist, statesman, miracIe worker, and in 
his own eyes a god. ( ... ) In his principal philosophical poem, On Na­
ture, he replaces the Parmenidean One with a universe whose changes 
were the recombination of four basic and permanent e1ements, air, 
earth, fire, and water, mixing and separating under the influence of 
two forces, attraction (Love) and repulsion (Strife). The universe moves 
through cycles according to whichever one of these is predominant. He 

6 S. BLACKBURN, The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy, Oxford-New York, 1996, 
311-312. 
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also proclaims the Pythagorean doctrine of the pre-existence and im­
mortality of the soul and the contingency of its bodily existence: souls 
are condemned to the cyde of birth and rebirth by a fall from heaven­
ly grace. (. .. ) Empedocles also held a doctrine of the evolution of the 
species. The exact way in which he reconciled the natural and the theo­
logical elements of his philosophy is controversial, but the doctrine of 
the four elements was taken over by Aristotle and thence by the medi­
evals."7 He died c. 433. Theophilus mentions him as an atheist. 

Protagoras (IIpoYta;'Yóp~) of Abdera was bom c. 490. He was "the 
most successful of the Sophists, whose independent importance is at­
tested by Plato, Aristotle, and Sextus Empiricus. He taught virtue 
(arete) in Athens ( ... ) He is famous for the assertion that 'man is the 
measure of all things': a relativistic slogan whose precise meaning is 
debatable [ ... l. It seems clear that while Protagoras believed that each 
person' s sense perceptions are true (for their owner), he also believed 
that moral and political doctrines, to which his relativism might seem 
especially well-adapted, are capable of improvement and can be 
taught. It is quite possible that Protagoras established in Athens the 
dialectical method, later made famous through Plato' s Socratic dia­
logues."8 He died c. 420 Be. 

Socrates (l:on::pá'tT\<;) was bom c. 470. He IIrepresented the turning­
point in Greek philosophy, at which the self-critical ref1ection on the 
nature of our concepts and our reasoning emerged as a major concem, 
alongside cosmological speculation and enquiry. ( ... ) He remains the 
model of a great teacher, but it is uncertain whether he had anything in 
the nature of a formai school. (. .. ) All the Greek schools of philosophy 
conceived of themselves as owing much to Socrates, except for the 
Epicureans who disliked hím intensely, calling him 'the Athenian buf­
fo on' ."9 In 399 BC he was brought to trial and condemned to death by 
the Athenians. He was charged of introducing strange gods and cor­
rupting the youth. 

Leucippus of Miletus (fl. 450-420 BC) was an atomist. His name is 
not mentioned by Theophilus. ''tittle is known of the life of Lelicippus, 
who is yet treated by Aristotle as the founder of Greek atomism. Two 

7 BLACKBURN,118-119. 
8 BLACKBURN, 307-308. 
9 BLACKBURN,355-356. 
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works are athibuted to him: on Mind and Great World-System, but 
nearly nothing is known of what they contained. It is impossible to dis­
tinguish his doctrines from those of Democritus, whose more extensive 
writings form the basis of what is known of the system he shared with 
Leucippus./10 

Democritus of Abdera (c. 460--c. 370 Be) was also an atomist. He is 
not mentioned by name, either. liHe was known as very widely trav­
elled, and was called the laughing philosopher. (. .. ) The atomism pro­
posed by Democritus and Leucippus was a response to the Eleatic ar­
guments against motion. The Eleatics argued that what is real is both 
single and motionless, since motion is impossible without empty space 
(. .. ) and plurality is impossible without empty space to separate the 
different unities. By allowing empty space, the atomists could avoid 
the Eleatic conclusion, but the individual atoms retain the characteris­
tics that Parmenides attributed to the whole of unchanging reality. 
They are indivisible, homogeneous, solid, and unchanging, but they 
may differ from each other in shape and size. They are infinite in num­
ber, exist in empty space (the void), and are in eternal motion. When 
enough atoms exist in a region of space they form a vortex, with a mass 
of heavier atoms at the centre attracting others; the speed of the motion 
ignites such masses and causes the celestial bodies. The arrangements 
and conglomerations of atoms produce the world we experiencei this 
world is, however, only one of the infinite number of worlds that dif­
ferent arrangements of atoms produce. The soul is made of particular­
ly fine atoms, but is a composite and hence as perishable as the body. 
Perceptio!\ is the result of eidola or thin films of atoms being shed from 
the surfaces of objects and interacting with the atoms of the soul. 

The magnificent vision of the universe that DenlOcritus conjures up, 
with its mechanism and its total absence of purpose and design, was 
too much for Plato and Aristotle, and only wholeheartedly embraced 
by Epicurus ... / 11 

Atomists are criticized, because at least according to Theophilus 
they said that even gods are composed of atoms, and cease to exist 
when atoms are separated from each other. So atomists are inconsis-

10 BLACKBURN,216. 
11 BLACKBURN, 98. 
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tent, because they say that immortal gods have an end in their exist­
ence. 

So in Theophilus' mind the efforts made by the philosophers are ei­
ther useless or unacceptable. Here again are some examples: the jour­
ney made by Pythagoras to the end of the world was futilei his great 
labours over the gods, his definition of their nature did not result in 
anythingi his statements that everything was produced spontaneously 
or that gods do not take thought for men cannot be provedi his opinion 
that souls pass into other men and, in some cases, into irrational ani­
ma1s is nonsensei his rejection of providence is in contradiction with 
other Hel1enic authors, just like his denial of the existence of religioni 
it cannot be accepted, either, that the world is uncreated and every­
thing is produced spontaneously. Theophilus rejects Empedoc1es for 
his atheism and denial of providence, and Protagoras the Abderite, 
who admitted his ignorance about the nature of gods, for his agnosti­
cism. 

In Robert M. Grant's opinion Theophilus knows less about Pythag­
oras than Tatian does. He also thinks that Theophilus confuses Pythag­
oras with Epicurus, bécause he accuses him of "denying the concem of 
the gods for men,,12. 

Plato 

IUá'LCDV öt Kat oi 'LTje; cxipÉcreCDe; a'Í>'tou Seov ~ ólloí\.oyoucrtv 
ó,yÉVll'tOV Kat 1ta'LÉpa Kat 1tOl.ll'tTjv 'trov Öí\.CDV €iVCXl.· ei'Lcx U1tO'Lt­
SeV'LCXl. 1tap& Seov Ó,yÉV1l'LOV Kat tií\.llV ó'yÉVll'LOV Km 'La'Ú'tllv cpcxcrtv 
cr'\)V1lKlla'KévCXl. 'Lep 8Eep. Ei öe Sooe; ó,yÉVll'LO<; Kat 'Üí\.1l ó,yÉVll'LO<;, 
O'Í>K E'Ll. Ó Seoe; 1t01.ll'LTje; 'Lrov öí\.CDV Écr'L1V KCX'La 'to'i)c; IIí\.a'LCDV1.KOÚC;, 
oú& 1lT!v Ilovcxpxía 8eou ÖeíKW'Lal., öcrov 'LO Ka'L' a'Í>'Lo'Úc;. "E'Ll. BE 
Kat ooO"1tep Ó Seóc;, ó,yÉVll'toe; rov, Kat avaí\.í\.oíCD'tÓe; Écr'L1.V, OmCDe;, 
ei Kat it 'Üí\.1l ó,yÉVll'toe; TlV, Kat avaí\.í\.oíCD'tOC; Kat icró8Eoc; Tlv' 'LO 
yap yEVll'LOV 'LpE1t'LOV Kat Ó,í\.í\.01.CD'tÓV, 'LO BE ó,yÉV1l'LOV cÍ'Lpe1t'LOV 
Kat avcxí\.í\.OíCD'LOV. 

"Plato and his followers acknowledge that God is uncreated, the 
Father and Maker of the universei next theyassume that uncreated 

12 R. M. GRANT, Early Christianity ... , 100. 
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matter is also God, and say that matter was coeval with God [ef. Diels, 
Dox. 567, 13i 588, 1718.] But if God is uncreated and matter is uncre­
ated, then accorrung to the Platonists God is not the Maker of the uni­
verse, and as far as they are concemed the unique sovereignty of God 
is not demonstrated. Furthermore, as God is immutable because he is 
uncreated, if matter is uncreated it must also be immutable, and equal 
to GOdi for what is created is changeable and mutable, while the un­
created is unchangeable and immutable." (II 4) 

Tí Be dxpÉA1lcrEV IIA.á:tcovcx 1i 'Kcx't' cx'Í>'tov ncxl.BEícx, ií 'tou~ AOl.­
nou~ cpl.AocrÓcpOtl~ 'ta I BÓ'yIlCX'tCX cxmrov (tVCX !.lfJ 'tov cXpl.8J.lŐv cx'Í>'trov 
'Kcx'tcxA.Éyco, nOAArov öv'tcov); Tcxu'tcx BÉ <pCXf.IEv Ei~ 'to é1t1.&t~cxl. 'tfJv 
avcocpEAl1 Kcxt a8Eov öl.áv01.cxv cx'Í>'trov. 

"And what did Plato's form of education avail him? What did their 
doctrines avail the other philosophers - not to list the whole number, 
since there are so many? We say these things to demonstrate their use­
less and godless notions." (ID 2) 

eEOU~ yap CP'IÍcrCXV't~ Eivcxl. náA.1.V ei~ O'Í>oov cxmou~ 1ÍY'IÍcrcxv'to. 
Oi !.lEv yap e; cX'tÓJ.lCOV cx'Í>'tou~ eqxxcrcxv crtlvEcr'távm ilB' cxu XCOpEtV 
Ei~ cX'tÓ!.lOtl~, 'Kcxt !.l1lBev nAEtOV av8pcóncov B'úvcxcr8cxl. 'tou~ 8EO'Ú~ 
cpcxmv. IIA.cX'tcov BÉ, 8EOU~ Einrov Eivcxl., UAl.'Ko'ilC; cxmouc; l3o'ÚAE'tcxl. 
cr'\)V1.cr'tCXv . 

"After saying that gods exist, once more they reduced them to noth­
ing. For some said that they were composed of atoms, or on the other 
hand that they return to atoms [Die1s, Dox. 589, 8]i and they say that the 
power of the gods is no greater than that of men. Plato, who said that 
gods exist, wanted them to consist of matter." (ITI 7) 

ID..cX'tcov BE, Ó 'tocrcxu'tcx einrov nEpt J.lovcxpxíCXC; 8EOU 'Kcxt 'I''UXTj~ 
cXv8pcó1totl, cpácrKcov cX8ávcx'tov et VCXl. 'tl1V 'l'tlXl1V, O'Í>K cx'Í>'to~ 'Ö'tE­
pov E'Í.>pícrKE'tCXl. évCXV'tÍcx e.cxmcp AÉycov, 't~ ptv 'l'tlxac; J..lE'tÉPXEcr-
8m Ei~ e.'tÉpotl~ av8pcónotlc;, évícov OC 'Kcxt E~ aAoycx ~cpcx xcope.tv 
(8ÉACOV); Ilro~ 0'Í> ÖE1.VOV 'Kcxt cX8élll.'toV MYIlCX cxmou 'tOtc; yE VOUV 
EXOOO1.V cpCXV'IÍcrE'tCXl., tVCX Ö no'tE Civ9pco1toC; ncXAl.V w'tCXl. A'ÚKO~ ií 
'K'Úcov ií övo~ ií MAO 'tl. aAoyov K'tl1vo~; To'Ú'tcp cXKÓAO'U8cx 'Kcxt 

. TItl9cxyópCXC; EUptcrKE'tCXl. CPA tlcxpCOv, npOC; 'tcp KCXt 1tpÓV01.CXV éKKón'tE1.V. 
/I And did not Plato, who said so roany things about the sole rule of 

God and about the human soul, saying that the soul is immortal, later 
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contradict himse1f and say that souls pass into other men and, in some 
cases, into irrational animals? How is it possible that his teaching will 
not seem evil and unlawful for those who possess reason, when he 
holds that one formerly a human being will become a wolf or dog or 
ass or some other irrational animai? Pythagoras also spoke nonsense 
which agrees with Plato, in addition to rejecting providence [Diels, 
Dox. 589, 7: Epicurus]." (llI 7)-

IThá'toov Be, ó B01(roV 'EAA1ÍVOOV crO<pCÓ'tE~ yeyevf\cr9cu, Ete; 
nócrllv <pA'tlCXptcXV EXó:lPllcrEV. 'Ev yap 'tCXte; IIoAt'te.tCXte; cx'\),"Cou E1tt­
ypa<pO~cxte; Pll'tro~ KEt'tCXt AÉ.yov'to~· "(IIro~), e.t ye. (é)IlEV(EV) 'táBe. 
oÜ'tooe; ('tov) náv'tcx XPÓVOV me; wv BtCXKOcrJlEt'tcxt, KCXWOV av 
E'ÍlptcrKE'tÓ no'tE (Kcxt) Ó'ttüW; Tou'to ö'tt J..LEV Jl'tlptá.Ktc; Jl'tlpícx E'tll 
Bte.Aáv9cxve.v apcx 'toue; 'tÓ'te.. XtAtCX B' a<p' ou yÉ'yOVEV il Bie; 'toacxu'tcx 
E'tll, 'ta J..LEV aoo acxtBáAo'tl Kcx'tCX<pcxvTl yÉyoVEv, 'ta BE ano 'Op<péroe;, 
'tCt Be ano IICXACX).L1ÍBo'tl~." Koo 'tcxmcx Etnrov yEyEv1lcr9cxt, 'ta ).LEv 
Jl'tlptáKt~ lJ.upícx E'tll anD KCX'tCXKA'tlcrJlou eoo~ acxtBáAO'tl BllAOt. Kat 
nOAACt <pftcrcxc; nEpt nÓAEOOv (KCXt) KCX'tOtKtcrJlrov Kcxt OtK1ÍcrEOOV Koo 
E9vrov, ÓJlOAoye.t EtKcxcrJl&) 'tcxu'tcx Eip1lmcxt· AÉyEt yáp· ''Ei youv, 
ro ~évE, 'tte; T]).LtV 'ÍlnócrXll'tcu 9EÖ~ me;, av E1ttXEtP1ÍcrOOJlEV ('to 
Be.Ú'tEpoV) 'tn 'trte; vOJl09e.mCXC; crKÉ'I'Et, 'trov VUV EÍP1lJ..LÉvoov (AÓy­
oovou -XEípo'tle; oM' EAá't'to'tle; aKo'tlcróIlE9cx, JlCXKpCtv av EA90tJlt 
EyOOye.)." artAoV ö'tt e.iKcxcrJl&) ('tau'tcx) E<Pll· e.i Be e.iKcxcrJlq:" OUK apa 
<lAllertl Ecr'ttV 'ta 'Íln~ cxu'tou EipT]J..LÉVcx. 

aEt OUV ).L<XAAOV j.LCX91l1:T)v yEvro9cxt 'trte; VOJl09Ecrícxc; 'tou 9EOI\), 
Kcx9roe; KCXt cxmoe; mJloAó'YllKEV CXAAOOe; Jl fl Búvcxcr9cxt 'to aKptj3Ec; 
J..LCX9Etv, OO:V Jlfl ó 9Eoe; Bwá~n BtCt 'tou VÓJ.!O'tl. 

II And Plato, who is thought to have been the wisest of the Greeks -
to what nonsense did he not attain! For in his book entitled Republic it 
says explicitly [Leg. ill. 677 c-d]: 'If these things had remained for a1l 
time just as they are now arranged, how would anything new ever be 
found? on the one hand, they must have escaped the knowledge of 
those who lived then for a myriad myriad years; on the other, one or 
two thousand years ago, some things have been discovered from the 
time of Daedalus, some from that of Orpheus, and some from that of 
Palamedes.' When he says that these things took place, he indicates 
that his 'myriad myriad years' are from the deluge [ef. Leg. ill. 677 al to 
the time of DaedaIus. And when he makes many statements about the 
various cities in the world and the habitations and nations, he admits 
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that these statements are made by conjecture. For he says [Leg. ill. 683 
b-c]: 'If, then, stranger, some god should promise us that if we could 
undertake for a second time our examination of the laws, we should 
hear discourses not inferior or shorter than the discourses so far 
spoken, I should go a great way.' Obviously he spoke by conjecture; 
and if by conjecture, then his statements are not true. 

One must, instead, become a student of the legislation of God, as 
Plato himse1f admitted when he said that accurate learning cannot be 
obtained unless God teaches it through the law [Meno 99 e]." (lll 16-17) 

má'toov yáp, cOe; 1tPOBtpTl1CCXJ.LEv, B"Acócra.c; Kcx'tCXKA:ucrIlOV yeycv­
ficr8cxt, ecp" Ili) 1tOO"e; 'tfie; iiie;, a'A'ACJ. 'trov 1tBBÍCDv IlÓVOV yBYCV­
ficr8a.t, KOO 'toile; Btcxqruyóv'ta.c; Em. 'to t e; 'Í>V1lAo'tá'totc; öprot v cxinoile; 
(!lóvoue;) 8tcxcrBcrrocr8cxt. 

"Plato, as we have already said [m. 16], showed that there was a del­
uge, but he says that it took place not over the entire earth but only 
over the plains, and that those who fled to the highest mountains were 
saved [Leg, ill. 677 a-b]." (ill 18) 

Plato (IIA.á'toov) was barn c. 429 "in Athens of an aristocratic family. 
( ... ) After the death of Socrates in 399, he travelled extensively. (. .. ) On 
retum from Sicily he began formal teaching at what became the 
Academy. Details of Plato's life are surprisingly sparse. ( ... ) The dating 
of his works has to be established on internal evidence, and is subject 
to scholarly dispute. 

Plato' s fame rests on his Dialogues which are all preserved. Theyare 
usually divided into three periods, early, middle, and late. ( ... ) The 
early dialogues establish the figure of Socrates, portrayed as endlessly 
questioning, ruthlessly shattering the false claims to knowledge of his 
contemporaries. [ ... l In the middle dialogues, concern switches to 
the philosophica1 underpinnings of this notion of a form, possibly in 
response to pressure on Plato to justify the dialectica1 method as more 
than a sceptical game. The middle dialogues are not in dialogue form, 
and do not exhibit the Socratic method. (. .. ) 

It is the middIe dialogues that defend the doctrines commonly 
thought of as Platonism, and the positive doctrmes are certainly un­
compromising. A pivotal concept is that of the forms. These are inde­
pendent, real, divine, invisible, and changeless; they share features of 
the things of which they are the form, but also cause them (so they are 
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not simply common properties, or universals). Unique amongst them 
is the form of the Good, the quasi-divine goal of mystical apprehension 
that could be achieved, if at all, only at the end of the philosophical pil­
grimage. Apprehension of the forms is knowledge (noesis) whereas be­
lief about the changing everyday world is at best opinion (doxa). 
Knowledge is recollection of the acquaintance we had with the forms 
before our immortal souls became imprisoned in our bodies. (. .. ) 

The Parmenides and Theaetetus are late middle or early late dialogues, 
and the former contains sufficiently devastating criticism of the doc­
trine of forms to throw Plato's later views into doubt. (. .. ) In the late 
works, especially the last and longest dialogue, the Laws, Plato returns 
to the character of the idea! republic in a more sober manner, with civic 
piety and religion taking much of the burden of education away from 

. philosophy. The Timaeus is especially interesting as a scientific treatise, 
whose cosmology echoed on in the Neoplatonism of the Christian 
era.,,13 He died in 348/47 Be. 

Theophilus observes the following contradictions in the teaching of 
Plato (and his followers): they acknowledge that God is uncreated, he 
is the Father and Maker of the universe, but they are also alleged to as­
sume that uncreated matter is also God, and say that matter was coeval 
with God; Plato said so many things about the sole rule of God and 
about the human soul, saying that the soul is immortal, but later he 
contradicted himself and said that souls pass into other men and, in 
some cases, into irrational animals. 

Plato was obviously also ill-informed according to Theophilus, be­
cause he wanted the gods consist of matter. He was mistaken also 
about the deluge, because he said that it took place not over the entire 
earth but only over the plains. Theophilus criticizes him also because 
he obviously spoke by conjecture, which means that his statements are 
not necessarily true. Consequently, his form of education (it Kcx't'cxmov 
1tcxtBeícx) did not avail him anything. One must, instead, become a stu­
dent of the legislation of God, as Plato himself admitted when he said 
that accurate learning cannot be obtained unless God teaches it 
through the law. One can also ask: if Plato was the wisest of the Greeks, 
what about the abilities of the others? 

13 BLACKBURN,288-289. 
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Unfortunate1y and surprisingly, the influence of Platonism on Theo­
philus has drawn littl e attention in modem scholarship so far.14 

rnogenesofSinope 

TI yap Kat !lA 1'l9E~ eiPTtKCXOl. v; 
"H ';l &xpéA.l'lO'cxv Eilpt1tWTTV Kcxt l:ocpodÉcx Kai ,;ouC; A.Ot1tO~ 

'tpaycpBtoypácpo'\)~ 
cxi ,;pcxycpBícxt, [ ... l il .6.toyÉV'flV 1Í 1('\)vtKT! cptA.OO'ocplCX, 
"What truth did they speak? Or what did their tragedies avail for 

Euripides and Sophocles and the other tragic poets? [ ... ] or the Cynic 
philosophy for mogenes?" (lll 2) 

Antisthenes, the teacher of Diogenes is not named by Theophilus. 
Antisthenes was bom c. 445. "A devoted follower of Socrates, but also 
considered (e.g. by Diogenes Laertius) to be an important influence on 
the first famous Cynic, Diogenes of Sinope. He shared much of 
Socrates' ethical teaching, but with arather hearty penchant for those 
states of self-sufficiency that are the result of effort and exertion. He is 
cited by Aristotle as having he1d a theory of language according to 
which there is no such thing as contradiction or definition.,,15 

Diogenes (.6.~) of Sinope was bom c. 404. "The founder of the 
Cynics, Diogenes lived in Athens and perhaps Corinth. He may have 

14 J. H. W ASZINK in his article on the influence of Platonism mentions lúm on­
ly in connection with the so-called theory of loan: Einflufl des Platonismus im 
frühern Christentum, in C. ZINTZEN (ed.), Der Mittelplatonismus, Darmstadt, 
1981,413-448 [=Vigiliae Christianae 19 (1965) 129-162],431. He is not men­
tioned by J. C. M. VAN WINDEN, either, in the paper titled Das Christentum 
und die Philosophie. Der Beginn des Dialogs zwischen dem Glauben und dem 
Verstand, in C. ZINTZEN (ed.), Der Mittelplatonismus ... ,397-412. E. P. MElJE­
RING did not find a work of any significance about the topic, so he does not 
treat lúm in his Zehn Jahre Forschung zum Thema Platonismus und Kirchen­
viiter in ID., God Being History. Studies in Patris tic Philosophy, Amsterdam­
Oxford-New York, 1975, 303-320. He does write about the research on 
Justin, Tatian, and Athenagoras. Theophilus is not mentioned by MEl}ERING 
in the following work, either: Wie platonisierten Christen? Zur Grenzziehung 
zwischen Platonismus, kirchlichen Credo und patristischer Theologie in ID. God 
Being History ... , 15-28. 

15 BLACKBURN, 20. 
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been taught by Antisthenes, but it was his life and influence that gave 
the Cynics their importance. He taught that the right way of life was to 
have the simplest possible needs and to satisfy them in the most direct 
way. (. .. ) [His] ethic is not just one of se1f-sufficiency, but more one of 
self-mastery born of a healthy contempt for one' s own pleasures and 
pains, and especia11y born of impatience with the conventions and 
hierarchies of a presumably corrupt society."16 He clied in 323 BC 

Diogenes is mentioned among the other Greek authors whose doc­
trines did not avai! anything for them. His philosophy is not explained 
by Theophilus. 

The teaching of the Stoa 

Kcx8á.1tep lap \j!'\)xfl ev avapcó1tcp o'Í> 13Aé1te'tcxl., aópcx'to~ o'Ücrcx 
w8pcó1to~, Sl.a Se 'tTl~ Kl.VIÍcrero~ 'tou crcó/-lcx'to~ voel'tCX'\. [i} 'V1>X1Í], 
O'Ü1:Ol~ exOl. <xv Km ('to) 1:0V 8eov /-lfl S'6vcxcr8cxl. ópcx8Tlvcxl. imo 
ó<p8cxA.!J.COv W8pOl1tívOlV, Sl.a SE 'tTl~ 1tpovoí~ Kcxt 1:00V epyrov cx'Í>'tou 
13Aé1tecr8cxl. Kcxt voelcr8cxl.. "Ov 'tpÓ1tOV 'Yap KCXt 1tAOI0V 8ecxcrá./J.EVó~ 
't1.~ ev 8cxA-á.crcrn KCX1:11p1:l.cr~vov KCXt 1:pÉXov Kcxt KCX1:epxó/J.Evov ei~ 
Al.~VCX SllAOV Ő1:l. i}'Y1Ícre'tcxl. etVCXl. év cx'Í>'tq) K'\)13epv1Í1:11V 'tOV K'\)-
13epvoov'tcx cx'Í>'tó, o'Ü'tro~ Bel voelv EÍVCXl. 1:0V 8EŐV K'\)13epv1Í't11V 'toov 
ő].rov, ei KCXt o'Í> 8eropell1:cxl. ó<p8cxA./-lol~ crcxpKÍVOl.~ Sl.a 'to cx'Í>'tov 
axcóPTl1:ov etVCXl.. 

Ei 'Yclp 1:q) i}Aícp, EACXXÚl"'tcp öV'to cr'tOl.Xeícp, o'Í> S'6vcx'tCXl. av8pOl-
1tO~ a'teVÍCJcxl. Sl.a 'tflv ;mep13á.AAo'\)crcxv 8Ép/-l1lv Kcxt S'6VCX/-l1.V, 1tOO~ 
o'Í>x;t tIDAAOV 'tn 'tou 800u Bó~n, weK<ppá.cr'tcp o'Ücrn, <Xv8pOl1tO~ 8v-
111:0~ o'Í> S'6VCX1:CX'\. W1:Ol1tTlcrCXl.; "Ov 1:pÓ1tOV 'Yap paOO;t, exoucrcx 
<pAOl.OV 1:0V 1tep1.ÉXov'tcx cxin'!Ív, ""evSov exel. /-lOV~ KCXt 8'tÍKCX~ 
1tOA.A-á.~, Sl.CXXOlpl.~O/-lÉv~ Sl.a U!J.ÉVOlV, KCXt 1tOAA.OU~ KÓKKOU~ [exet], 
'tou~ ev cx'Í>'tn KCX'tOl.KOUV't~, O'Ü'tOl~ i} 1t<Xcrcx K'tím~ 1tep1.Éxe'tcxl. U1tO 
1tVe'6/-lcx1:o~ 8e0í3, Km 'to 1tVeu/-lcx 'to 1tepl.ÉXov cruv 1:n K'tícrel. 1tep-
1.ÉXE1:CXl. uno xel.po~ 8e0í3· rocr1tEp ouv ó KÓKKO~ 'tTl~ poo~ evSov KCX­
'tOl.KOOV o'Í> S'6vcx'tCXl. ópiiv 'tfl e~Ol 1:0U AÉnou~, cx'Í>1:~ &v evSov, 
O'Ü1:Ol~ oMe <Xv8pro1to~ E/-lnep1.EXó/J.Ev~ /J.E'ta ná.crl1~ 'tTl~ K1:ícreOl~ 
uno Xe1.pŐ<; 8eou o'Í> S'6VCX'tCX'\. 8eOlpElv 'tOV 8eov. 

Et1:cx 13cxcrl.Ae1)~ /-lEv é1tí'YEtO~ 1t1.cr'tcx'6e~cxl. eivCX'\., Kcxínep /-lfl 
1t<xmv 13Ae1tó/-leVo~, Sl.a BE. VÓ/-lOlV Sl.cx'tá.!;eOlv cx'Í>1:0U KCXt e.~OOOl.OOV 

16 BLACKBURN,106-107. 
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Kcxt ÖUVcXJlEmv KCXt EiKóvmv VOEt'tClt· 'tOV öe 9eOv 0'6 f30'ÓAEt cri> 
VOEtcr9cxt öta Epymv KCXt öuvcXJlEmv; 

"Just as the soul in a man is not seen, since it is invisible to men, but 
is apprehended through the movement of the body, so it may be that 
God cannot be seen by human eyes but is seen and apprehended 
through his providence and his works. As when one observes a ship at 
sea, fitted out and cruising and returning to port, one will obviously in­
fer that in her there is a pilot who steers her, so one must suppose that 
the pilot of the universe is God, even if he is not visible to merely 
human eyes because he is unconfined. If a man cannot stare at the sun, 
though it is a very small star, because of its overwhelming heat and 
power, how much more is it the case that amortal man cannot view the 
glory of God which is inexpressible! As a pomegranate, with a rind sur­
rounding it, has inside many cells and cases, separated by membranes, 
and has many seeds dwelling in it, so the whole creation is surround ed 
by the spirit of God and the surrounding spirit, along with the creation, 
is enclosed by the hand of God. As the pomegranate seed, dwelling in­
side, cannot see what is outside the rind since it is itseIf inside, so man, 
who with the whole creation is enclosed by the hand of God, cannot 
seeGod. 

A king on earth is be1ieved to exist even if he is not seen by alI; he is 
apprehended by means of his laws and commands and authorities and 
powers and images. Are you unwilling to apprehend God through this 
works and powers?" cr 5) 

"Evtot ~E.V 'tí1~ ~'toa~ apvouv'tCXt I KCXt 'to e; ÖAOU 9EOV (éicp9cxp­
'tov) eivcxt, ií, Ei KCXt ecr'ttv, ~TlÖEVÓ~ cpcxcrtv cppoV'tÍ~Etv 'tov 9EOV 
nAf]v Écxu'tou· KCXt 'tcxu'tcx ~v ncxv'tEAro~ 'EmKo'Úpou KCXt Xpucrín­
no'\) il wotcx Ct1tECP'!ÍVCX'tO. ''E'tEpot öé. cpcxcrw cxmo~cx'ttcr~v 'tmv 
ncXv'tmv. eiVCXt, KCXt 'tov KÓcrJ..LOV a:yÉV1l'tov KCXt cp'ÓcrtV (a)iötcxv· Kcxt 
'to cr'ÓVOAOV npóvotcxv Ilf] eiVClt 9EOU É'tÓAIlTlcrcxv É~etnEtV, aAAa 
9eOv eiVClt !J.Óvov qxxcrlv 'tTtV E1coo'tou cr1)vewTlcrtv. " AAAOt ö' cxu 
'to Öt' ÖAOU KExmp11Ko~ nveu!J.Cl 9EOV ÖOYIlCX'tŰ;OUO"tv. 

"Some of the Stoics absolutely deny the existence of God or assert 
that if God exists he takes thought for no one but himseIf. Such views 
certainly exhibit the folly of Epicurus and Chrysippus aIike. Others say 
that everything happens spontaneously, that the universe is uncreated 
and that nature is eternali in general they venture to declare that there 
is no divine providence but that God is only the individual' s con-
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science [ef. [Menander], Monostichoi 81 and 107 Jaekel]. Others, on the 
contrary, hold that the spirit extended through everything is God [SVF 
Ü. 1033]." (II 4)17 

The first representatives of Stoicism, Zeno and Cleanthes are not 
named by Theophilus, only their follower, Chrysippus is. Zeno of Ci­
tium (Zftvrov Ó Kt'tle:6c;) (c. 334262) "was a Phoenician born on Cyp­
rus, originally a pupil of Crates the Cynic. He tumed to Socratic philo­
sophy, and gradually evolved the unified metaphysics, epistemology, 
and ethics that make up the Stoical system."18 None of his works has 
survived. However, his teachings have been passed on, including his 
main concept that "tranquillity can best be reached through indiffer­
ence to pleasure and pain". Cynic teaching was, at least in part, con-: 
tinued in his Stoic philosophy. Zeno preached that "man conquers the 
world by conquering himself'. He lectured his students on the value of 
apatheia, which he explained to be "the absence of passion" . 

Cleanthes (c. 331-232 BC) was the "second head of the Stoic school. 
Coming between Zeno of Citium, the founder, and Chrysippus, the 
'second founder' of the Stoic school, Cleanthes has usuaIly been ac­
corded a relatively minor position. However, his Rymn to Zeus con­
tains an elaboration of Stoic physics, explaining the fIux in terms of a 
principle of 'tension' (tonos) in the underlying substance of the world. 
He represents the pantheism of Stoicism, and the conception of ideal 
life as one lived in accordance with nature."19 

Chrysippus (Xpúcnnnoc;) of Soli c. 280-207 BC was "the third lead­
ing Stoic after Cleanthes, and possibly the most productive philoso­
pher of a1l time, having written 704 books, none of which survive (. .. ). 
Chrysippus was originally a pupil of Arcesilaus, and was converted to 
Stoicism by Cleanthes. He enjoyed a considerable reputation as a logi­
cian (oo.) He also held a cognitive theory of the emotions, which he 
thought consisted in judgements of the value of things."lO He is hon­
oured as the second founder of Stoicism. 

17 Jaekel is the abbreviation for S. JAEKEL, Menandri sententiae, Leipzig, 1964. 
SVF stands for H. VON ARNIM, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, 3 vols., Leip­
zig, 1903-5. 

18 BLACKBURN,404. 
19 BLACKBURN, 66. 
20 BLACKBURN, 63. 
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In Theophilus' mind there is no unanimity among the Stoic philoso­
phers, either. Some of them (e.g. Chrysippus) deny the existence of 
God or assert that if God exists he takes thought for no one but himseIf. 
Others say that everything happens spontaneously, that the universe is 
uncreated and that nature is eternal. They also deny the existence of di­
vine providence. Some of them say that God is only the individual's 
conscience, in contradiction with others, who hold that the spirit ex­
tended through everything is God. 

But Theophilus applies several metaphors cherished also by the 
Stoics. These pictures of the pilot, the sun, and the king are traditional 
Stoic ones. As Kathleen E. McVey points out, they have been observed 
in Ad Autolycum already by Gustave Bardy and Johannes Geffcken.21 

The notion that God contains the universe is also Stoic. Chrysippus -
unlike Cleanthes - taught that the cosmic ,;reJlOVllCÓV was 'in the 
Clt91íp, which means that it is surrounded by it.22 McVey thinks that­
if we want to emphasize his eelecticism - Theophilus seems to be eloser 
to Stoicism than to Platonism. 

Theophilus seems to be mistaken when he charges the Stoics of athe­
ism, says Grant. ''His error can be explained by recalling that in a simi­
lar doxography used by Epiphanius such views are assigned to the 
Middle Stoic Panaetius. Presumably he is following a source critical of 
both Epicureans and Stoics - in other words, someone like Carnea­
des.,,23 

David Sutherland Wallace-Hadrill points out that the Eastern Church 
shows very little Stoic influence. There are virtually only two excep­
tions: Theophilus of Antioch and Nemesius. Referring to Robert M. 
Granf4, he regards as Stoic elements the use of divine attributes, and 

21 K McVEY, The use of Stoic Cosmogony in Theaphilus of Antioch's Hexaemeron, 
in M. S. BURROW-P. ROREM (eds.), Biblical Hermeneutics in Historical Per­
speetive. Studies in hanor of Karlfried Froehlich on his sixtieth birthday, Grand 
Rapids/Mich., 1991, 37. ' 

22 Ibid. The term "enclosing" is examined in detail in the following article: W. 
R. SCHOEDEL, Enclosing, not Enclosed. The early Christian doctrine of God, in 
ScHOEDEL, W. R-Wn.I<EN, R. L. (eds.), Early Christian Literature and the Clas­
sical Intellectual Tradition. In honorem R. M. Grant (Théologie hlstorique, 54), 
Paris, 1973, 75-86. 

23 R. M. GRANT, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, Philadelphia, 1988, 152. 
24 R. M. GRANT, Theophilus of Antioch to Autolycus, in Harvard Theological Review 

40 (1947) 230. 
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also the insight that the presence of God can be observed in his crea­
tures. He also points out that the terms A.óy~ EvötáSe't~ and A.óyoe; 
rtpocpopl.Kác; also come from Stoicism.2S He thinks that in Theophilus' 
mind the A.óyoe; is impersonal: it is just an attribute to the Father, like 
his wisdom, strength, and power. Wallace-Hadrill says it is doubtful if 
Theophilus knew about the Stoic origin of these statements.26 

Epicurus 

"Evl.Ot ~ 'tíle; E'toac; cXpvouv'tat I Kat 'tO e~ ŐA.OU Seőv (CicpSap­
'tov) ei val., ií, ei Kat ecrnv, Jll1öevóe; cpacrw cppov'tíCew 'tov Seov 
rtA.i}v Eau'tou' Kat 'tau'ta Jlev rtcxV'teA.roe; 'E1ttKo'6poU Kat Xpucrírt­
rtOU 'ti crvota ae;rtecp1Íva'to. 

"Some of the Stoics absolutely deny the existence of God or assert 
that if God exists he takes thought for no one but himself. Such views 
certainly exhibit the folly of Epicurus and Chrysippus alike." (ll 4) 

Tí yap Kat w..l1See; eip1ÍKacrtv; 
"H 'tÍ rll<péA.l1crClV EUpl.rtíÖl1V Kat EO<jloKA.Éa Kat 'toue; A.01.1tOUe; 

'tpayq>ÖtoypcX<pO'Ue; ai 'tpaycpöíal., [. .. ] ií 'ErtíKOUPOV 'to ö<YYJlCX'tÍCetv 
Jli} eival. rtpÓVOl.ClV [ ... li 

"What truth did they speak? or what did their tragedies avail for 
Euripides and Sophoeles and the other tragic poets [ ... 1? or the dog­
matic denial of providence for Epicurus?" (ID 2) 

Tívt oUvau'trov 1tt<ne'6crroJ.LEv, IPtA.CpJlovt 'tcp KroJll.Kcp, A.ÉyOV'tl." 
Oi yap eeov créf3ov'tec; eA.rtíöac; KaA.~ 
exoucrw eie; crro'tl1píClV, 

il ote; rtpoel.PTtKaJ.LEV EUl1~PCP Kat 'E1ttKO'6pcp Kat I1uSayóPIt Kat 
'tOte; A.01.1tOte; clpVouJ.1ÉVote; eivcn 8eocrÉ13etClV Kat rtpóVOl.ClV <Xc;vat­
poucrtv; 

''Which of them, then, shall we believe [ef. II. 8]? Philemon the comic 
poet, who says [fr. 181 Kock]: 

25 See also M. MÜHL, Der M'Yo~ Ev81.á8E'tO~ und 1tpOcpopl.KÓ~ von der iilteren Stoa 
bis zur Syrwde von Sirmium 351, in Archiv!ür Begriffsgeschichte 7, Bonn, 1962, 
7-56. 

26 D. S. WALLACE-HAnRn.L, Christian Antioch, Cambridge, 1982, 103. 
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Those who worship God have good hopes 
Of safety, 

203 

or the previously mentioned Euhemerus and Epicurus and Pythagoras 
and the rest who deny the existence of religion and destroy provi­
dence?" (ID 7) 

Epicurus ('E1tíKO'UpOC;) (341-270 BC) "was bom on the island of Sa­
mos, but moved to. Athens in 307/6 BC, where he established a se­
c1uded community called the 'Garden' . His doctrines are known main­
ly through the account in Diogenes Laertius, and through Lucretius' 
poem De Rerum Natura, which is believed to be faithful representation 
of his thought. Epicurus foIlowed the atomistic metaphysics of 
Leucippus and Democritus, in particu1ar allowing for empty space, an 
infinite number of worlds their changing combinations produce. Epi­
curus also had a doctrine of the survival of the fittest in order to ac­
count for the evolution of species without appeal to the final causes of 
Aristotle. However, room is made for gods, although they have no con­
cem at all for this cosmos, and in particular play no role either as first 
causes or as providing ends for existence. ( ... ) Another interesting doc­
trine is that of the prolepsis or way in which experience becomes gen­
eral, by allowing us to anticipate the kind of object to which terms 
refer ( ... ) 

The aim of all phllosophy is, however, to enable us to live weIl, 
which is not to live in the hedonistic trough the word Epicureanism 
now suggests, after centuries of propaganda against the system. 
Rather, practical wisdom, attained through philosophy, is needed to 
attain the pleasant life, which consists in a preponderance of katastem­
atic pleasure, capable of indefuUte prolongation, over merely kinematic 
or volatile sensory pleasures. (. .. ) As with other Greek ethical philoso­
phies, ataraxia, is the summit of the katastematic pleasures, and requires 
understanding the limits of life and removal of the fear of death, culti­
vation of friendships, and the removal of unnecessary desires and false 
gratifications."27 

Theophilus condemns Epicurus as well, because he, like some of the 
Stoics, denies the existence of God. Epicurus asserts that if God exists 
he takes thought for no one but himself. So, in one way or another, he 

27 BLACKBURN, 122. 
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denies the existence of divine providence. In this he contradicts the 
tragic poets. As a consequence, he also denies the existence of religion. 
His assertions are contradictory to the truth, says Theophilus. Theophl­
lus is not the only author from the end of the second century who 
strongly criticizes the Epicureans for denying providence. The famous 
physician, Galen in his work on the Usefulness of Parts Cwritten between 
169 and 176) also strongly condemns the Atomists, including the Epi­
cureans.28 

Later Academy 

"H OÚK oi(5~ ö'tt Ctnw'toov npcxYI.uX'tOOV ft níO''tt~ npo11yet''tcxt; 
T~ yap (5'Óvcx'tcxt 8epíO'cxt yeroP'Yó~, firv ~i1 npéihov 1ttO''te'ÚO'TI 'to 
O'nép~cx 'tT\ Yn; "H ~ (n'A~v) (5'Úvcx'tcxt (5tcxnepoocxt 'tilv eá'ACXO'O'cxv, 
eav ~i1 1tpOO'tov Écx'U'tov 1ttO''te'ÚO'TI 'tép n'Aoícp Ked 'tép K'U[3epvlÍ'tTI; 
T~ Be KcXJ.lVOW Búvcx'tcxt gep<Xne'U8í1vcxt, eav J.lil npoo'tov ECX'U'tOV 
1ttO''te'ÚO'TI 'tcp icx'tpcp; I10ícxv Be 'tÉXV11V il EntO''t'IÍJ.l11V (5'Úvcx'tcxt 'tt~ 
J.lCX9Et'v, eav ~i1npéö'tov e1tt(5cp Ecx'U'tOV Kcxl 1ttO''tE'Úcrn 'tcp (5t(5cxcrKcX'Acp; 

"Do you not know that faith leads the way in all actions? What 
farmer can harvest unless he first entrusts the seed to the earth? Who 
can cross the sea unless he first entrusts hlmself to the shlp and the pi­
lot? What skk man can be cured unless he first entrusts hlmself to the 
physician? What art or science can anyone learn unless he first delivers 
and entrusts hlmself to the teacher?" CI 8) 

'OnóO'cx (5e KA.t'tó~cxxo~ ó AKcx()11J.lcxiKO~ nepi ageÓ't11'to~ eiO'11-
Y'lÍO'cx'to (fJiJ). 

"Furthermore, Clitomachus the Academic philosopher introduced 
many arguments for atheism." Cill 7) 

Carneades (KCXpvecX()11~) was bom in Cyrene c. 214. "The most pro­
minent member of the later Academy after Arcesilaus. Carneades was 
a distinguished sceptic C ... ) His philosophlcal originality lay in admit­
ting a concept of the plausible (to pithanon), perhaps better thought of 

28 Cf. T. TmLEMAN, Galen and Genesis, in G. H. VAN KOOTEN (ed.), The Creation 
of Heaven and Earth. Re-interpretations of Genesis I in the context of Judaism, an­
cient philosophy, Christianity, and modern physics, Leiden-Boston, 2005,125-
145,129. 



JUDGING PHILOSOPHERS 205 

as what is acceptable or that which is better to act upon. He needed to 
fend off the charge that scepticism leads to total paralysis, by defining 
the kind of reasoIÚng that, in spite of scepticism, remains a suitable 
basis for action. (. .. ) Carneades voiced a robust rejection of natural 
theology ... ,,29 He died in 129 Be. 

Although Theophilus does not name Carneades, he seems to be us­
ing similar arguments as he does. Robert M. Grant reminds us that ac­
cording to Carneades people foilow probability in voyaging, sowing 
a crop, marrying and begetting children. Xenophon points out that 
people usually foilow those who are the best: a doctor, a pilot or a 
farmer. Origen is using the same analogies for faith: sailing, etc.30 

Gábor Kendeffy points out that Theophilus' argumentation resembles 
that of Cicero, who in his Lucullus defends himself against the charge 
of apraxia. Cicero proves the applicability of probabilism in everyday 
life, giving the same examples of navigation and medicine. Kendeffy 
notes that Cicero also refers to Clitomachus.31 Theophilus may have re­
lied on Carneades also when "he tries to show that Greek ideas about 
revelation, the gods, and the nature of the world are inconsistent.,,32 

Sextus Empiricus and Diogenes Laertius report the so-called "tenth 
mode" of Sceptical argumentation, which was used to criticize ethics. 
"Sextus recommends opposing each category to itself as weil as to the 
others. Just so, in Theophilus' third book he plays materia1s in such ca­
tegories against one another.,,33 First it could be pointed out how ab­
surd the idea of cannibalism (suggested by the Stoics under certain 
conditions) in itself was. The atheism of the Stoics was also criticized, 

. although they shared this view with their arch-enemies, the foilowers 
of Epicurus. 

Clitomachus (IO..et'tó)lCXxot;) is the latest philosopher whom Theo­
philus mentions by name. He was born in Carthage in 187 Be. He was 
a disciple of Carneades. He became the head of the New Academy in 
126 Be. He died in Athens in 109 Be. 

29 BLACKBURN, 55-56. 
30 R. M. GRANT, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, Philadelphia, 1988, 151. 
31 KENDEFFY G., Az egyházatyák és a szkepticizmus, Budapest, 1999, 44-45. See al-

so his introduction to the an,thology containing the texts of Cicero and 
Sextus Empiricus: Antik szkepticizmus. Cicero- és Sextus Empiricus-szövegek, 
Budapest, 1998, 7-69. 

32 R M. GRANT, Greek Apologists, 151. 
33 Ibidem, 152. 
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Theophilus accuses hím of introducing many arguments for athe­
ism. Actually, Epicurus and the Stoics also advocate atheism, the most 
dangeraus charge brought up against the Christians. The implicit ques­
tion in Theophilus' work is obvious: why are the Epicureans and Stoics 
not persecuted, as the Christians are? He mentions also that the Stoics 
advocate cannibalism, and some Platonists recommend promiscuity. 
Actually, Greek philosophers not only tolerate, but they also eneaurage 
these hideaus crimes. Christians are accused of atheism, cannibalism, 
and licentiousness. Why do the authorities apply double standards: 
persecuting the Christians and glorifying the Hellenes for the same 
kind of behaviour? 

As we have seen, Theophilus gives arather comprehensive over­
view about the doctrines of Greek philosophers unti! Clitomachus, 
who died alma st 300 years before he wrote his Ad Autolycum. However, 
one important name is missing: Aristotle. Why is not he mentioned by 
name? Why is not he criticised? Or is he inc1uded among the followers 
of Plato by Theophilus? If not, does this silence mean that his philoso­
phy is approved of by Theophilus? He was definitely more influential 
than Clitomachus, and several of his views were obviously contradict­
ory to some Christian doctrines. 

However, Aristotle can be present behind the scenes in the Ad 
Autolycum. The aim of the Ad Autolycum strongly reminds us of the aim 
of the Protrepticus of Aristotle. This work is not extant. Our main source 
about it is the Protrepticus of Iamblicus from the late third century AD, 
but Cicero's lost work, Hortensius also had similar characteristics. Both 
of them were exhortations to the philosophic life.34 The Hortensius was 
read by Augustine. It exerted a deep influence on hím, helping hím in 
the process of his conversion. 

The other remarkable feature of this concise history of Hellene phi­
losophy is that Theophilus is silent about the three centuries preceding 
his own times. As we have seen, the last philosopher he mentions is 
Clitomachus, who died in 109 Be. Did he not take the contemporary 
representatives of the Academy or the Stoa seriously? or was he rather 
using a manual which could have been compiled hundreds of years be-

34 Cf. F. YOUNG, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, in M. EDWARDS et alii 
(eds.) Apologists in the Roman Empire. Pagans, Jews, and Christians, Oxford, 
1999,90. 
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fore the end of the second century AD? Who was this supposed ma­
nual written by? Given the fact that the last philosopher he mentions 
died well before the appearance of Christianity, it could have been 
written by a Jewish scholar, and not necessarily by a Christian writer. 

Persistent Errors Committed by the Hellenes, 
and the Futility of their Efforts 

Their most common mistakes conceming God 

Ked 'tt IlOt 'to A.omov 'to nA. Tj9~ 'trov 'tO'Lo'Ú'tcov OVOIlCX01.rov Ked 
yevecxA.oytrov Kcx'tcxA.É'yew; "ncr'te KCX'ta nclv'tcx 'tpónov 4t1tCX{~oV'tm 
oi cr1YYypcxcpét' ~ nclv't~ Kai nO'L 11'tCXl. KCXl. cptA.ócrocpot A.eyóJ.IEvO'L, E't'L 
Iliív Kcxt oi npocréxoV'tec; I CXiYLOtC;. M'Ú90uC; yap 1l<lA.A.OV KCXl. IlcopíCXC; 
cruvé't~cxv nEpl. 'trov KCX't' cx'iYtoilC; Serov' OÚ yap a1tÉÖEt~cxv cx'iYtooC; 
geoil~, aA.A.a avapcónouc;, 0'Ü<; l..lÉV J.lEOOcrou~, É'tépo~ nópvooc; KCXl. 
cpovetc; ... 

''E'tepm B' cxu einov npóvO'Lcxv eivcxt, KCXl. (CiA.A.O'L) 'ta 'to'Ú'tcov 
BóYJ..Lcx'tcx wÉA. ucrcxv. [. o ;] 

IIA:ftv KCXl. nA.11ai>v (gerov) eicr1ÍYcxyov ií KCXl. IlOVCXPX{CXV etnov, K.CXl. 
npóvO'Lcxv Eivm 'tot~ A.éyoucrtv anpovo11crícxv 'twcxv'tÍcx ei.p1íKcxcrwo 

"Why should I continue to list the multitude of such names and ge­
nealogies? AlI the historians and poets and so-called philosophers are 
deceived in every respect, and so are those who pay attention to themo 
For they have composed myths and foolishness concerning their god 
by showing them to be not god but men, some of them drunkards, 
others fornicators and murdererso Co. o) 

Others, again, said that providence exists, while still others demol­
ished their doctrineso [ .. o] 

Nevertheless, they introduced a multitude of gods or else spoke of 
the divine monarchYi to those who said that providence exists they ex­
pressed the contrary belief in the non-existence of providenceo" (II 8) 

KCXSOO~ gy 'tot~ enclvco I es11A.c.ócrCXJ.IEV, ~ cxú'trov 'trov icr'toptrov rov 
Q'uVÉypcx'l'cxv aneBeí;allCv. Ai Be eiK.ÓV~ CXÚ1:rov 'ta KaS' ftl..lÉPcxv 
eco~ 1:0U 6EUpO eK't'l)1tOUv'tat, 8löcoAa, epra x81pÓ3v áv9pcó1Z'C01l. Kai 
't0'Ú'tO'LC; !-iEV A.a'tpe'Úet 'to nA.TjSo<; 'trov IlCX'tCX{cov w8pÓlncov, 'tav Be 
not1l'tftv KCXl. B11J..Ltoupyov 'toov ÖA.COV KCXl. 'tpocpéa nacr11c; nvoTjc; age-
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1:0UOW, net9ó~ot cSó'YI-LCXOW I-LCX1:cxíot~ 8tclnAclvll~ na7:ponapaöó-
7:0V (KCXt) 'YVCÓI-Lll~ cXcr'\lvé1:o'\l. 

"W e have shown from the very histories they composed that in their 
own writings the names of the so-called gods are names of men, as we 
have made elear above [1. 9; n. 2-7]. And their images, which are fash­
ioned every day up to the present time, are idols, the works of men's 
hands [Ps. 113: 12; I 1]. The multitude of foolish men worships these, 
but they reject the Maker and Fashioner of the universe, the Nourisher 
of all breath, in obedience to vain doctrines because of the hereditary 
error of their unintelligent opinion." (ll 34) 

eeoU~ 'YclP cp1ÍcrCX"V'te; eivcxt nMw e~ oú8ev cxinoi>~ 1Í'Y1Ícrcxv'to. 
Oi J.i.Ev 'Yclp e~ cX'tÓJlOlV cxinoi>~ ecpcxcrcxv cr'\lwcr1:ávCX"t 'li8' cxí) xropet'v 
e~ cX1:ÓIJ.O'\l~, KCXt IJ."ocv nAet'ov Ccvepcónoov 8'Í>vcxcr8at 1:oi>~ geo'Í>~ 
cpcxow. IUá1:ooV 00, geo~ einrov elvCX"t, i>AtKOi>~ cxino~ f3o'Í>Ae'tCX"t 
cr'\lvtcr1:<Xv. II'\l8a'Yópcx~ 8é, 1:ocrCXU1:CX IJ.Ox91Ícr~ nept 9erov KCXt 'tfrv 
&voo Ká'tco nopeícxv notT'lcrCÍJlEVo~, ecrxcx1:0V ópí~et cp'Í>01V (oo8ícxv) 
Km cxmolJ.CX'ttcrlJ.Ov elvcxí CPl101V 1:rov nclv1:COV geo'Í><; (1:') ecv9pc.ónoov 
fl. n8e cppov1:í~etv. 

"After saying that gods exist, once more they reduced them to noth­
ing. For some said that they were composed of atoms, or on the other 
hand that they return to atoms [Diels, Dox. 589, 8]; and they say that the 
power of the gods is no greater than that of men. Plato, who said that 
gods exíst, wanted them to consist of matter. And Pythagoras, who 
went through such great labours over the gods and made his way up 
and down, finally defines their nature and says that everything was 
produced spontaneously [ibid., 589,910: Epicurus]; the gods do not 
take thought for men [ibid., 572,6: Epicurus]." (III 7) 

Robert M. Grant - relying on the observations by Harry Austryn 
Wolfson - reminds us that already Philo had three different views 
about the origin of the true statements in Greek philosophy. He 
thought that sometimes they derived their views from the Old TeSta­
ment; sometimes they used "their native reason". He admitted that on 
few occasions philosophers might have received the truth as divine in­
spiration.35 

35 R. M. GRANT, Early Christianity ... , 90. 
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Grant points out that - in his doctrine of God - Theophilus "made 
use of categories both Platonic and Stoic ... He lists 'negative attributes' 
of God in Platonic fashion while he treats the logos, or Son of God, in 
a Stoic manner, differentiating the logos endiathetos within God from the 
logos prophorikos expressed by hlm. ( ... ) Theophilus insists on the triffi­
scendence of God and points out that all of God's 'appellations' refer 
to his charaeteristics, attributes, or activities, not to his nature in itself. 
( ... ) All these terms are symbolic because they refer to the ineffable 
transcendent God who, unlike Marcion's God, is just as well as good. 

Similar teaching is to be found in Albinus and the Corpus Her­
meticum (2. 14). But like Justin, Theophilus is not an orthodox Platonist 
philosopher. His list of names and attributes ends on a biblica! note. 
'If I call him 'fire' I speak of his wrath: The interlocutor asks, 'Will 
you tell me that God is angry?' Against the overwhelming majority 
of philosophers, not to mention the Marcionites, Theophilus replies, 
'Certainly: he is angry with those who commit evil deeds but good 
and merciful toward those who love and fear bim. For he is the in­
struetor of the pious and father of the just, but judge and punisher of 
the impious: Here he is on fum Stoic ground, at least: Plutarch notes 
that in the Stoic view 'God punishes evil and does much to punish 
wicked men.'"36 

Their mistakes about the origin of the universe 

AA'Aa KCXl. nepl. '(;TlC; KOO"J.!.oyoviac; áO"úJ.!.cprovcx á'A'Ai)'AotC; KCXt 
<pcxu'Acx E!;elnov. TIpahov J.LEv ő'n 'nvEc; áyÉVll'(;OV '(;ov KÓO"J.!.OV áne­
<pi)v(XV'(;o, Kcx8me; KCXl. EJ.!.npo0"8ev Eöll'ACÓO"ClJ.!.EV, Kcx'í oi J.LEv áyÉV11'(;ov 
cxu'(;ov KCXt (á)1:öicxv cpúO"tv cpáO"Kov'(;ec; OUK áKÓ'A()'\)8cx e1nov ,(;ole; 
yevll'(;OV cxu'(;ov öOYJ.LCl'(;íO"cxO"tv. EiKCXO"J.L&) yap ,(;cxlhcxKcxl. av8pconívn 
Moilt Ecp8Éy~cxv'(;o, KCXl. ou Kcx'(;a á'A.i)8eulv. 

"Moreover, they made mconsistent and evil statements about the 
origin of the world. In the first place, some of them declared that the 
world was uncreated, as we have already explained ln. 4]; and those 
who said that it was uncreated and that nature is etemal disagreed 

36 R. M. GRANI', Gods and the One God. Christian theology in the Graeco-Roman 
World, London, 1986, 87-88. 
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with those who held that it came inte existence. They made these state­
ments by conjecture and by human thought, not in accordance with the 
truth." (II 8) 

Tílc; !lev ouv E~a:rll.LÉpO'll 0'68el.~ áv8pcímc:ov 8uvcx'to~ KCX't' el~ícxv 
'tTtV ~1Í'Y'1mv Kal. 'tTtv oiKOVO!ltCXV 1tOOCXV ~et1tetV, o'6BE ei !lUpía 
O"'tó!lcx'ta EXOt Kal. !lupíCXC; yACÓO"O"CX~. hlA' 0'68e ei !l'llpíot~ E'teO"tv 
13tCÓO"et 'tt~ E1tw'llJ.Lföv ev 'tép& 'tép 13ícp, 0'68e o\hroC; EO"'tat iKcxvo~ 
1tpö~ 'tCXU'tCX el~íc:o~ 'tt einetV, 8teI 'ro vnepf3áítítov J.Léreeoq KCXl. 'rOV 

nítowov 'rfj~ O"cxpía<; 1:"OV 8eov, 'tílc; ofuT}~ ev 'ta'Ú'tTI 'tn 1tpoyeypCXJ.L­
J.LÉVtl E~CXT\llépcp. 

IIOAAOl. J.LEV OUV 'trov O''ll'Y'YpcxcpÉrov ('tftv YPCXCPilv) É!lt!l1ÍO"CXV'to Kal. 
,;8éAT}O'CXV nepi. 'to'Ú'tc:ov 8t1Í'YT\O'tv 1tot1ÍO"cx0'8cxt, (aAA' ,;8'llVcl'tT}O'CXV) 
K<XÍ'tOt Acx/3ÓV'teC; l::v'teu8ev 't~ ácpoP!lác; (il'tot 1tept. KÓO'!lO'll KpÍO'ecoC; 
ií nepl. cp'ÚO'EC:OC; ávepCÓ1t01)), Kat. o'6BE 'to 't'llXOV Eva'UO'!lCX a.~tóV 'tt 
'tílc; elAT}SEícxc; ~E11tOV. 

"No man can adequate1y set forth the whole exegesis and plan of the 
Hexaemeros (six days' work), even if he were to have ten thousand 
mouths and ten thousand tongues. Noteven if he were to live ten thou­
sand years, continuing in this life, would he be competent to say any­
thing adequately in regard to these matters, because of the surpassing 
greatness {Eph. 1:19] and riches of the Wisdom of God [Rom. 11:33] to be 
found in his Hexaemeros quoted above. 

To be sure, many writers have imitated it and have desired to com­
pose a narrative about these matters, but, although they derived their 
starting-point from it in dealing with the creation of the world or the 
nature of man, what they said did not contain even a slight spark 
worthy of the truth. What has been said by philosophers, historians, 
and poets is thought to be trustworthy because of its embellished style, 
but what they say is proved foolish and pointless by the abundance of 
their nonsense and the absence ofeven the slightest measure of the 
truth in their writings." ol 12) 

TE'tclp'tTI TJ!J.Ép~ EyÉVOV'to oi cpc:oO''tíl~. 'EmtBTt ó SEoe; 1tpoy­
VCÓO''tT}e; OOV ,;1ttO''ta'to 't~ CPA 1)(XflÍcxe; 'trov !la'taíc:ov cptAOO'ÓcpC:OV, ö'tt 
ií!lEAAOV AÉ'yEtv el1tO 'trov O''tOt XEirov et vat 'ta E1tt. 'tíle; 'Yílc; CP'llóJlE­
va, 1tpOC; 'to áee-refv 'rov eBÓV' tv' ouv 'to aAT}OOe; öaxSTI, 1tPO'YE­
vÉO''tEpa "(É'YOVEV 'ta cpma Km 'ta O'1tÉpJlCX.'ta 'trov O''tOtXEtroV' 'ta 
'Yap J.LE'ta"{EVOO'tepCX 0'6 ö'Úvcx'tat 1tOtEtV 'ta a'Íl'trov 1tPO'YeVÉO''tepcx. 



JUDGING PHILOSOPHERS 211 

"On the fourth day the luminaries carne into existence. Since God 
has foreknowledge, he understood the nonsense of the foolish philoso­
phers who were going to say that the things produced on earth come 
from the stars, so that they might set God aside [I Thess. 4:8]. In order 
therefore that the truth might be demonstrated, plants and seeds came 
into existence before the stars. For what comes into existence later can­
not cause what is prior to it." (II 15) 

Theophilus may have been relying on a doxographica1 source, simi­
lar to that used by Hippolytus in his Refutation. Grant thinks that 
"Theophilus has substituted 'nature' for 'God' - perhaps following an 
anti-Epicurean source. For other information he seems to reIy on the 
Monostichoi ('one-liners') ascribed to Menander. The idea that each per­
son' s conscience is God appears in the Monostichoi."37 

Already Aristides reproaches the so-called philosophers about their 
mistake concerning the elements of this world.38 

Writing about the creation theories of the second century apologists, 
N. J. Torchia compares their various ways of approach to the Greek 
ideas about the creation of the world. He points out that Theophilus 
"dispenses with references to matter altogether (except on critical 
grounds). His distance from Justin here is readily apparent: rather than 
attempting to reconcile Christian and Greek outlooks, he makes a 
conscious effort to separate himself from any features of the Platonic 
paradigm of creation. In keeping with his reliance upon 2 Maccabees 
(7.28), he focuses upon the all-encompassing power of God in His role 
as supreme Creator. The singularity of this power lies in the fact that 
God can make 'whatever he wishes out of the non-existent ... ' 

Theophilus' language bears an unmistakable Hellenic imprint, util­
izing the Eleatic antithesis between being and non-being. For him, 
God is not a Framer or even a begetter of matter, but a giver of being 
in its widest sense. However, while he relies upon Greek forms of 
thought, he does so only in the service of a uniquely Christian philo­
sophizing. It is rooted in Scriptural teachings that raised challenging 
new questions for Greek philosophy. But, by the same token, Greek 
philosophy provided Christian thinkers with the arguments and con­
cepts to interpret those teachlngs in a more precise, technical manner. 

37 R. M. GRANT, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, Philadelphia, 1988, 152. 
38 ARIsTIDES, Apologia 3,3. 
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Paradoxically, such dialectical tools enabled them to articu1ate an un­
derstanding of creation that would have been quite allen to the Greek 
intellectual tradition. ,,39 

They contradict each other in the case of the most important 
problems; their efforts to know real truth are obviously futile 

(Already quoted partially) 

eeoil~ yap CP1ÍO'cxv't~ Bivat náAtv eic; oúcSev au'toilc; ilY1ÍO'cxv'to. 
oi ~v y<lp é~ a'(;óJlOOv au'toilc; ecpcxcrcxv cr'UVBO''t<ÍVat tiö' au xoopetv 
eiC; a'(;óJlO'UC;, Kat Jl 11Öev nAEt ov av8pOO1tOOv ö'Ővacr8at ,(;0Uc; 8eo~ 
cpctO'tv. má'toov Bé, 8eoil~ eincDv Bivat, 'ÜAtKoilC; amoilc; /30'ŐAB'tat 
O'wtO''tw. II'U8ayóp~ öÉ, '(;oO'au'ta JlOX81Ícr~ nept 8emv Kat '(;f!v 
WOO Ká'too nopeícxv not11O'áJlEvoc;, EO'Xa'(;OV ópí~et cp'Úmv (&i:öíav) 
Kat au'toJlCt'ttO'JlOV etvaí CP11mv '(;oov 1t<ÍV'toov Seo'Í>~ ('t') <ÍV9pcónoov 
Jl11Öe cppoV'tí~etv. '01tÓO'a öe IUt'tóJlCtXoC; Ó i\Kaö11JlalKOC; nept 
&8eó't1"\'GOC; eiO'T1'Y1ÍO'a'to (eoo). 

TI ö' ouXt Kat Kpt'tí~ Kat IIpOO'tayóp~ Ó i\/3ö11pí'(;11~ AÉyooV' 
"Et'te ap' eiaiv Seoí, 00 BúvaJlat nept au'toov AÉyetv, oi5'te ónotoí 
eimv ö11AOOO'at· InOAAa yáp Ecr'ttV '(;a KOOA'Í>OV'tá JlE"; Ta öe nept 
EU11JlÉpou '(;ou a8ero'tá't0'U 1teptO'O"ov ilJltv Kat Aéyetv' nOAAa y<lp 
nept 8eoov 'tOAJl1ÍO'~ cp8Éy~a0'8at eO'xa'tov Kat 'tO El;ÓAOU Jlf! eivat 
8eo~, &AM '(;a n<ÍV'ta amoJla'ttO'jlCp ötotKet0"8at /3o'ŐAe'tat. [ ... ] 

'Ü1tócra 'tB Kat MAot Kai O'XeBóv ye ai nAeí()'\)~ etnov nept geou 
Kal. npovoíaC;. ópav eO''ttv nooC; avaKóAou8a cXA.A1ÍAOtc; ecpcxcrcxv' ai 
J.L8V y<lp '(;0 El;ÓA,o'U 8eőv Kal. npóvot<XV etvat aVBtAov. ai ö' au 
O'UVÉO''t11O'<XV 8eov Kal. n<ÍV'ta npovoí~ ÖtotKet0'9at ooJlOAÓY11O'CXV. 
[ ... l 

Xpft OUV ('tov O'uve'(;ov) npoO'Éxetv Kal. voetv 'ta AByóJleVa, Kpt­
'ttKOOC; E~e't~ov'ta 'ta 'Üno 'tOOv cptAOO'ácpooV (Kat) nOt11'tOOv KCXl. 'toov 
AOt1tooV eiP11JlÉVa. 

39 N. J. TORCHIA, Theories of Creation in the Second Century Apologists and their 
Middie Platonic Background, in E. A. LIvINGSTONE (ed.), Studia Patristica XXVI, 
Leuven, 1993, 192-199, 199. 



JUDGING PHILOSOPHERS 213 

1/ After saying that gods exist, once more they reduced them to noth­
ing. For some said that they were composed of atoms, or on the other 
hand that they return to atoms [Diels, Dox. 589, 8]; and they say that the 
power of the gods is no greater than that of men. Plato, who said that 
gods exist, wanted them to consist of matter. And Pythagoras, who 
went through such great labours over the gods and made his way up 
and down, finally defines their nature and says that everything was 
produced spontaneously [ibid., 589,9-10: Epicurusl; the gods do not 
take thought for men [ibid., 572,6: Epicurus]. Furthermore, Clitoma­
chus the Academic philosopher introduced many arguments for athe­
ism. And what of Critias, and Protagoras the Abderite who said: 
'Whether or not there are gods, I cannot say anything about them or ex­
plain their nature; for there are many things that hinder me' [ef. Sext. 
Emp. Adv. Mat. ix. 56]? It would be pointless for us to speak of the the­
ories of the most godless Euhemerus. For after ven turing to make 
many statements about the gods he finally denied their existence en­
tirely [ibid., ix. 53: Diagoras], and held that everything is govemed by 
spontaneity. [ ... ] 

And whatever the others, though practically a majority, said about 
God and providence, it is easy to see how tl},ey contradicted one an­
other; for some absolutely rejected the existence of God and provi­
dence, while others gave proof of God and admitted that everything is 
govemed by providence. [ ... l 

One must therefore pay attention and understand what is said, crit­
ically examining the remarks of philosophers and of poets as well." (Ill 7) 

The harsh judgements passed by Theophilus may seem strange for 
us. He obviously speaks about several schools of philosophy. Why 
should they share the same doctrines if they belong to various schools? 
But - as Arthur Darby Nock observes40 - in popular philosophy these 
differences were not so much accentuated (e.g. Seneca !ikes quoting 
Epicurus). For a man in the street these divergent opinions formed a 
part of the same - supposedly uniform - Weltanschauung, which accen­
tuated its unity and superiority against Christianity. 

40 A. D. NOCK, Christianisme et hellénisme, Paris, 1973, 125. 
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(Most parts of the following passage have already been quoted before) 

Ti yap Kcxi aA118~ cxipf}KcxOW; 
"H 'tí éo<pÉA.l1O"<XV E'ÍlptníBl1v Kcxi l:o<pOKA.Écx Kcxi 'to'i)~ Aotno'i)~ 

'tpcxycpBtOypá.<pou~ ai 'tpcxycpBícxt, [ ... ] il ITu8cxyóp<XV'ta (Wu'tcx Kcxi 
·HpcxKA.ÉOu~ O"'tllACXt, il ..1.toyÉVl1V 1i KUvtKTt <ptAoO"o<pícx, il 
'EntKoupov 'tO BOYJ.Lcx'tt~etv J.LTt e.iVcxt npóvot<XV, 11 'EJ.LneooKA.Écx 'to 
BtBá.O"KetV a8eó't11'tcx, il l:coKPá.'tl1V 'tO óJ.Lwetv 'tov K'ÓVcX Kai 'tov 
xí1vcx Kai 'tTtV 1tAá.'t<XVOV Kai 'tOV Kepcxuvm9ÉV'tcx AO"KA.l1mOV Kai 
'ta BcxtJ.Lávtcx a eneKcxA.El'to; IIPŐ~ ti BE Kcxi ÉKOOV anÉ8vUO"KBV, 'tt­
vcx Kcxi Ó1tOl0V J.LtO"'tov J.LE'ta 8cÍVcx'tov a1tOAcxl3et'V eA,1tt~mv; Ti Be 
éo<pÉA.l1O"ev ITA.á.'tmvcx 1i KCX't' cx'Íl'tov 1tCXt&tCX, il 'to'i)~ Aot1tO'i)~ <ptAO­
O"ócp01)~ 'ta I BóYJ.Lcx'tcx cx'Íl'toov (Yvcx J.LTt 'tov apt8j.lov cx'Íl'toov KCX'tCX­
)..éym, nOAAoov öV'tmv); Tcxmcx BÉ cpcxJ.LEV ei~ 'to ÉmBel;at 'tTtV 
avcocpeA,l1 Kcxi li8eov BtcÍVOtcxv cx'Íl'toov. 

''What truth did they speak? Or what did their tragedies avai! for 
Euripides and Sophocles and the other tragic poets [ ... ]? or the shrines 
and the pillars of Heracles for Pythagoras? or the Cynic philosophy for 
Diogenes? or the dogmatic denial of providence for Epicurus? or the 
teaching of atheism for Empedocles? or the oath by dog and goose and 
plane-tree for Socrates, not to mention his oath by the lightning-struck 
Asclepius and his invocation of the demons? For what purpose was he 
willing to die? What kind of reward did he hope to receive after death? 
And what did Plato' s form of education avai! hím? What did their doc­
trines avai! the other philosophers - not to list the wh,ole number, since 
there are so many? We say these things to demonstrate their use1ess 
and godless notions." (ill 2) 

The final conclusion that can be drawn from Theophilus' argum.en­
tation is that Hellene philosophy, the most iniportaht pillar of pagan 
religion, is contradicting itself in the most important issues. The author­
ities accuse the Christians of atheism.But these accusations become 
ridiculous as soon as it becomes obvious. that pagan philosophers 
themse1ves have viewpoints diametrically opposed to each other. The 
apparently rational bases of pagan paideia start trembling when there is 
no agreement in the most important issues of their doctrine of the di­
vine sphere. Theophilus makes it obvious that the various doxai, i.e. 
opinions of the HelIene philosophers concerning the genesis and the 
structure of the cosmos are not coherent at all. There are several basic 
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issues on which they are unable to come to an understanding. Is the 
cosmos without beginning or did it come into being at a certain point 
of time? If it is not eternal, what was it fonned of? In what order did 
the various constituents of the cosmos come into being? What are the 
basic constituents of the cosmos: prime matter or atoms? Is there any 
connection between the divine sphere and the material world? 
Theophilus states that the so-called philosophers cannot agree among 
themselves if gods take care of the cosmos and the humans or not. Ooes 
divine providence exist or not? 

What can be the cause of the obvious phenomenon that - like the 
poets - the Greek philosophers proclaim opinions which are contra­
dictory to each other? Why are the efforts of philosophical schools 
fruitless and useless, precisely in relation to the most important issues? 
Why does the Hellene noo.&ia - poetry and philosophy alike end in 
failure? According to Theophilus the cause of this apparent failure is 
that Hellene writers lived much later than the prophets, who were in­
spired by the real source of truth, i.e. the Holy Spirit. That is why they 
could rely only on secondary and - consequently unreliable sources. 
One of the most important messages of the Ad Autolycum is that the 
Hellene poets and philosophers appeared and wrote their useless 
works much later than the prophets. It was a universally accepted 
axiom in antiquity that "what is older is better" (npecr13'Í>'tepov xpeh­
'tOV).41 Like Josephus Flavius, Theophilus also wanted to prove with 
the help of the science of chronology that prophets lived much sooner 
after the creation of the world than the poets and philosophers. 
Consequently, their knowledge is much more reliable than that of the 
philosophers. Furthermore, prophets were not inspired by bad de­
mons, but the Holy Spirit, who - according to the testimony of an an­
cient, prophetic book, the Genesis - was present at the creation of the 
world.42 

41 See P. PnHOFER, Presbyteron Kreittoll. Der Altersbeweis der jüdischen und christ­
lichen Apologeten und seine Vorgeschichte (WissenschaftIiche Untersuchungen 
zum Neuen Testament, 2. Reihe 39), Tübingen, 1990. 

42 Conceming the connection of Greek phllosophy and andent biblical truth 
see also the fol1owing works: E. R. DODDS, Pagan and Christian in an Age of 
Anxiety, New York 1965; A. J. DROGE, Homer or Moses? Early Christian inter­
pretations of the history of culture, Tübingen, 1989; G. G. STROUMSA, Philosophy 
of the Barbarians. On early Christian ethnological representations, in H. CANCIK 
et alii (eds.), Geschichte - Tradition - Reflexion. Festschrift für Martin Hengel 
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After demonstrating the total failure of the Greek ncnBe{cx, Theophi­
lus proposes that his pagan audience should try to find more reliable 
information about the genesis of the cosmos in the Bible. The prophets 
received information directly from the divine spirit, who was present 
at the creation of the world, and can bear evidence of the exact order of 
events. The prophetic books are more reliable also because they were 
written weIl before the works of philosophers. In addition to their an­
tiquity, they can be trusted also because the information contained in 
them is not contradictory. Unlike the Hellene poets and philosophers, 
the prophets pronounced their views in unison with one another. This 
obviously cannot be otherwise, as they an were inspired by the same 
spirit present at the creation of the world. The information contained in 
the prophetic books is not partial or fragmentary, but it is complete. So 
if Autolycus desires to acquire the entirety of wisdom, he must look for 
information about the origin of the word in the Law of Moses, especial­
ly in the Book of Genesis. 

We can observe that there are three areas of culture present in the ar­
gumentation of the Ad Autolycum: Hellene, Jewish, and Christian. 
Nicole Zeegers carefully examines them in a weIl-documented contri­
bution.43 Summarizing the characteristics of the presence of profane, 
i.e. HeIleruc culture in the Ad Autolycum, she refers to previous works 
of hers.44 She compares Theophilus' methods of using the works of 
pagan philosophers, and his attitude to HeIleruc culture with those of 
the other apologists. The differences are obvious at first sight. Unlike 
Tatian, Athenagoras and Oement of Alexandria, he almost always 
gives an exact quotation, which is often quite verbose. He often quotes 
not only individual authors, but also collections of quotations. These 
florilegia had been compiled by unknown authors. Their topics can be 

zum 70. Geburtstag, Band n. Grieehisehe und Römisehe Religion, Tübingen, 
1996,339-368; J. H. WASZINI<, Some ObserDations on the Appreciation of "The 
Philosophy of the Barbarians" in Early Christian Literature, in Mélanges offerts II 
Mademoiselle Christine Mohrmann, Utrecht-Anvers, 1963, 41-55. 

43 N. ZEEGERS, Les trois cultures de Théophile d' Antioehe, in B. POUDERON-J. DORÉ 
(eds.), Les apologistes chrétiens et la culture greeque (Théologie Historique 105), 
Paris 1998, 135-176. 

44 N. ZEEGERS-V ANDER VORSf, Les citations poétiques ehez Théophile d' Antioehe, in 
Studia Patristiea 10 (= TU 107), Berlin, 1970, 168-174; Les citations des poetes 
grees ehez les apologistes chrétiens du Ile siecle, Louvain, 1972. 
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e.g. providence, divine justice, the fate of the saul after death. The 
quotations from these collections could have been inserted into the text 
of the Ad Autolycum sometimes only in a strained way. 

The other characteristic feature of his way of quoting is his accuracy, 
or one could even say, his excessive pedantry. This phenomenon in 
itself would not make us suspicious about his lack of He1lenic erudi­
tion. But if we compare his extant work with those of the other apolo­
gists, it becomes quite obvious that he was not imbued with the pro­
fane culture of his days. One has the impression that in a way He1lenic 
culture was allen to hím. He virtually never quotes anything by heart. 
He always has to make use of a written record of a philosophical or 
poetic work. 

His judgement about profane culture is very similar to that of Ta­
tian: obviously negative. He does not try to find any value which is 
common He1lenism and biblical culture. If he happens to find a piece 
of truth in the works of the Hellenes, he accuses them of plagiarism.45 

His knowledge of Hellenic culture seems to be rather superficial and 
biased. However, we must not forget that - except for a few fragments 
- we are not in the possession of his other and numerous works, so we 
can pass judgement about his philosophical erudition only on the ba­
sis of his extant work. But the Ad Autolycum is obviously a rich source 
of information about the main concerns of Christian apologetics and 
catechesis in Antioch from the end of the second century. 

45 N. ZEEGERS, Les trois cultures de Théophile d'Antioche ... , 135-138. 
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