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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 well, who are named in connection
with philosophical 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 history of Greek phi-
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 which - in Theophilus’ mind -~ particularly illustrate the
inconsistent behaviour of the Hellenes. 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

“Qote doVpEmVEg EoTIV 1 Yvdun Kotd Todg PrAocdépovg Kol
GUYYPAGETG.
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Tobtwv 3¢ Tadta dnognvauéveov edpioKeTol 6 oTThg “ONnpog
€tépo brobéoel elodywv Yévestv od pévov k6opov GAAS Kol BE®V.!

“The opinions of philosophers are inconsistent with those of other
writers. For while the former authors made these statements, weé find
that the poet Homer relies on a different assumption when he intro-
duces the origin not only of the world but also of the gods.” (Ad Auto-
lycum 1 5)

Already Robert M. Grant made the observation that Theophilus —
like Tatian, who also comes from Syria — claims 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 (86&aL) of philosophers were
used in Greco-Roman schools of rhetoric.?

Pre-Platonic philosophers

Ti y&p xol GAnBEg eipfikoouy;

"H 1l ogéAncov Evpunidnv kol ZopokAiéa kol Todg AOLmovg
Tporydioypdpovg ai Tpory@dion, [...] 1 Mubaydpav Td ddvta kol
‘HpaxAéovg othida, [...] f] Eunedoxiéo 10 diddokerv dbedrnra, 1
Toxpdtny TO OuvoeELY TOV kOva kal Tov yfjva kol Tiv TAdtovov
kol TOV KepouvwBEvTo ACKATILOV Kol T dopévio & EMEKOAET-
to; IIpog i 8¢ kol €k@v dnéBvnoxev, Tivo kol 67oToV HoTOV
petd Bdvatov anoAofelv eAnilwv;

“What truth did they speak? Or what did their tragedies avail for
Euripides and Sophocles and the other tragic poets [...]? Or the shrines
and the pillars of Heracles for Pythagoras? [...] or the teaching of athe-
ism 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

N S N

1 The Greek text is taken from MIROSLAV MARCOVICH (ed.), Theophili Antiocheni’
Ad Autolycum (Patristische 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 HERr-
MANNUS DieLs, Doxographi Graeci, Berlin, 1879.

3 ‘R. M. GrANT, Early Christianity and pre-S'ocraﬁcth'losaphy, in Ip., After the New
Testament, Philadelphia, 1967, 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)

B®eovg Yap @ricavteg eTvol TAALY €ig 008EV avTovg TyRoovTo.
Ot pév yap g€ dtéuov oabdtodg Epuoay cVVESTAVOL i oD XMPETV
glg dTépovg, kal undev nAeTov GvBpdnwv dovachat Tovg Beotg
pacw. IIAdtav 3¢, Beodg eindv eTvar, HALKOVE adTovg BodAeTon
cvviotav. ITvubaydpog &€, Tocolta pLoyBNncog Tepl Bedv Kol TTV
Gvew kxdto mopeiay monoduevog, Eoyxatov opiler @dowv (Gidiov)
kol adtopatiopdv etval enow tdv ndviav Beode (T &vBpdTwY
undev gpovtilewv.

“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: Epicurus]; the gods do not
take thought for men [ibid., 572,6: Epicurus].” (Ill 7)

Ti & ovyl xai Kpitiog xoi Ipwtaydpog 6 ABSnpitng Aéyov:
“Eite dp’ elolv Oeol, o0 dbvapon nepl adtidv Aéyerv, otte 6motol
giotv dnABoOL | TOAAY Yap €TV T KWADOVTA UE”;

“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’ [cf. Sext.
Emp. Adv. Mat. ix. 56]2” (111 7)*

IMatwv 8, 6 Tocavta eindv nepl povopyiog Beod kol Yoyhg
avBpdov, PAokwV dbGvatov eTval TV Yoy, ovk adtdg Tote-
pov evpicketon évovtio EqvT® AEydv, TG HEV YUXAG HETEP-
xeoBon eig £tépovg GvBpdTovg, €viwv 88 kol eig HAoya (Do
YOPETV (BEAwV); TIdg oD Sevdv kol GBépLToV déypo odToV TOTg
Y& vovv Exovowv. poviicetal, Tva 6 mote &vBpwmnog TAALY EcTon
Adxog 1 xbwv i Gvog | EALo TL GAoyov kTiivog; Tobtw dkéAovba

4 Sext. Emp. Adv. Mat. is the abbreviation for SexTUs EMPIRICUS, Adversus ma-
thematicos. ’
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kol TTvBoydpag evploketar GAvOPDV, TTpdg T@ kol TPGvoLV €k-
KOmTELY.

“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 immortal, 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 animal? Pythagoras also spoke nonsense
which agrees with Plato, in addition to rejecting providence [Diels,
Dox. 589, 7: Epicurus].” (IIL 7)

Tivi 0dv adTDV MoTEOCWUEY, PIAHLOVL T KOUKD, AéyovTl
Ot yop Bedv oéBov'l:sg EAT{dog xaddg
exoucsw eig cwtnpiov,
i ou; npompnmusv Eunpspco xoi ‘Emikotpw kol Hueayopa xai
'cmg ?uommg dpvovpévolg elvor 6GeocéPerorv kol Tpévolo
dvortpoloty;
“Which of them, then, shall we believe [cf. I. 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?” (111 7)°

Ovde (unv) ayévnrog 0 x6opog €0Tiv KOl ODTONATICHOG THV
névTv, kobhs ITubarydpoag kol ol Aourol TEPAVOPTIKACLY, GAAL
pgv odv yevntog kol mpovoiq StotkeTton H1d ToD ToricovTog T
&Vt 0e0D (*) K{aYA({@S) 0 TAg Ypdvog kol Td ETn SelkvvTon Tolg
BovAouévoig neibecBon T dAnGeic.

“The world is not uncreated nor is there spontaneous production of
every‘t}ung, as Pythagoras and the others have babbled [iii. 7]; instead,
the world is created and is providentially governed by the God who
made everything [iii. 9].” (I 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 (ITvBary6pog) of Samos, who was born ¢. 570 BC. He emi-
grated to Croton, which is in southern Italy. 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 modern handbook. In Italy “he founded a religious so-
ciety (...). Membership of the society entailed self-discipline, silence,
and the observance of various taboos, especially against eating flesh
and beans. Pythagoras taught the doctrine of metempsychosis, or the
cycle of reincarnation, 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 religious 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 BC.”*

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

Empedocles (EunedokAT) of Acragas (Agrigentum in Sicily) was
born c. 493. He “attained a remarkable personal and religious impor-
tance, being a poet, orator, scientist, statesman, miracle 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 elements, 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 cycle 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.”” He died c. 433. Theophilus mentions him as an atheist.

Protagoras (IIpoToryépag) of Abdera was born ¢. 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 [...]. 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.”® He died c. 420 BC.

Socrates (Zwkpd&Tng) was born c. 470. He ,represented the turning-
point in Greek philosophy, at which the self-critical reflection on the
nature of our concepts and our reasoning emerged as a major concern,
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 formal school. (...) All the Greek schools of philosophy
conceived of themselves as owing much to Socrates, except for the
Epicureans who disliked him intensely, calling him ‘the Athenian buf-
foon’.”® 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. 450420 BC) was an atomist. His name is
not mentioned by Theophilus. “Little is known of the life of Leucippus,
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 attributed 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.”

Democritus of Abdera (c. 460-c. 370 BC) was also an atomist. He is
not mentioned by name, either. “He 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 experience; 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.
Perception 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 Democritus 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...”"

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 futile; his great
labours over the gods, his definition of their nature did not result in
anything; his statements that everything was produced spontaneously
or that gods do not take thought for men cannot be proved; his opinion
that souls pass into other men and, in some cases, into irrational ani-
mals is nonsense; his rejection of providence is in contradiction with
other Hellenic authors, just like his denial of the existence of religion;
it cannot be accepted, either, that the world is uncreated and every-
thing is produced spontaneously. Theophilus rejects Empedocles 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 concern of
the gods for men”*2

Plato

IMAGrwv 8¢ kal ol Thg aipéoemg avToD BedV PEV OULOAOYODOLY
dyévntov kol mortépo kol motnTiy t@v 6Awv elvon elto droti-
fevtan Topd Bedv dyévnmov kol ATV &yévritov kol todTny gociv
cvvnkpakévol T 0e®. El 8 Bedg ayévnrog kol VAN dyévrtog,
o0k ETl 6 Bedg ToLnTNG TV AV E0Tiv Katd Todg [TAoTwViKoiG,
obde piv povopyia 8eod delkvutor, Goov To kot adtovg. “ETl 68
kol domnep 6 Bede, dyévrtog v, kal dvoddolwtdg EoTiv, oitac,
el xol 1| YAn &yévnrog Ay, xol dvoAlointog kol ioéBeog Hv- To
YOp YEVNTOV TPEMTOV Kol GAAOI®OTEV, TO OE dyévntov GTPENTOV
kol GvoAAolwTov.

“Plato and his followers acknowledge that God is uncreated, the
Father and Maker of the universe; next they assume 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 [cf. Diels,
Dox. 567, 13; 588, 1718.] But if God is uncreated and matter is uncre-
ated, then according to the Platonists God is not the Maker of the uni-
verse, and as far as they are concerned 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 God; for what is created is changeable and mutable, while the un-
created is unchangeable and immutable.” (II 4)

Ti 8 deéAncev IMAdtwva 1 xat odTov nmadeic, 1 Tovg Aot-
ToVg PLA0GGPOVG Ta | dbypota adT@V (Tva un Tov dplopudv odtidv
KoTOAEY®, TOAADV Gvtwv); Tobta &€ Qapev eig TO EmSeTEOL THV
OVOQEAT] Kol dBeov Sidvoloy odTDV.

“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.” (III 2)

Beotg Yop @ficoavteg eTvon TEALY eig 0088V adTodg fyficavTo.
Ol pev yop &£ atépmv odTovg Epacov cuvesTaval i’ od YWPETV
elg dtépovg, kol pndev mAETov dvepdnwv dGvacOor Todg Beodg
aowy. [TAGtwv 8, Beodg eindv eTvar, YAKoVg adtodg BodAeton
GVVIOTOV.

“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.” (III 7)

M\dtwv 8¢, 6 Toocovta eindv nmepl povopyiog B0V kol YuYTg
GvBpdmov, pdokwv dbdvaTov eTvor THv ywoxfy, ook ovtdg BTe-
pov ebpioketon évovtio Eavt® AEymv, TOG MEV WUXOG METEPYEC-
Bon eig ETépovg GvBpdmovg, evimv 88 kol eig dAoya (Do ywpeTv
(BEA@V); I10G 0¥ detvov xal abéuitov d6yuo odrtod Totlg Ye vobv
gxovov goaviioeton, Tvo 6 mote GvBpwmog TéAV Eoton Avkog f
xbov fj 6vog 1| Ao TL HAoyov xthivog; Toht dxéAovbo kol

" TTvBorydpag evploketor PALOPDYV, Tpdg TA Kol mpdvoloy EKKOTTELY.

“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 immortal, later
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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 animal? Pythagoras also spoke nonsense
which agrees with Plato, in addition to rejecting providence [Diels,
Dox. 589, 7: Epicurus].” (IIl 7)

IMatov 88, 6 doxdv EAAvav copdtepog yeyevijobou, eig
ndonv eAvapiav gxdpnoev. ‘Ev yop talg IToAtteiong adtod &m-
Ypopopévalg prtdg keTton Aéyovrog “(TIRG), €1 ye E)UeV(EV) TAde
obtwg (Tov) Thvta xpévov @G VOV SlakooueTTOl, Kouvov &v
ebploxeté mote (ki) 0TI0VV; ToBTo GTL pév popldkig popio Etn
SeAavBarvev dpa. Todg Téte: iAo § &g’ oD yéyovev 1 dig TocoBTO
gtn, 1O p&v &nmd AoddAov KaTapovii Yéyovev, Td 8¢ 4o "Oppéng,
0 € &mo ITadopndovs.” Kal tobto eindv yeyeviiobor, To PEV
poptdxig popla €t &no KatokAvopot Eng Aoaddlov dnrot. Koi
TOAAS pricog mepl moAewV (kol) KATOKIOP®V Kol OIKTiCEQV Kol
E0VRV, OpoAoYET eikaoud Todto elpnkéval: Aéyet ydp: “Ei yodv,
® Efve, Tic HUTV OmOoymTon 6edc @¢, OV EMYEIPHOMUEV (TO
debtepov) T Thg vopobeciog okéyel, TV ViV eipnuévev (Ay-
wvob yelpoug 008 EAGTTOVG dcovOOUEd, paxpdv &v EABoylt
Eywye).” Afjlov 6T eikacu® (tavto) Epr el 8¢ eikaou®d, obk dpa.
GAN6T | éoTLv TA VT ahTOV eipnuéva.

AeT oy paAdov padnTiv yevéoBal thg vopobecsiog ToD 6e0?,
xoBdg kol odTdg OHOASYNKEV GAAwg uf dOvacBor TO dxpec
poBeTV, £Gv pf 0 6e0g S18GEN S1& ToT vépov.

“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. iii. 677 c—d]: ‘If these things had remained for all
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 [cf. Leg. iii. 677 a] to
the time of Daedalus. 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. iii. 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 himself admitted when he said that accurate learning cannot be
obtained unless God teaches it through the law [Meno 99 e].” (11 16-17)

ATV Yap, GO TPOEPKOUEV, SNADCOS KATAKAVCHOV YEYEV-
fioBou, Epn pf mdong Thg Yhg, dAAL T@V mediwv puévov yeyev-
fioBou, xal Todg Sapuydvag Enl To1g VYNAOTATOLG GpESTLY 0hTOG
(uévovg) drocec®oBo.

“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, iii. 677 a—b].” (III 18)

Plato (TTA&t®V) was born c. 429 “in Athens of an aristocratic family.
(...) After the death of Socrates in 399, he travelled extensively. (...) On
return 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. They are
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. [...] In the middle dialogues, concern switches to
the philosophical underpinnings of this notion of a form, possibly in
response to pressure on Plato to justify the dialectical 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 middle dialogues that defend the doctrines commonly
thought of as Platonism, and the positive doctrines 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 (no2sis) 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 ideal 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.””® He died in 348/47 BC.

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 (f] Kot ayTOV
nodeia) 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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Unfortunately and surprisingly, the influence of Platonism on Theo-
philus has drawn little attention in modern scholarship so far.

Diogenes of Sinope

T{ yop kol GANGEg elprikaoty;

"H 1l deéinocoav Edpunidnv xal ZogokAéa kol Todg Aoumovg
TPAYOBLOYPAPOG

ol tporywdion, [...] 7 Atoyévny 1 xvvikfy ¢riocopia,

“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 Diogenes?” (III 2)

Antisthenes, the teacher of Diogenes is not named by Theophilus.
Antisthenes was born 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 a rather hearty penchant for those
states of self-sufficiency that are the result of effort and exertion. He is
cited by Aristotle as having held a theory of language according to
which there is no such thing as contradiction or definition.”*

Diogenes (AIO'yévng) of Sinope was born c. 404. “The founder of the
Cynics, Diogenes lived in Athens and perhaps Corinth. He may have

14 J. H. WASZINK in his article on the influence of Platonism mentions him on-
ly in connection with the so-called theory of loan: Einfluf$ des Platonismus im
frithern Christentum, in C. ZINTZEN (ed.), Der Mittelplatonismus, Darmstadt,
1981, 413448 [=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. MEQE-
RING did not find a work of any significance about the topic, so he does not
treat him in his Zehn Jahre Forschung zum Thema Platonismus und Kirchen-
viter in ID., God Being History. Studies in Patristic Philosophy, Amsterdam-—
Oxford-New York, 1975, 303-320. He does write about the research on
Justin, Tatian, and Athenagoras. Theophilus is not mentioned by MEJERING
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 self-sufficiency, but more one of
self-mastery born of a healthy contempt for one’s own pleasures and
pains, and especially born of impatience with the conventions and
hierarchies of a presumably corrupt society.”*® He died in 323 BC.

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

The teaching of the Stoa

Kofdamep yop yoyn &v &vBpdne od PBAEmetol, &dpatog oloa
avepdmnolg, S1d 8 TTg xvficemg Toh odpoTog voeTTol [T yoxhl,
obtwg Exor &v kol (t0) TOV Bedv uf ddvocBor opabTivor VIO
OQBOANDY &vBpTivey, & 68 Thig Tpovolag kol TV Epywv abToD
BAEnecOal xal voeToBal. “Ov Tpdnov yap kol TAOTOV BEACAUEVEG
TG &v BaAdooT KATNPTICHEVOV KO TPEYXOV KOl KOTEPXOHEVOV Eig
Apéva dfidov Gl fyyficetan eTval &v adtd kuBepvATny TOV Kv-
Bepv@dvia adtd, otwg 3T voeTy eTvar TOV B0V KUBEPVHTNY TV
GAwv, el xal od Bewpetiton 6QBUALOTE capkivolg S1d T0 oDTOV
aydpnrov eTvor.

Eil yop @ MAle, edayiote 6vto crtouxein, od dbvatol &vBpw-
nog dtevican S Tiv LnepPdAiovoay Bépuny xal ddvapty, nidg
obyl paAAov T ToD Beo® 36ET, dvekppdoty olon, &vepwmog Bv-
ntog od Jbvatar dvrwnficoy “Ov Tpémov Yap podc, Exovoo
QAowv TOV TepEyovta adthiv, Evdov Exer povig kal Ofkog
MOAAGG, Staxoplopévag d duévav, kol ToAAoDg kékkovg [ExeL],
ToVG &V aDTY] KaTolkovvTag, o¥twg 1) moloa kTiolg nepléyeton VIO
TvedpoTog B0V, Kol TO MVEDH TO MEPLEXOV OOV Th) KTioEL Tep-
1ExeTar dd xepdg Beod Homep 0BV 6 kbkKog TG podg Eviov K-
TOK®V 0ob dbvator Opdv T EEw ToU Aénovg, avtdg @V Evdov,
obtwg 0bdE &vBpwmog eunepleybuevog petd ndong Thg xTioemg
Vo YEWPIG BE0D 0D dOvaTon BEWPETV TOV BEOV.

Eita Bacwdedg pév émiyelog miotadetar elvor, xoizmep Wiy
noow PAenduevog, Sl 8 vopwv datdEemv adtoV kol eEovoidv

16 BLACKBURN, 106-107.
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xol Svvdpewv kol elkévov voeltor Tov 8 Bedv ob BodAel v
voeToBon did Epywv kal dvvapewv;

“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 a mortal 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 surrounded
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 itself inside, so man,
who with the whole creation is enclosed by the hand of God, cannot
see God.

A king on earth is believed to exist even if he is not seen by all; 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?” (I 5)

“Eviol pEv Thg Ztodg dpvotvtor | kol o €& SAov Bedv {(Bipbop-
tov) elvan, %, €l kol Eotwv, undevég eaoctv gpovtilev Tov Bedv
AV €00T0V* Kol TobTo PEV TavTeA®g Emikodpov kol Xpuoin-
nov N Gvown dneprjvato. “Etepol 8 OOV QDTOHATIOHOV TRV
n&vtwv. eTval, Kol TV kéopov dyévrtov kol @dotv (G)iday: kol
0 cOvolov mpbvolay pfy eTvarl BeoD &TéAuncay EEELETY, JAAY
Bedv eTvar puévov gaciv iy &kdotov cuveidnotv. “AAdol & od
10 31" 6A0V KeXWPNKOG TveEDHa BedV doypotilovotv.

“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. Others say
that everything happens spontaneously, that the universe is uncreated
and that nature is eternal; 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 [cf. [Menander], Monostichoi 81 and 107 Jaekel]. Others, on the
contrary, hold that the spirit extended through everything is God [SVF
ii. 1033].” (1 4V

The first representatives of Stoicism, Zeno and Cleanthes are not
named by Theophilus, only their follower, Chrysippus is. Zeno of Ci-
tium (ZAijvav 6 Kitiedc) (c. 334262) “was a Phoenician born on Cyp-
rus, originally a pupil of Crates the Cynic. He turned to Socratic philo-
sophy, and gradually evolved the unified metaphysics, epistemology,
and ethics that make up the Stoical system.”"® 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 usually been ac-
corded a relatively minor position. However, his Hymn to Zeus con-
tains an elaboration of Stoic physics, explaining the flux in terms of a
principle of ‘tension’ (toros) 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.”’

Chrysippus (XpOo1mmog) of Soli c. 280-207 BC was “the third lead-
ing Stoic after Cleanthes, and possibly the most productive philoso-
pher of all 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 (...) He also held a cognitive theory of the emotions, which he
thought consisted in judgements of the value of things.”® 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 himself.
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. =
The notion that God contains the universe is also Stoic. Chrysippus -
unlike Cleanthes — taught that the cosmic TjyeHovikév was in the
6167}p, which means that it is surrounded by it.2 McVey thinks that —
if we want to emphasize his eclecticism — Theophilus seems to be closer
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.”?

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.
Grant®, he regards as Stoic elements the use of divine attributes, and

21 K. MCVEYy, The use of Stoic Cosmogony in Theophilus of Antioch’s Hexaemeron,
in M. S. BURROW-P. ROREM (eds.), Biblical Hermeneutics in Historical Per-
spective. Studies in honor of Karlfried Froehlich on his sixtieth bzrthday, 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-WILKEN, R. L. (eds.), Early Christian Literature and the Clas-
sical Intellectual Tradition. In honorem R. M. Grant (Théologie historique, 54),
Paris, 1973, 75-86.

23 R. M. GRrANT, 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 Adyog &vdidBetog and Adyog
npo@optkdg also come from Stoicism.” He thinks that in Theophilus’
mind the Adyog 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.?

Epicurus

“Eviol pgv Tiig Ztodg dpvotvtal | kol To &€ GAlov Bedv (GipBop-
Tov) eTval, f, el xal Eoty, undevég eaoty @povtilewv Tov Bedv
ATV €00TOV Kol TodTo pEv TovieAd®dg Emkodpov kod Xpuoin-
7oL 1 dvola AGREPTVAITO.

“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.” (I 4)

T{ yap xai GANOeEg eipfikaotv;

"H i deéinocov Edpunidnv xal TogokAéa kol Todg AoLmovg
Tpoywdioypdpovg ai tporywdion, [...] § ‘Enikovpov 0 doypatilewv
un etvan mpévolav [...1;

“What truth did they speak? Or what did their tragedies avail for
Euripides and Sophocles and the other tragic poets [...]? or the dog-
matic demal of providence for Epicurus?” (Il 2)

Tivi 0BV adtdv motedcopey, PAduovt T@ KoWKD, AéyovTy
Ol yap 6edv céfovreg EAnidog kaAdg
gxovowv eig cwtnpioy,
| olg mpoeiprixapev Edmuépe kol Emkodpm kol IMoboyope kod
T0Tlg AownoTlg dpvovpévolg eTvon BeocéPelov kol mpdvoloy Agvor-
podouy;
“Which of them, then, shall we believe [cf. 1. 8]? Philemon the comic
poet, who says [fr. 181 Kock]:

25 See also M. MUHL, Der Adyog €vdi1dBetog und npogopikéc von der dlteren Stoa
bis zur Synode von Sirmium 351, in Archiv fiir Begriffsgeschichte 7, Bonn, 1962,
7-56.

26 D.S. WaLLACE-HADRILL, Christian Antioch, Cambridge, 1982, 103.



JUDGING PHILOSOPHERS 203

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?” (1 7)

Epicurus (Enikovpog) (341-270 BC) “was born on the island of Sa-
mos, but moved to. Athens in 307/6 BC, where he established a se-
cluded 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 followed the atomistic metaphysics of
Leucippus and Democritus, in particular 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-
cern 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 philosophy is, however, to enable us to live well,
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 indefinite 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.””

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. Theophi-
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 (written between
169 and 176) also strongly condemns the Atomists, including the Epi-
cureans.”

Later Academy

“H ovk oidog 6T andviaov npoyudtov i nioTig mpomnyeTTon;
Tig yop ddvorzar Beploon yewpyde, Exv un np@dTov TLSTEVCT) TO
onépua T yh; “H tig (mAéwv) dOvaton Samepdoor Tiv 8dAacoay,
gav WN TpdTOV €0TOV MoTEVOT) T® Aol kol T® xvPepviTn;
Tig 88 kduvev dOvaton Bepamevdijvar, &dv Ut TpOTOV EXVTOV
MoTEVST) T@ lotp®; olov 88 téxvnv 1) émothiuny ddvatal Tig
HOBETY, €&V [T} Tp@TOV EMBM EVTOV Kol ToTEDOT) TW SSacKAAW;

“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 himself to the ship and the pi-
lot? What sick man can be cured unless he first entrusts himself to the
physician? What art or science can anyone learn unless he first delivers
and entrusts himself to the teacher?” (I 8)

‘Ondoa 88 KArtduayog 0 Axodnuaikog nmepl dbedtntog elom-
yficato (€M).

“Furthermore, Clitomachus the Academic philosopher introduced
many arguments for atheism.” (I 7)

Carneades (Kapveddnc) was born in Cyrene c. 214. “The most pro-
minent member of the later Academy after Arcesilaus. Carneades was
a distinguished sceptic (...) His philosophical originality lay in admit-
ting a concept of the plausible (to pithanon), perhaps better thought of

28 Cf. T. TIELEMAN, Galen and Genesis, in G. H. vaAN KOOTEN (ed.), The Creation
of Heaven and Earth. Re-interpretations of Genesis 1in the context of Judaism, an-
cient philosophy, Christianity, and modern physics, Leiden-Boston, 2005, 125-
145, 129.
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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 reasoning that, in spite of scepticism, remains a suitable
basis for action. (...) Carneades voiced a robust rejection of natural
theology...”? He died in 129 BC.

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 follow probability in voyaging, sowing
a crop, marrying and begetting children. Xenophon points out that
people usually follow those who are the best: a doctor, a pilot or a
farmer. Origen is using the same analogies for faith: sailing, etc.®
Gébor 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.*! 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.”*

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 well as to the
others. Just so, in Theophilus’ third book he plays materials in such ca-
tegories against one another.”® 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 followers
of Epicurus.

Clitomachus (KAE1Topoix0c) is the latest philosopher whom Theo-
philus mentions by name. He was born in Carthage in 187 BC. He was
a disciple of Carneades. He became the head of the New Academy in
126 BC. He died in Athens in 109 BC.

29 BLACKBURN, 55-56.

30 R. M. GraNT, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, Philadelphia, 1988, 151.

31 KENDEFFY G., Az egyhdzatydk és a szkepticizmus, Budapest, 1999, 44-45. See al-
so his introduction to the anthology containing the texts of Cicero and
Sextus Empiricus: Antik szkepticizmus. Cicero- és Sextus Empiricus-szovegek,
Budapest, 1998, 7-69.

32 R. M. GRANT, Greek Apologists, 151.

33 Ibidem, 152.
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Theophilus accuses him of introducing many arguments for athe-
ism. Actually, Epicurus and the Stoics also advocate atheism, the most
dangerous 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 encourage
these hideous 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 a rather comprehensive over-
view about the doctrines of Greek philosophers until Clitomachus,
who died almost 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 included 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 lamblicus 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.* The Hortensius was
read by Augustine. It exerted a deep influence on him, helping him 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 BC. 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. YOUuNG, 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 concerning God

Kol Ti pot 16 Aowmov o ATB0g TV ToodTtV dVopocldV kol
YEVEQAOYLDV KaTaAEYELY; “Qote KaTd TavTa Tpémov eunailovron
ol cvuYYpageTe mavteg kol mowntol kol grAdocopol AeySuevol, ETL
uiiv ko ol mpocéyovreg | abTotg. MbBovg yop ndAAov kol popiog
ovvétafov nepl TV Kot adTovg BEDV: 01 Ydp AnédElEaV 0rvToVg
Beodg, GAAL GvBpdTovg, 00g HEV PEBVCOVG, ETEPOVG TTOPVOLG Kol
(POVETG...

“Etepor & od elmov mpévorav elvar, kol (GAAOL) T& TODTWV
déypato dvédvoov. [...]

TIATv kol TANBOV (BE®dV) elofiyaryov f xal povopyiov elmov, kol
npévolav eTvon ToTg Aéyovoy dmpovonciov Tavavtio eipfikooty.

“Why should I continue to list the multitude of such names and ge-
nealogies? All the historians and poets and so-called philosophers are
deceived in every respect, and so are those who pay attention to them.
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 murderers. (...)

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

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

KoBiGg &V ToTg Endva | EdnAdoauey, € adtdv @V icTopldv BV
ovvéypoyay onedelopev. Al 88 eixéveg adT®V T0 K0d Tuéparv
€mg 1oV deVpo ExTvNOVVTON, EISwAQ, Epyar yelpdv avEpdniwv. Kai
TovTolg LEv Aatpedel TO TATBoG TAV potaimv Gvepdnwv, ToV 88
7oLtV Kol dnpovpydv Tdv GAmv kol tpopéa TdoTg TTvoTig dbe-
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ToDowY, meldduevol déypaoty patoafolg Sid TAGVNG ToTpomopPaSo-
70V (Kol) YVOUNG ACVVETOV.

“We 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 clear above [1. 9; 1. 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.” (I 34)

Beotg Yop QAcavteg eTvon mEAY €ig 0088V adtovg fyfioavto.
Ol pev yap &€ dtépwv avtoig Epacay cuvesTdvor 18 ol YWPETV
elg dtduovg, kol pundév mAETov GvBpdnwv dOvacal Todg 8eohg
pactv. [I&twv &€, Beods elndv eTvor, YAKodg adTodg BodAeton
coviotav. [TvBayépog &€, tocobTa poybnioag nepl Oedv kol Thv
Gve k&tw mopeioy monodyevog, Eoyatov opilel @dov (Gidlov)
kol ovtopaticudv etval gnow Tdv ndviev Beods {t') dvBpdnmV
unde epovtilev.

“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., 589,910: Epicurus]; the gods do not
take thought for men [ibid., 572,6: Epicurus].” (I 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 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 him. (...) Theophilus insists on the tran-
scendence of God and points out that all of God’s ‘appellations” refer
to his characteristics, 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 biblical 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 him. For he is the in-
structor of the pious and father of the just, but judge and punisher of
the impious.” Here he is on firm Stoic ground, at least: Plutarch notes
that in the Stoic view ‘God punishes evil and does much to punish
wicked men.””%

Their mistakes about the origin of the universe

AAAG kol 7mepl Thg xoopoyoviog Gotpgmva dAAHAo kol
@ovA0 EEeTTov. TIpdTov pEv 6TL TivEg dyévnytov 1OV KOCLOV OTe-
ofjvovto, ko Kol EunpocBey EdnAdoopey, kKol ol pev dyévrtov
adtov koi (G)idlov @dowv pdokovteg ovk dxélovba eTmov ToTg
YEVTITOV ardTov doypaticasty. Eikaoud yop tobto Kol aveporivy
évvola e@BéyEavto, kol 0D kaTd GATBELOV.

“Moreover, they made inconsistent 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 [1. 4]; and those
who said that it was uncreated and that nature is eternal disagreed

36 R. M. GraNT, 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 into existence. They made these state-
ments by conjecture and by human thought, not in accordance with the
truth.” (IL 8)

Thg pév odv &Eanuépov ovdelg dvBpdnmv duvatdg kot GEiav
iy gEfynowy kal iy olkovopiov ooy gEenely, obdE el poplo
otépota Exol kai poplog yAdooag. AAA obde el poplolg Etecty
Bidoel Tig EMINUAY &v T®de T Plw, 0ddE obtwg Eoton ikorvog
npoc ToTe dElwg T elneTY, S 70 VrepBdAlov uéyeBog kol TOV
nAobTov T copiog ToT Beod, Tiig oliong &v TardTn 1) MpoyeypPoL-
pévn EEampépo.

[ToAAol p&v oBv T®V cuYYpapE®V (TTV YpapiV) uuicovto Kol
neéANcav mepl TovTwV Sifynoly notficactol, (GAA ndvvdtnoov)
kaitor Aafdvteg EviedBev Tdg dpoppds (fitol epl kéopov kpicemg
i mepl @pdoewg dvBpdnov), kail ovdE To TLYOV Evavoua SEWGY Tu
Thig dAneelog EeTmov.

“No man can adequately set forth the whole exegesis and plan of the
Hexaémeros (six days’ work), even if he were to have ten thousand
mouths and ten thousand tongues. Not even 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 Hexaémeros 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 of even the slightest measure of the
truth in their writings.” (II 12)

Tetdptn Tuépe &yévovto ol Qwotiipes. 'Enedt) 6 6edg mpoy-
VOGTNG BV IOToTo TaG PAVApilag TAV pataimv erAocserv, Tt
fiueAlov Aéyerv ano T@dv otouyeiov etvor o énl Thg YN udpe-
va, Tpdg TO dPETETY TOV GGV TV oDV TO dAnBeg SeryOT, mpoye-
VEoTEPO, YEYOVEV TA QUTO Kol TO oTNéppoTa TV oTolxelov: Td
Yap petoyevéotepa ob dOvoton TOETY TA DTV TPOYEVEGTEPC.
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“On the fourth day the luminaries came 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.” (Il 15)

Theophilus may have been relying on a doxographical 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 rely on the
Monostichoi (‘one-liners’) ascribed to Menander. The idea that each per-
son’s conscience is God appears in the Monostichoi.”*

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

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 teachings 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 articulate an un-
derstanding of creation that would have been quite alien to the Greek
intellectual tradition.”®

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

(Already quoted partially)

Beodg Ydp @icovteg elval ALY gig 008EV ardTodg TyioovTo.
Ot pgv yap &€ dtépwv ovTovg Epacay cuvestdvor 18 ad YpeTv
elg dtépovg, kol pndev mAETov &vepdnwv ddvacBor Todg Beodg
poaow. IIdtwv 8, Beovg eindv elvar, YAKoUg abtodg PBodAetan
cvviotav. ITvBaydpag &€, Tocobto woybricag nepl Be@v kol THyv
Gve xdtw mopeiov moncdpevog, Eoyatov opllel edotv (Gidiav)
kol adTopaTiopudv elval gnowy TV Tdviev Beoig (T) dvepdrmv
unde opovtiferv. ‘Ondoa 8¢ KArtdpoyog 0 Axkoadnuoikog mepl
&Bedtnog elonyficoto (EM).

T{ & oyl kol Kpitlog kol Ipwrtoydpag 6 ABdnpltng Aéywv:
LEiTte dp elolv Beoi, 00 dOvapan ntepl odTt@dv Aéyery, oite omotol
gloty dnAddocor | TOAAL Yap 0Ty Td KWADOVTE Le”; Ta 8¢ mepl
Ednpépov to0 dBemTdtov TEPLOcOV TV Kol A&Yely: TTOAAL Yap
nepl Be@V ToApficog PeéyEacBon EoyaTov kol To EEGAov Ut eTvarn
Beodg, GAAL TO TAVTO AOTOROTIOH® droiketobon PodAetan. [...]

‘Ondooa e kol EAAoL kol oxed6v ye ol TtAeiovg e1nov mepi 6e0D
kol mpovolag, opdv Eotiv midg dvakéiovBo dAANAoLg Epacay- ol
HEV yap TO €EGAov 6edv kol mpévolay elvon dveTAov, ol & aod
ovvéotnoov 6edv kol mévta npovoig StokeToBol MHOASYNoOV.
[...]

Xp1y 0DV (TOV cVVETOV) POcEYELY Kol VOETV Td AEYGUEVQ, KPL-
Tik@g eEetdlovta T& VO TV PrAocéPrV (kal) TONTAV Kol THV
AO®V elpnuéva.

39 N. J. TorcHIA, Theories of Creation in the Second Century Apologists and their
Middle Platonic Background, in E. A. LIVINGSTONE (ed.), Studia Patristica XXVI,
Leuven, 1993, 192-199, 199.
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“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: Epicurus]; 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” [cf. 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 venturing to make
many statements about the gods he finally denied their existence en-
tirely [ibid., ix. 53: Diagoras], and held that everything is governed by
spontaneity. [...]

And whatever the others, though practically a majority, said about
God and providence, it is easy to see how they 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
governed by providence. [...]

One must therefore pay attention and understand what is said, crit-
ically examining the remarks of philosophers and of poets as well.” (Il 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 observes® — in popular philosophy these
differences were not so much accentuated (e.g. Seneca likes 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)

T{ yop kol aAngeg aiprikacty;

"H i rbcpé?mcocv Evpunidnv xol TogokAéa kol 'cm‘)g Aoumovg
Tporydioypdpoug ol 'tpoc'yco&ou [...17% Hueocyopocv T &dvto kol
‘HpaxAéoug cvm?»oa i Atoyevnv n m)vucn pLrocopia, n
"Enixovpov 10 Soypatilewv pf eTvon mpévowav, fi EunedoxAéa 6
Siddoxkewv dBedtnTo, T Twkpdtnv TO OUvOEV TOV KOVa Kol TOV
¥iva kol TV TAGTOHVOV Kol TOV KepouveBévta AcKATTIOV Kol
T donpdvia & enekoAelto; IIpog i 88 xal Exdv anébvnokev, Ti-
vo kol 0noTov otV Uetd Bdvatov dnoAafelv eAnifov; T 8¢
apéAnoev IMAdtwvo N kot adTdv modeio, 1 Todg Aowmotg ¢LAo-
obpovug T | déypato avT®v (Tva pr Tov Gplepdv odTidV KoTo-
Aéyw, TOAADV Gviwv); Tavta 68 gopev €ig 10 EMBETE TV
AVOPEAT] kol dBeov Sidvolay oDT@V.

“What truth did they speak? Or what did their tragedies avail 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 avail him? What did their doc-
trines avail the other philosophers —not to list the whole number, since
there are so many? We say these things to demonstrate their useless
and godless notions.” (III 2)

The final conclusion that can be drawn from Theophilus’ argumen-
tation is that Hellene philosophy, the most important 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
themselves 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 Hellene philosophers concerning the genesis and the
structure of the cosmos are not coherent at all. There are several basic



JUDGING PHILOSOPHERS 215

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 formed 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. Does
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 nodeio. — 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” (npecBoTepov kpeit-
Tov).*! 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.#

41 See P. PILHOFER, Presbyteron Kreitton. Der Altersbeweis der jiidischen und christ-
lichen Apologeten und seine Vorgeschichte (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen
zum Neuen Testament, 2. Reihe 39), Tiibingen, 1990.

42 Concerning the connection of Greek philosophy and ancient biblical truth
see also the following works: E. R. Dopps, 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, Tiibingen, 1989; G. G. STROUMSA, Philosophy
of the Barbarians. On early Christian ethnological representations, in H. CANCIK
et alii (eds.), Geschichte — Tradition — Reflexion. Festschrift filr Martin Hengel
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After demonstrating the total failure of the Greek naideial, 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 well 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 all 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 well-documented contri-
bution.® Summarizing the characteristics of the presence of profane,
i.e. Hellenic culture in the Ad Autolycum, she refers to previous works
of hers.* She compares Theophilus’ methods of using the works of
pagan philosophers, and his attitude to Hellenic culture with those of
the other apologists. The differences are obvious at first sight. Unlike
Tatian, Athenagoras and Clement 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 II. Griechische und Romische Religion, Tiibingen,
1996, 339-368; J. H. WASZINK, Some Observations on the Appreciation of “The
Philosophy of the Barbarians” in Early Christian Literature, in Mélanges offerts 4
Mademoiselle Christine Mohrmann, Utrecht—-Anvers, 1963, 41-55.

43 N. ZEEGERS, Les trois cultures de Théophile d’Antioche, in B. POUDERON-J. DORE
(eds.), Les apologistes chrétiens et la culture grecque (Théologie Historique 105),
Paris 1998, 135-176.

44 N. ZEEGERS-VANDER VORST, Les citations poétiques chez Théophile d’Antioche, in
Studia Patristica 10 (= TU 107), Berlin, 1970, 168-174; Les citations des poétes
grecs chez les apologistes chrétiens du Ile siécle, Louvain, 1972.
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e.g. providence, divine justice, the fate of the soul 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 Hellenic 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 Hellenic
culture was alien to him. 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 Hellenism and biblical culture. If he happens to find a piece
of truth in the works of the Hellenes, he accuses them of plagiarism.*

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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