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ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with two subjects: principally euhemerism, but also

intertextuality in early Christian literature.
All of the fragments of Thallus, a first or second century A.D. Greek historian,

are dealt with to some extent, and most are re-evaluted to render a summary of our

information on his life and work. His historicized rendering of the mythical Titanomachy,

however, serves as a focus for our investigation of the development of specific subjects
in the Hellenistic tradition of euhemerism.

We trace how the authoritative name of Thallus and some information from his

history was passed from Theophilus of Antioch to Tertullian, and from Tertullian to

Minucius Felix. We also evaluate the manner in which Thallus was used by Tertullian as a

euhemeristic and chronological source.
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General Introduction

Thallus, the fragmentary Greek historian of the first or second century A.D.,
cannot be said to be important: all but a few passages from the history he wrote are lost,
he was responsible for no pivotal changes in the historiography of his time, and we know

of only two people in antiquity who read his work.1 He and his fragments are,

nevertheless, interesting. In this thesis the earliest fragment of Thallus, from Theophilus
of Antioch, which sets the mythical Titanomachy in historical terms, and the derivations
from it in the Latin apologists, Tertullian, Minucius Felix, and Lactantius, are a useful
focus and limitation to an investigation of the euhemerizing tradition of which Thallus was

a part, of intertextuality in the pagan and Christian literature of antiquity, and of the

handling of historical authorities in early Latin Christian writing. Thallus comes relatively
late in the ancient euhemeristic tradition, and so, by observing the influences upon him,
allows us to trace this tradition through most of its development. He is also a not unusual

example of an historian whose name and authority were employed by the Latin Fathers,
and certain general observations can be drawn from his example.

One of the aims of this thesis is to expand our knowledge of Thallus. But we must

remember that there is a real paucity of data with which to work. There is only so much
that we can know of Thallus and his work; our data can take us only so far before we rely

wholly on conjecture, and Thallus' name becomes nothing more than a repository for our

learned fantasies. We shall endeavour not to proceed beyond the probabilities of the

testimonia and fragments, as other authors have done in the past.2 To give our

investigation substance, then, we shall attempt to locate Thallus in a continuity, examining
the sources that may have worked upon him and the manner in which he was received by
later authors. So our present work shall also be a contribution to the study of euhemerism
and of the Church Fathers' use of pagan historical authorities (but a comprehensive

survey of neither). Thallus will remain throughout the controlling focus of this enquiry.
There is a sense in which all research on fragmentary historians in the latter half of

the twentieth century — and probably for some time to come yet — is a response to Felix

Jacoby's monumental work, Die Fragmente dergriechischen Historiker. This is certainly
true of the present work. The Fragmente is an accessible reference work, an exhaustive
1 Diagram 1, p. 222, shows that, with regard to our fragments, only Theophilus and Africanus
knew Thallus directly; all other references to Thallus are derived from these two sources.
2 See below, pp. 17-9, 60, 66-8.
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guide to all of the references to the lost Greek historians, and the best manual when

several fragmentary historians are being discussed (doubtless preferable for easy

consultation to the extensive library of classical and Byzantine literature which would

otherwise be necessary). But there is, of course, something to be gained by reexamining

one of Jacoby's hundreds of authors with a scrutiny which was not possible for him.3

Although Jacoby's commentary treatment of his fragments is most often sound, and

certainly vindicated, as regards Thallus, by our present study, because of the sheer

magnitude of his project he did not have time for close and extensive analysis of each

author. He missed things,4 for instance, fragments whose attribution rests on grounds

other than reference to a certain historian by name, as we shall see in the case of a

possible fragment of Thallus on Saturn in Italy.3 Nor could Jacoby carefully examine the

sources and influences of a fragment (certainly not to the same extent that we shall), and
so show its place in a tradition or continuity. Jacoby's chief concern was to disentangle
the fragments from the works in which they survived and give some idea of what the lost
author wrote, and so he tends to ignore the immediate context of his fragments with its
own argument and intent. But this context can be interesting in its own right, and the

reception of a passage can be as important as its composition, if not more important, in

assessing its place in intellectual history. We do not, then, surpass Jacoby, but proceed

beyond the reasonable and posssible scope of his magisterial work.

Thallus' history is certainly fragmentary; the collected testimonia and fragments
run to just over two pages in Jacoby. Thallus' work is so fragmentary that we cannot

discuss it as we would that of a surviving author or even many other fragmentary ones, in
terms of general outline, overall content, consistent interests, vocabulary, or

historiοgraphic philosophy. We must discuss Thallus' work almost entirely in terms of
context. But this concentration on context rather than content allows — even compels —

us to cast our nets more widely; we may observe the development of traditions and

techniques, and the contributions and perceptions of several authors over a lengthy period
of time, rather than picking apart the composition of a single work. For every fragmentary

3G. Bowersock, "Jacoby's Fragments and Two Greek Historians of Pre-lslamic Arabia," in
Collecting Fragments /Fragmente sammeln, ed. G. Most, (Gottingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht,
1997), 185, does little more than state the obvious when he says that the works from which
Jacoby took his fragments must be read. One cannot pretend to carry out serious research on a
lost historian while working only with the Fragmente.
4 Ibid.
5 See below, pp. 40-53.
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historian the question of context can be addressed on two distinct levels.6 There is firstly

the place of the fragment as a portion of the lost original work in the history of intellectual

endeavour, that is, the literary or historiographic context; at this level we attempt to

explain the material we do have, and to identify sources and influences upon it. Then
there is the context of the work in which the fragments survive (the literal context, if you

will);7 at this level we ask what the fragments really tell us about the lost work, what are

the purposes of the preserving author, and how does the lost author contribute to them.

Knowledge of Thallus is preserved along two lines, one through Theophilus and
the other through Sextus Julius Africanus; the fragments and testimonia of Thallus may be

accordingly divided into two groups.8 The present work, as stated above, will deal with

the Theophilan branch of the stemma. This is not because the Titanomachy fragment and
its derivatives are inherently more important or interesting than the others; they simply

permit us to treat our chosen subjects of euhemerism and the use of historical authorities
in the Latin Fathers. While the two fragments of Thallus from Africanus, on the
Crucifixion and on Persian history, and the testimonium of Eusebius on the organization
of Thallus' work do not constitute that focus, they can give us some idea of Thallus' life
and work. In the first chapter we shall use this evidence to approximately date Thallus and
draw up a rough sketch of his history.

In the same chapter we shall demonstrate that the rest of the fragments in
Africanus' branch of the stemma, from Ps.-Justin's CohortatioadGraecos, Malalas, and

Syncellus, have little or no value as fragments of Thallus, and so are not useful to this

6 G. Schepens, "Jacoby's FGrHist Problems, Methods, Prospects" in Collecting Fragments/
Fragmente sammeln, ed. G. Most, (Gottingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1997), 166-9, outlines
a similarly dipartite method more applicable to authors for whom we have more extensive
fragments. He also considers the key methodological problem in dealing with fragmentary
authors to be one of context, that of the author's own lost work and that of the work in which it
survives. He suggests that the discussion of fragments must involve two "moments", the first of
deconstruction of the 'cover-text' which frees the fragment from the biases of the text in which it
survives, and the second of reconstruction of the lost original context and reinsertion of the
fragment. When practically nothing survives of an author, as in the case of Thallus, this program
is not very useful, particularly the second "moment"; reconstruction on the basis of such scanty
evidence is virtually impossible. (We shall also see that the first "moment" of removal is not
always valid, as when the naming of an historian does not indicate a fragment, but the abuse of
his authority.) I have therefore developed my own method for discussing fragments, which
depends to a greater extent on the external material (and does not simply indicate the vast
blanks which are impossible to fill). Note that there is no correspondence between Schepens
two "moments" and my two "levels of context."
7 Such a context does not, of course, exist for some fragments, such as those found on charred
scrolls and papyri; but this is quite seldom the case, and not at all for Thallus.
8 See Diagram 1, p. 222.
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purpose. It is impossible to set out a list of absolute criteria against which the validity of a

fragment can be judged. The value of a fragment must be determined on a different basis
in each different case, by answering the question: does this reflect the content of the lost

original? Ps.-Justin and the two Byzantine historians use Thallus as nothing more than an

authoritative name to support statements of their own which had nothing to do with
content of Thallus as they knew it. A similar accusation might be leveled against

Tertullian, Minucius Felix, and Lactantius, but the difference lies in the fact that these

Latin writers never cite Thallus for information beyond what they know him to have said.
After we have set out a sketch of Thallus' life and work, we shall proceed to a

commentary on the Titanomachy fragment, concerning ourselves primarily with Thallus'
sources and the development of the elements of his narrative inasmuch as we know them.
In regard to Thallus' Titanomachy fragment the first level of context which we identified
above is that of the euhemeristic tradition. From the Sacred History of Euhemerus itself
down to the end of antiquity, the works of the euhemeristic tradition survive only in

abridged or fragmentary form,9 and so it is perhaps appropriate to study this tradition

through the lens of a fragment. The historicization of the gods of myth is the core idea of

euhemerism, given expression by Euhemerus, and perpetuated by his successors; but this

legacy, like that of other ancient authors, went through various permutations and gathered
about itself different accretions. Thanks to Thallus' late date (perhaps four hundred years

after Euhemerus) we may trace these processes at work on the myths and mythical
characters mentioned by Thallus from their entry into euhemeristic thought almost to the
end of the first phase of the euhemerizing tradition.

After Thallus we know of very few pagan authors writing in this first, Hellenistic

phase of euhemerism, as a mode of mythographic and historiographic discourse. Thallus'

Titanomachy fragment was preserved in the second phase of euhemerism, in which
euhemerism's mythographic aspect was emphasized as an apologetic device by the
Church Fathers attacking pagan religion. Euhemerism reasserted itself in historiographic

methodology in the third phase, when some sort of 'history of the gods' served as a

preamble for Christian world chronicles. (Examples of authors from these three phases of
euhemerism will be found throughout this thesis; Thallus, of course, from the first,
Tertullian and Minucius Felix from the second, and Malalas from the third.)

9 This is not true of the Sibylline Oracles, but it could be argued that they are not part of the
'mainstream' of euhemerism.
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As regards the second level of context, we shall begin by defining the Ad

Autolycum of Theophilus as a context for Thallus' Titanomachy fragment, without

opening up the historical thought of the Greek apologists as a new subject. We shall

distinguish the material taken from Thallus by Theophilus from the inclusions of

Theophilus himself in the passage, identify Theophilus' principal purpose in citing
Thallus, and occasionally offer theories as to why Theophilus included what he did from
Thallus. The immediate context of the Titanomachy fragment, the Ad Autolycum,

therefore, is treated in a largely incidental fashion throughout the commentary, rather than

programmatically and discretely.
Thallus was cited by three Latin Christian writers: Tertullian, Minucius Felix, and

Lactantius, but none of these authors knew Thallus directly. Their knowledge of Thallus
is entirely derived from Theophilus. Thallus was, nevertheless, an authority for them, on

euhemerism and on chronology. The second part of our enquiry, therefore, shall deal
with the route of transmission of Thallus as an authoritative name, and with how he was

used once he had been received.10

It is demonstrable that Tertullian and Minucius Felix both knew of Thallus only

through Theophilus. Both Latin apologists, however, want to give the impression of
immediate knowledge of Thallus, and so they do not refer to Theophilus. This

disingenuousness creates something of a problem:11 we must prove that these citations of

Thallus are indeed derived from Theophilus. Thallus is cited by Tertullian and Minucius
Felix with regard to their accounts of Saturn; in the first section of the second part,

therefore, we shall examine these passages in order to trace out the paths along which

knowledge of Thallus was transmitted.

In the case of Tertullian, we are fortunate in having two versions of Tertullian's
Saturn story, an earlier one in the Ad Nationes (in which the name of Thallus does not

appear), and one in the Apologeticum, immediately before which Thallus is mentioned.
Tertullian seems to have emended the narrative in the Ad Nationes in the light of a reading
of Theophilus' Ad Autolycum, and the results appear in the parallel passage in the

Apologeticum. The infiltration of influences from Theophilus not only proves that

10 For more comprehensive work on the early Christian awareness and use of pagan authors, see
C. Gnilka, Der Begriff des "rechten Gebrauchs", (Basel: Schwabe, 1984), and Kultur und
Conversion, (Basel: Schwabe, 1993).
11 Lactantius' use of Thallus is very straightforward, as he cites Theophilus as an intermediary,
and so he will receive very little of our attention, and that mostly by way of contrast.

5



Tertullian knew Thallus from the Ad Autolycum, not independently, but also helps to

explain particular points of composition in the Apologeticum. The first chapter of part two

will deal with this material.

In the second chapter we shall discuss the very similar story of Saturn in the
Octavius of Minucius Felix, in association with which Thallus is also cited. The minor

changes from Tertullian's version to that of Minucius do not seem to be the result of a

reworking of Tertullian's original sources (Thallus, etc.), but rather of modifications of
the narrative introduced by Minucius amalgamating information from Vergil and other
Latin writers. Even though the probability that Minucius knew the Ad Autolycum can be

demonstrated, his use of Thallus was determined by Tertullian. We must note the

significant distance (third-hand) between Thallus' original work and a citation of it.
Whereas the first section of part two will deal with the transmission of Thallus'

name within Christian literature, in the second section we shall turn to the manner in

which Thallus' authority and information taken from him were employed by Christian
authors. Here Tertullian will be the focus of our attention, since Minucius Felix's use of

Thallus will have been shown to be derivative, and Lactantius' citations of Thallus have

already been thoroughly analyzed.12
Thallus is principally a euhemeristic authority for Tertullian. But it might be

asked, what did Tertullian require of Thallus as a euhemeristic authority? A narrative,

details, or simply agreement in theory? The answer must lie in an investigation of the
authors who are cited, along with Thallus, by Tertullian in support of his euhemeristic
statements: Tacitus, Cornelius Nepos, Cassius Hemina, and Diodorus Siculus. By

comparison with the other historians we may ascertain what Tertullian knew of Thallus
and what information he took from him. Apart from the main enquiry, this should answer

two specific questions: 1) why does Tertullian not mention a conflict precipitating
Saturn's arrival in Italy if he knew of accounts of the Titanomachy, Thallus' specifically,
and 2) if Thallus' history included an account of Saturn founding a kingdom in Italy, as

proposed in the commentary, did Tertullian require knowledge of it before citing Thallus?
On balance, we shall see that Thallus and the other historians are authorities more for the

simple statement of Saturn's humanity than for the narrative which follows it, and that

this confirms that Tertullian knew Thallus only through the Ad Autolycum.

Secondly, Thallus is a chronological authority for Tertullian, but his importance as
12 See below, p. 204 n. 103.
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such may be seen to have diminished as Tertullian's thought on the matter of chronology

developed. In this role Thallus is mentioned in two different versions of the nineteenth

chapter of Tertullian's Apologeticum, one of which only survives as the so-called

Fragmentum Fuldense. Here reference is made to the chronological information in

Thallus, but once again only as much as is found in the Ad Autolycum. We shall begin
our discussion of these passages by demonstrating that the Fragmentum Fuldense, quite
as much as the vulgate Apologeticum, 19, is from the pen of Tertullian; we shall do this

by showing that they both depend on the same limited number of sources. It is then

possible to observe a development of Tertullian's thought in regard to the dating of the
human life of the gods and chronology generally, and his use of Thallus on these matters.

We may note Lactantius' reference to Thallus for a date for the gods by way of

comparison. This material is dealt with in the Final chapter.

7



1. Thallus' Life and Work

Even among fragmentary historians Thallus is a shadowy figure, and his work
obscure. We may determine, within broad limits, the date of his floruit. But his nation,

place of residence, and connections, despite largely unwarranted modern conjecture,
remain unknown to us. Although our two principal fragments seem to come from outside
the main material treated in Thallus' histories, it is still possible to form some idea of their
contents and organization. Most of the information we do have about Thallus and his

work comes from the second branch of the stemma,1 which will be shown to depend

upon Sextus Julius Africanus. In this chapter we shall examine this material, weighing the
trustworthiness of each fragment or testimonium, and deciding what each really tells us

about Thallus.

l.i. Identity
We know nothing of Thallus' identity beyond what we can discover from the

fragments of his work. There have, nevertheless, been attempts to identify our historian
with other Thalli, thought to be roughly contemporary, namely a secretary of Augustus,
and a Samaritan freedman of Tiberius possibly mentioned by Josephus. Before we

discuss these theories, it should be noted that Thallus was a reasonably common name in

antiquity,2 and so an identification based simply on a shared name and an approximate

synchronism has little real foundation at all.

Ever since Midler first proposed it, several scholars have been quite taken with the
idea of identifying our historian with the Samaritan freedman of Tiberius3 who is
1 See diagram 1, p. 222.
2 See Catullus, 25, Apuleius, Apologia, 43, 44, Plutarch, Phocion, 13.3, Athenaeus,
Deipnosophistae, 582F, 587A, R. Ellis, A Commentary on Catullus (2nd ed.), (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, (1889), 84, Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, Inscriptiones Urbis Romae
Latinae, Indices Vocabulorum Nominibus Propriis Inclusis, 6.7 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1975),
5624 ff.
3C. Mijller, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, (Paris: Ambrosio Firmin Didot, 1841-72), vol. iii,
p. 517, J. Freudenthal, Alexander Polyhistor und die von ihm erhaltenen Reste judaischer und
samaritanischer Geschichtswerke, (Breslau: H. Skutsch, 1875), 100-1, H. Gelzer, Sextus Julius
Africanus und die byzantinische Chronographie, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1880-98), ii.96, (Gelzer
seems to find support for this theory in Thallus' association with Phlegon (see below, p. 12), and
goes so far as to say that historical studies were a popular pastime among the freedmen of the
imperial household), E. Schurer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ
(rev. and ed., G. Vermes, etal.), (Edinburgh: Τ &T Clark, 1986), iii.1.544, seeC. Holladay,
Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, Volume 1: Historians, (Chico, California: Scholars
Press, 1983), p. 347 n.15.
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supposed to have been mentioned by Josephus.4 The name Θάλλος, however, does not

actually appear in any of the manuscripts of Josephus; it is an emendation of άλλος. Rigg

has, moreover, demonstrated that it is an unnecessary emendation, and that άλλος should
be read a pronoun: και γαρ ήν άλλος, Σαμαρεύς γένος, Καίσαρος δε απελεύθερος

(Now there was another, namely a Samaritan by race (birth), a freedman of Caesar).3

Freudenthal attempts to bolster the identification of the historian as a Samaritan with

several supplementary points:6 Thallus wrote about Moses, his mention of the Crucifixion

demonstrates an interest in Palestinian affairs, and he is a euhemerist, like Pseudo-

Eupolemus,7 who is known to be a Samaritan; but none of these arguments carries any

real weight. Thallus did not, in fact, write about Moses (as will be shown below8), the

mention of the Crucifixion may result from an interest in eclipses rather than in Palestinian

affairs, and it should be obvious that euhemerism can hardly be considered a characteristic
trait of 'Samaritan literature' on the basis of one author.9 The theory that Thallus the

historian was a Samaritan and a freedman of Tiberius, then — popular as it has been in
the past — is not worth entertaining.

It has been suggested that the Thallus mentioned by Josephus also appears in

Suetonius, as a secretary to Augustus:10 Thallo a rnanu, quodpro epistulaprodita denarios

quingentos accepisset, crura eifregit11 (He [Augustus! broke the legs of Thallus, his

secretary, because he sold a letter entrusted to him for five hundred denarii). Even if,

however, we consider Tiberius' freedman being the same Thallus an unnecessary

presupposition, it is quite unlikely that Augustus' secretary was our historian. The
Thallus in Suetonius was a trusted (sufficiently trusted, at any rate, to have access to a

letter worth some amount of money), and therefore presumably mature, member of the

emperor's personal secretariat in the reign of Augustus. Thallus the historian, on the other

hand, was writing at a time when Christianity had achieved such prominence that the
4 Ant. lud., xviii.6.4 (167).
5 H. Rigg, "Thallus: The Samaritan?," Harvard Theological Review34 (1941): 117-9; the
punctuation of the text and the translation are those of Rigg. L. Feldman, in his Loeb edition
(vol. ix, 107), maintains the manuscript reading and does not introduce Thalius into the text.
6 Freudenthal, loc. cit.
7 See below, p. 38.
8 Pp. 17-9.
9 See Holladay, op. cit., 344.
10 E. Taubler, "Der Chronograph Thallos," Rheinisches Museum 71 (1916): 572-4, cf. Laqueur in
P.W. "Thallos" (1), 1226.
11 Suetonius, Divus Augustus, 67.2. On members of the imperial household with the name
Thallus, see C.I.L., I.U.R.L., 6.2, nos. 8649, 8790, 8791.
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darkness at the Crucifixion was well known and of interest to his readers.12 If the two are

one and the same, the Secretary must have been well advanced in years when he wrote his

history. Thailus the secretary, moreover, on account of his fall from grace, would

probably not have been able to acquire the patronage necessary to write and publish a

history, and it is safe to assume that he would have required such patronage (the
clandestine sale of documents would suggest that he was not a man of independent

means). There is, finally, no indication in Suetonius that Thailus the secretary wrote a

history.
There is no reason, therefore, to identify our historian with any other known (or

conjectured) Thalius. We do know, however, that Thallus wrote in Greek, and so was

presumably from the eastern part of the empire. It also appears that there was only one

'Thailus the historian' and that all of the fragments are properly ascribed to him, since
none of the testimonia attempt to distinguish one writer of that name from another.

l.ii. The coverage of Thallus' histories
We have in Eusebius' Chronicle a testimonium to the period covered by Tnallus'

histories, and to its arrangement in three books: "From the three books of Thallus, in
which he summarizes fne outline [of history] from the fall of Troy to the 167th Olympiad

[112-109 B.C.]."13 Two of the fragments of Tnallus, however, fall outside of this

supposed coverage; Belus, according to Thallus himself, lived 322 years before the

Trojan war, and the Crucifixion, mentioned by Tnallus, occurred more than a hundred

years after the 167th Olympiad. Several scholars have, therefore, considered the text of
this passage to be corrupt.^

The starting point, the fall of Troy, seems secure. An event is not as susceptible to

corruption as a date in the form of a number. Thallus' date for Belus, moreover, is
unworkable if we assume that it was part of a comprehensive pre-Trojan chronology, but
it can be understood if we conceive of Thailus attempting to dale one isolated event (the

Titanomachy) and give a few related dates from it (for the life of Belus).15
12 See below, p. 12 ft.
13 Karst, 125.22 (= FGrH, 256, Τ 1). This information couid very well be taken from Africanus,
since, although Africanus is not cited here, Eusebius does not elsewhere display independent
knowledge of Thailus.
14 Μ tiller, ioc. cit., Jaeoby, FGrH, 2D, 835, Rigg, op. cit., 113, A. Mosshammer, The Chronicle of
Eusebius and Greek Chronographic Tradition, (Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1373),
144, Hoiiaday, op. cit., 343, Schurer, (1356), iii.543.
15 See below, p. 68 ff.
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The 167th Olympiad marks no apparent epochal point, and it is difficult to

understand why a historian who lived several generations later would have chosen this
date for the end of his work. It is doubtful that Thallus' histories were later extended by

another, as has been suggested,16 since Eusebius should have known this later extended

version and given its end point. It could be that the text or translation of the Chronicle is
indeed corrupt, and that Mtiller was right to emend "167th Olympiad" to "207th

Olympiad" (A.D. 49/52),17 since this later end point accomodates the mention of the

Crucifixion.18 Midler seems to have decided on the 207th Olympiad by taking the theory
that Thallus was the freedman of Tiberius into account, but, if we agree that the text is

corrupt, practically any date between A.D. 30 and A.D. 180 (when Thallus is first

mentioned by Theophilus19) is acceptable. It is equally possible that Thallus' histories

were left unfinished at the 167th Olympiad, on their way to a neater intended end point. In
this case, the treatment of the darkness at the Crucifixion must be considered part of a

digression on matters outwith the proper chronological purview of the histories (like the

mention of the Titanomachy), perhaps diverging from some notice on an eclipse.20
We can accept, then, the Trojan war as the starting point of Thallus' histories. The

end point proffered in Eusebius' Chronicle, however, is difficult to reconcile with the

fragments, and no solution is certain. Even if the '167th Olympiad' is corrupt, we must

note that Thallus brought his histories up to an Olympiad, which means that he ordered

events by Olympiads, and suggests something of a Greek orientation.21 The arrangement

of Thallus' histories into three books can also be accepted, since it seems to be
corroborated.22

16 A. McDonald, "Thallus," Oxford Classical Dictionary (2nd ed.), (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1970), 1050, repeated in O.C.D. (3rd ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 1491,
Holladay, op. cit., 343, Schiirer, (1986), iii.543.
17 Miiller, loc. cit.
18 The later end point also fits into the apparent chronological ordering of Eusebius' list of
sources: Castor first, because he has the earliest starting point, then Thallus, then Porphyry,
because, although the last two both begin with the Trojan war, Thallus has the earlier end date
(be it 109 B.C. or 52A.D.).
19 See below, p. 14.
20 The eclipse predicted by Thales springs to mind (see Eusebius, Canons, ann. Abr.
MCCCCXXX), but it would be misleading to suggest that Thales appeared in the third book of
Thallus' histories when we have no idea of their actual arrangement, or of the limits of each book.
21 The significance of this will be demonstrated below, p. 18-9.
22 See next paragraph.
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l.iii. The darkness at the Crucifixion

The first Christian chronicler, Sextus Julius Africanus (whose Chronographiae
run to A.D. 221) cites the opinion of Thallus on the nature of the darkness at the

Crucifixion:23 τοΰτο το σκότος εκλειψιν τοΰ ήλιου Θάλλος άττοκαλεϊ έν τρίτη των

Ιστοριών, ώς έμοΐ δοκεΐ, άλόγως24 (Thallus, in the third book of his histories, calls this

darkness an eclipse of the sun — falsely, as it seems to me), and goes on to explain that
this darkness could not have been an eclipse, since Christ was crucified on the day before
the Passover, which takes place on the fourteenth day of a proper lunar month, while a

solar eclipse can only occur on the first or last day of a month. He also says that Phlegon
of Tralles, a freedman of Hadrian whose chronographic work ends in A.D. 140,

mentions an eclipse in the time of Tiberius,2"' and Africanus identifies it as the one under

discussion.26 The eclipse to which Thallus and Phlegon refer is supposed to be the total

solar eclipse of November 24, A.D. 29.27
Even if we are correct in assuming that the treatment of the darkness at the

Crucifixion was part of a digression,28 we shall still be unable to determine from what

event that digression stemmed. Although we know that the Crucifixion is mentioned in

the last of three books,29 we do not know at what points the book divisions fell. We can

say little more than that the Crucifixion appears to have come into the histories somewhat
after the greater part of the material.

There has been some unnecessary doubt as to whether or not Thallus actually
identified the darkness at the Crucifixion with the eclipse. Jacoby did not believe that

23 Matt. 27.45, Mark 15.33, Luke 23.44; See V. Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark,
(London: Macmillan, 1966), 592-3.
24 George Syncellus, Ecloga, 610.
25 See FGrH, 257, F 16. Africanus says that this was an eclipse of the sun at full moon (έν
πανσελήνω). A solar eclipse in the middle of the month, as Africanus had indicated, would be
inexplicable by astronomical means. It is perhaps easiest to dismiss the two words, έν
πανσελήνω, as an interpolation, intended to make Phlegon's account as impossible as that of
Thallus, particuluarly as the versions of Phlegon's report in Origen's Contra Celsum (ii.33, cf. In
Matt. comm. series, 134 = PG 13, 1782C) and in Eusebius' Canons(ann. Abr. MMXLVII, Olymp.
CCII, regn. Tiberiixvii; Karst, ed., p. 213) do not mention the time of the month at which the
eclipse occurred. M. Routh, ReliquiaeSacrae, (Oxford: Typogr. Acad., 1846-8), vol. ii, 477 ff.,
considers all of the testimony of Phlegon in this passage to be in fact a conflation by Syncellus of
the words of Africanus and Phlegon, and dismisses it as a gloss.
26 Syncellus, 610 = FGrH, 257, F 16.
27 See Boll, "Finsternisse," PW 6, 2360; Mosshammer, op. cit., 144, 333 n.27.
28 See above, p. 11.
29 See Eusebius, Chron., Karst, p. 125, and above, p. 10.
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Thallus actually mentioned the Crucifixion, but only the eclipse,30 and Holladay claimed
that it "is not clear from the text" whether Thallus mentioned the Crucifixion, or whether

Africanus himself created the synchronism of the Crucifixion and the eclipse.31 The text

is, on the contrary, sufficiently clear that Thallus wrote of the Crucifixion. Thallus is said

to call"this darkness an eclipse of the sun;" neither τοΰτο nor άπο<αλε7 are ambiguous

words, especially in this sentence: they indicate a reference to a particular event.

Furthermore, Phlegon, by contrast, is only said to record an eclipse of the sun in the reign
of Tiberius (Φλέγων ιστορεί έπϊ Τιβερίου Καίσαρος ... ε<λειψιν ήλιου γεγονέναι);ΐί
Thallus had not mentioned the Crucifixion, Africanus' notice of his report of the eclipse

would have been couched in similar terms.32 Most convincingly, Africanus notes his

disagreement with Thallus' statement (ώς έμοΐ δοκεΐ, άλόγως). If this statement were

only an indication that an eclipse had occurred at a given date, Africanus would not deny
the statement, but warn his readers against identifying the eclipse with the darkness at the

Crucifixion (as in the case of Phlegon33). A denial is only required if the statement were an

assertion, on the part of Thallus, which identified the eclipse with the darkness at the

Crucifixion. So Thallus mentioned — in an unknown context — the Crucifixion, and

explained the accompanying darkness as a result of an eclipse which he knew to have

taken place in the same year.34
On the basis of the identification of Thallus with the freedman of Tiberius33 and

this mention of the Crucifixion, Eisler,36 followed by Goguel,37 came to several

conclusions concerning the life of Thallus and the proliferation of the Gospel tradition:
30 FGrH, 2D, p. 836.
31 Holladay, op. cit., 366 n.3.
32 The value of any appeal to the citation of Phlegon is severely limited if Routh (loc. cit.) is correct
in considering it a later gloss.
33 Phlegon, according to Origen (Contra Celsum, ii. 14), mentioned Jesus, but not necessarily in
the context of the eclipse and earthquakes which he recorded occurring in the year of the
Crucifixion. If Phlegon only noted the eclipse, but not its synchronism with the Crucifixion, this
may have made his testimony more susceptible to contamination by the Gospels than that of
Thallus (see P. Prigent, "Thallos, Phlegon et le Testimonium Flavianum: temoins de Jesus," in
Melanges offerts a Marcel Simon. Paganisme, Judaisme, Christianisme: Influences et
affrontements dans le monde antique, (Paris: E. de Boccard, 1978), 331 ff.), since there was no
open anti-Christian sentiment.
34 M. Goguel, "Un nouveau temoignage non-chretien sur la tradition evangelique," Revue de
I'histoire des religions 98 (1928): 4; M. Goguel, La vie de Jesus, (Paris: Payot, 1932), 70 (trans.
O. Wyon, The Life of Jesus, (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1933).
35 See above, p. 8-10.
36 R. Eisler, ΙΗΣΟΥΣ ΒΑΣΙΛΕΥΣ ΟΥ ΒΑΣΙΛΕΥΣΑΣ, (Heidelberg: Carl Winters, 1929-30), vol. ii, 138-
44.
37 Goguel, (1928), 7; Goguel, (1932), 71-2 (trans., 92-3).
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probably Thallus wrote about the middle of the first century A.D. and was dead by the

year 60, elements of the Gospels (or, as we would more conservatively say, what came to

be the Gospels) were known to non-Christians in Rome by the time Thallus wrote,38 and a

rationalistic response had already arisen to certain miraculous aspects of these elements.

If, however, we dismiss the very name of Thallus from the pages of Josephus, let alone

any reference to our historian,39 we must also abandon these conclusions.40
This fragment, nevertheless, contains a good deal of information on Thallus, even

if none of it is as precise as the findings of Eisler and Goguel. Most importantly, it

provides us with a terminus post quem for the work of Thallus: if the histories mentioned
the Crucifixion and the eclipse of A.D. 29, then they must have been written some time

later.41 I would, furthermore, propose that the date of composition should be set beyond

the last known inclusion, not by a mere twenty or so years as Eisler and Goguel

proposed, but by a considerable — if indefinite — space of time, for two reasons.

Firstly, the fact that Thallus mentions the Crucifixion suggests that he was writing at a

time when the Christian religion had achieved such prominence that his readers would not

only have been familiar with the events of the Passion, but also interested in rationalizing

explanations of them.42 Secondly, if Thallus had any knowledge of the Jewish calendar

and the events of the life of Christ, he would not have connected an event he knew to

have occurred in November with the time of the Passover; he was probably, therefore,
unaware of the month, and so working from a source which recorded only the year of

events,43 and sufficiently far removed from these particular events so that they were out of

living memory. Reference to an event in Palestine would, furthermore, tend to confirm
that Thallus had an interest in Eastern affairs.44

1 .Hi. 1. The first reference to Thallus
Since the previous fragment provided us with the terminus post quem for Thallus,

38 Goguel, loc. cit., specifies "un cercle qui touchait de pres a la maison imperiale" having this
knowledge, even though only dubious external evidence suggests Thallus had connections
with the imperial household.
39 See Rigg, op. cit., and above, pp. 9-10.
40 See P. de Labriolle, La Reaction pa'ienne, (Paris: L'Artisan du Livre, 1934), 205-6.
41 Goguel, (1928), 5; Goguel, (1932), 71 (trans., 92).
42 We may compare Thallus' treatment of the Crucifixion to the silence of an historian who
certainly had an interest in Palestinian events, and whom we know to have been active in the
Jewish revolt of 66-71 A.D.; according to Photius, Bibliotheca33 (6B), Justus of Tiberias, did
not mention Christ; seeT. Rajak, "Justus of Tiberias," Classical Quarterly (n.s.) 23 (1973): 362.
43 See Eisler, loc. cit.
44 See below, p. 1 /.
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and since the fragment giving his terminus ante quem will not be dealt with in this

chapter, but the next, we shall note the latest possible date for Thallus here. Due to some

careless oversight, the erroneous assertion that the Chronographia of Africanus (220/1)
marks the earliest mention of Thallus, and therefore his terminus ante quem, has been

perpetuated in the scholarly literature.45 The first testimonial to Thallus actually occurs

forty years earlier in the Ad Autolycum of Theophilus, written in 180,^ the true terminus

ante quem for Thallus.

l.iv. Thallus on Cyrus in Africanus
Thallus is twice mentioned in an excerpt from Africanus in the Praeparatio

Evangelica of Eusebius, in which Africanus demonstrates by careful coordination of his
dates that the Exodus occured at the time Ogygus lived in Attica. Thallus is cited as a

source for one fact specifically:

μετά δέ τά ο' της αιχμαλωσίας έ'τη Κΰρος Περσών έβασίλευσεν, ω

ετει'Ολυμττιάς ήχθη νε', ώς έκ των Βιβλιοθηκών Διοδώρου και τών
Θαλλοΰ και Κάστορος ιστοριών, έτι δέ Πολυβίου και Φλε'γοντος
έστιν εύρεΤν, άλλα και έτερων, οΐς έμέλησεν 'Ολυμπιάδων άπασι
γαρ συνεφώνησεν ό χρόνος.47
After the seventy years of the Captivity Cyrus became king of the
Persians, in the year in which the fifty-fifth Olympiad was held, as may be
found in the Bibliotheca of Diodorus and the histories of Thallus and

Castor, and even in Polybius and Phlegon, and still others who were
careful with Olympiads; for the time agrees in all.

He is then referred to in a general recapitulation of sources:

ταΰτα γαρ <oi τά) 'Αθηναίων ίστοροΰντες, 'Ελλάνικος τε καί
Φιλόχορος οί τάς Άτθίδας, οϊ τε τά Σύρια Κάστωρ καί Θαλλός καί
<οί>48 τά πάντων Διόδωρος ό τάς Βιβλιοθήκας 'Αλέξανδρος τε ό
Πολυίστωρ καί τίνες, <ο'ί> τών καθ' ημάς άκριβέστερον

45 Goguel, (1932), 71 (trans., 92), Rigg, op. cit., 113, Holladay, op. cit., 343.
46 See below, p. 23 and n. 3.
47 Praep. Evan., x.10.4 (488B-C) (= FGrH, 256, F 7).
48 Routh (Reliqiae Sacrae, ii 272) and Gifford (ed.) insert a ό here, so that τά πάντων refers to the
material of Diodorus only, but I believe Diodorus and Alexander Polyhistor are both intended to
be referred to as universal historians.
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έμνήσθησαν και των 'Αττικών απάντων.49
For the historians of Athens, Hellanicus and Philochorus in their Atthides,
and Castor and Thallus, who wrote on Syrian matters, and the writers on

universal history, Diodorus in his Bibliotheca and Alexander Polyhistor,
recorded these events, and some of our own writers50 did so more

accurately than all the Attic writers.

It is never suggested that Thallus is the source of the synchronism of Moses and Ogygus;
this is the work of Africanus himself.

That Cyrus began his reign in the first year of the 55th Olympiad seems to be the

only fact taken from Thallus by Africanus in this section. This event fits into Thallus'

chronological coverage, attested by Eusebius.51 Such a notice would also conform to

Thallus' use of Olympiads, and his attention to Oriental matters, which is mentioned in
the second citation in the chapter. The word ταΰτα which begins the second quotation
above is presumably used of the various details of Africanus' disquisition, and so the
citation of Thallus there refers back to the dating of Cyrus.

Instead of "these events," however, the antecedent of ταΰτα could be "the one

thousand and twenty years [from Ogyges to the first Olympiad]," which immediately

precedes the sentence including ταΰτα. We know that Thallus mentioned Ogygus,52 but it
is unlikely that he dated him 1020 years before the first Olympiad, since such a date
would fall outside of his chronological purview, and seems irreconcilable with his date

for the Titanomachy.53 If Thallus did set such a space of time between Ogygus and the

first Olympiad, we must assume that it was in a digressionary note taken without

adaptation from Castor.
Because the subject of the historical work of Castor and Thallus is described as τά

Σύρια, it has been assumed by several scholars that Thallus' histories dealt primarily with
eastern matters,54 but this does not seem to be the actual import of τά Σύρια. The starting

point of the Trojan war and the end point of a, perhaps indeterminate, Olympiad do not

seem to be particularly useful termini for limiting a treatment of eastern history; they
49 Praep. Evan., x.10.8 (489A) (= FGrH, 256, F 5a, Τ 2).
50 This may be a reference to Theophilus, Ad Autolycum, iii.25.
51 See above, p. 10.
52 See below, p. 59 ff.
53 See below, p. 66 ff.
54 Freudenthal, op. cit., 100-1, M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, (London: SCM Press, 1974),
vol. i, 89, goes so far as to say that Thallus was "at least a Syrian [if not a Samaritan]," Schiirer,
(1986), Hi.544.
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would be better suited to a history framed with Greek events. Castor, to whom the τά

Σύρια are equally ascribed, by comparison, is not supposed to have written an

exclusively eastern chronicle, but is known to have dealt with the chronologies of several

Greek states.55 The reference to τά Σύρια, then, are not intended to denote an eastern

emphasis in the work of Thallus, but rather to indicate that Castor and Thallus treated

Assyrian and Oriental history in addition to Greek events, and to differentiate their works

from those of Hellanicus and Philochorus, which concerned themselves almost entirely
with Athenian matters.

We know from Africanus, through a single chapter in the PraeparatioEvangelica,
that Thallus synchronized the beginning of the reign of Cyrus with the 55th Olympiad.
This may give us some limited insight into the contents of Thallus' work. Perhaps it
included a discursive treatment of Persian history, or perhaps it only gave a 'Greek date'

to significant events (like accessions) in the east.36 We may say with surety, however, that

the histories of Thallus seem to have had the character of a universal chronicle (whose

dates were based on Greek chronologies, and Olympiads where possible), and not simply
that of a 'Syrian history.'

l.v. Thallus' reputed mention of Moses
There is a passage in the Cohortatio adGraecos, at one time attributed to Justin

Martyr (c.100-c.165), which, if it were authentically Justin's, would provide us with not

only our earliest testimonium of Thallus, but also with almost complete assurance that
Thallus had discussed Moses in his histories:

... πάντων των παρ' ύμΤν ε'ίτε σοφών εϊτε ποιητών ει'τε
ιστοριογράφων η φιλοσόφων η νομοθετών πολλώ πρεσβύτατος
γέγονεν ... Μωυσής ... ώς δηλοΰσιν ύμΐν αί τών 'Ελλήνων ίστορίαι. Έν
γαρ τοΤς χρόνοις Ώγύγου τε teal Ίνάχου ... Μωυσέως μεμνηνται ... .

Και οΐ τά "Αθηναίων δε ίστοροΰντες, 'Ελλάνικος τε και Φιλόχορος ό τάς
Άτθίδας,57 Κάστωρ τε και Θάλλος, και 'Αλέξανδρος ό Πολυίστωρ ... ώς
[οΐ] σφόδρα άρχαίου ... Μωυσέως μεμνηνται.58

55 FGrH, 250.
56 Cf. the Canons of Eusebius.
57 Μ. Marcovic (ed., 1990) emends this phrase, on the basis of the Praeparatio Evangelica, to ...

οί τάς Άτθίδας. <ο'ί τε τά Σύρια) Κάστωρ ..., but I do not believe this is necessary, as
carelessness is one of the features of the Cohortatio's treatment of the material taken from
Africanus.
50 Cohortatio ad Graecos, 9 = FGrH, 256, F 5b.
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Moses is older by far than all of your wise men, poets, historians,
philosophers, and legislators, as the histories of the Greeks show you. For
Moses is recorded in the times of Ogygus and Inachus59... . The historians of
Athenian events also, Hellanicus and Philochorus in his Atthides, Castor and
Thallus and Alexander Polyhistor... remember the great antiquity of Moses.

The Cohortatio, however, is not a work of the second century, but rather later
than most other works which refer to Thallus; Riedweg, who has most recently and

thoroughly dealt with the problem, has proposed that the Cohortatio was written in the

early fourth century, possibly by Marcellus of Ancyra60 (d.c.374). The citation of Thallus

in this passage is based not on direct knowledge of his work, but on references to him in
earlier works. The use of Thallus' name in the context of an argument for Mosaic priority

(along with the statement of Moses' superior age compared to Greek legislators, poets,

and historians), may owe something to Theophilus of Antioch.61 In citing Thallus,

however, the author of the Cohortatio seems to depend principally upon Africanus,62 in
whose work Thallus was not only associated with Castor (as well as Hellanicus,

Philochorus, and Alexander Polyhistor — by proximity if nothing else), but also referred
to in the dating of Ogygus, although Moses is not mentioned in direct connection with

Thallus.63

So the Thallus offered as an authority by Ps.-Justin is to be identified with our

historian, rather than another writer of the same name, but since Ps.-Justin has no direct

knowledge of Thallus this passage has no value as a fragment. We have, therefore, no

evidence that Thallus included so much as the name of Moses in his histories.64

59 See below, p. 194 and n. 38.
60 C. Riedweg, Ps.-Justin (Markell von Ankyra?), Ad Graecos de vera religione (bisher "Cohortatio
ad Graecos"): Einleitung und Kommentar, (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt, 1994), 28-53, 160-82,
esp. 181.
61 Ad Aut., iii.29, ii.33, iii.23.
62 E. Schiirer, "Julius Africanus als Quelle der Pseudo-Justin'schen Cohortatio ad Graecos,"
Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte 2 (1878): 320-2; Holladay, op. cit., 347 n.18, 369 n.35;
Riedweg, op. cit., 287.
63 Eusebius, Praep. Ev., x.10 (488D-489A) = Africanus, frag. 22. The dependence of the
Cohortatio on Africanus explains why its author appears to set Thallus among the Athenian
historians. Africanus distinguishes Castor, Thallus, and Alexander as writers concerned with
Syrian matters, but has them follow quickly on the heels of the Atthidographers. The Cohortatio
retains the citations and order of Africanus, but, while it notes that Hellanicus and Philochorus
dealt with the history of Athens, it fails to include the distinction of Castor, Thallus, and
Alexander as historians of the East.
64 A. von Gutschmid, Kleine Schriften, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1889-1894), vol. ii, 201; Jacoby,
FGrH, 2D, 837.
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Although the actual chronological relation of this passage to the other fragments
and testimonial5 and its unreliability as evidence for the contents of Thallus' histories,66
has long been known, it has nevertheless served as the basis for erroneous claims — still

maintained — concerning Thallus. Thallus' supposed mention of Moses is the first reason

Freudenthal gives for considering him to be a Samaritan,67 and it would be a very

important argument, because it is depends on the fragments ascribed to Thallus, rather
than dubious external evidence referring to an uncertain Thallus, but we may now dismiss
this argument since the 'fragment' in question does not actually reflect the contents of
Thallus' history. Ben Zion Wacholder, whose erudition has made him the leading

authority on the fragmentary Hellenistic Jewish historians, misleads his readers, whose
trust he rightly deserves, by consistently listing Thallus among the historians who

synchronized biblical and secular events, and made Moses a contemporary of Inachus.68
Since Thallus did not, in fact, mention Moses, we consequently have no real

grounds for including him among i) the possibly Jewish or Samaritan historians, ii) the

possibly Christian historians,69 or iii) the pagan historians interested in Judaism.

l.vi. Thallus as a source for Persian material in Mialalas

John Malalas, a sixth-century chronicler, attributes his narrative of Cyrus

defeating Croesus to Thallus, among others: ταΰτα δέ ιστόρησαν oi σοφώτατοι

Θάλλος70 και Κάστωρ και Πολύβιος συγγραψάμενοι και μετ' αυτούς 'Ηρόδοτος ό

ιστοριογράφος άτινα και ό σοφός Θεόφιλος έχρονογράφησεν7' (These things are

recorded by the wisest historians, Thallus and Castor and Polybius, writing in agreement,

and with them Herodotus the writer of histories; the wise Theophilus also recorded such
65 Routh, op. cit., vol. ii, 476.
66 Jacoby, FGrH, 2D, 837, refers to it as "so gut wie wertlos."
67 Freudenthal, loc. cit.
68 B. Wacholder, "Pseudo-Eupolemus' Two Greek Fragments on the Life of Abraham," Hebrew
Union College Annual34 (1963): 93; idem., "Biblical Chronology in the Hellenistic World
Chronicles," Harvard Theological Review 61 (1968): 463, 470; idem., Eupolemus: A Study of
Judaeo-Greek Literature, (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion, 1974),
113, 119, 124. Holladay, op. cit., 345, also insists that Thallus mentioned Moses.
69 This possibility has never been seriously considered, perhaps due to Africanus' disagreement
over the darkness at the Crucifixion (see above), as well as the preponderance of Freudenthal's
Samaritan theory, but see Jacoby, FGrH, 2D, 835.
70 The manuscript reads Θάλης, but it is generally agreed that this should be emended to
Θάλλος: Muller, op. cit., iii.519, Jacoby, FGrH, 256, F 8, Holladay, op. cit., 364. The emendation
is indisputable, since Thallus is cited along with Castor and Polybius, as in Africanus (see above,
p. 15).
71 Malalas, vi. 10 (Bonn ed., p. 157) (= FGrH, 256, F 8).

19



things in his chronography). Many of the citations throughout Malalas' work are dubious,

and it is most probable that he knew Thallus as no more than a name.72 Although it is

tempting to see this citation as an indication of a thorough treatment of eastern history in

Thallus, it most likely only represents a name derived from Africanus.
The citation of Thallus, Castor, and Polybius together in regard to Cyrus recalls

the passage of Africanus which synchronizes the accession of Cyrus with the 55th

Olympiad,73 which we have observed above. Malalas seems to be aware of this passage in
its entirety (or perhaps as it is quoted by Eusebius in the PraeparatioEvangelica), since he
cites Africanus on two other points it contains: Ogygus74 and the first Olympiad.75

Africanus, then, appears to be Malalas' source for the names of Thallus, Castor, and

Polybius as authorities on Persian history. Jeffreys does not believe that Malalas knew

Africanus directly, and proposes an intermediary;76 if this intermediary is presumed to

have maintained only a partial list of Africanus' sources, it would help to explain why
Diodorus and Phlegon are not taken over by Malalas.

Malalas rarely cites Herodotus, and when he does, in the words of Jeffreys,
"these references are vague, bordering on the proverbial and are most unlikely to be

derived from direct knowledge of the text of Herodotus."77 The reference here signifies

nothing more than that Malalas was aware, by whatever means, that Herodotus had
written the most famous account of Croesus' defeat at the hands of Cyrus. It,

furthermore, justifies us in being circumspect about the relation of all of the sources cited
here to the material in question.

The citation of Theophilus may be a reference to Ad Autolycum, iii.25-7, in which
certain dates of the reign of Cyrus are mentioned, particularly as they relate to Biblical and
world chronology (which would agree with Malalas' use of the word έχρονογράφησεν),

although Theophilus never mentions Croesus. A reading of the latter part of the third letter
to Autolycus, then, could possibly have prompted the citation of Thallus for Persian

history. This, however, is somewhat dubious, since none of the details attributed to

'Theophilus' in the chronicle of Malalas can be traced to the surviving work of the
72 E. Jeffreys, et al., ed., Studies in John Malalas, (Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine
Studies, 1990), 193. Θάλης may be a slip for Θάλλος on the part of Malalas himself.
73 Praep. Evan., x.10.4 (488C).
74 Malalas, iii.9 (Bonn ed., p. 62).
75 Malalas, iv.25 (Bonn ed., p. 90).
76 Jeffreys, Studies, 173.
77 Jeffreys, Studies, 183.
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Antiochene bishop.78
This passage from Malalas cannot be treated as a fragment of Thallus, but rather

as another example of Malalas' specious use of authorities of which he has only a

derivative knowledge. Malalas' citations are all too often embellishments of false

scholarship rather than responsible references to his actual sources.

l.vii. Thallus on the Assyrian kingdom?
Details of eastern history are again dubiously attributed to Thallus in the Ecloga

Chronographica of George the Syncellus (fl. c. 800):

ταύτην Άσσυρίων μα' διεδέξαντο βασιλείς, οΥ και άρξάμενοι άπό
τοϋ ,γσις' καθολικού έτους κόσμου έληξαν εις τό ,δχοε' έ'τος τοΰ
κόσμου, διαρκεσαντες ετη ο λα ,αυξ' άπό τοΰ πρώτου αυτών Βήλου
εως τοΰ μα' Κονκολέρου τοΰ και Σαρδαναπάλου, ώς συμφωνοΰσι
πολλοί τών επισήμων ιστορικών, Πολύβιος και Διόδωρος, Κεφαλιών
τε και Κάστωρ και Θάλλος και ετεροι.79
([The kingdom of the Arabs] was succeeded by 41 Assyrian kings, who
commencing from the 3216th universal year of the world [from the
Biblical Creation] came to an end at the 4675th year of the world, lasting
in all 1460 years from the first of them, Belus, until the 41st, Concolerus,
also called Sardanapalus, as many of the distinguished historians agree,

Polybius and Diodorus, Cephalion and also Castor and Thallus and
others.)

The years from Creation for the beginning and the end of the Assyrian kingdom are based
on Syncellus' own computations, and the various historians are cited as authorities for the
duration of the kingdom. Nevertheless, the passage seems to present no useful
information on any of the authors, let alone Thallus.

A figure of 1460 years for the length of the Assyrian kingdom is not corroborated
where we have further information on the treatment of the Assyrians by any of these

authors. Castor calculated 1280 years from Ninus to Sardanapalus,80 Diodorus, largely

summarizing the work of Ctesias, proposed more than 1300 years,81 and Cephalion set

78 Jeffreys, Studies, 194.
79 Ecloga, 172.
30 Eusebius, Chron., Karst, p. 27 (= FGrH, 250, F 1).
81 Diodorus, Bibliotheca, ii.28.8.
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Sardanapalus in the 1013th year from Ninus.82 There is very little evidence for Polybius

having dealt with Assyrian history,83 and the citation here (like that in Malalas84) seems to

be taken over from Africanus.85 The duration proferred here by Syncellus can by no

stretch of the imagination be attributed to Thallus, since when it is taken in conjunction

with Thallus' date of 322 years before the Trojan war for Belus86 and the traditional date

of the fall of Troy (1184 B.C.), the end of the Assyrian empire would occur in the
lifetime of Julius Caesar!

Syncellus himself seems to have calculated the duration of 1460 years for the

kingdom of the Assyrians. The various historians, including Thallus, are cited not

because they actually agreed with his dates, but because Syncellus knew them to have
dealt with Assyrian history, and he required authorities to corroborate his calculations.

l.viii. Conclusion

All references we have to an historian called Thallus are to a single writer,

probably a Greek, but certainly writing in Greek. This historian is to be identified neither
as a Samaritan, nor with the secretary of Augustus. He wrote at some time between A.D.
29 and A.D. 180, but if we allow time, on the one hand, for the Crucifixion to be

recognized as a prominent historical event, and, on the other, for Thallus to establish
himself as an authority before being cited by Theophilus, a median date of the early
second century seems reasonable, though by no means certain. Thallus' histories were

divided into three books, had something of the nature of a universal chronicle, with a

Greek orientation but paying attention to events outside of the Greek sphere, and the
material in them was organized (where possible) by olympiads. The work covered a

period beginning with the Trojan War and ending, according to our best evidence, at the
167th Olympiad (112-109 B.C.), but some date after the Crucifixion is also a possible

end point;87 material from outside this period of coverage was also discussed, either in a

preamble or in digressions within the main body.
82 Eusebius, ChronKarst, p. 30 (= FGrH, 93, F 1a).
83 See FGrH, 254.
84 See above, pp. 20-1
85 Praep. Evan., x.10.4 (488C).
86 See below, p. 66 ff.
871 would agree, in the main, with Ben Zion Wacholder's entry on "Thallus" in the Encyclopaedia
Judaica (Jerusalem: Keter Publishing House, 1971), vol. 15, col. 1045, but cannot understand
how, working from this solid general outline, he made the errors he did in regard to Thallus (see
above, p. 19).
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2. Thallus' Titanomachy

Just over half of the eleven attestations of Thallus depend upon his account of the

Titanomachy, which thus forms the principal branch of the stemnia illustrating the partial
survival of his work.1 The original fragment of this narrative is also, along with the
Crucifixion passage from Africanus, one of the two most substantial remnants of the

histories. The Titanomachy fragment, therefore, predominates in our knowledge and

study of Thallus. It is probably not indicative of the character of the work as a whole,

however, since it falls outside of the attested chronological coverage.2 This fragment is
nevertheless important because it is sufficiently fulsome to reveal the thought of Thallus
and his time, and to set him in relation to other authors.

The Titanomachy fragment is only an intimation of a fuller narrative now lost to

us, and as such requires something of a commentary. In this chapter we shall endeavour
to explain the characters, their relations, and the date, as we find them in this fragment.
This will involve the sequential catenation of mythographic and historical details from
various works beginning with Hesiod and Homer. But due to the nature of the fragment

itself, we shall discuss — at least cursorily — most of the 'euhemeristic' works up to the
time of Thallus; that is those works which assume that the 'gods' were human rulers and
take myth as the basis for enquiry into the history of the earliest epochs. Inasmuch as we

may refer to a 'euhemeristic tradition,' we shall attempt to discern the development of
accounts and specific details within such a tradition, and identify these with certain
authors. This chapter should therefore form a circumscribed contribution to the history of
ideas.

The Titanomachy fragment is found at the end of the Ad Autolycum, a wide-

ranging apologetic work, written as three letters to an educated pagan friend by

Theophilus, the sixth bishop of Antioch. Theophilus shows some interest in history and

chronology, but an interest not very energetically pursued. The third book, or letter, was

written in 180' (but Theophilus may have known Thallus' work as early as the

1 See Diagram 1, p. 222.
2 See above, p. 10.
3 R. Grant, "The Chronology of the Greek Apologists," Vigiliae Christianae 9 (1955): 30; Grant,
(1970), ix; Ad Aut, iii.28; R. Grant, Eusebius as Church Historian, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1980), 53-4; R. Grant, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1988), 143.
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composition of book ii,4 for which we do not have a date). Ad Autolycum, iii.29 contains

the earliest mention of Thallus; 180 is therefore the terminus ante quem for the Histories.
The argument in which Theophilus cites Thallus, for the superior antiquity of Moses to

Greek culture, is common in early Christian apologetics, but Thallus allows Theophilus to

carry it a step further: Moses was not only older than the authors of the earliest Greek

literature, but also than the events they describe. Theophilus is interested in Thallus'

chronology, but, perhaps in a display of erudition, gives a substantial amount of

information about the narrative:''

Και γαρ Βήλου τοϋ Άσσυρίων βασιλεύσαντος και Κρόνου τοϋ
Τιτάνος Θάλλος μέμνεται, φάσκων τον Βήλον πεπολεμηκέναι σύν
τοϊς Τιτάσι πρός τον Δία και τους σύν αύτω θεούς λεγομε'νους,
ένθα φησίν, "Και Ώγυγος ηττηθείς έφυγεν εις Ταρτησσόν, τότε μεν

της χώρας εκείνης 'Ακτής κληθείσης, νυν! δε 'Αττικής
προσαγορευομένης, ής "Ωγυγος τότε ήρξεν." κα'ι τάς λοιττας δε
χώρας κα'ι πόλεις αφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας εσχον, ούκ άναγκαΐον
ηγούμεθα καταλέγειν, μάλιστα πρός σε τον έπιστάμενον τάς
Ιστορίας, οτι μεν οΰν αρχαιότερος ό Μωσής δείκνυται άπάντων
συγγραφεων (ούκ αύτός δε μόνος άλλά και οΐ πλείους μετ' αύτόν
προφήται γενόμενοι) και Κρόνου και Βήλου κα! τοϋ Ίλιακοϋ
πολέμου, δήλόν έστιν. κατά γάρ την Θάλλου ΐστορίαν ό Βήλος
προγενέστερος εύρίσκεται τοϋ Ίλιακοϋ πολε'μου έτεσι τκβ'. οτι δέ
πρός που έτεσι Ω' ή και ,α προάγει ό Μωσής τής τοϋ 'Ιλίου
αλώσεως, έν τοΤς επάνω δεδηλώκαμεν.6

Τοϋ δέ Κρόνου καί τοϋ Βήλου συνακμασάντων όμόσε, οί
πλείους ούκ έπίστανται τις έστιν ό Κρόνος ή τίς ό Βήλος. ένιοι μέν
σέβονται τον Κρόνον καί τοϋτον αύτόν όνομάζουσι Βήλ καί Βάλ,
μάλιστα οί οίκοϋντες τά άνατολικά κλίματα, μη γινώσκοντες μήτε
τίς έστιν ό Κρόνος μήτε τίς έστιν ό Βήλος. παρά δέ 'Ρωμαίοις
Σατούρνος ονομάζεται ούδέ γάρ ούτοί γινώσκουσιν τίς έστιν
αύτών, πότερον ό Κρόνος ή ό Βήλος.
In fact, Thallus mentioned Belus, who reigned over the Assyrians, and the
Titan Cronus, and said that with the Titans Belus waged war against Zeus
and the so-called gods on his side. Then he says: 'And Ogygus in defeat
fled to Tartessus; the country which Ogygus then ruled was at that time
named Akte and is now called Attica.' We do not consider it necessary to

4 See below, p. 58.
5 Although Theophilus may have found the historiography of Thallus acceptable because Titans,
although characters of Greek myth, were also mentioned in the Septuagint (II Samuel (LXX: II
Kingdoms) 5:18, 22.
6 Ad Aut., iii.21. Theophilus took this date from Josephus, Contra Apionem, i. 104.
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list the other lands and cities and the persons from whom they received
their names, especially for you who know the history. But it is obvious
that Moses proves to be more ancient than all writers (not only he, but also
most of the prophets after him) and Cronus and Bel us and the Trojan war;
for according to the history of Thallus, Belus antedated the Trojan war by
322 years, while we have already shown that Moses antedates the capture
of Troy 900 or 1 000 years.

Since Cronus and Belus were contemporaries, most people do not
know which is Cronus and which is Belus. Some worship Cronus and
call him Bel and Bal, especially those who inhabit the eastern regions; they
do not know which is Cronus and which is Belus. Among the Romans he
is called Saturn; they too do not know which of them he is, whether
Cronus or Belus.7

Not all of the information here is taken from Thallus. All mention of Moses in our

excerpt is an inclusion of Theophilus; it is not ascribed to Thallus, and there is even a

reference to its provenance from within the Ad Autolycum.sWe include it to demonstrate

the use Theophilus made of Thallus. The date for Moses is taken from Josephus, and

Theophilus himself combines it with Thallus' dates for Belus to determine the span of

time between Moses on the one hand, and Cronus and Belus on the other.9 The second

paragraph on the confusion of Cronus and Belus, and the name of Saturn among the
Romans is not attributed to Thallus, but proximity to a definite reference to Thallus and a

similarity of subject matter suggest that it could be derived from Thallus, and we shall
entertain this possibility.

2.i. Belus

The inclusion of Belus, a figure generally connected with eastern legend, is

perhaps the most remarkable feature of Thallus' historicized Titanomachy. The character
of Belus in Thallus' narrative has three distinctive features: 1) Belus is an Assyrian king,

2) he is a contemporary of Zeus, and 3) he fights in the Titanomachy. These same

7 Ad Aut., iii.29; trans. Grant, (1970), 145. I have given the reader Grant's translation, which on
account of its availability in the Oxford Early Christian Texts series has become standard, so as
not to prejudice the core text with my own interpretations. In order to avoid confusion I have
adapted the names in Grant to my own latinized transliteration.
8 The reference is to Ad Aut., iii.21.
9 R. Grant, "The Problem of Theophilus," Harvard Theological Review A3 (1950): 188, is wrong
to say. "The information derived from Thallus is not integrated with that from other sources." It is
indeed integrated, Thallus' 322 years with Josephus' nearly 1000 years. Grant bolsters the
erroneous impression that Thallus himself gave a date for Moses.
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features characterize Belus in the account of Castor of Rhodes, and in the matter of

Thallus' sources it would be easiest to say that he derived his narrative of the

Titanomachy from Castor.10 We shall not, however, satisfy ourselves with this. It is

possible to trace the development in the Greek historiographic tradition of at least the first
and second features of the character of Belus in Thallus. Such an exercise is important not

only because it has never been carried out before, but also because it should demonstrate

that Thallus was not a Samaritan" nor an author attempting to cast Near Eastern legend

into Greek terms,12 but rather a Greek writer like any other, operating, even in regard to

the 'oriental' elements of his work, wholly within the confines of Greek historiography.
2.i.l. Belus, king ofAssyria

The first aspect of the character of Belus we encounter in Thallus is that he is an

Assyrian king. Belus as an Assyrian king has never presented much of a problem to

modern readers of the abbreviated narrative in Ad Autolycum, iii.29, since they were

accustomed to reading that Belus was the father of Ninus in the preface to Eusebius'

Canons, undoubtedly the most famous and widely read of chronological works from

antiquity:13 Primus omnis Asiae exceptis Indis regnavit Ninus Beli filius an. LIP4 (Ninus,
the son of Belus, was the first to rule all of Asia except India, for 52 years). Finegan is

quite right in saying that Herodotus referred to Ninus as the son of Belus and that
Diodorus gave an account of the career of Ninus, the first recorded king of the Assyrians,
and then in concluding that "Eusebius is, therefore, simply following the standard Greek
view of the history of Asia."15 The explanation he gives for Ninus in the Canons can be

extrapolated to provide an adequate explanation of Belus as well, but the transmission of
details may be worked out in much finer detail.

The identification of Belus as an Assyrian, as well as a man, may have roots

going back as far as the earliest period of Greek epic. Strabo16 cites two lines of Hesiod in

an effort to date the use of the name 'Arabia': και κούρην Άράβοιο, τον Έρμάων
10 See below, p. 31 ft.
11 See above, p. 8-10.
12 See below, p. 60.
13 See B. Croke, "The Originality of Eusebius' Chronicle," American Journal of Philology 103
(1982): 195.
14 Eusebius, Chron. Can., incip.; cf. Syncellus, 315; Tertullian, De Pallio, ii.5, and below, p. 110
ff.
15 J. Finegan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1964),
157.
16 Gcog., i.2.34.
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άκάκητα / γείνατο και Θρονίη κούρη Βήλοιο ανακτος17 (and the daughter of Arabus,

whom guileless Hermaon [Hermes] and Thronia, the daughter of lord Belus, bore).
These lines are from the Catalogue of Women, which was attributed to Hesiod in

antiquity, but was actually composed sometime between 580 and 520.18 The Arabians, at

any rate, are associated with the Assyrians by Herodotus,19 and Ctesias has Ninus make

his conquests in alliance with Ariaeus, king of the Arabians,20 so there may be some

significance to the fact that Arabus, the eponymous ancestor of the Arabians, is the

grandson of Belus who was in time identified as an Assyrian. Moreover, Alexander

Polyhistor,21 who wrote in the first-century B.C. when other authors were making Belus

the father-in-law of Semiramis, claimed that the reign of Semiramis was preceded by the

rule of nine Arabian kings;22 considering, however, the profusion of traditions on the

Babylonian monarchy by this time,23 it is impossible to tell whether or not this passage

owes anything to these supposed lines of Hesiod. "Αναξ is an ambivalent term, applied

by Homer to both gods and human kings, and its use here of Belus may have contributed
to his eventually becoming understood as a king rather than a god.

Herodotus, as noted above, established the relation between Belus and Ninus

which is the first clearly identifiable stage in the process of identifying Belus as an

Assyrian king. It is in his genealogy of the Heraclid rulers of Lydia that he makes Belus
the father of Ninus: απόγονος δέ 'Αλκαίου τοΰ Ήρακλε'ος. "Αγρών μεν γαρ ό Νίνου
τοϋ Βήλου τοΰ 'Αλκαίου πρώτος Ήρακλειδε'ων βασιλεύς έγένετο Σαρδίων24 ([he

17 Fragments Hesiodea, ed. R. Merkelbach and M. West, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), frag.
137 (p.67).
18 Μ. West, The Hesiodic Catalogue of Women: Its Nature, Structure, and Origins, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1985), 77,130-7, 167 n.86; J. Schwartz, Pseudo-Hesiodeia, (Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 1960), 91, see also 366-9, 558.
19 Hist., i.131.3, ii.141.2, and possibly ii.30.2
20 Diod., Bibl., ii.1.5-7.
21 A dating to the time of Alexander Polyhistor is certain, but this statement may have occurred
earlier; Jacoby, FGrH, 680, F 5a, and S. Burstein, The Babyloniaca of Berossus{Sources from
the Ancient Near East vol. 1, fascicle 5), (Malibu: Undena Publications, 1978), 22, include this
passage among the fragments of Berossus.
22 See Eusebius, Arm. Chron. (Karst, 12.31), cf. Syncellus, 172.
23 See below.
24 Herodotus, Historiae, i.7.2. How and Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1912), vol. i, 56-7, note the possibility that this genealogy could represent a genuine
native tradition with some elements of syncretism, but judge the whole construction "hopelessly
confused." Belus may have been made a descendant of Hercules on account of an obscure
tradition, only attested in Cicero, De Natura Deorum, iii.16 (42), which equated them (cf.
Nonnus, 40.392-3); see A. Pease, M. TulliCiceronis De Natura Deorum, (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1955-58), 1056.
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was] a descendant of Alcaeus the son of Hercules. For Agron, the son of Ninus, the son

of Belus, the son of Alcaeus, became the first Heraclid king of Sardis). The relation is

established; this is not a sufficient explantation, however, since here neither Belus nor

Ninus is said to be a ruler of Assyria, or indeed explicitly related to Assyria at all. There

must, nevertheless, be some significance to the fact that in Herodotus Ninus shares his

name with the chief city of the Assyrians (translated Nineveh, but Νίνος in Greek).25

Indeed, Herodotus refers to the Assyrian king, Sardanapallus: Ιαρδαναπάλλου του

Νίνου βασιλεος,26 which could be read either "[of] Sardanapallus the king of Nineveh" or

"[of] King Sardanapallus, the son/descendant of Ninus";27 Herodotus probably intended

the city, but by not making a distinction he exercises very little control over his readers'

reception of the words, and allows a great potential for misunderstanding, particularly
once the character of Ninus as an Assyrian king had been developed by such authors as

Ctesias.

Herodotus much later in his histories, when discussing Perses the son of Perseus

and progenitor of the Persian race, mentions Belus, the father of Cepheus.28 Hellanicus

of Lesbos (c. 480-395 B.C.) believed Cepheus to have ruled at Babylon,29 which would

bring Belus through Cepheus, to Mesopotamia, at least. Apollodorus says that Belus, the
father of Cepheus, was the son of Poseidon and Libya, and that he was an inhabitant of

Egypt.30 This fuller genealogy and location connect the Belus of Herodotus, book seven,

with the Belus mentioned by Diodorus in the first (Egyptian) book of his histories: Ο! δ'
οΰν Αιγύπτιοι φασι ... αποικίας πλείστας έξ Αιγύπτου κατά πάσαν διασπαρήναι

την οίκουμενην εις Βαβυλώνα μεν γαρ άγαγειν αποίκους Βήλον τόν νομιζόμενον
25 Herodotus, Hist., j. 102, 103, 16, 178, 185, 193; ii. 150. Ctesias says that Ninus gave his own
name to the city he founded, Nineveh (Diodorus, Bibl., ii.3.4). R. Drews, The Greek Accounts of
Eastern History, (Washington, D. C.: The Center for Hellenic Studies, 1973), 9, considers the
eponymous Ninus an invention of the Greeks intended to explain the name of the city. On
Nineveh in early Greek literature, see Drews, ibid., 6.
26 Herodotus, Hist., ii. 150.3.
27G. Goossens, "L'Histoire d'Assyrie de Ctesias," L'Antiquite Classique, 9 (1940): 28, discounts
any reference to Ninus the man, as well, presumably, as any possibility of confusion, when he
states that Herodotus only refers once to Ninus, the son of Belus, in the Lydian genealogy.
28 Herodotus, Hist., vii.61.3; see Drews,(1973), 28.
29 FGrHvol. 1, 4 frag. 59 = Stephanus Byzantius, apud Χαλδαϊοι; cf. frag. 60 = Steph. Byz. apud
Άρταία. Later mythographers set the kingdom of Cepheus in Ethiopia (Apollodorus, Bibl.,
ii.4.3) or in Palestine (Tzetzes, Schol. in Lycophr., 836, Conon, Narrat., 40). See How and Wells,
op. cit., vol. ii, 153; Drews, (1973), 16, 22.
30 Apollodorus, Bibiiotheca, ii.1.4; cf. Aeschylus, Supplices, 316-24; Hyginus, Fabulae, 157.1,
274.22; Myth. Vat., i.45; Schol. vet. in Pind. Pyth., iv.25a; Tzetzes, Chiliades, vii.349-58; see
Drews, (1973), 9.
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Ποσειδώνος είναι και Λιβύης11 (The Egyptians say that a great number of colonies from

Egypt were scattered across the entire world. For Belus, reputed to be the son of
Poseidon and Libya, led colonists to Babylon). This passage goes back at least as far as

Hecataeus of Abdera32 (late fourth-century B.C.),33 but Anne Burton34 suggests that the

accounts of Egyptian colonization in this passage may represent native Egyptian

traditions, and the story of Belus in particular the return of the Hyksos from Egypt to their

homeland;35 if this is so, Herodotus may have gained familiarity with stories of Belus the

father of Cepheus as the founder of Babylon during his travels in Egypt.

Herodotus himself probably intended the Belus of his book one and that of book
seven to remain distinct, for there are certain genealogical discrepancies if they are

considered one and the same, since the former is the grandson of Hercules and the latter

is, through Perseus, the great- great- great-grandfather of Hercules.36 Herodotus probably
conceived of three different figures under the name of Belus: 1) the father of Ninus, 2) the

father of Cepheus, and 3) the Babylonian equivalent of Zeus.37 Once again, however,

Herodotus does not make an explicit distinction between any of them, and as they appear

in a single text an incautious reader may easily have confused them.
The next step in making Belus an Assyrian king seems to depend on Herodotus,

but was only made explicit by Ctesias. Ctesias of Cnidus served as court physician to the
Persian king, Artaxerxes Mnemon, for seventeen years and returned to Greece after 390
B.C. Despite the opportunities for research which were therefore open to him, the

Assyrian material included in his Persica, which forms the first six of twenty-three books,

is largely a fanciful retelling of folk tradition.38 He is nevertheless apparently the first

31 Diodorus, Bibliotheca, i.28.1. In this same passage, Danaus, according to Apollodorus (ii. 1.4)
the son of Belus, is said to have led an expedition from Egypt which settled Argos.
32 On Hecataeus generally, see P. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1972), vol. i, 496 ff.
33 O. Murray, "Hecataeus of Abdera and Pharaonic Kingship," Journal of Egyptian Archaeology
56 (1970): 144, 145, 152.
34 A. Burton, Diodorus Siculus, Book I: A Commentary, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1972), 117-8.
35 Manetho never mentions Belus, making the derivation of Belus' story from Egyptian tradition
somewhat dubious.
36 How and Wells, op. cit., vol. i, 56, vol. ii, 153, observe this inconsistency. On Perseus as the
(apparent) great-grandfather of Hercules, see Apollodorus, ii.4.5,8.
37 Herodotus, Hist., i.181.2, iii.158.2; see also below.
38 See Photius, Bibliotheca, cod. 72 (esp. 35b and 45a), Jacoby, FGrH, 3C 688 (F. 688.1 =

Diod., Bibl., ii. 1 -28); Goossens, op. cit., 25-45, R. Drews, "Assyria in Classical Universal
Histories," Historia 14 (1965): 130; Drews, (1973), 108-11. Perhaps the best analysis of Ctesias'
sources for the earliest portions of his history remains W. Robertson Smith, "Ctesias and the
Semiramis Legend," English Historical Review 2 (1887): 303-17.
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Greek writer to make Ninus an Assyrian king and the first Asian king whose name is

preserved by history: πρώτος δέ τών εις ίστορίαν και μνήμην παραδεδομένων ήμΤν

Νίνος ό βασιλεύς τών Άσσυρίων μεγάλας πράξεις έπετελέσατο39 (The first of those

[Asian kings] who is handed down to history and memory for us was Ninus, the king of
the Assyrians, who performed great deeds). He also states that Ninus founded the city of

Nineveh (Νίνος), and gave his name to it.40 It is hard to determine whether such

statements as these are the products of Ctesias' own invention, working from the "clues"
found in Herodotus (discussed in the previous paragraph), or whether Ctesias is simply

making explicit what Herodotus may have intended to be understood. On this matter,

Drews claims, without supporting evidence, that Ctesias "had read in the works of fifth-

century writers that Ninus founded the empire and built Nineveh."41 Ctesias, nevertheless,

does not include Belus in his list of Assyrian kings,42 but he does say that others ruled in

Asia before Ninus: τό παλαιόν τοίνυν κατά τήν Άσίαν ύπήρχον εγχώριοι43

βασιλείς, ών οϋτε πράξις επίσημος οϋτε όνομα μνημονεύεται44 (Now in ancient

times native-bom kings arose throughout Asia, of whom neither any notable deed nor any

name is remembered). This would seem to make allowance for Belus, if it were not for

the fact that Ctesias mentions Belus later in his narrative, as the Babylonian equivalent of
Zeus to whom Semiramis built a temple in Babylon.45 Ctesias, therefore, introduces a

novel element into the gradual development of the character of Ninus (inasmuch as we can

follow its development) by making him an Assyrian king, but he retains Herodotus'

identification of Belus as a god, Zeus in a Babylonian guise.46 Belus was made a mortal

when the process of identifying him as an Assyrian king was completed by Castor.
39 Diod., β/Μ, ii.1.4.
40 Diod., ii.3.4.
41 Drews, (1973), 108.
42 Diod., ii.1.4 (cf. ii.23.1, 28.8); Photius, Bibl., cod. 72, (45a); of. Alexander Polyhistor, FGrH,
273, F 81 (= Agathias, Hist, ii.25.3,4; Syncellus, Chron., 676); Justin, Epitome, i.1.4 ff; see
Goossens, op. cit., 29, 45.
43 CI. Justin, Epit., i.1.3: Fines imperii tueri magis quam proferre mos erat; intra suam cuique
patriam regna finiebantur {\X was the custom to maintain the borders of rule, rather than to extend
them. The kingdoms had their bounds within the native land of each ruler.).
44 Diod., ii.1.4. Cf. Justin, Epit., i.1.7, who says that Vezosisthe Egyptian and Tanaus of Scythia
were famous rulers In Asia before Ninus, but they are distinct from him because, although they
conducted foreign campaigns, they did not acquire empires.
45 Diod., ii.8.7, 9.4. The phrase used by Ctesias or Diodorus, Ιερόν Διός. δν καλούσιν οί
Βαβυλώνιοι ... Βηλον (the temple of Zeus, whom the Babylonians call Belus), is not taken directly
from Herodotus.
46 B. Wacholder, (1974), 104, mistakenly suggests that Ctesias is Eusebius' source for the fact
that Belus was the father of Ninus.
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Castor of Rhodes, who in the first century B.C. wrote a chronicle covering the

time from the Assyrian kings to Pompey (61/0 B.C.)47 is apparently the first to unite the

two ideas that Belus was Ninus' father and that Ninus was an Assyrian king, thereby

making Belus the Assyrian king who preceded Ninus. Castor seems, moreover, to be one

of Thallus' principal sources. The evidence for his discussion of Belus and his

Titanomachy are contained in the Chronicle of Eusebius. We shall refer back to various

details from this passage throughout our discussion of Thallus' Titanomachy, but give
here the whole of the relevant excerpt.48

From Castor's short volume, On the kingdom of the Assyrians:
"Belus," he says, "was king of the Assyrians, and under him the

Cyclopes bore lightning and fiery thunderbolts as an aid in battle to
Aramazd [Zeus],49 who was fighting against the Titans. The kings of the
Titans at this time were known, one of whom was Ogygus, the king."
Afterward, with just a few words added, he says, "The giants attacked the
gods and were destroyed, since Heracles and Dionysus, who were from
the Titans, helped the gods."

"Belus, of whom we spoke earlier, departed this life, he who was
even held to be a god. After him Ninus ruled over the Assyrians 52 years.
He married Semiramis. After him Semiramis ruled over the Assyrians 42
years. Then Zames, who is also [known as] Ninyas."

Castor's narrative, like Thallus', has Belus as an Assyrian king, and a Titanomachy

involving Belus, Ogygus, and the Titans fighting against Zeus and the gods. Not only is
Castor's the closest Titanomachy, in terms of content, which we can find to that of

47 Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship: from the Beginnings to the End of the Hellenistic
Age, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 257 and n.3.
48 Eusebius' chronicle is only preserved in an Armenian translation; I have, therefore, foregone
the inclusion of the text, and based my English rendering on the Latin translation of A.
Schoene, Eusebi Chronicorum Libri Duo, (Berlin: Weidmannsche, 1875), vol. i, 54-5, and the
German translation of J. Karst, Eusebius Werke: Die Chronik, (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1911), 26-
7 (also found in FGrH 2B, 250, F 1).
49 Aramazd, a contraction of the Iranian Ahura-Mazda, is not Castor's term, but demonstrably a
gloss interpolated by the Armenian translator or copyist, giving the Armenian equivalent of the
Greek Zeus; Karst, op. cit., 8 n.7. Zeus is also rendered as Aramazd in citations from Alexander
Polyhistor, Diodorus and Josephus; see Karst, 8.26, 10.23, 54.32, 55.20,22, 89.26,27,
138.33. See D. Lang, Armenia: Cradle of Civilization, (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1970),
127; N. Garso'ian, "Prolegomena to a Study of the Iranian Elements in Arsacid Armenia," Handes
Amsorya. Zeitschrift fdr armenische Philologie90 (1976): 16 and n.37, 17; idem, "The Iranian
Substratum of the "Agat'angelos" Cycle," in East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the
Formative Period, ed. N. Garso'ian, et al., (Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library
and Collection, 1980), 158.
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Thallus, but Thallus is also associated with Castor in all of the Greek attestations —

which come from authors who may be assumed to have some familiarity with Greek

literature — of his work,50 except for the reference of Eusebius to Thallus' interpretation

of the darkness at the Crucifixion (for obvious reasons Castor would not have included

comparable material), and the Ad Autolycum (Theophilus seems not to have known

Castor). Castor, therefore, seems to have been Thallus' immediate source, for the

Titanomachy at least.
Ninus is not mentioned in the remains of Thallus, and so we do not know whether

or not Thallus included Ninus at all, and if so in what relation Thallus understood Belus

and Ninus to be, which presents problems for our study of Thallus' chronology (since it
is easier to find Ninus in chronological relation to other people and events in other

works). Thallus' source, Castor, however, presents us with a possibility. Although other

writers included intermediate rulers between Belus and Ninus,51 in Castor Ninus

immediately succeeded Belus, just as Semiramis immediately succeeded Ninus.S2 The

words "under him"53 may simply indicate the time at which the battle with Zeus occurred,

but they may also suggest that Belus was the leader of the alliance against the gods,

although Thallus gives no indication of this; the evidence, however, is too strained to

render any important narrative distinction. The phrase with which Castor euhemerizes

Belus, "he who was even held to be a god," indicates that he was well aware of the earlier
traditions in regard to Belus, and also suggests that, if Thallus derived from him some

similar detail for inclusion in his work, Castor was the ultimate source for the sentence in

Ad Autolycum, iii.29, ένιοι μεν σέβονται τον Κρόνον και τούτον αύτόν όνομάζουσι

Βήλ και Βάλ, μάλιστα οί οίκούντες τά ανατολικά κλίματα (Some worship Kronos

50 Africanus in Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, X.10.489A (= Τ 2), 488D-489A (= F 5a), 488C
(= F 7); Eusebius, Armenian Chronicle, Karst, p. 125; Ps.-Justin, Cohortatio ad Graecos, 9 (= F
5b); Malalas, vi (Bonn, p. 157,18) (= F 8); Syncellus, p.172,17 (= F 6).
51 Abydenus makes Ninus the sixth Assyrian king after Belus, and places Semiramis in the sixth
generation after Belus, according to Moses of Chorene (FGrH, 3C, frag. 8); for the context of
Moses' inclusion of these details, see R. Thomson, "The formation of Armenian literary
tradition," in Easf of Byzantium,143. In De Pallio, ii.5, Tertullian calls Ninus Beli progenie, using
the vague word progenies (descendant), rather than the more concrete filius (son) to define
their relationship; see below, p. 112.
52 Cf. Diod., Bibl., ii.7.1. We know from Diodorus that in the Ctesian tradition Semiramis
succeeded Ninus, and in both the Latin [post quern) and the German (nach welchem)
translations, and so presumably in the original text, the same words indicating the passing of the
previous ruler are used to introduce the accession of both Ninus and Semiramis.
53 Schoene: sub eo; Karst: unter ihm.
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and call him Bel and Bal, especially those who inhabit the eastern regions),54 which

contains the idea that Belus was considered a god, since he was worshipped.
2.i.2. Belus, contemporary ofZeus

We have seen that the identification of Belus as an Assyrian is, to judge by

indisputable evidence, a rather late development in a process with amorphous beginnings,
which can be reconstructed only hypothetically. The second feature of the Belus whom
Thallus portrays, the synchronism with Zeus, however, can in all probability be traced to

its original source. The account of the life of Zeus of Euhemerus of Messene, reputedly a

friend and ambassador of Cassander I (reigned 301-297 B.C.),S5 in his HieraAnagraphe

or Sacred History, comes to us indirectly, preserved in Eusebius' Praeparatio

Evangelical which in turn depends on Diodorus' Bibliotheca57 (although, if Diodorus

handled Euhemerus as slavishly as he is supposed to have used his other sources, his
work probably maintains the ideas of Euhemerus faithfully). Nevertheless, throughout the
course of epitomization and abridgement, one detail which is here of principal interest to

us was maintained. While travelling throughout the world Zeus is said to have visited

Belus in Babylon: έλθόντα δέ εις Βαβυλώνα έπιξενωθήναι Βήλω38 (and he came to

Babylon and was hospitably received by Belus).59 While Castor and Thallus accepted

Euhemerus' authority in making Belus and Zeus contemporaries, they did not accept the

relationship he posits between them; for in Euhemerus' account, Belus was the host rather
than the enemy of Zeus. There is fighting in the course of Zeus' travels, but the summary

narrative of Cilix's defeat is sufficiently distinct from that of the reception in Babylon to

suggest that Euhemerus never intended any conflict between Zeus and Belus: έλθόντα δέ

εις Κιλικίαν πολεμώ νικησαι Κίλικα τοπάρχην60 (and he came to Cilicia and conquered

Cilix,61 the ruler of that place, in war). There is, moreover, some possibility that
Euhemerus' HieraAnagraphe did not include an account of the Titanomachy, the narrative

54 Ad Aut., iii.29, trans. Grant, p. 145.
55 Diod., Bibl., vi.1.4; seeT. Brown, "Euhemerus and the Historians," Harvard Theological
Review39 (1946): 259-74; Fraser, op. cit., vol. i, 289-96.
56 Praeparatio Evangelica, ii.3.52, ft; see G. Bounoure, "Eusebe Citateurde Diodore," Revue
des Etudes Grecques, 95 (1982): 432-9.
57 See below, p. 163.
58 Diod., Bibl., vi.1.10.
59 See Appendix I, p. 77 ft.
60 Ibid.
61 Cf. Marmor Parium, A.8 (FGrH, 2B, 239); F. Jacoby, Das Marmor Parium: Herausgegeben und
Erklart, (Berlin: Weidmannsche, 1904), 5, 39 ft.; John Malalas, 2.8 (Bonn ed.. p. 31).
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context in which Thallus made Belus the military opponent of Zeus.62
No known chronology from before Euhemerus' time made Zeus and Belus

contemporaries (indeed, it seems most likely that it was Euhemerus himself who rendered

Zeus a fit subject for chronographic speculation), and could thus have served as a source

for Euhemerus,63 but there was a tradition at least as old as Herodotus which made the one

the equivalent of the other. Herodotus twice uses Βήλος as an epithet of Ζεύς,64 both

times in the context of a description of the god's temple in Babylon. This was perhaps

intended to differentiate the god from the Belus listed in the genealogies,65 but its effect

was to identify the Greek Zeus with the Oriental Belus.66
Euhemerus did not accept this equivalence, but rather working from an

assumption similar to the one posited by Theophilus in regard to Cronus and Belus, Τοΰ
δέ Κρόνου και τοΰ Βήλου συνακμασάντων όμόσε, οί πλείους ούκ έπίστανται τίς
έστιν ό Κρόνος η τίς ό Βηλος (Since Kronos and Belos were contemporaries, most

people do not know which is Kronos and which is Belos)67 only reversing fact and

implication, he determined that since Zeus and Belus are presently confused, they were

therefore contemporaries. Lactantius provides the principle by which Euhemerus
understood the epithets of Zeus to be the names of his contemporaries, when he states that

according to the Sacred History Jupiter established joint cults with his hosts throughout
the world:

Historia vero Sacra testatur ipsum Iovem postquam rerum potitus sit, in

62 See below, pp. 39-40.
63 But see Appendix I, pp. 78-9.
64 Herodotus, Hist., i.181.2, iii. 158.2; of. Ctesias in Diod., Bibl., ii.8.7, 9.4.
65 Herodotus, Hist., i.7.2, vii.61.3.
66 Berossus in FGrH, 680, F 1.8,9; F 12; Pliny, Nat. Hist., 6.30 (121); Dio Cassius, lxxix.8.5; Philo
of Byblos in Eusebius, Praep. Evan., i.10.38a.See A. Cook, Zeus: A Study in Ancient Religion
(Cambridge: University Press, 1914 ff.), vol. i, 756 n.6, 757 n.1; F. Cumont, Les Religions
Orientales dans le Paganisme Romain, 4th ed., (Paris; Librairie Orientaliste Paul Geuthner,
1929), 118-9, 121-2 (trans. Showerman, 127-8, 132); J. Teixidor, The Pantheon of Palmyra,
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979), 9, 11, 38, 93.
67 Ad Aut., iii.29; trans. Grant, p. 145. Significantly, however, on the temple of Bel in Palmyra
Belus is depicted in the role of Zeus in the Titanomachy, combatting anguipedal giants; E. Will,
"Bel," Lexicon iconographicum Mythologiae Ciassicae, (Zurich: Artemis, 1986), vol. iii. 1, p. 91,
relief 11. The chariot in which Belus rides in the Palmyrene relief is also associated with Zeus in
the temple of Zeus Theos in Dura-Europos, see M. Rostovtzeff, Dura-Europos and its Art,
(Oxford. Clarendon Press, 1938), 63 ff.
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tantum venisse insolentiam ut ipse sibi fana in multis locis constituent.68
Nam cum terras circumiret, ut in quamque regionem venerat, reges

principesve populorum hospitio sibi et amicitia copulabat et, cum a quoque

digrederetur, iubebat sibi fanum creari hospitis sui nomine, quasi ut posset
amicitiae ac foederis memoria conservari. Sic constituta sunt templa Iovi
Ataburio, lovi Labryandio: Ataburus enim et Labryandus hospites eius
atque adiutores in bello fuerunt.69
(Indeed, the Sacred History attests that after he came to power Jupiter
became so immoderate that he established sanctuaries to himself in many

places. For when he travelled about the world, as he came to each land, he
bound the kings or princes of the different peoples to himself by
hospitality and friendship. And as he was about to take his leave of each
one, he ordered a shrine to be raised to himself in the name of his host, so

that a memorial of friendship and fidelity might be preserved. Thus
temples were established to Jupiter Ataburius and Jupiter Labryandius; for
Ataburus and Labryandus were his hosts as well as his allies in war.)

Although this is not a literal quotation of Ennius,70 it most likely does represent the content

of Euhemerus, and is included in the latest collection of the fragments and testimonia of

Euhemerus.71 We have already seen that in Euhemerus' account Belus was a host of Zeus

in his travels, and that Belus was the epithet of the Zeus who had a famous temple and
cult at Babylon, precisely where Belus is situated by Euhemerus. Following the principle
cited by Lactantius, we may naturally assume that Euhemerus separated Belus from Zeus

(after they had come to be equated in Greek literature), and — because of the former

equation — made Belus a contemporary of Zeus,7* and the ruler of the city where Zeus

was worshipped under his name.

As we have seen, Castor, and Thallus after him, accepted the synchronism of

Belus and Zeus from Euhemerus, but not his narrative relation of the two characters.

2.i.3. Belus, participant in the Titanomachy
The involvement of Belus in the Titanomachy and the conflicts of the various

681 have dispensed with Monat's quotation marks encompassing the text from ipsum lovem to
locis constituent, as they misleadingly imply a direct quotation from Ennius and limit the extent of
the citation from the SacraHistoria: see E. Laughton, "The Prose of Ennius," Eranos49 (1951):
48; M. Winiarczyk, ed., Euhemerus Messenius, Reliquiae, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1991), 39 (test.
64A).
69 Lactantius, Div. Inst., i.22.21-3.
70 Laughton, loc. cit.
71 Winiarczyk, loc. cit.
72 Pace Winiarczyk, op. cit., 40 n.8.
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orders of Greek gods is, on the basis of our present evidence, isolated to Castor and

Thallus.73 As there is no apparent precedent, it is fair to conjecture that this inclusion is

original to Castor, and that Thallus took it over from him. This novelty is made possible

by the two other features which are developed in other authors, Belus' human kingship
and his synchronism with Zeus, but it is itself indeed a novelty. But novelty, some

change in characters, plot, or detail, more than derivation and repitition, seems to have

been part of the tradition of the historicization of myth,74 and making Belus a participant in
the battles of Zeus and Cronus seems to have been the contribution of Castor to this

collection of novelties.

It may seem strange that Belus, an Assyrian king, should be involved by Castor
and Thallus in a conflict which, seen in historicized terms, was probably a dynastic

struggle between two Greek rulers,75 but earlier authors had understood the Assyrians to

be interested in the politics of the Aegean, particularly during the heroic age. Plato, in the

Laws, depicted the Greeks provoking the wrath of the Assyrians by their sack of Troy,
which was a part of the Assyrian empire, and indicated that fear of an Assyrian punitive

expedition played a role in the formulation of Dorian laws.76 Ctesias77 goes further in

saying that the Assyrian king, Teutamus, sent a force to aid his vassal, Priam, under the

command of Memnon,78 who had already distinguished himself by his building works at

Susa.7'' Although before Ctesias Memnon,80 the hero of the Trojan war, had been

73 See Appendix II, p. 80 ft.
74 No two "euhemerizing" histories are found to be exactly alike, no one can be said to follow any
other precisely, but the best example of this characteristic of the historicization of myth is
Dionysius Scytobrachion (see below, p. 41, 163 ff.), whose narrative, characters, their relation to
each other, and relative importance are different from those in any other Greek presentation of
'mythic history.'
75 Neither Castor nor Thalius say anything about the ethnic origin of Cronus or Zeus, or the
location of the Titanomachy, but Theophilus would probably not have stated without
qualification that Zeus was a king on Crete {Ad Aut., i. 10, iii.23) if this disagreed with Thallus.
76 Plato, Laws, iii, 685C.D.
77 Diod., Bibl., ii.22 (= FGrH, 3C, 688, frag.1); cf. Georgius Syncellus, Ecloga Chronographica,
314-5. Contrast Diod., Bibl., iv.75, where Diodorus offers a variant narrative, more dependant on
Greek myth, historicizing Tithonus and Memnon; see Drews, (1973), 110.
78 The association of Memnon with Assyria may have been occasioned by his usual identification
as an Ethiopian being coupled wiht Herodotus' mention of "the Ethiopians of Asia, or of the
East," {Hist., iii.94.1: Αιθίοπες οί έκ της 'Ασίας, vii.70.1: oi δέ άπό ήλίου άναπολέων Αιθίοπες), as
Ninus and his descendants were supposed to have had hegemony over almost all of Asia; see
Ctesias'description of Teutamus as βασιλεύοντος της 'Ασίας (ruling over Asia).
79 Herodotus three times refers to Susa as "Memnonian," see Hist., v.53, 54.2, vii.151, perhaps
giving Ctesias something to explain by his narrative.
80 See W. H. Roscher, AusfCihrliches Lexikon der griechischen und romischen Mythologie,
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1890-94), II.ii, 2653-87.
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identified as an Ethiopian,81 after the publication of the Persica he was associated with

Susa,82 or with Persia generally.83 Moreover, the geographical horizons of the

euhemerizing writers had broadened along with the perspective of the Hellenistic world,

and, despite the localization of certain events in their lives, such as birth and burial, the

euhemerized gods were supposed to have enjoyed universal rule.84
2.i.4. Conclusion

Castor of Rhodes appears to be the immediate source for Thallus' Titanomachy,
and specifically for the character of Belus as Thallus presents it. Of this characterization's
three defining features (identified above), Castor may have originated (or originally

written) the first and third: that Belus was an Assyrian ruler, and that Belus fought against
Zeus in the Titanomachy, he also seems to have conveyed the second: that Bclus was a

contemporary of Zeus, from Euhemerus. Euhemerus also connects Belus with Babylon,
an association not apparently picked up by either Castor or Thallus, perhaps out of
deference to Ctesias, who made Semiramis the founder of Babylon.85

Unfortunately, our knowledge of Thallus' treatment of Assyrian history is limited
to the contents of Ad Autolycum, iii.29: Belus, the king of the Assyrians, in alliance with

Cronus, fought against Zeus. We do not know if he mentioned Babylon, or took Ninus
and Semiramis from Castor, as well. Castor also seems to have been Eusebius' source for

Assyrian history,86 although Eusebius seems to have made some concessions to the

versions of Euhemerus,87 and perhaps Ctesias;88 and while Eusebius may have known
81 Proclus' summary of the Aethiopis{Chrestomathia, ii), which forms part of the epic cycle, does
not mention the origin of Memnon, or of his followers, but Pindar, Ol., 2.83, refers to the "Ethiop
son of Dawn" killed by Achilles. Cf. Quintus Smyrnaeus (bk. ii), where Memnon's followers are
Ethiopian.
82Strabo, Geog., xv.2(728); Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, i.42.3, iv.31.5, x.31.7; Aelian, De
naturaanimalium, v.1, xiii. 18; Stephanus Byzantius, apud Ιοϋσα; Isidore, Etymol., xv.1.10. See
J.G. Frazer, Pausanias's Description of Greece, (London: Macmillan and Co., 1898), vol. iii, 431-
2.
83 Lucan, iii.284-6; Hyginus, Fabulae, 223.5.
84 Cf. Euhemerus in Diod., Bibl., vi.1.6, on Zeus: έβασίλευσε της οικουμένης άπάσης (he ruled
over the entire inhabited world); cf. Diod., iii.56.3; 61.2, 5; 73.8; v.44.6.
85 See Appendix I, p. 77.
86 Eusebius, Chron. (Karst, p. 26); FGrH, 250, Τ 2, F 5; Mosshammer, op. cit., 135, 145, 182-3;
see contrasting views on the role of Porphyry in the transmission of Assyrian king-lists in B.
Croke, "Porphyry's Anti-Christian Chronology," Journal of Theological Studies34 (1983): 179,
183-4.
87 Eusebius does not mention a Titanomachy, and certainly does not involve the Assyrian kings
in such a conflict, and claims Semiramis "restored" (instaurans), rather than founded Babylon;
Chron. Can., anno Abr. XI.
88 Eusebius, ibid., nevertheless does involve Semiramis in the construction of Babylon, if not its
initial building.
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Thallus' history, this does not seem to have been an intermediary of his knowledge of

Castor.89

It has often been argued90 that Thallus was influenced by Pseudo-Eupolemus, a

supposedly early second-century B.C. Samaritan author,91 because they both wrote on

biblical characters and identified Belus with Cronus.92 While Pseudo-Eupolemus may

have treated both of these matters, Thallus dealt with neither. We have already seen that
there is no reason to believe Thallus actually mentioned Moses, his one supposed

reference to a biblical figure.93 When we turn to Ad Autolycum, iii.29, in both the

encapsulated narrative ascribed to Thallus, where Belus and Cronus are allies, as well as

Theophilus' statement that because Belus and Cronus were contemporaries they are

commonly confused, they are distinct characters; indeed, the latter recognizes the fusing
of Belus and Cronus as an error of general opinion and attempts to correct it. Moreover,

although the note on the common confusion of Belus and Cronus could be derived from
Thallus (and ultimately Castor), Theophilus does not indicate that this is so, and we

should consequently not set too much weight on this statement as evidence for the

contents of Thallus' histories. There is, therefore, no indication at all that Thallus was

influenced by Pseudo-Eupolemus.94

2.ii. Cronus and the Titans

Cronus and the Titans as enemies of Zeus are more firmly set in the tradition of
historicized myth than the role of Belus, which might be said to be the invention of Castor
of Rhodes. Cronus and the Titans as they are portrayed by Thallus are not found in the

rationalizing tradition from the first, but are the products of a development of ideas. The
three streams of this development, the historicization of Cronus, and of the Titans, and
the combination of the conflict of Zeus against Cronus with the Titanomachy, find their
confluence in Dionysius Scytobrachion. In addition to the few scant words on Cronus in
the Ad Autolycum, we may be able to produce a new fragment of Thallus on Cronus in
the West and demonstrate the likelihood of its inclusion in his histories.

89 See the treatment cited above, n. 86.
90 Freudenthal, op. cit., 93, 101; Wacholder, (1963), 91; Holladay, op. cit., 344; see Jacoby,
FGrH, 2D, 835.
91 Wacholder, (1963), 84-7.
92 Eusebius, Praep. Ev., ix.17(418C-419D), ix.18(420B-C) =FGrH, 724.
93 See above, pp. 17-9.
94 See N. Walter, "Zu Pseudo-Eupolemus," Klio 43-45 (1965). 289.
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2.H.I. Historicization and combination

A conflict between Cronus and Zeus was a basic part of the generational scheme
of Greek myth. Hesiod does not describe this conflict as a war or a battle, but rather in

terms of a fable in which a cruel and cannibalistic father is tricked and overcome by his

clever son;95 his account is, nevertheless, the ultimate basis for all later rationalizing and

historicizing. Diodorus' "Cretan account" of Greek myth, which was based in part on

earlier traditions ascribed to Epimenides, the late seventh-century Cretan religious teacher,

and seems to be largely pre-Euhemeran in perspective,96 wavers between a peaceful and a

belligerent succession from Cronus to Zeus, the latter, however, does not deviate far from

Hesiod: the conflict is still presented as one between individuals, but such fabulous

elements as the cannibalism have been excised.97 Pherecydes of Syros (fl. c. 544 B.C.)

seems to be the first to make Cronus the leader of an army drawn up for battle against
another (στρατείαν στρατείαι), rather than a single mythic character facing another, and
to describe the challenges and combats (προκλήσεις τε και άμιλλας) of the two sides in

the manner of a Homeric battle, but according to Pherecydes the obscure Ophioneus, not

Zeus, was the opponent of Cronus in this battle.98
At the beginning of the tradition of rationalizing theology, Hecataeus of Abdera

renders a somewhat confusing report of the matter, for he includes Cronus among the

terrestrial gods of Egypt and has him succeeded by Zeus without any conflict99 (the

fighting among the Egyptian "gods" is between Typhon and Osiris and Horus), but he
also says that Melampus brought the myths of Cronus and the Titanomachy from Egypt to

Greece.100 Although Euhemerus gave an earthly reign to Cronus,101 we are able to entertain
some doubt as to whether or not he also historicized the conflict of Cronus and Zeus.

Certainly, no "war" of this nature, a struggle between the "gods" for domination, is

included in our fragment from the PraeparatioEvangelica,101 and the defeat of Cilix is the

only fighting described. Further, in using the verb διαδέχομαι to describe the accession
95 Theogony, 453-500.
96 See below, p. 167.
97 Diod., Bibl., v.70. For a later version of the myth of personal conflict, see Pausanias' report that
Cronus and Zeus wrestled at Olympia: Descrip. Graec., v.7.10, viii.2.2.
98 H. Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, (Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1934), no.
7, F 4 (vol. i, 49); Origen, Contra Celsum, vi.42; see Fl. Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965), 358.
99 Diod., Bibl., i. 13.4; of. Manetho, frags 1, 3, 5, 83.
100 Diod., Bibl., i.97.4.
101 Diod., Bibl., vi. 1.9.
102 Praep. Ev„ ii.2.59B-61 A.
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of Zeus: τον δέ Δία διαδεξάμενον την βασιλείαν"" (and Zeus received in turn the

kingdom), Diodorus seems to imply a peaceful reception of power, rather than a violent

coup d'etat, for both times that Diodorus deals with the uncertainty concerning Zeus'

succession elsewhere,104 he also uses this same verb to describe the alternative of Zeus

receiving the kingship without violence, as opposed to a conflict between father and

son.105 Euhemerus may have intended some sort of conflict to be assumed even if he did

not describe it, or Diodorus himself may have introduced the equivocation he
demonstrates concerning Zeus' succession in other passages into the Sacred History. We

depend on Diodorus as an intermediary for our fragment of Euhemerus in the Praeparatio

Evangelica, and if he considered the question of how Zeus received the kingship to be
inconclusive (as he seems to have done), he may have excluded any definite statement on

the matter from his paraphrase of the Sacred History. According to Lactantius, in Ennius'

(239-169 B.C.) Latin translation of Euhemerus there was an account of Jupiter's

usurpation of Saturn's throne. On learning from an oracle that he should beware of his
son driving him from his kingdom, Saturn is said to have laid an ambush for Jupiter, but

Jupiter learned of it, appropriated the kingdom, and sent armed men in pursuit of Saturn

until he found refuge in Italy.106 Although Ennius did not translate Euhemerus literally or

slavishly,107 and we cannot be sure how faithfully he represents the original Sacred

History (Saturn's flight to Italy, for instance, seems to be an addition by an Italian

author108), there is general agreement among scholars that Ennius may be used in

reconstructing Euhemerus' account of the succession of Zeus.109 The Third Sibylline

Oracle,110 written about 163-145 B.C.,111 contains an account of Cronus and Titan very

similar to that taken from Ennius112 (including the pact between Cronus and Titan, the

103 Diod., Bib/., vi.1.9.
104 See below, pp. 170-3,
105 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.4, v.70.1.
106Lact., Div. Inst., i.14.11-12.
107 Winiarczyk, op. cit., vi and n.8.
108 See below, p. 45 and n. 169.
109 Fraser, op. cit., vol. i, 291, of. vol. ii, 451 nn. 819, 820; Winiarczyk, op. cit., Τ 58, p. 37. Brown,
op. cit., 261 and n. 15, considers Lactantius a reliable source for many points of Euhemerus'
narrative, but in recapitulating the reconstructed Sacred History, op. cit., 261, he says only that
"Zeus succeeded to the throne" without any mention of treachery or usurpation.
110 Orac. Sib., iii.110-55.
111 J. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, (New York: Doubleday, 1983), vol. i,
355.
112Lact., Uiv. Inst., 1.14.2-10.
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killing of Cronus' male children, and the secret rearing of Zeus, Poseidon, and Pluto),"3
which seems to confirm that Ennius was indeed following Euhemerus closely, as it is

unlikely that the author of this Oracle would be familiar with a Latin writer, such as

Ennius,"4 but Ennius and the Oracle could easily have shared Euhemerus as a source.

Whether Euhemerus' Sacred History included an account of a conflict between Zeus and

Cronus or not, it is unlikely that this account had any great influence on the narrative of

Thallus. Ennius makes the "Titanomachy" (Jupiter's battle with Titan, the brother of

Saturn, and his sons to free his father from captivity"5) and Jupiter's conflict with his
father two distinct and consecutive events, whereas in Thallus they are merged and Saturn
is a leader of Zeus' opponents in the Titanomachy.

As it is first related by Hesiod"6 the Titanomachy is, of course, a mythical battle

between divine powers; there are, nevertheless, even here indications that a historicized

rendering of the war would be appropriate: the gods seem to fight in massed arrays,"7 not

in individual combats like that of Zeus and Typhon, and the Titanomachy, just as the

Trojan war fought by humans, lasts for ten years."8 The rationalization of the

Titanomachy was also encouraged by the opinions of thinkers like Plato, who identified
the various theomachies as myths particularly unacceptable for telling to youths in his

republic."9 There was, furthermore, a tradition which held the Titans to be the ancestors

of mankind,120 and so they might eventually have been assumed to be of human blood

themselves. As in the case of the conflict of Cronus and Zeus, the Titanomachy is not

mentioned in Diodorus' redaction of Euhemerus' Sacred History, but Titan is here found

as the brother of Cronus,121 and, once again taking the parallel narratives of Ennius122 and

113 Alexander Polyhistor (Eusebius, Chron., Karst, 12.14-6; Syncellus, Ecloga, 81; FGrH, 273, F
79) and Abydenus (Eusebius, Chron., Karst, 17.22-4; Praep. Evan., ix.14.2, 416C; Syncellus,
Ecloga, 82; FGrH 685, F 4b) also appear to follow this account of the conflict between Cronus
and Titan.
114 Charlesworth, op. cit., vol. i, 366, note w.
115Lact., Div. Inst., i.14.2-10.
116 Theog., 617 ff.; cf. Musaeus (Diels, 2, frag. 8), Epimenides (Diels, 3, frag. 24). See West,
(1966), 337.
117 Theog., 628 ff.; see West, (1966), 337.
118 Theog., 636.
119 Rep., ii, 378B-D; cf. Cicero, De natura deorum, 2.70; see Pease, op. cit., 735-6.
120 Homeric Hymn (3) to Pythian Apollo, 335, Dio Chrysostom, 30.10, cf. 30.26; see I. Linforth,
The Arts of Orpheus, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Caifornia Press, 1941), 307 ff.
121 Diod., Bibl., vi.1.9.
122 Lacl., Div. Inst., i.14.
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the third Sibylline Oracle123 into account we may posit that in the version of Euhemerus the

Titans were the sons of Titan who enforced the oaths of Cronus by killing the male

children of Rhea,124 then confined Cronus and Rhea and fought against Zeus and their

other sons.125 The most complete historicizing account of the Titanomachy is found in the

second-century B.C. work of Dionysius Scytobrachion, which will be discussed below,

because it also marks the start of the clear combination of the Titanomachy with Cronus'
conflict with Zeus.

Zeus' usurpation of Cronus and the war of the Titans against the Olympian gods
are presented as distinct mythological events in their first tellings, although Cronus and

the Titans were united in their imprisonment in Tartarus,126 and Homer refers to the Titans

as "sons of Uranus" (Οΰρανίωνες),127 which would associate them with Cronus, who

was also a son of Uranus. Euhemerus may have made mortals of both Cronus and the

Titans, but he also made them opponents of each other, as well as of Zeus.128 The first

definite joining of the two conflicts seems to occur in the Libyan Stories of Dionysius

Scytobrachion, in the second century B.C.129 In his "Atlantian" account of the gods130 he

says that Cronus led an army which included the Titans,131 the sons of Uranus and

Titaea.132 Zeus, however, is not the principal opponent of Cronus and the Titans,

according to Dionysius; they fight against Ammon,133 and against his son, Dionysus,134
and Athena,135 but against Zeus only once at the end of the war.136 As in relating the Cretan

123 Orac. Sib., 3.110 ff. In addition to the third Sibylline Oracle's corroboration of the fidelity of
Ennius to Euhemerus, the first Sibylline Oracle, of a later date — perhaps the time of Augustus
(see Oharlesworth, op. cit., vol i, 331-2), confirms the extent of the euhemerization of the Titans
by referring to them as "a race of earthborn men" (γένος χαμαιγενέων άνθρώπων); Orac. Sib.,
1.308.
124 Lact., Div. Inst., i. 14.4; Orac. Sib., 3.132-4.
125Lact., Div. Inst., i.14.7,10; Orac. Sib., 3.47-55.
126 Theog., 851; II., 8.478-81, 14.274, 15.225.
127II., 5.898.
128 See above.
129 See below, p. 163-7.
130 J. Rusten, Dionysius Scytobrachion, (Opladen; Westdeutscher Verlag, 1982), 109-12.
131 Diod., β/Μ, iii.71.2,4.
132 Diod., BibI., iii.57.1.
133 Diod., β/Μ, iii.71.2.
134 On the enmity of Dionysus and the Titans, see Pausanias, Descript. Graec., vii.18.4, viii.37.5;
cf. Clement, Protrepticus, 17, 18, 23; Arnobius, Adv. Nat., v.19; Firmicus Maternus, Deerrore
profanarum religionum, 6; Nonnus, Dionys., 6.169 ff. See also Linforth, loc. cit.
135Diod., β/Μ, iii.71.4-5, 72.5.
136 Diod., β/Μ, iii.73.7-8.
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version of mythic history,137 Diodorus presents two versions of the succession of Zeus in

retelling the Libyan Stories,138 and, according to him, if Cronus did not yield power to

Zeus, he is supposed to have made war on him with the aid of the Titans.139 Although this

may be an inclusion of Diodorus' own, it may also be taken from Dionysius and refer to

the final defeat of the Titans when they attacked Ammon on Crete,140 the only battle with
the Titans in which Zeus is involved by Dionysius, for while Cronus' participation is not

mentioned explicitly, it is said that his earlier truce with Dionysus was a pretence,141 and

then he falls out of the narrative. Later, a conflation or confusion of Zeus' struggle with
Cronus and the Titanomachy seems to have been generally accepted; it is attested in such

authors as Horace,142 Ovid,143 Apollodorus,144 Hyginus,145 Eratosthenes, and Germanicus'

translation of his work, and their commentaries,146 in Celsus' comments on Pherecydes,147
and Lac tan tius.14X

We have assumed that Castor of Rhodes was the immediate source for Thallus on

the Titanomachy.149 Cronus, however, is not mentioned in the precis of Castor's

Titanomachy found in the Armenian translation of Eusebius' Chronicle, and the Titans are

simply said to have fought against Zeus.1S0 So, it is possible that, while Castor transmitted

the account of the Titans to him, Thallus may have relied on another source (such as

Dionysius Scytobrachion) for the inclusion of Cronus. It seems more probable, however,

considering the otherwise close relation of the Titanomachies of Castor and Thallus, that
Cronus appeared in Castor's original narrative, but has somehow fallen out of the

fragment in the Armenian Chronicle, and should be restored from Thallus.
2.U.2. Cronus in the West

There was a tradition which held that Cronus went to the West, and although it is
not mentioned in Ad Autolycum, iii.29, we have reason to believe, as we shall see in due
137 See below, p. 170.
138 See below, p. 170.
139 Diod., Bibl., ill.61.4.
140 Diod., Bibl., iii.73.7-8.
141 Diod., Bibl., iii.72.6.
142 Odes, iii.4.42 ff.
143 Fasti, 3.795-8.
144 Bibl., i.1.4, 2.1.
145 Fab., 150.
146 Eratosthenis Catasterismorum Reliquiae, ed. C. Robert, (Berlin: Weidmann, 1878), 182-3.
147 Origen, Contra Celsum, vi.42.
148 Div. Inst., i.10.10.
149 See above, p. 31.
150 See Karst, ed. p. 26, and my translation, above, p. 31.
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course, that Thallus did treat this matter in his histories.151 Although on the basis of the

principal works of classical literature, it might appear that this idea was only of interest to

Latin poets and the contemporaries of Thallus, a brief outline should serve to demonstrate
its antiquity and prevalence, which may have compelled Thallus to give it a place in his
work.

This tradition may have its origins in the earliest works of Greek literature. Homer

occasionally mentions the gods who are "below" in the company of Cronus,152 the Titans

imprisoned by Zeus beneath the earth, but in one passage he describes the abode of
Cronus in somewhat greater detail: ούδ' εϊ κε τά νείατα πείραθ' ϊκηαι / γαίης και

πόντοιο, Υν' Ίάπετός τε Κρόνος τε / ημενοι οϋτ' αυγής Ύπερίονος Ήελίοιο /

τέρποντ' οϋτ άνε'μοισι, βαθύς δε' τε Τάρταρος άμφίς 153 (... not even if you were to

go to the uttermost ends of the earth and sea, where Japetus and Cronus sit, cheered

neither by the rays of Hyperion, the sun, nor by the breezes, with deep Tartarus all

about.). He intends the subterranean prison of the Titans here as well, but, if the first

phrase is read very closely with the second, the location of Tartarus may be shifted from
under the world to the edge of the world: somewhere on the encircling Ocean, perhaps in

the north, which might seem to receive less sunlight.154 A suspect line of Hesiod155 claims

that Cronus rules the heroes who live on the Isles of the Blest at "the ends of the earth" on

the Ocean,156 and even if this line is not genuinely Hesiodic, it is based on ideas he

presents: Cronus once presided over a blessed race, and a blessed race still lives on the

edge of the world.157 Cronus was definitely identified with the Isles of the Blest by the

time Pindar wrote in the early fifth century B.C.158 According to Aristotle,159 Clearchus,160
and Parthenius161 the Pillars of Hercules, at the straits leading from the Mediterranean into

the Atlantic, were at first called the 'Pillars of Briareus', Briareus being one of the

Hundred-handers who guarded the Titans in Tartarus.162 Cronus' habitation on the edge of
151 See below, p. 46 ft.
162//., 14.274, 15.225.
153 //., 8.478-81.
154 Cf. Strabo, Geog., iii.2.12; see next paragraph and Appendix IV, p. 84.
155 Op., 173a.
156 Op., 168-71.
157 Μ. West, Hesiod: Works and Days, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), 195.
158 01., 2.70.
159 Aelian, VariaHistoria, v.3 = Arist., frag. 687.
160Tzetzes, schol. in Lycophronem, 649.
161 Frag. 21 [31].
18? Hesiod, Theog., 729-35.
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the world was later given some geographical definition, for Plutarch163 claims that Cronus

was imprisoned by Zeus on an island north-west of Britain.164
Cronus' name came to be associated with geographical features west of the

traditional Greek sphere. Apollonius Rhodius refers to the Adriatic as the "Cronian

sea,"165 Pliny, Plutarch, and Dionysius Periegetes use the name "Cronian sea" of the ice¬

bound sea166 in the north Atlantic,167 and the Pillars of Hercules were supposedly once

called "the Pillars of Cronus" (Κρόνου στήλαι).168
The rule of Saturn in the West certainly found a place in the euhemerizing tradition

of mythic history. As mentioned above, Euhemerus himself may have included the detail

that Cronus fled to Italy after Zeus usurped his throne in his account,169 but Ennius

definitely brought Saturn to Italy in his translation of Euhemerus.170 In later Greek
versions Italy was not regarded as a place of refuge for Cronus, rather he was supposed
to established dominion over large tracts of the West. The "Cretan account" of Diodorus,

whose original may have preceded Euhemerus,171 says that Cronus' power was greatest in

the western regions, which explains the current popularity of his cult there.172 Dionysius

Scytobrachion, in a decidedly historicizing tone, has Cronus ruling over the specific
territories of Sicily, Libya, and Italy.173 Crates of Mallos and Charax of Pergamum,
163 De defectu oraculorum, 18 (420A); De facie quae in orbe lunae apparet, 26 (940 ff.).
164 The geographical postitioning of the island seems to owe quite a lot to the Atlantis story in
Plato's Timaeus; see W. Hamilton, "The Myth in Plutarch's De Facie (940F-945D)," Classical
Quarterly28 (1934): 25-6. See Appendix IV, p. 84.
165 Argon., 4.327, 509, 548. Whatever the understanding and intention of Apollonius himself,
the scholiast seems to depend on the Latin or the euhemerizing tradition, Schol. in Apol. Rhod.,
4.327: Κρονίην αλοτ τον Άδρίαν φησί" ενταύθα γαρ τον Κρόνον κατωκηκέναι <φασ'\ν) {Cronian
sea: he means the Adriatic; for here [they say] Cronus settled.). Cf. Aeschylus, Prom., 837,
where the Ionian is called κόλπος 'Ρέας (the gulf of Rhea).
166 Cf. Strabo, i.4.2; Tacitus, Agricola, 10.5, Germania, 45.1.
167 Pliny, Nat. Hist., iv. 16.104; Plut., De facie quae in orbe lunae apparet, 26 (941A); Dion. Per.,
32, 48.
168 Eust. comm. in Dionysium Periegetem, 64. Although there is no attribution for this particular
detail in Dionysius, Jacoby, FGrH 103, includes it in F 35 of Charax of Pergamum, along with the
previous sentence in which Dionysius does cite Charax as his source.
169 Winiarczyk, op. cit., Τ 55, p. 34, appears to defend the flight to Italy as genuinely Euhemeran
on the basis of the account of Cronus ruling in the western regions attributed to Charax of
Pergamum (who lived nearly five hundred years later than Euhemerus) by John Lydus (about
eight hundred years later), with which a citation of Euhemerus is associated (De Mensibus,
iv. 154). I rather see Charax as representative of a later, more elaborate, yet still "euhemerizing"
historical tradition, while Lydus' citation of Euhemerus is only intended to corroborate the detail
that Cronus was a terrestrial king.
170Lact., Div. Inst., i.14.12.
171 See below, p. 167.
172Diod., Bibl., v.66.5; see below, p. 171.
"JDiod., Bibl., iii.61.3; see below, pp.164-5.
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followed suit by making Cronus king of Sicily, Libya, Italy, and the western regions.174
Eusebius included in his Chronicle a list, of unknown provenance, of kings who

preceded Aeneas in Italy which begins with Cronus.175
The euhemerizing tradition may owe something to the Latin tradition of Saturn's

residence in Italy, which usually included the detail that he gave his name to a city or

region (this detail, as we shall see, is of particular relevance to the possibility that Thallus

mentioned Cronus in Italy). Ennius provides us with our first written evidence for it,176
and it has been proposed that Cornelius Nepos in the first century B.C. was the first

historian to deal with the matter.177 Dionysius of Halicarnassus reports this tradition as a

native Italian legend, rather than as a valid historical theory.178 Virgil, who gave Saturn's

habitation in Italy its most famous expression, withdrew from the rationalism of Ennius

and made Saturn a fugitive not from Crete, but from heaven.179 Ovid likewise treats Saturn

as a god dwelling among men in Italy.180 A euhemerizing strain was, nevertheless,

maintained in the Latin tradition, evinced by Jerome's interpolated translation of into

Eusebius' Canons, including its Italian king list from Saturn.181
There was, therefore, a tradition, current and well developed at the time of

Thallus, which set Cronus in the West. Furthermore, the Latin tradition at least proposed

that he arrived there after a conflict with Zeus.

Considering this tradition and the fact that, after naming such major characters in
his "Titanomachy" as Belus, Cronus, and Zeus, Theophilus includes a description from
Thallus of the flight of such a minor one as Ogygus only, who is not even mentioned

among the belligerents, it seems strange that no reference is made to Cronus also fleeing
to the West. This may have been because no such detail was found in Thallus' history,
but it is unlikely that Thallus should neglect the later fortunes of one of the conflict's

principals, if he discussed the flight of a lesser actor in the Titanomachy, particularly as

the flight of Ogygus, as he describes it, is so similar in timing and destination to that

usually ascribed to Cronus. Theophilus rather probably had at his disposal, in the work of
174 John Lydus, Liber de Mensibus, iv.71, 154; see below, p. 166.
175 Karst, 136.7, Syncellus, Ecloga, 322-3, 450.
176 Lact., Div. Inst., i.14.12; see preceding paragraph.
177 See below, p. 147 n. 51.
178 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.36.1; see below, p. 50 and n. 207.
179 Aen., 8.319-20; see below, p. 125 and n. 10.
180 Fasti, 1.247-8; see below, p. 126 and n. 17.
181 Chronici Canones, ann. Abr. DCCCXL. This is shown to be an addition by Jerome by the fact
that it is not found in the Armenian version; see Karst, p. 171.
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Thallus, accounts of the fates of everyone involved in this war, and included only one

brief example in the Ad Autolycum because of the brevity required by the letters, and
because fuller information was already set out in a work of which his intended reader was

also aware. On this point it would be no great stretch to read σέ τον έπιστάμενον τάς

ιστορίας as "you who know the History," rather than Grant's "you who know the

history," and take it to refer to Thallus' history, which Theophilus knew Autolycus had

read, particularly since αΐ Ιστορίαι seems from Africanus' citation found in Syncellus to

have been the name by which Thallus' work was known.182 So, bearing in mind the

obvious derivation of Satumia from Saturn in the Latin tradition,183 as well as variations in

the euhemerizing tradition,184 Theophilus is almost certainly referring to Cronus when he

says: καί τάς λοιπάς δέ χώρας και πόλεις άφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας εσχον, ούκ

άναγκαΤον ηγούμεθα καταλε'γειν, μάλιστα προς σέ τον έπιστάμενον τάς ιστορίας

(We do not consider it necessary to list the other lands and cities [and the persons]18" from

whom they received their names, especially for you who know the history.).186 Miiller

goes so far as to assume a lacuna and emend the text of the Ad Autolycum to: "Ενθα

φησίν Κρόνος ηττηθείς έ'φυγεν εις Ταρτησσόν, Ώγυγος δέ εις την άπ' αΰτοΰ

όνομασθεΤσαν Ώγυγίαν, τότε μέν κτλ.187 (Then he says, "Cronus was defeated and

fled to Tartessus, and Ogygus [fled] to the country named Ogygia after him, but then
called etc.), and understands Ogygus to flee to, not from, Attica; this may be the natural
result of arguing that Thallus described Cronus' flight to the West as well, but it seems

excessive, as Midler's emendation requires a substantial modification of the text and
results in a reconstructed narrative which has no exact parallel in the extant literature, and

as the text as it stands can be explained.188 On the basis of the example of Ogygus, it is
sufficient to note that Thallus discussed what happened to those defeated in the

Titanomachy and wrote of at least one fleeing to the West, and that these suggest other
ideas (i.e., Cronus in the West) which would probably have been included in his history.
182 Syncellus, 610 (=FGrH 256, F 1); see Holladay, op. cit., 366 n.2.
183 See below, pp. 48, 90, 91.
184 Charax (Lydus, De mens., Iv.154) says that Cronus founded a city named Crania in the West;
see below, p. 166.
185 Brackets mine, see below, p. 93-6.
186 Ad Aut., iii.29; trans. Grant, (1970), p. 145.
187 MCiller, op. cit., p.518 (frag. 2); cf. R. Grant, "The Bible of Theophilus of Antioch," Journal of
Biblical Literature 66 (1947): 194.
188 See below, p. 65. Grant's defense of the emendation as an explanation of the duplication of
Ogygus' name, loc. cit., assumes a stylistic subtlety on the part of Thallus which we do not know
him to have displayed.
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Not only, considering the case of Ogygus, does it seem likely that Thallus
recorded the fate of Cronus, but we also have a notice in a Byzantine chronicle, the
ΕΚΛΟΓΗ ΙΣΤΟΡΙΩΝ (Ecloga Historiarum, or "Select Compilation of Histories"),

probably a ninth-century work, based in large part, but not exclusively, on the Chronicle

of Eusebius,189 which because of its correspondence to Thallus' distinctive chronology,

deserves our attention as a possible fragment. The notice is on Saturn and the beginning
of the kingdom of Italy:

"Ορα ώδε και την των 'Ιταλίας, ητοι 'Ρωμαίων βασιλείαν,
προτερεύουσαν την των Τρωικών ετεσι ε', και κ', κα) τ'·
υστερούσαν δε μικρόν της τών 'Αθηναίων βασιλείας ώς ετεσι ν'
άρχουσαν κατά Κραναόν δεύτερον βασιλέα 'Αθηναίων έφ' οΰ έτος
άπό 'Αδάμ διεγενετο ,δΓ. βασιλεύει δε πρώτος έν τη 'Εσπέρα
Σατούρνος, άφ' οΰ Σατούρνια ή χώρα τό πρώτον προσωνομάσθη.
άρχει δε κατά τό ιγ' έτος Άώδ τού είρημένου Κριτού. 190
See it is also thus [in regard to] the kingdom of Italy, indeed of the
Romans, which preceded the kingdom of Τroy by 325 years, and came a
little after the kingdom of the Athenians, by 50 years, beginning at the time
of Cranaus, the second king of the Athenians, for whom the year from
Adam is 4010. Saturn was the first to rule in the west, after whom the land
was first named Saturnia. He began his reign in the thirteenth year of Aod
[Ehud], called the Judge.

The first thing we notice is the date for the beginning of Saturn's reign in Italy:
325 years before the fall of Troy (on the basis of synchronisms outside of the cited

passage,191 we can tell that προτερεύουσαν την τών Τρωικών refers to the end, not the

beginning of the Trojan kingdom, hence our translation), very close to Thallus' 322 years

before Troy for Belus.192 If we assume that 322 years before Troy marks the end of

Belus' reign,193 325 years before Troy is presumably an acceptable date for an event

189 Cramer, Anecdota Graeca, vol. ii, 165-6; Jeffreys, Studies , 44-5.
190 Cramer, page 189, line 28-190.2.
191 According to the chronicler (Cramer, 188.25-6) there are 375 years between Cecrops
(presumably the beginning of his reign) and the fall of Troy. As Cecrops marks the beginning of
the Athenian kingdom 50 years before the beginning of Italian kingdom, all the dates add up
neatly: 375 - 50 = 325 years before the fall of Τ roy for Saturn in Italy. There is also the agreement
with the table of the Judges; see below.
192 Ad Aut., iii.29.
103 See below, p. 72.
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within his reign.194 If this date for Saturn in Italy is indeed from Thallus, it implies that

Belus, like others defeated in the Titanomachy, survived the conflict. The correspondence
of dates seems like a very strong indicator of Thallus' influence, since no other authority
can be found to offer similar dates for Cronus/Saturn.191

But we must bear in mind, now and throughout our discussion, that numbers, and

especially numbers written as letter-digits rather than written out as complete words, are

particularly susceptible to textual corruption. Our argument may be primarily based on a

date created by a scribal error. When we compare the relative dates to the chronicler's
absolute time scale, the years of the Judges of Israel, however, we see that 325 years

before Troy is internally consistent. Saturn is supposed to have settled in Italy in the

thirteenth year of the judge Aod196 (Ehud), and the fall of Troy is synchronized with the

thirteenth year of the judge Sampson.197 On the comprehensive list of the years of the

Judges,198 these dates are separated by 324 years. Obviously the textual transmission has

passed on intact to us the 'before Troy' date as received by the chronicler, but our earlier
comments about the corruptibility of numbers may still apply to the number which he
received.

There are further, though perhaps less compelling, indicators of the influence of
Thallus. The προσωνομάσθη of the Ecloga may be derived from a similar word in

Thallus, since Theophilus also uses the word when he mentions the etymologies of place-
names: και τάς λοιπάς δε χώρας και πόλεις άφ' ών τας προσωνυμίας εσχον (the

other lands and cities [and the persons]199 from whom they received their names),200

although the Ecloga has the name Saturnia derived from Saturn himself, not from a city,
which contradicts the literal sense of the Ad Autolycum, and could possibly contradict

Thallus.201 The Ecloga also mentions Italus, who gave his name to Italy,202 and Latinus,

194 Particularly so if Syncellus had good reason for giving a reign of fifty-five years to Belus
{Ecloga, 181, 314), although the length of Belus' reign is not given in either Jerome's Canons or
the Armenian Chronicle, and elsewhere Syncellus himself says that the yearsof Belus' reign are
not handed down (Ecloga, 387).
195 See below, pp. 66-75, and Table 1, p. 223.
196 Cramer, 190.2.
197 Cramer, 197.3.
198 Cramer, 179.9-28.
199 Brackets mine.
200 Ad Aut., iii.29; trans. Grant, p. 145.
201 See below, pp. 93-6.
202 Cramer, 194.2,3.

49



after whom the land was called 'Latinia,'203 which seems consistent withThallus' apparent

interest in eponymous heroes (indeed, the word προσωνομάσθη is used again of

'Latinia').

It seems reasonably certain that Thallus could have known of the story of Saturn's

reign in Italy. Vergil204 and Ovid20' had published the legend of Saturn's rule in Italy by the

time that Thallus wrote, but as they were in Latin their works may have been unavailable

to him.206 Although Dionysius of Halicarnassus (late first cent. B.C. to early first cent.

A.D.) rejected the Italian legend of Saturn's residence in the country as fabulous, he does
relate the myth: 'Έστι δε' τις και έ'τερος λόγος ύπό των έπιχωρίων μυθολογούμενος,

ώς προ της Δίος άρχής ό Κρόνος έν τη γη ταύτη δυνάστευσειε 207 (There is also
another story told as a myth by the native [Italians], that before the rule of Zeus Cronus

held power in this land), as well as stating that Italy was called Saturnia,208 and so

provides an indication of how early the story had currency, particularly in Greek literature

(although we have no reason to believe that he was a source known to Thallus). Since

Dionysius is especially interested in Roman antiquities, however, it might be incautious to

take him as a measure of how prevalent a knowledge of the Saturn legend was amongst

Greek writers generally. But Theophilus, by his statement of the equivalence of Cronus
and Saturn: παρά δέ 'Ρωμαίοις Σατούρνος ονομάζεται· οΰδέ γαρ ούτοι

γινώσκουσιν τίς έστιν αυτών, πότερον ό Κρόνος η ό Βηλος (Among the Romans he

is called Saturn; they too do not know which of them he is, whether Kronos or Belos),209
as well as his precis of Roman history,210 also reveals some interest in Italian antiquity,

either on his own part, or perhaps that of Thallus (although his association with the
203 Cramer, 196.27-9. The mistaken chronicler, and perhaps his source, were not familiar with
Italian geography, for although Latinus was supposed to have given his name to the people he
ruled, the Latins, and his name was associated with Latium, no part of Italy was ever called
'Latinia', though the derivation may owe something to Saturn and Saturnia, or to Lavinia, the
daughter of Latinus and wife of Aeneas, after whom he named the city of Lavinia, also
mentioned in the Ecloga (Cramer, 222.2-6).
204 A eneid, viii.319-23, 355-8.
205 Fasti, i.233-56.
206 Herodian, i.16.1-2, although writing much later than Thallus (about the middle of the third
century), provides an example of a Greek historian relying on Latin poets for the story of Saturn's
arrival in Italy, even if he treats it as a legend, not history.
207 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiquitates Romanae, i.36.1. On Dionysius and myth in history,
see E. Gabba, Dionysius and The History of Archaic Rome, (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1991), 125-38.
208 Ibid., i. 18.2.
209 Ad Aut., iii.29; trans. Grant, p. 145.
2,0 Ad Aut., iii.27.
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historiography of Theophilus is the only indication we have that Thallus might possibly
have dealt with Italian matters; we do know that his work was something of a 'world

history'211). The summary of Roman history is, in part at least, indebted to the otherwise

unknown Chryseros the Nomenclator,212 but Thallus' text was apparently at hand when

Theophilus wrote Ad Autolycum, iii.29; Thallus, therefore, could possibly be the source

for various details within it, even though he is not cited for them.
We must be very cautious, however, about identifying this passage from the

Ecloga as a fragment of Thallus. Although we do not know very much about Thallus'
narrative of the Titanomachy, enough is preserved in the Ad Autolycum so that we can

tell, through comparison with various details in the Ecloga, that the account of Thallus
was not taken over altogether. Most importantly, there is no Titanomachy in the Ecloga.
Bel us, Ninus, and Semiramis are set in the time of Abraham, as in Eusebius' Chronicle.213

Zeus is mentioned in various contexts,214 but he does not have an historical role.

There are discrepancies also within the Saturn passage itself with both Thallus and

Theophilus (which are important if we propose that the chronicler knew Thallus' date

from the Ad Autolycum215), but an explanation for each of these is possible. The Ecloga

speaks only of Saturn, not of Cronus, which is the name which appears in the narrative

portions of Ad Autolycum, iii.29, but we have already proposed that Thallus may be

responsible for the identification of Saturn with Cronus. The name of the land, Saturnia,
is said to be derived from Saturn, not from the city of Saturnia, which could possibly

contradict Thallus,216 but the statement is ultimately true and the author may be aiming at

brevity. There is no evidence that Thallus provided a biblical synchronism,217 such as

there is in the Ecloga, but the author did have a timeline for the Judges and a date relative
to this timeline for the fall of Troy, if he also had the number of years from Saturn to Troy
he could himself calculate a synchronism with the Judges for the beginning of Saturn's

reign in Italy. The two phrases, προτερεύουσαν την τών Τρωικών ετεσι ε', και κ',
και τ' and προγενέστερος ευρίσκεται τοΰ ΊλιακοΟ πολε'μου ετεσι τκβ', are in detail
different (the word used for "preceded," the terms for the Trojan war, and the
211 See above, p. 17.
212 Ad Aut., iii.27; see below, p. 153.
213 Cramer, 172.35-173.11.
214 Cramer, 185.9,13,24; 189.4,25.
215 See below.
216 See below, pp. 93-6.
217 See above, pp. 17-9.
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construction of the number phrase are all dissimilar), which may be significant since they
are the sort of formula that lends itself to verbatim repetition within a text and quotation
outside of it, but even if the construction was virtually identical in a single putative

source, it could easily have been modified by either of two excerptors.

The evidence would tend to suggest that the author of the Ecloga did not know the
Ad Autolycum, or that if he did he paid scant attention to it. A Theophilus is mentioned in

the Ecloga as an authority on the history of drama,218 but it is very unlikely that this is

intended as a reference to Theophilus of Antioch, as we have only the most dubious
evidence that he dealt with such matters, although some other Theophilus seems to

have.219 Although in the Ecloga Ogygus is ruler of Akte/Attica, as in Thallus, he is not

related chronologically or through the narrative to either Saturn or Belus, as in

Theophilus.220 More importantly, there is a calculable chronological discrepancy. When

Theophilus' dates for events before Troy are taken together, 322 years for Belus and 900
or 1000 years for Moses, it can be determined that he sets little less than 478 years

between Moses and the Titanomachy. From the table of Judges once again, with the

addition of the 27 years of Joshua's leadership,221 we see that the Ecloga has 148 years

between the death of Moses and the beginning of Saturn's kingship in Italy. The
chronicler obviously did not attempt to integrate Theophilus' chronology into his work.

There are several explanations for the possible influence of Thallus on the Ecloga,
none of them particularly satisfactory.

The author of the Ecloga could have had access to the complete texts of Thallus,
but if he did, the notice on Saturn appears to be the only verifiable detail he took from

Thallus, rejecting, as we have seen, other important details.
The date of 325 years before Troy could be taken from the Ad Autolycum alone.

Theophilus provides almost all of the details necessary to give such a date to Saturn: a

date of 322 years before Troy for Belus, the fact that Belus and Cronus were

contemporaries, and the fact that the Romans call Cronus Saturn. The addition of three

years to the presumed end of Belus' reign to give a date for the the beginning of the Italian

kingdom might have been a reasonable conjecture on the part of the chronicler. The Ad
218 Cramer, 227.5.
219 A similar ascription occurs in the Slavonic text of John Malalas, v.68, as noted in E. Jeffreys, et
al., The Chronicle of John Malalas: A Translation, (Melbourne: Australian Association for
Byzantine Studies, 1986), 76; see Jeffreys, Studies, 194.
220 Cramer, 176.2, 14.
221 Cramer, 179.3,4.
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Autolycum alone as a source for the date, however, necessitates another source for
Saturn's kingship in Italy and the derivation of the name Saturnia. Although there are

many accounts of Saturn in the West,222 it is difficult to find a Greek source which

mentions Saturnia, let alone one which relates the name to a person. Dionysius of

Halicarnassus, as we noted, mentioned the legend of Saturn in Italy223 and the fact that

Italy was called Saturnia,224 but is an unlikely source as he both denied the truth of that

legend and did not propose that Saturnia was derived from Saturn. Σατορνία appears in

Stephanus of Byzantium, but not only does he have a variant spelling from that in the

Ecloga, he also fails to mention either Saturn or Cronus, saying only that Saturnia was the

first name of Italy.221
We might propose an — ultimately, at least — Latin source for the notice. This

would explain why only the name Saturn is used and he is never called Cronus. The
mention of the name 'Latinia' being derived from Latinus, later on, however, brings the

Latinity of the chronicler and his sources into question. Moreover, the only Latin source

we know of to include Saturn's rule in Italy, the name Saturnia for the country, and a date

anything like 325 years before the Trojan war for Saturn, is Tertullian. But, although he
cites Thallus in both instances, Tertullian does not connect his account of Saturn in Italy
and the date of 322 years before Troy for Belus (furthermore, this specific dating of Belus

is found only in the FragmentumFuldense,226 and may not have been included in the text

possibly available to the author of the Ecloga or its source); he would be, therefore, an

unlikely source, although we do have evidence for a Greek translation of the

Apologeticum.227

Thallus, because of his distinctive chronology, remains the best conjecture for a

source for the Ecloga''s date for the beginning of Saturn's reign in Italy, but the date
seems to have been excerpted singly and included without any narrative relation to the
other events in the chronicle (much as Jerome included the note that the reigns of Janus,

Saturn, Picus, Faunus, and Latinus had taken up 150 years before the arrival of Aeneas in

222 See above, pp. 43-6.
223 Ant. Rom., i.36.1.
22,Ant. Rom., i.18.2.
225 Stephanus Byzantius, apud Ιατορνία; cf. Steph. Byz., apud Άβοριγίνες.
226 See below, pp. 180, 200 ft.
227 A. Harnack, "Die griechische Obersetzung des Apologeticus Tertullians," Texte und
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literature (1892). Barnes, (1971), 6.

53



Italy, in his translation of Eusebius' Chronici Canones228).
2./7.3. Conclusion

The dictates of traditional Greek myth made Cronus and the Titans enemies of

Zeus, as they are found in Castor and Thallus. This relation, however, was not worked

into the tradition of historicizing accounts of myth until Dionysius Scytobrachion.

Likewise, it was Scytobrachion who first explicitly made Cronus and the Titans allies. If

Scytobrachion was not Castor's source (and through Castor, Thallus' source), he

certainly provided a precedent among "euhemerizing" authors for Castor's account.

We have also seen that there is some evidence to suggest that Thallus followed
other authors in having Cronus flee to Italy after the Titanomachy and found a kingdom
there. This evidence is, however, not conclusive, and the inclusion of such an account in

Thallus' Histories is only a possibility.

2.iii. Zeus and the gods

We may now turn our attention to Zeus and the gods with him, against whom
Belus and the Titans fought. Since we have already detailed in the previous section the

development of the tradition of Zeus' conflict with Cronus and the Titans, and since the
humanization of Zeus is basic to and present throughout the historicizing tradition, the
focus of our enquiry will be the involvement of other gods. In addition to outlining the

tradition, we may attempt to ascertain whether or not Thallus identified any of these gods

specifically.

As early as Hesiod, although Zeus alone is supposed to have deceived Cronus,229
all of the children of Cronus are said to have fought together against the Titans."0 It would

seem, therefore, that there could not be a version of the Titanomachy in which Zeus did
not have the aid of his Olympian allies, and this appears to be borne out in the

rationalizing tradition.
There is no mention of a Titanomachy in the fragment of Euhemerus preserved in

the PraeparatioEvangelical and there is a minor discrepancy concerning Zeus'
confederates between the two sources which do preserve Euhemerus' narrative of Zeus'

228 Chronici Canones, ed. Fotheringham, ann. Abr. DCCCXL; see below, p. 114 and n. 155.
229 Theog., 492-506.
230 Theog., 629, ff.
231 Praep. Ev., ii.2.59B-61 A, see above, pp. 39-42.
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conflict with the Titans. Ennius, according to Lactantius,232 says that Jupiter fought

against Titan and his sons and freed his parents "with a great number of Cretans" (cum

tnagna Cretensium multitudine). In the third book of the Sibylline Oracles,233 on the other

hand, the "sons of mighty Cronus" (υιοί κρατεροΐο Κρόνοιο) are said to have made war

on the Titans, and Zeus is not singled out as the leader of this party. It is difficult to

determine which is the genuinely Euhemeran version. The Sibylline Oracles are, in this

regard, closer to Hesiod, and so might be assumed to preserve an older and less

manipulated rendering of Euhemerus' work, but the similarity to Hesiod may also have
been a purposeful reversion on the part of the Oracle's author, intended to give the
semblance of antiquity to a work which was purported to be much older than its actual

composition. Depicting Jupiter's force as a multitudo Cretensium may have been a further

rationalization, beyond the accomplishments of Euhemerus, on the part of Ennius, or

even Lactantius, or it may have been part of Euhemerus' own description of the sons of

Cronus, which has only come down to us through the Latin tradition. Of Euhemerus'
account we may say that Zeus did have assistance in his battle with the Titans; whether
this assistance was supposed to be provided by his brothers and sisters or by his Cretan

subjects is uncertain.

Dionysius Scytobrachion is also an ambiguous link in the chain of Thallus'
sources on this point. In his main narrative, of course, he has Dionysus do most of the

fighting against Cronus and the Titans, and only has Zeus participate in one final battle,234
whereas Zeus is certainly chief among a number of allies in Thallus. In an explanatory
note at the end of Diodorus' "Atlantian" account of the gods (which may very well have
been included by Diodorus himself), however, Zeus seems to take pride of place in the

Titanomachy from Dionysus: Διόνυσος τω Δι! συνηγωνίσατο τον προς τους Τιτάνας

πόλεμον235 (Dionysus fought the war against the Titans together with Zeus). Although the
verb συναγωνίζομαι would seem to imply parity, it is used elsewhere in Diodorus'

retelling of the Libyan Stories of the role of the other gods in the Gigantomachy, where
Zeus is certainly the principal belligerent: ους [Γίγαντας] ύστερον ύπό Διός

άναιρεθήναι. συναγωνιζόμενης 'Αθηνάς και Διονύσου μετά των άλλων θεών236
232 Div. Inst., i.14.10.
233 Orac. Sib., iii. 152-3.
234 See above, p. 42.
235 Diod., Bib!., iii.74.6.
236 Diod., Bibl., iii.70.6.
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([the giants] were later destroyed by Zeus, with Athena237 and Dionysus along with the

rest of the gods aiding him). So, although the remarkable feature of Dionysius

Scytobrachion's Titanomachy is the central role of Dionysus, this novel idea could easily
be sublimated into the traditional account of the Titanomachy, and Dionysus introduced as

an ally of Zeus; this seems to have been how the Libyan Stories were received by
Diodorus.

Castor of Rhodes was Thallus' immediate source for the Titanomachy, and the
names of some of the gods whom he allied to Zeus in this conflict are preserved in the

Chronicle of Eusebius;238 he is, therefore, our best guide to the identity of the gods

referred to by Thallus.
Castor says that Zeus was helped against the Titans by the Cyclopes, who

provided him with lightning and thunderbolts. In this he follows the traditional account of

Hesiod, in which the Cyclopes made the thunderbolts and gave them to Zeus out of

gratitude for releasing them from the bondage in which Cronus had set them,239 and Zeus

used them as weapons against the Titans.240 The Cyclopes also play a prominent role in

what mention Eratosthenes makes of the Titanomachy,241 and later in Apollodorus'

recounting of the conflict,242 where again their principal function is to arm Zeus and the

gods, although they are called συμμάχους (co-belligerents). In a narrative which set the

Titanomachy in the scope of historical time, Castor probably did not intend his Cyclopes

to be understood as the fabulous one-eyed giants of Homer, but rather, like Strabo243 and

Pausanias244 after him, as an historical people of a certain locality. Castor's mention of

lightning and thunderbolts may, then, seem like the survival of a mythical element in an

otherwise euhemerized account of the Titanomachy. These were usually included in

narratives (without a rationalizing tendency) of Zeus' conflict with the Titans,245 as well as

237 On the participation of Athena in the Gigantomachy, see Euripides, Ion, 211, Apollodorus,
Bibl., i.6.1-2, Sidonius, Poem., vi. 15 ff., xv.17ff.
238 See above, p. 31.
239 Theog., 139-46, 503-5.
240 Theog., 689-93.
241 Cataster., 39; Robert, op. cit., 182-3.
242 Bibl., i.2.1.
243 Geog., i.2.9, viii.6.11 (cf. Pausanias, 11.16.5), xiii.1.25 (see Plato, Leg., iii.680B-C).
244 Descrlp. Graec., ii. 16.5, viii.29.2.
245 Hesiod, Theog., 689-93; Horace, Odes, iii.4.42-4; Apollodorus, Bibl., i.2.1; cf. Apollonius
Rhodius, Argonautica, i.510-1.
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with Typhoeus,246 and were probably too prominent a feature to be ignored, but had to be

explained somehow. Castor may have provided an interpretation, which has not survived
in the fragments, similar to the one given by the Third Vatican Mythographer:247 that the

"thunderbolts" by which Jupiter defeated his opponents were actually engines of war.

Perhaps Castor's note that Heracles and Dionysus were "from the Titans"248 has

been misplaced and should actually refer to the Cyclopes, who were of the generation of
the Titans (i.e., born of Earth and Heaven).249 This note could refer to the humanity of the

two demigods and the traditional connection between the Titans and humans,250 but such a

reference would be more obscure than one to Hesiodic myth.

The Cyclopes, however, are probably not the "gods" referred to in Ad

Autolycum, iii.29, and if they are among them, they were almost certainly not the only

gods mentioned in Thallus' Titanomachy. This is because, in the first place, Hesiod

describes them as θεοϊς έναλίγκιοι251 (like the gods), so it might be taken that they were

not θεοι themselves, but great, barbaric men like Homer's Cyclopes252 (although this does

not seem to have been Hesiod's intent),253 the Cyclopes, moreover, consistently

throughout the tradition, unlike the Hundred-handers, are not said to fight against the
Titans themselves, but only to provide Zeus with the thunderbolts he uses against them,

making their status as 'allied gods' doubtful, and finally we know that Castor, Thallus'

source, mentioned the participation of at least two Olympian gods.
Castor seems to be the first author to include Heracles and Dionysus on the side of

the gods in a traditional Titanomachy, in which Zeus was the main protagonist. There

was, however, a long tradition of the involvement of both Heracles254 and Dionysus25' in

246 Hesiod, Theog., 853-4; Pherecydes, FGrH, 3, F 54 (= schol. in Apoll. Rhod., ii. 1210);
Apollodorus, Bibl., i.6.3.
247 Myth. Vat., iii.1.9.
248 See above, p. 31.
249 Hesiod, Theog., 132-40, 207-8.
250 See above, p. 41 and n. 120.
251 Theog., 142.
252 Od., vi.5, ix.106 ff., 187.
253 See West, (1966), 208.
254 Pindar, Nem., i.67-9, Isth., vi.32-4, Sophocles, Trach., 1058-9, Euripides, Here. Fur., 177-80,
1272, Strabo, Geog., vi.3.5, xi.2.10, Diod., Bibl., iv.15.1, 21.5-7, Apollodorus, Bibl., i.6.1-2
(contrast Pindar, Pyth., viii.15-25), Pausanias, Descrip. Graec., iii.18.11, Aristides, Here., 1 (ed.
Dindorf, 1829, p. 55), Macrobius, Sat., i.20.8, Tzetzes, Schol. in Lycophron., 63.
255 Euripides, Ion, 217-9, Horace, Carm., ii.19-21-8, Diod., Bibl., iv.15.1, Apollodorus, Bibl., i.6.2,
Plutarch, Antony, 60.2 (Vitae, 944), Nonnus, Dion., xlviii.31 ff; see M. Mayer, Die Giganten und
Titanen in der antiken Sage und Kunst, (Berlin: Weidmann, 1887), 319-28.
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the Gigantomachy; indeed, the scholia on Pindar describe how the participation of these

two demigods was vital to the victory of the gods over the Giants.256 Castor, perhaps

influenced specifically by Dionysius Scytobrachion's treatment of Dionysus, or perhaps

by the general and unsystematic confusion of the Titanomachy and the Gigantomachy,257
does involve the Giants in the Titanomachy, for in describing Zeus' fight against the

Titans he says of Zeus' opponents: "the giants attacked the gods and were destroyed."258
Castor might have united as allies two distinct groups of the enemies of the gods, or he

may simply be using 'giants' as a variant term to describe the Titans, but this phrase is, at

any rate, sufficient to explain the participation in the Titanomachy of gods usually
associated with the Gigantomachy.

The mention of Titans, Cyclopes, and Giants together in Castor recalls Ad

Autolycum, ii.6, where Theophilus discusses the nonsensical report of Hesiod

concerning the gods: και εκ τούτων ανθρώπους δεινότατους τινάς συγγενείς θεών

καταγγέλει, Τιτάνων γένος και Κυκλώπων και Γιγάντων πληθύν (and he speaks of
certain terrible men as descendants of the gods, a race of Titans and a great number of

Cyclopes and Giants).259 Now the Giants,260 Cyclopes,261 and Titans262 are all named by
Hesiod in the Theogony, but never all in one place, nor is any one mention explicitly
linked to another. The grouping together of the three sorts of mythical characters might
have been transferred from Castor's account of the Titanomachy to Thallus', whence

Theophilus derived the triple combination, and he mentioned it in relation to Hesiod, since
Hesiod's treatment of the Titans, Cyclopes, and Giants would seem particularly fantastic
and nonsensical when compared with that of Castor and Thallus, and would be well-
suited to Theophilus' apologetic argument. Our reconstruction of the tradition of the
association of the Titans, Cyclopes, and Giants is built on tenuous evidence and far from

certain, but it does give us grounds for entertaining the theory that Theophilus knew
Thallus' history when he wrote his second letter to Autolycus, and perhaps the first as

well; otherwise, the citation at the end of the third letter is the only evidence we have of a

— perhaps very recent — acquaintance. If Theophilus knew Thallus' work throughout
256 Schol. vet. in Pind. Nem., i.67 (101).
257 See below, p. 171 and n. 207.
256 See above, p. 31
259 Ad Aut., ii.6; trs. Grant, p. 31.
260 Theog., 50, 185.
261 Theog., 139, 144.
262 Theog., 207, 392, 424, 630-882 passim.
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the period during which the entire Ad Autolycum was being composed, Thallus may have
had an influence on other portions of the letters, and not Ad Autolycum iii.29 (and

possibly ii.6) alone. Specifically Theophilus may have derived from Thallus the

information that Zeus had been a king on Crete,263 as this is a 'fact' of a euhemeristic

nature.

To propose that Heracles and Dionysus (and perhaps the Cyclopes) were

participants in Thallus' Titanomachy would be mere conjecture on the basis of Castor's
influence on Thallus in other points. It stands, nevertheless, as a possibility. It is equally

possible, however, that the gods mentioned by Thallus were only the sons of Cronus of
the earliest accounts, or that none of the gods were named at all. We simply do not have

enough material from which to form conclusions of any greater certainty. It is even open

to question whether or not the words we do have in Ad Autolycum, iii.29 actually reflect
the rhetoric of Thallus concerning the gods. Particularly, λεγόμενους strikes us as the

pugnacious terminology of the derisive apologist, not the disinterested rationalist. Indeed,

λεγόμενος is an adjective frequently applied by Theophilus to the pagan gods,264 although

sometimes varied with καλούμενος265 and ονομαζόμενος,266 and Theophilus has probably

interjected it into Thallus' description of the gods. Even rationalizing authors, however,
who saw their own historicizing accounts not as refutations of pagan religion, but as

explanations of the gods' present exalted position, occasionally qualified their use of the
word θεοί; for instance, Dionysius Scytobracion, followed by Diodorus, refers to the

gods in the Libyan Stories as vo μισθέντε ς267 (thought to be [gods]), even though these

gods were supposed to have eventually assumed an immortal nature.268

2.iv. Ogygus
The inclusion of Ogygus, known in Greek tradition as a legendary king of Attica

or Thebes, is perhaps the aspect of Thallus' Titanomachy which has caused the most error

and misunderstanding. We should note at the outset that the Codex Marcianus, the oldest

manuscript of the Ad Autolycum, does not actually include the name Ώγυγος, but reads

263 Ad Aut., i. 10, iii.23.
264 Ad Aut., i.9, 10, ii.2, iii.8.
265 Ad Aut., ii.34, iii.8.
266 Ad Aut., iii.2.
267 Diod., Bib/., iii.73.7.

Diod., Bib!., iii.73.8.
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ό Γυγος in both instances of the name. Midler,269 following Niehbur, emended the

manuscript reading to "Ογυγος on the basis of the excerpt from Castor in the Armenian

version of Eusebius' Chronicle.110 He has in turn been followed in this by the majority of

subsequent editors of the text (particularly those interested in Thallus specifically),

including Jacoby, Grant,271 Holladay, and Marcovic; Bardy, however, has maintained the

manuscript reading without explanation.
We may begin by removing at least one erroneous theory from consideration. In

the nineteenth century, Movers272 considered the Titanomachies of Castor and Thallus to

be reports in Greek of the mythology of the Fertile Crescent, in which the 'Titans' fought

against the highest gods for supremacy. He related Ogygus to Og, king of Bashan, the

'last of the giants' in the Bible,2" considered his character in the sources a combination of

Titan and Attic king, and made him an enemy, not an ally, of Belus; Ogygus' flight to

Tartessus was supposed to have been included by the Phoenicians as a result of their

explorations in the Mediterranean. Miillenhoff274 and Lewy275 concurred with Movers'

arguments and amplified them. These arguments for the supposed similarity of Near
Eastern myth and Thallus' narrative, however, arise from a basic misunderstanding of the
texts under discussion. Movers had identified Belus with Zeus and made him fight against

the Titans; 276 he has failed to include the words προς τον Δία in his excerpt from the Ad

Autolycum. 277 Worner278 quite rightly dismissed these explanations of Ogygus, reminding

his readers that the accounts of Castor and Thallus are the results of a very deliberated
mixture of Greek and Oriental tradition, and of the proper alignment of the characters in
them.

Huxley has demonstrated conclusively that the Ogygus in Castor's Titanomachy

cannot, for chronological reasons, be identified with the Attic king.279 The reign of

269 Miiller, loc. cit. Grant refers only to Jacoby.
270 See above, p. 31.
271 Grant, (1947), 194.
272 F. Movers, Die Phonizier, (Berlin: Ferd. Diimmler's, 1841-56), ii. 1, 51 and n. 67; ii.2, 61 and n.
14.
273 See Deuteronomy, 3:11.
274 K. Muillenhoff, Deutsche Altertumskunde, (Berlin: Weidmanns, 1890-1902), vol. i, 61-2.
275 H. Lewy, Die semitischen Fremdworter im Griechischen, (Berlin: R. Gaertners, 1895), 208-9.
276 Wacholder, (1963), 90-1, also makes this error.
277 Movers, op. cit., ii.2, 61 n.14.
278 E. Worner, "Ogygos," in Roscher, op. cit., iii.1, 690.
279 G. Huxley, "Problems in the Chronography of Eusebius," Proceedings of the Royal Irish
Academy 82C (1982): 183-4.
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Ogygus and the flood which took place under him are supposed to have occurred,

according to Castor's system, some three hundred years after the accession of Ninus, the

successor of Belus on the Assyrian throne. Greek tradition knew several different

legendary characters under the names of Ogygus or Ogyges,280 but Castor, on the

evidence of Eusebius' Chronicle, seems to have mentioned only one, the Attic king.281
Belus and Ogygus, therefore, could not be contemporaries, nor could Ogygus be

involved in any event in Belus' reign.282 The Ogygus in Castor's Titanomachy, then, is a

corruption in the Armenian Chronicle.

Huxley has suggested, " 'Ogygus' can be corrected to 'Gyges' in the fragment of

Castor.283 Gyges was one of the Hundred-handers and he is well suited to fighting in a

Titanomachy,"284 assuming that the original ό Γύγης was read as Ogygus.' The

suggestion is valid, but it fails to explain how Gyges,285 one of the Hundred-handers who

fought for Zeus against the Titans in Hesiod,286 has become a king of the Titans and an

opponent of Zeus. A satisfactory explanation, however, is at hand. Vergil has Jupiter

attack the Hundred-hander Briareus, under the name of Aegaeon,287 with thunderbolts,288
the same weapons he used against the Titans and Giants. Ovid also makes Briareus an

opponent of Jupiter,289 as well as Gyges himself a competitor for the "sceptre of

heaven,"290 and, in passing, involves Gygas (= Gyges) in a Gigantomachy,291 but without

specifying the side he fought on.292 Briareus and Gyges are quite obviously identified with

the Giants by (ps.-) Seneca, as they are said to "grasp at heaven from a Thessalian
mound."293 Although all of the evidence for this alternative tradition concerning the

Hundred-handers is found in Latin works, such trends in Latin literature are often

280 Strabo, Geog., viii.7.1, Pausanias, Descrip. Graec., i.38.7, ix.5.1; Worner in Roscher, op. cit.,
iii. 1, 684-94.
281 See below, p. 62 and n. 297.
282 See Appendix IV, p. 84.
283 See above, p. 31.
284 Huxley, loc. cit.
285 West, (1966), 210, has shown that 'Gyges,' and not the variants 'Gyes' or 'Gyas,' is the correct
form.
286 Theog., 147-53, 711 ff.
287 See Iliad, i.403-4 for the equivalence.
288 Aen., x.565-8.
289 Fasti, iii.803-8.
290 Fasti, iv.593-6.
291 On the confusion of the Titanomachy and the Gigantomachy, see above, p. 58 and n. 257.
292 Amores, ii 1 12
293 Hercules Oetaeus, 167-9.
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indicative of previous trends in Greek literature; so this alternative tradition may have
influenced Castor. As for the complications of the hundred-armed and fifty-headed
creatures of myth294 taking part in a battle between euhemerized gods, Palaephatus had

already solved this by making the Hundred-handers, Cottus and Briareus, ordinary

men.291 It seems most probable, therefore, that ό Γύγης appeared in Castor's original

account of the Titanomachy, and that this was corrupted to Ogygus' by the Armenian

translator,296 who was perhaps unfamiliar with the niceties of Greek legend and convinced

by the several references to Ogygus in the Chronicle297 that the isolated reference to

Gyges298 was a mistake.

We have assumed that Thallus' Titanomachy was influenced by Castor's.299 We

would therefore expect that Gyges, and not Ogygus, would be a participant in Thallus'

Titanomachy. But this does not seem to be possible, since, in the one direct quotation
from Thallus, the ό Γ ύγης of Ad Autolycum, iii.29 is identified as the ruler of Attica, and
so must be Ogygus — unless, for some inexplicable reason, Thallus made Gyges an Attic

king. This apparently insurmountable difficulty, however, arises from our presumption
that Theophilus' quotation from Thallus: "Και ό Γύγος ηττηθείς εφυγεν εις

Ταρτησσόν, τότε μεν της χώρας εκείνης 'Ακτής κληθείσης. νυνι δε 'Αττικής

προσαγορευομενης, ης ό Γυγος τότε ήρξεν." ('And Ogygos [?] in defeat fled to

Tartessus; the country which Ogygos [?] then ruled was at that time named Akte and is

now called Attica.')300 is a single continuous excerpt, delivered here as it was found in the

original text. Muller's suggested emendation301 acknowledges the fact that the quotation

has, if not obvious stylistic flaws, then a certain discontinuity. I do not dispute that the

quotation represents, for the most part, the actual words of Thallus, but I propose that it
was taken from two different passages in his histories. Thallus dealt with a Titanomachy;

Theophilus' citation makes that indisputable. The statement that Ogygus' was defeated

294 Hesiod, Theog., 150-2, 715; Ovid, Tristia, iv.7.18.
295 Palaephatus, 19.
296 Huxley, op. cit., 184 n.9, offers the comparable example of ό Πειραιεύς corrupted to Opireus
in the Armenian Chronicle{ Karst, 191).
297 Karst, 34.30, 31; 35.2; 83.31; 85.6, 13, 15, 19, 21; 88.16.
298 Gyges, the Lydian king, appears only once (Karst, 33.3) and would obviously have nothing to
do with the Titanomachy.
299 See above, p. 31 ff.
800 Ad Aut., iii.29, trans Γραντ, p. 145. I have dispensed with Grant's emendations as an aid to
the understanding of the forthcoming conjecture.
301 See above, p. 47.
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and fled to Tartessus is taken from this Titanomachy. Thallus' treatment of the

Titanomachy was influenced by Castor, so this statement should refer to Gyges, and not

to Ogygus. Theophilus' first quotation from Thallus, then, originally read: Και ό Γύγης

ηττηθείς εφυγεν εις Ταρτησσόν.
The second quotation seems to come from an entry on Ogygus, the king of Attica.

It is not improbable that Thallus included information on Ogygus in his histories, since
we know he had access to such information, because it could be found in Castor's work.

In the Armenian Chronicle it is noted that Castor mentioned Ogygus as the king who

founded Eleusis302 and under whom Attica was inundated by a flood.303 Furthermore, the

fact that Attica was called Acte304 when Ogygus ruled it (as noted by Thallus) seems to

have been a part of Castor's description of Ogygus; it is included in Jerome's Canons

under the foundation of Eleusis,305 it appears several times in Syncellus,306 who probably

derived it from Castor by way of Eusebius, and, although it has now fallen out, it must

once have been in the Armenian Chronicle or its Greek original,307 otherwise the use of the

word 'now' in the phrase "the [land] now called Attica"308 would make no sense. (Thallus

is, moreover, cited by Africanus as one of his sources for the interval between Ogygus

and the first Olympiad,309 and this may indicate that Thallus himself mentioned Ogygus310).
So the emendation to 'Ogygus' is appropriate to Theophilus' second quotation, which

originally read: τότε μέν της χώρας εκείνης 'Ακτής κληθείσης, vuvi δέ 'Αττικής

ττροσαγορευομένης, ης "Ογυγος τότε ήρξεν. This second quotation may have been
taken from a passage in Thallus which dealt with Ogygus, perhaps mentioning the
foundation of Eleusis or the flood in Attica, but did not give either his dates or his

chronological relation to any other person or event, since Theophilus does not seem to

have been aware of any immediately apparent chronological objection to his identification
of Gyges with Ogygus. It is also possible that Theophilus simply ignored any

chronological information in this passage.

302 Karst, 83.31 (= FGrH, 250, F 3); cf. Pausanias, Descrip. Graec., i.38.7.
303 Karst, 85.5 (= FGrH, 250, F 4).
304 See Steph. Byz. apud 'Ακτή.
305 Ann. Abr. CCXXXVII; cf. ann. Abr. CCCCXCVIII.
306 Ecloga, 118, 126, 238, 284.
307 Mention of Acte also appears to have dropped out of a parallel passage of Africanus from the
Praeparatio Evangelica, x.10 (490 A), which simply refers to ή νΰν 'Αττική.
308 Karst, 85.16: "das jetzt Attika genannte."
309 Praep tvan., x.10 (489 A).
310 See above, pp. 15-7.

63



Theophilus found, then, in the histories of Thallus mention of ό Γύγης, who

fought in the Titanomachy, and of Ώγυγος, the king of Attica. He confused their
identities and assumed that when Thallus mentioned ό Γύγης or "Ωγυγος he really

intended, by either name, only one person.311 This would have been easier than it might

appear from a perusal of the printed text, since the manuscript Theophilus was reading
would have had neither accents, nor breathing marks, nor any distinction between upper

and lower case letters, nor perhaps spaces between the words, and he need only have
mistaken ω for o, and ο for η; it would have been particularly easy if Theophilus were

relying on memory, as is possible, and did not consult the text again.
The flight of Gyges to Tartessus is genuinely part of Thallus' Titanomachy, and

was mentioned along with Belus, Cronus, the Titans, and Zeus, but the statement that the

land which Ogygus ruled was then called Acte before Attica has been imported by

Theophilus from elsewhere in Thallus' text, so that the Gyges of the Titanomachy is

identified with Ogygus, the Attic king.312 Whether because he understood the two figures

as one or because he wanted his readers to do so, Theophilus intended his two excerpts

from Thallus to be read as one.313

311 Theophilus may have been deluded into ignoring the possibility of error by his excitement
over the implications of his mistaken combination of identities for the relative chronology of
Moses and Ogygus. When Theophilus was writing, the current trends in Christian chronography
set Moses and Ogygus quite close together in time (W. Adler, "Eusebius' Chronicle and its
Legacy" in Eusebius, Christianity, and Judaism, ed. H. Attridge and G. Hata, (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1992), 470); Tatian (Oratio, 39) and Clement of Alexandria (Strom., i.21 (102.5) made them near
contemporaries, with Ogygus perhaps a little later than Moses, and Sextus Julius Africanus, by a
careful comparison of the events of Hebrew and Attic history and of olympiad dates, made them
exactly synchronous (Praep. Evan., x.10. Jacoby, FGrH, 273, F 101, and Wacholder, (1968),
466-70, 473-5, (1974), 115-7, 121, credit this synchronism to Alexander Polyhistor, but I
believe that, like Thallus (see above, p. 16), Alexander is only cited here as an authority for the
events of Attic history.). By understanding Ogygus as a participant in the Titanomachy and then
combining Thallus' date from the Τrojan war for the Titanomachy with Josephus' date from the
Trojan war for Moses (C. Αρ., i. 104), Theophilus was able to outdo his fellow apologists and
make Moses, the pioneer of Jewish law and culture, several centuries earlier than, rather than
contemporary with, Ogygus, one of the earliest Hellenic kings.
312 We may also better understand the confusion of Gyges and Ogygus by considering the fact
that, at a later period, the Titans were connected with a flood (see below, p.71), and so Ogygus,
who was already principally associated with a flood, was made a king of the Titans. The
connection of the Titans and the flood, however, is only attested after Theophilus wrote,
although he may have been aware of some antecedents of the recorded material. We may also
have here an intermediate stage in the development of Nonnus' giant-like hero, Ogyrus (see
Dion., xiii.417 ff.).
313 The ό Γύγος of the manuscript, then, may be the actual wording of Theophilus, the name he
preferred for the composite figure he had derived from Thallus, and not a corruption after
composition. In that case, the emendation of the text of the Ad Autolycum (from ό Γ ύγος to
"Ωγυγος twice) by Grant and Marcovic is incorrect, although it is appropriate to the restoration of
Thallus' oriqinal text in the second instance
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It remains to be shown why Thallus should have Gyges flee to Tartessus. Gyges

was one of the warders of Tartarus, according to Hesiod.314 We have already seen that

Tartarus came to be associated with the western regions through the various traditions of

Cronus' 'current' abode.315 Strabo, however, proposed a very definite connection

between the two by suggesting that Homer had heard reports of Tartessus, in modern

Spain, as the most westerly of countries, and associating the land of the sunset with

night, night with Hades, and Hades with Tartarus, named the "nethermost region of

Hades" after Tartessus, with a slight modification of the letters.316 Taken together
Hesiod's placement of Gyges in Tartarus and Strabo's identification of Tartarus with
Tartessus are sufficient to explain Thallus' statement that Gyges fled in defeat to

Tartessus.

Miiller, as we have seen, suggested that Cronus, and not Ogygus, fled to

Tartessus in Thallus' narrative,317 but this was because he could recognize no connection

between Ogygus and Tartessus. Had Midler known that Thallus wrote of Gyges (who
does have a connection with Tartarus/Tartessus), not Ogygus, fleeing to Tartessus, he

might never have made the suggestion. We, at any rate, have cause to reject his

suggestion, not only because we have identified the first Ogygus' of our fragment with

Gyges, but also because we have reason to believe that Thallus exiled Cronus to Italy, not

Tartessus.318

Thallus' Histories mentioned Gyges, a euhemerized Hundred-hander, fighting in
the Titanomachy and then fleeing to Tartessus, and Ogygus, the king of Attica. In Ad

Autolycum, iii.29, Theophilus combined references from Thallus to these two characters
so that they seemed to describe a single composite character. Our safest contention is that
this combination was an error on the part of Theophilus, because it would not require us

to impute to Theophilus any motives of which we cannot be certain. As an apologist,
however, we have seen that Theophilus had reason to be pleased with the chronology
created by the combination of Gyges and Ogygus. Perhaps we may reconcile 'the error'

314 Theog., 729-35, 813-9. West, (1966), 363, does not believe that Hesiod intended the
Hundred-handers to be the prison guards of Tartarus, despite their being described as πιστοί
φύλακες (faithful guards), but simply residents of Τartarus; whether as a guard or resident, it is
only important for our purposes that Gyges is placed in Τartarus.
315 See above, pp. 43-6.
316 Strabo, Geog., iii.2.12.
317 See above, p. 47.
316 See above, pp 48-54
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and 'the purposeful chronology' by saying that there may have been considerations which

made Theophilus very satisfied with the results of his error and dissuaded him from

second-guessing them.

2.v. 322 years319
The dating of Belus 322 years before the Trojan war is the most difficult detail in

the Ad Autolycum fragment to explain. A similar date for Belus, Cronus, or the

Titanomachy is found in no other historical work, except, as we have seen, the Byzantine

Ecloga Historiarum.™ To call the date an error on the part of Theophilus321 is simply an

evasion of the question of why he would make such an error and why he would find it

acceptable. Neither is the date corrupt as a result of transcription,322 for it is attested in

bothTertullian323 and Lactantius.324 Midler accepts the date as Thallus', but, as we shall

see, his attempt to explain its derivation is unsatisfactory. In order to understand this date
we must turn to an examination of the chronology and details found in the chronicle of

Castor, Thallus' source, and conjecture a method and reasoning according to which
Thallus modified them.

Midler appears to offer the only comprehensive explanation of Thallus' dating of

Belus from the Trojan war,32' but this explanation is complex, often bizarre, and flawed

throughout.
Midler first claims that Thallus "according to the usage of his time," dated the

Trojan war to 1193-1184 B.C., although we do not really know when Thallus set the

Trojan war, and he arbitrarily assumes that Thallus dates events from the beginning of the

war, when it is only sensible that Thallus should date events from the fall of Troy.326 On
the basis of Midler's date for the Trojan war, Thallus must set the beginning of the

319 It is advisable for the reader to consult Table 1, p. 223, while proceeding through this section.
320 See above, p. 48 ff.
321 J. Waltzing, Etude sur le Codex Fuldensis de I'Apologetique de Tertullian (Bibliotheque de la
Faculte de Philosophie et Lettres de I'Universite de Liege, fascicule XXI), Liege-Paris,
1914/1917 as cited in J. H. Waszink, Quinti Septimi Florentis TertullianiDeanima, (Amsterdam:
J. M. Meulenhoff, 1947), 354-5.
322 Jacoby, FGrH, 2D, 837.
323 Apol., 19, Frag. Fuld., 2; see below, p. 188.
324 Div. Inst., i.23.2; see below, p. 205.
325 MCiller, F.H.G., vol. iii, 518.
326 For the fall of Troy as a chronologically pivotal event, see Jerome, Chron. Can., ann. Abr.
DCCCXXXV.
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Assyrian kingdom in 1515 B.C. Miiller then claims that Thallus employed Ctesias' date
of 885 B.C. for the fall of the Assyrian kingdom, even though Thallus does not seem to

have depended on Ctesias for any fact or detail, nor even to have definitely known
Ctesias' work. Miiller, nevertheless, confidently asserts that, according to Thallus, the

Assyrian kingdom had a duration of 630 years, half of 'Castor's' duration of 1260 years

(Castor actually said 1280 years.327), and bases all of his subsequent calculations on this

number. Without any apparent justification he claims that the Assyrian king lists of

Eusebius, Syncellus, and the ExcerptaLatinaBarbari were conflated from two king lists.

Miiller then cites Alexander Polyhistor328 to demonstrate that the Assyrian king list

can be neatly divided in two; Bellaeus is the last of the line of Semiramis, Belochus

begins a new dynasty, Belochus becomes "another Belus" and his daughter, Atossa,
"another Semiramis," and 626 years are calculated from the beginning of the Assyrian

kingdom to Belochus. Any number of arguments could be marshalled against this

particular conjecture. Midler refers to a citation of Polyhistor in Syncellus, but a parallel

fragment from Agathias329 suggests that Polyhistor was not discussing the foundation of a

new dynasty, rather the introduction of a bastard into the proper lineage. In Polyhistor
Beletaras succeeds Bellaeus, and, according to Midler, is to be identified with Belochus,

but in the Armenian Chronicle330 and Jerome's Canons331 Beletaras succeeds Belochus,

thus denying Midler's identification and suggesting that neither Castor, nor therefore

Thallus, knew Alexander's obscure story. There are no narrative grounds for identifying
Belochus with Belus, and Atossa with Semiramis. 626 is not the neat 630 years of
Midler's division. Midler proceeds to suggest that Thallus knew only the latter of the two

halves of the Assyrian king-list which we now possess, and applied Castor's narrative of
the first Belus to his "second Belus;" but we have no example at all of either of these

hypothetical halves of the Assyrian king list appearing separately without the other,

moreover, if Thallus knew Castor's account of the 'first Belus,' it follows that he also

knew the first half of the king-list which it began.
Miiller finally proposes that Thallus' chronology approximates that of Berossus,

but then has to excuse a discrepancy of as much as 150 years by reminding his readers

327 Karst, 27.4 (= FGrH, 250, F 1).
328 See FGrH, 273, F 81 b.
329 FGrH, 273, F 81a.
330 Karst, 31.19.
331 Ann. Abr. DCVIIl.
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thatThallus used Ctesias', not Berossus', end-date for the Assyrian kingdom.
Midler loses sight of the Trojan war and the Titanomachy at the outset, despite the

fact that these are the events we know Thallus to have discussed, and are therefore

fundamental to any understanding of Thallus' chronology. Midler's theory may

accomodate such things as Ogygus' place in Eusebius' Canons,332 but it disregards the

obvious parallels between Castor's Titanomachy and Thallus', and that in Castor, the
Belus of the Titanomachy is the father of Ninus, and his place in the king-list is clear.

We have already seen that Castor of Rhodes had some influence on the narrative
of Thallus' Titanomachy, and so it seems sensible that Castor should be taken into
account in any discussion of its chronology as well.

We know that Porphyry of Tyre, writing in the latter half of the third century

A.D., knew the chronology of Castor,333 and that, like Thallus, he seems to have

proposed an unusual dating for the early Assyrian monarchs. Porphyry says that the

Assyrian queen, Semiramis, lived either before the Trojan war, or at the same time.334 The

statement is vague and unhelpful; 'before the Trojan war' could apply equally well to the

dating of eight hundred or so years previous found in Eusebius' Chronicle, or to a matter

of decades, and Porphyry does not tell us that his Semiramis was supposed to be the

daughter-in-law of Belus. Even if, however, we synchronize the death of Semiramis with
the fall of Troy (adopting a precision not really permitted us by Porphyry's statement),
assume that Porphyry recognized the succession Belus-Ninus-Semiramis, and calculate
back with all of the figures at our disposal (although we do not know Porphyry to have

used them), the ExcerptaLatinaBarhari335 gives us a date of 156 years before the Trojan

war for the accession of Belus, and Syncellus336 one of 149 years before Troy; and we are

no closer to a conclusive explanation of Thallus' date of 322 years before Troy for Belus.

Notwithstanding, Porphyry demonstrates that the dates, relative to the Trojan war, for the

early rulers of Assyria had some fluidity, and gives another example of an author, who,
like Thallus, had access to, but was not constrained by, the chronology of Castor, and
shortened the Assyrian chronology, although we cannot say why.
332 See Appendix III, p. 83.
333 Mosshammer, op. cit., 146.
334 Praep. Evan., i.9 (31B). On Eusebius' conflicting reports of Porphyry's date for Semiramis,
see R. Goulet, "Porphyre et ia datation de Mo'fse," Revue de I'Histoire des Religions 192 (1977):
142 ff.
335 Frick, 282.
336 Ecluya, 181.
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Castor of Rhodes was not only the source of Thallus' narrative of the

Titanomachy, he was also Eusebius' source for the chronology and legendary history of

Greece before the Trojan war.337 It stands to reason, therefore, that if we consult the

spatium historicum of Eusebius' Canons at 322 years before the Trojan war, we should
find some clue at least as to why Thallus assigned this date to Belus. 322 years before the
fall of Troy is equal to annus Abraham 513; here, if we disregard the information on

sacred history (which was not taken from Castor) and on various Greek and Egyptian

kings (which would not seem to have any bearing on our present question), we find that
this year falls in the midst of two notices on Dionysus and one on Heracles. George

Syncellus preserves these notices in the original Greek, and so we quote them here from
his Ecloga, with the years from Jerome's Latin Canons: annus Abraham 508: Ήρακλέα

τινές φασιν έν Φοινίκη γνωρίζεσθαι Δισανδαν (Jerome: Desanaus] έπιλεγόμενον,

ώς και μέχρι νϋν ύττό Καππαδόκων και 'Ηλείων οϋτω καλεΤσθαι338 (Some say that

Heracles was known in Phoenicia under the surname Disandas, since he is even now

called by this name by the Cappadocians and the men of Elis.), a.A. 510: αμπελουργία

υπό Διονύσου έγνωρίσθη, ούχί τοΰ έκ Σεμέλης339 (Vine-dressing was invented by

Dionysus — not Dionysus the son of Semele.), a.A. 520: κατά Άμφικτύωνα τον

Δευκαλίωνος υίόν τινές φασι Διόνυσον εις την Άττικήν έλθόντα ξενωθηναι

Σημάχω και τη θυγατρί αυτοΰ νεβρίδα δωρήσασθαι. έτερος δ' ην ούτος έκ

Σεμέλης340 (During Amphictyon's reign some say that Dionysus, the son of Deucalion,
came to Attica, was hospitably received by Semachus, and gave a fawn skin to his

daughter. This was another than the son of Semele.). There is, however, no mention near

this date of Belus or the Titanomachy (the Titanomachy is, in fact, not mentioned at all in
the Canons), but Thallus seems to have been able to manipulate the information in Castor
so as to shift the date of the Titanomachy.

Rationalizing accounts of Dionysus and Heracles divided their characters into

three separate individuals each, who lived at different times,341 thus dispensing with such

discrepancies as, for instance, the grandson of Cadmus fighting against the Titans.342 The

337 Mosshammer, op. cit., 130-1, 135.
338 Ecloga, 290.
339 Ecloga, 290.
340 Ecloga, 297.
341 Diod., Bib!., iii.63-4, 74; cf. Herodotus, Hist., ii.42-4.
342 Diod., Bibl., iii.74.6.
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first Dionysus and Heracles were legendary characters of great antiquity,343 the second

were culture heroes of intermediate date, and the third were quite recent, the sons of
Semele and Alcmene respectively, and the heroes of the most popular Greek myths. The
deeds of one were supposed to have been associated with the others of the same name,

and the different individuals eventually confused into one. Castor of Rhodes seems to

have adopted this division of Dionysus and Heracles into three individuals each, and fitted
them into his chronology. In Castor, the first Dionysus and Heracles fought in the

Titanomachy and were contemporaries of Belus, and so lived about 880 years before the

Trojan war.344 About 320 years before Troy, as we have seen, the second Dionysus

invented vine-dressing, and is probably to be identified with Dionysus, the son of

Deucalion,345 who visited Attica,346 and the second Heracles lived in Phoenicia.347 The third

Dionysus and Heracles do not seem to have been contemporaries;34* Dionysus, the son of

Semele, was born about two hundred years before Troy349 and achieved his acme

(principal achievement orfloruit) some sixty years later,350 whereas Heracles, the son of

Alcmene, died within the twenty years preceding the fall of Troy.351 Thallus seems to have

been aware of Castor's treatment of the three sets of Dionysus and Heracles, but not to

have considered it absolutely authoritative.
Thallus appears to have conflated the first Dionysus and Heracles of Castor's

history with the second. There are a variety of possible reasons for this. Both the first and
the second sets are older than the third, 'Greek,' Dionysus and Heracles (the sons of
Semele and Alcmene), and, unlike the third set, both the first and the second Dionysus
and Heracles were contemporaries; the eldest Dionysus, who fought against the Titans,
343 Cf. Diod., BibI., i. 15-17.
344 Karst, 26, 32-3; Canons, ann. Abr. I, DCCCXXXV.
345 This tradition of Dionysus' parentage seems to be attested only in Eusebius. Dionysus
Scytobrachion made the second Dionysus the son of io, the daughter of Inachus (Diod., Bibl.,
iii.74.1). Castor may have followed him in this, for he is supposed to have made lo the daughter
of Inachus in defiance of contrary accounts (Apollodorus, Bibl., ii.1.3), and the account of lo
comes almost immediately before mention of the second Dionysus in the spatium historicum of
Eusebius' Canons (see ann. Abr. DV).
346 Cf. Apollodorus, Bibl., iii.14.7.
347 Herodotus (Hist., ii.44) also makes the Tyrian Heracles older than the 'Greek' Heracles, the
son of Amphitryon, and might also be understood to suggest that the Tyrian is not as old as the
Egyptian Heracles, thus making the Tyrian the 'second' Heracles.
348 Cf. Herodotus, Hist., ii. 145.4.
349 Canons, ann. Abr. DCXXIX.
350 Canons, ann. Abr. DCLXXXVIII. Eusebius notes certain dissenting authorities who set the
floruit of Dionysus only around one hundred years before Troy, see ann. Abr. DCCXX.
351 Canons, ann. Abr. DCCCXXI, cf. ann. Abr. DCCLXXII.
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furthermore, had an association with wine,352 which is the only remarkable trait of

Castor's second Dionysus.353 Such confusion would make the second Dionysus and

Heracles participants in the Titanomachy some three hundred years before the Trojan war.

The precise date of 322 years, however, remains difficult to explain.
Thallus may have wanted to combine the Titanomachy with the flood of Deucalion

and the conflagration of Phaethon, which are dated in the Canons to annus Abraham

491/2.3>; The conflict of Dionysus and the Titans355 (and something of an assault on the

Titans with thunderbolts, if not the Titanomachy proper) and these events are connected

by Nonnus of Panopolis, a poet of the fifth century A.D.;356 in his account357 (highly

mythological and quite bereft of any rationalizing tendency), he has Dionysus

dismembered by the Titans,358 and immediately thereafter he has Zeus in vengeance

scorching the earth with fire from his thunderbolts,359 and then washing her with a

universal flood; Phaethon is mentioned only as an epithet of the sun,360 but the flood is

supposed to be that of Deucalion.361 Floods and fires, moreover, were supposed to mark

epochal points in history,362 and Thallus could only add to the significance of the date of a

conflict with world-wide implications by associating it with such events. We must still

deal, however, with the facts that the events connected with Phaethon and Deucalion
352 Diod., Bibl., iii.63.3-4, 70.8; cf. i.15.8.
353 See P. Chauvin, Nonnos de Panopolis, les Dionyslaques, (Paris: Bude,1992), tome iii, 23-4.
354 See also Hyginus, Fab., CLII, who has the flood of Deucalion follow the conflagrationof
Phaethon. G. Knaack, Quaestiones Phaethonteae, (Berlin: Weidmann, 1886), 7-8, attributes
this connection to a mythographer who attempted to set the events of myth in chronological
order.
355 Cf. Commodian, Instr., i.12.2-4.
356 Nonnus is the only author to make an explicit causal connection between the Titans and the
flood, but see also Eusebius, Praep. Evan., v.5 (186C), who associates the Giants and the
Titans with the antediluvian giants of the Bible, and mentions the wars they fought (cf. Justin
Martyr, Apol., ii.4(5).3-5); Servius, comm. in Aen. Buc. vi.41, who says the flood of Deucalion
was caused by Jupiter's hatred of the human race because of their descent from the giants;
Pisanderof Laranda in John Malalas, i.3 (Cramer, Anec. Graec., ii.232, 380), where a fireball sent
by God to punish the giants, the myth of Phaethon, and the flood of Noah are all connected.
357 Dionysiaca, vi. 169-388; see G. d'lppolito, Studi Nonniani, (Palermo: Presso I'Accademia,
1964), 224-7.
358 See Linforth, loc. cit.
359 Cf. Plutarch, De esu carnium, i.7 {Moral., 996 C).
360 Dion., vi.333. Nevertheless, there are connections to Nonnus' story of Phaethon in that: 1) as
a prelude to the account of Phaethon, the son of Helios, an irregularity of Phaethon, the Sun, is
associated with rainfall and 'flooding' in a limited sense {Dion., xxxviii.22 ff.), 2) Phaethon, like
Zagreus, is a son who tries to take his father's place, and is in consequence destroyed, and 3) as
in bk. vi the crisis is ended by the swift and final action of Zeus, which is not much developed by
Nonnus, and the Earth is refreshed by rains after a scorching conflagration {Dion., xxxviii.410 ff.).
361 Dion., vi.366-70.
362 Plato, Timaeus, 22A-23C, Servius, comm. in Aen. Buc. vi.41; cf. Syncellus, Ecloga, 297.
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occur twenty years before Thallus' date of 322 years before Troy, and that this date
concerns Belus.

An explanation is available if we conjecture that Thallus employed Apollodorus'

system for determining the dates of prominent events in the life of an historical figure,
which divided a philosophically 'ideal' life of 80 years into 20 year intervals, and
assumed that a man would begin his career at the age of 20 or 25 and reach his acme at

40.363 Thus, if the Titanomachy is synchronized with the flood of Deucalion and the

conflagration of Phaethon, and we suppose that the notices on Dionysus and Heracles in
the spatium historicum of the Canons represent the acme of each, as is quite reasonable,
then the Titanomachy would be about right, according to Apollodorus' system, to mark
the entry of Dionysus and Heracles upon their careers. The Titanomachy, as a defeat in

battle, would, furthermore, aptly mark the decline of the life and regnal power of Belus

(assuming Thallus granted him the ideal 80 years364), presumably twenty years after his

acme, and likewise twenty years before his death, which occurred 322 years before the
fall of Troy. We would also expect 322 years before the Trojan war to represent the death
of Belus from the intention of the Ad Autolycum\ Theophilus, seeking to demonstrate the

antiquity of Moses, would relate the shortest possible interval between Belus and the base
date (that between the last year of his life and the fall of Troy), and the longest for Moses.

We are now in a position to recapitulate our conjectural reconstruction of Thallus'

composition on the basis of Castor's material. Thallus began by confusing the discreet
identities of Castor's first and second Dionysus and Heracles. On the basis of the

participation of the first Dionysus and Heracles in the Titanomachy and the dates of the
acmes of the second Dionysus and Heracles, Thallus then synchronized the Titanomachy
with the flood of Deucalion and the conflagration of Phaethon. From this synchronism
and the participation of Belus in the Titanomachy, and using Apollodorus' principles of
life stages, he determined dates for the events of Belus' life, including a death-date 322

years before the Trojan war, which is preserved for us in the Ad Autolycum. All of this
careful manipulation of dates, accounts, and characters demonstrates that Thallus knew

Castor's narrative and chronology well; his initial confusion, then, must have been
363 F. Jacoby, Apollodors Chronik, (Berlin: Weidmanns, 1902), 39 ft.; Mosshammer, op. cit., 119
ff.
364 The reign of 62 years ascribed to Belus in the Excerpta Latina Barbari (Frick, 282.5), of
unknown provenance, would seem to lend support to the notion that Belus was thought to have
ascended the throne (and so begun his career) aged about 20 years and reigned another 60
years or so, following Apollodorus' plan of a man's life.
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intentional.

Thallus shortened the chronology of the Assyrian empire and of the mythic history
of Greece; we have seen how, but we have yet to determine why. This shortening of the

chronology was explained by Gelzer365 as the result of a Samaritan tendency to curtail

pagan king-lists in favor of the higher antiquity of the Jews, but we must dismiss this

explanation,366 since it is based entirely on the erroneous assumption that Thallus was a

Samaritan,367 and that Midler's interpretation of Thallus' chronology is correct. Rather

than being the outcome of Thallus' known religious or ethnic interests, the shortened

chronology is the only reason we have to suspect that Thallus was Jewish, Samaritan, or

Christian, as it was they who wanted a chronology for the non-Hebrew nations which

would show up the superior antiquity of Moses, and could be accommodated to the time
scheme of Scripture. This, however, is slim grounds for making statements on Thallus'
race or ideology, but even if he himself were not interested in Jewish antiquity, his

chronology was obviously acceptable to those who were, since Theophilus used it, while

he rejected the lengthy chronologies of Apollonius and Plato.368 It is, moreover, possible
to understand the shortened chronology in the context of Greek historiography, without
recourse to Jewish or Christian apologetics. It was a recognised principle amongst

historians that it was the lapse of time which caused the events of antiquity to be encrusted

with myth and difficult to handle in history.369 The Greek aversion to remote antiquity was

particularly apparent in the treatment of Oriental peoples. The workable king-list of

Ctesias (going back about a thousand years before Troy370) were generally preferred to the

accounts of Berossus, which supposedly covered hundreds of thousands of years. The
claim that 23,000 years separated the rule of the 'gods' in Egypt from Alexander was met

with flat disbelief and an attempt to explain the 'years' as months or seasons.371 Although

Castor's 900 or so years from the Titanomachy to Troy is by no means as unbelievable as

these, Thallus may still have seen fit to draw the Titanomachy into the more recent past so

as to make it more credible as an historical event.

The shortened chronology is good grounds for considering accurate the report in
365 Gelzer, op. cit., ii.95-7.
366 See Jacoby, FGrH, 2D, 837.
367 See above, pp. 8-10.
368 Ad Aut, iii.16, 26.
369 Thucydides, i. 1.2,21, Dionysius Halicarnassius, Ant. Rom., i.8.1.
370 Diod., Bibl., ii.22.2.
371 Diod., Bibl., j.26.
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the Armenian Chronicle that Thallus' histories began with the Trojan war,372 even though

they included earlier material. The Titanomachy could have been included in a preface

covering events previous to the Trojan war.373 The Titanomachy could also have been part

of a digression stemming from the treatment of an event after the Trojan war, just as a list

of kings going back 150 years is under the reign of Aeneas in Italy in the Canons.374 If

Thallus' Titanomachy was part of a digression, and if the passage we have noted from the

Ecloga is a fragment of Thallus, then it is quite probable that Thallus included the arrival
of Cronus in Italy, and the Titanomachy as an explanation of how it came about, as a

preamble to the arrival and rule of Aeneas in Italy, which, since they occurred after the

Trojan war, would be part of the main body of his histories; but all of this is stretching
our meagre information quite far into the realm of possibility. If, to return to matters of
reasonable certainty, Thallus' Titanomachy and his date for Belus were not included in a

continuous chronology, he would be free to select details from Castor's history which

would, as we have conjectured, render a later variant date for the Titanomachy and events

which pertained to it (such as the death of Belus), without having to fully work out the

chronographic implications of this adjustment for other events and king-lists. A

digression such as we have posited would be particularly apt if Thallus' three books were

historiae, as Africanus calls them,375 in nature as well as name, and not chronographiae;

ancient 'histories' were not annalistic compendia of dates, but often included digressions
of antiquarian interest relevant to the material under discussion.

Thallus' date of 322 years before the Trojan war for Belus is the most original
feature of his Titanomachy. Whereas most of the other information is taken over directly
from Castor, this date seems to be based on Castor's chronology, but carefully

manipulated by Thallus. On the basis of dates given by Castor for Dionysus and

Heracles, Thallus appears to have synchronized the Titanomachy with the conflagration of
Phaethon and the flood of Deucalion, and from this he determined 322 years before Troy

to be the date of Belus' death. All of this information seems not to have been included in

the main sequence of Thallus' history, but rather included in an introduction or

digression.
372 Karst, 125.22-3.
373 Jacoby, FGrH, 2D, 835. The confusion of Ogygus and Gyges (see above, pp. 62-4) would
have been particularly easy if they were both lumped together in a preamble on pre-Trojan
events.
374 Ann. Abr. DCCCXXXIX.
375 Syncellus, 610 (=FGrH, 256, F 1); see above, p. 12.
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2.vi. Conclusion

We may briefly summarize our expanded knowledge of the Titanomachy fragment
and its place in Thallus' Histories. It may have included a description of Cronus' flight to

Italy and his establishment of a kingdom there. Thallus may have mentioned Dionysus
and Heracles as allies of Zeus. Thallus said that Gyges (not 'Ogygus' as modern texts and
translations of Theophilus would suggest) fought in the Titanomachy and then fled to

Tartessus. Thallus seems to have synchronized the Titanomachy with the flood of
Deucalion and the conflagration of Phaethon, as he found them dated in Castor; the date

of 322 years before Troy appears to refer to Belus' death twenty years later. The fragment
as a whole was most likely taken from a preamble or digression, outside of the main
series of events in the Histories.

More important than the meagre set of facts and propositions we can now set

forth, however, is that our identification of sources and precedents for Thallus has

implications for his identity and relation to other authors.
Thallus was a Greek, or a common Greek-writing historian, who had no special

connection or affinity with Eastern culture. His treatment of Belus is in keeping with the
Greek historiographic tradition. He also eschews the long chronologies favoured by
Oriental writers, particularly tendentious ones.

We cannot, on the basis of our present fragment, fully appreciate Thallus' attempt

at a synthesis of Greek and Oriental myth and history, which included the Assyrian Belus
in the Titanomachy. It is an attempt that is continued from Euhemerus and Castor of

Rhodes, but Thallus' Belus is a creation of Greek literature, not a Near Eastern deity.
Thallus' working Assyria into accounts of the Greek gods may have provided a precedent
for — even if it had no substantial influence on — the 'Picus-Zeus' narrative of John

Malalas in the sixth century.376
In the corpus of Greek literature, even as an historian Thallus would have looked

to Hesiod and Homer, quite as much as Herodotus, for his information. Hellenistic

antiquarianism encouraged attempts to delve into primeval history using the sources

available, and, since archaeology as we know it was not practiced in antiquity, the chief
sources were the myths, offering characters and narratives to the historian. The obviously

non-historical nature of mythology allowed a great deal of liberty in its interpretation. This
376 See below, p. 173 ff.
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method is usually identified with Euhemerus of Messene,377 and although Thallus

employed this method (or at least transmitted its results), we should not say that he was

part of a 'Euhemeran school,' firstly because historicized myth was not his only interest,
and secondly because no historian or mythographer claimed to be a disciple of

Euhemerus.378 'Euhemerism' is a modern term, unknown to the ancients themselves.

Euhemerus may have laid the theoretical groundwork for one aspect of Thallus'

historiography, but the Sacred History does not exert a great influence on Thallus'

Titanomachy narrative in detail. As early as Dionysius Scytobrachion, and carrying on

through the time of Castor and Thallus, divergent 'euhemerizing' histories had arisen, and

novelty was an important part of the euhemeristic tradition. It is, nevertheless, useful to

refer to those historians who recognized a certain method of the historicization of myth as

part of a euhemeristic tradition.379
Thallus takes his Titanomachy from Castor of Rhodes. Indeed, the Titanomachy

of Castor preserved in the Armenian Chronicle and that of Thallus in the Ad Autolycum
should be taken together as the composite fragments of a single rationalizing narrative.
Castor is the source for Thallus' narrative, but not directly for his dates; Thallus modified
the information he found in Castor in order to develop his own chronology of pre-Trojan
events. Thallus' Titanomachy, unlike Castor's, had a readership and influence outside of
his own field of history, albeit one represented by a single Christian apologist (and some

others through him). This seems to be due to the shortened chronology rather than any

superiority over Castor's work, since Thallus did not have a successor among world

historians, who probably perceived his Histories as derivative and turned directly to

Castor.

377 Before Euhemerus Hecataeus of Abdera had applied the interpretation of the gods as human
rulers to the Egyptian deities (see Diodorus, book i), but Euhemerus pioneered its application to
Greek myth.
378 It is misleading for Drews, (1965), 133 n.20, to refer to "Thallus, a first-century A.D. admirer of
Euhemerus
379 See below, p. 213 ff.
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Appendix I: Euhemerus' association of Belus and Babylon

Despite the fact that Bel or Baal, meaning "lord", was a title given to various male
deities in the various Semitic languages throughout the Near East, Euhemerus seems to

have associated Belus only with Babylon in his narrative.

Hellanicus, as noted above,1 made Cepheus, if not Belus, the ruler of Babylon,2
but Herodotus was to confirm the relation of Belus to Cepheus, and by extension to

Babylon, by stating that Belus was the father of Cepheus.3 Moreover, Herodotus'

depiction of Babylon laid the foundation in popular tradition for the association of Belus
with Babylon. Herodotus dedicates some amount of space to a description of the temple
of Belus-Zeus as one of the most prominent buildings in Babylon.4 No other sanctuary of

Belus is mentioned by Herodotus, and later writers often refer to the temple of Belus
when they describe Babylon,5 indicating that the relevant passage of Herodotus had

entered the realm of topoi. Belus as king of Babylon is, however, a conception foreign to

Herodotus' writing.

The association of Belus with Babylon cannot be derived from Ctesias, even if he
were read with other texts, since it is inconsistent with the chronology of his narrative, in
which Semiramis, the wife of Ninus, and so — on the basis of other texts — the

daughter-in-law of Belus, founded Babylon;6 it could therefore be argued that Euhemerus

was possibly unaware of Ctesias when he wrote, and that Ctesias was certainly not an

important source for Euhemerus, even on Eastern matters.

Euhemerus may have been aware of the work of Berossus, a Babylonian priest of
Bel who prepared redactions of Mesopotamian literature for consumption by the region's
new Greek rulers (c.350 - after 281 B.C.),7 but we cannot say how quickly a history of

Babylon which was never to gain much popularity in the Graeco-Roman world8 spread to
1 See above, p. 28.
2 FGrH vol. 1, 4 frag. 59 = Stephanus Byzantius, apud Χαλδαΐοι; cf. frag. 60 = Steph. Byz. apud
Άρταία.
3 FGrH, vol. 1, 4, frag. 59.
4 Herodotus, Hist., i. 181, ff.
5 Diodorus, Bibl., xvii.112.3; Strabo, Geographia, xvi.1.5; Pliny, Nat. Hist., 6.121; Q. Curtius
Rufus, v. 1.24.
6 Diodorus, Bibliotheca, 2.7.2-11, Quintus Curtius Rufus, Historiae Alexandri Magni Macedonis,
v. 1.24. Cf. Herodotus, Hist., i. 184-6, who ascribes the building of flood embankments to
Semiramis and extensive construction projects to Nitocris, the other queen of Babylon whom he
discusses; see Burstein, op. cit., 28 n.107.
7 Burstein, op. cit., 5-6; see A. Kuhrt, "Berossus' Babyloniaka and Seleucid Rule in Babylonia,"
in Hellenism in the East, ed. A. Kuhrt and S. Sherwin-White, (London: Duckworth, 1987), 32-56.
8 Burstein, op. cit., G, 9-10.
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the various Hellenistic courts and held currency amongst its author's contemporaries. At

any rate, Berossus asserted that Belus had built a wall around Babylon.9 Although this

passage is in a mythological context, similar to the biblical separation of the water and the

dry land on the second and third days of creation,10 it has parallels in human activity, for

the rebuilding of the wall of Babylon by the historical Nabouchodonosoros" is recorded

immediately after the initial building by Belus in the same fragment; the parallel of divine
and human undertakings may have made Euhemerus more comfortable with Berossus'

material, if he was aware of it. Even if Berossus was one of Euhemerus' sources, he

essentially disagreed with Euhemerus, for he portrayed Belus as a deity of myth with a

role in cosmogony,12 and may possibly have identified him with Zeus.13
If it is uncertain whether or not Euhemerus was aware of Berossus, he almost

certainly knew the work of Hecataeus of Abdera,14 which included the original version of

the account of Belus leading a group of Egyptian colonists to found Babylon,13 mentioned

above.16 The accounts of Egyptian colonization seem to have held a much more prominent

place in Hecataeus' original composition,17 and his work on Egypt as a whole seems to

have been sufficiently well known to make it an acceptable source.18 This account,

coupled with the genealogy of Cepheus found in Apollodorus,19 may also contribute to an

explanation of why Zeus and Belus were made contemporaries, for reference to the myth
9 As cited by Abydenus in Eusebius, Praep. Evan., ix.41.5 (=FGrH, 3C1, 685, F1); see Burstein,
op. cit., 17. Euhemerus does not seem to purposefully contradict Ctesias, but for Berossus a
polemic against the errors of earlier Greek versions of Babylonian history was one of the
objectives of the Babyloniaca, see Josephus, Contra Apionem, 1.142 (FGrH, 3C1, 680, F 8).
10 Genesis 1.6-10.
11 That is, Nebukadnezzar II, see Burstein, op. cit., 17 n.23. The epic of Gilgamesh, of which a
Greek reader such as Euhemerus would almost certainly be unaware, offers another example of
a human, albeit a ruler of heroic status, building a wall around his city (Uruk, in this case), J.
Pritchard, The Ancient Near East: An Anthology of Texts and Pictures (vol. 1), (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1958), 40; although the record of Gilgamesh can have no
implications for Euhemerus' possible reading of Berossus, coming as it does from a purely
Mesopotamian context, it does raise questions, for this very reason, about how Berossus
himself understood the wall-building of Belus: as the other wall-builders were human, did wall-
building imply human activity, if not humanity, on the part of Belus?
12 FGrH, 680, F 1.8,9.
13 FGrH, 680, F 1.8,9; F 12. This identification may actually have been made by an epitomizer in
the process of transmission; Burstein, op. cit., does not include F 12 in his work.
14 Murray, op. cit., 151 and n.4.
15 Diodorus, Bibl., i.28.1; cf. Stephanus Byzantius apud Βαβυλών, who notes that there is also a
city by this name in Egypt.
16 See above, p. 29.
17 Murray, op. cit., 145,152.
18 Ibid., 166.
19 Apollodorus, Bibl., ii. 1.4.

78



of Perseus would show that Perseus was the son of Zeus and the grandson (in-law) of

Belus, separating the two characters by only one generation. The possibility of the story

of Perseus' birth being important to the dating of the "historical" Zeus seems likely when
we consider the existence of a rationalizing account, in which the "shower of gold" which
descended upon Danae was explained as a euphemism for the hire of a prostitute (or a

bribe to the guards), but which consistently included Zeus as the seducer of Danae.20

Quintus Curtius Rufus claims that it was the general opinion that Belus founded

Babylon,21 although by his day (the first century A.D.22) that consensus could have been

formed on the basis of the sources presently under discussion.
The association between Belus and Babylon, created by the famous temple of Bel,

did not go unaffected by the writings of Euhemerus. Neither Diodorus nor Strabo refer to

the temple of Zeus-Belus (τοΰ Διός τοϋ Βήλου τό ipov)23 as Herodotus has it, but rather

to the tomb of Belus (ό τοΰ Βήλου τάφος),24 thereby making him a deceased man in the

style of Euhemerus, as well as giving him an identity distinct from that of Zeus;

furthermore, Quintus Curtius Rufus says that the palace of Belus was still a landmark in

Babylon {Belus, cuius regia ostenditur25), obviously referring to the temple. Even when
Belus was reduced from divinity by Euhemerus his connections with Babylon continued.
20 Lact., Div. Inst., i. 11.18; Fulgentius, Mit., xix (Helm, p. 31); Myth. Vat., i. 154 (157); iii.3.5 (44);
Malalas, ii. 13 (Bonn, p. 35). This rationalization may owe something to Horace's use of the word
pretium ("price, cost of a purchase") for the form taken by Jupiter (Carm., iii.16.8): converso in
pretium deo (and the god was changed into a reward). Malalas ascribes the story to one Bouttios
or Bottios, apparently a Christian chronicler, unknown except for three citations in Malalas;
Jeffreys, Studies, 174.
21 Q. Curtius Rufus, Hist., v,1.24. An interesting variation of this account is found in Philo of
Byblos (Stephanus Byzantius, apud Βαβυλών = FGrH, 790, F 30): κτίσμα Βαβυλώνος. ανδρός
σοφωτάτου. παιδός Βήλου. παλαί τατον. ούχ ώς 'Ηρόδοτος υπό Σεμιράμιδος· ταύτης γάρ ήν
αρχαιότερα ετεσι χιλίοις δύο. ώς Έρέννιος ([Babylon was] an extremely ancient foundation of
Babylon, a very wise man, the son of Belus; it was not [founded] by Semiramis as Herodotus
[would have it], for, as Herennius states, it was two thousand years older than her); cf. Eustathius
ad Dionysium Periegetem, 1005. Since he separates Belus and the founding of Babylon from
Semiramis by 2000 years, Philo demonstrates his independence from Castor, who set Belus,
Ninus, and Semiramis in direct succession; neither is he dependent upon Euhemerus, as he
assigns the foundation of Babylon to Belus' son, therefore supposedly too late for Belus himself
to be associated with the city. Philo does not appear to have been familiar with either Herodotus
or Ctesias, otherwise he would not have mistaken Herodotus for Ctesias as the source of the
claim that Semiramis founded Babylon. I am indebted to Professor Fergus Millar for saving me
from some embarassment over the attribution of this fragment.
22 Curtius certainly wrote under the empire and probably completed his work during the reign of
Claudius (41-54); the most accessible and up-to-date discussion of the dating of Curtius is W.
Heckel, introduction to the Penguin translation (trans. J. Yardley) of Quintus Curtius Rufus, The
History of Alexander, (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1984), 1-4.
23 Herodotus, Hist., i.181.2, iii.158.2.
24 Diodorus, Bibl., xvii.112.3, Strabo, Geographia, xvi.1.5.
25 Q. Curtius Rufus, Hist., v. 1.24.
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Appendix II: Belus, contemporary of the Titanomachy, in Nonnus' Dionysiaca, book
xviii

Belus is not generally supposed to have been made a contemporary of Cronus,

Zeus, and the Titanomachy in Greek literature after Thallus,1 but we may have another

example of this synchronism in the compendious work of Nonnus of Panopolis (5th c.).
In the eighteenth book of the Dionysiaca, Dionysus visits the Assyrian king, Staphylus,
who encourages the god by telling him a story of the Titanomachy and the monsters sent

against Zeus. 'Assyrian Belus'2 is mentioned at the beginning of this story, though all

modern editors, following Cunaeus3 have rearranged the introductory lines in various

ways, but consistenly so as to make Belus the grandfather of Staphylus and the original
narrator of the story.4 The character of Belus is treated inconsistently in the rest of the

epic, in book iii Belus, referred to as 'the Libyan Zeus', is the son of Poseidon and

Libya, and the father of Cadmus,5 but in book xl Belus is treated as the Assyrian name for

the Sun as a god6 (Cronus and Zeus are said to be other names of the Sun), so reference
to these passages cannot really help us toward a proper reading of Belus in book xviii.

If we assume, however, that Nonnus knew of Castor and Thallus' account which

made Belus a contemporary of the Titanomachy, we are able to maintain the order of the
lines as it is found in the manuscripts:

με'μνημαί τινα μΰθον. δν ήμετέρω γενετήρι 222
πατροπάτωρ έμός εΤπεν, έγώ δε σοι αΰτός ένίψω 223
Άσσύριός ποτε Βήλος, έμης πολιούχος άρούρης,7 224
κουφίζων Κρόνος υγρός άμερσιγάμου γένυν αρπης, 225
Τιτήνων προκέλευθος, έμάρνατο σεΐο τοκήι, 226

11n John Malalas (Cramer, Anecdota Graeca, vol. ii, 235.3 ff) Belus is the son of Picus-Zeus, and
so lives at the same time as Zeus and Cronus, but Malalas' narrative does not include a

Titanomachy (see below, pp. 173-4).
2 Dionysiaca, xviii.224.
3 P. Cunaeus, Animadversiones in Nonni Dionysiacam, (beginnning vol. ii of his edition;
Hanover, 1610).
4 Ludwich, 1909, (222-224-223-225), Keydell, 1959, (222-224-223-225-227-228-226-229),
followed by Gerbeau and Vian, 1992.
5 Dion., iii.291 ff.; several sons of Belus who wandered in the East are mentioned here, but none
is related to Staphylus.
6 Dion., xl.392-3.
7 Nonnus may use the word άρούρα here to associate Belus with the Titanic enemies of Zeus,
since he often refers to Typhon (Dion., i.483, ii.631, xiii.482) and the Giants (Dion., xxv.206,
xlv.174, 180, 195, 215, xlviii.393) as sons of Άρούρα (Earth).
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227

228

ή ποτε μητρωησιν επεσσυμενοιο χαμευναις

τάμνεν ανύμφευτων στάχυν άρσενα πατρός άροτρων 8

I remember a story, which my grandfather told to my father, and I will tell
to you: "Assyrian Belus was once protector9 of my country, [at that time]
Cronus, still wet, lifted up the blade of his marriage-robbing sickle, and,
as leader of the Titans, fought against your father, [the sickle] with which
he once cut off the manly scion of the 'plow', which [thenceforth] knew
no union, of his father as he reclined on his mother's earth-bed.

The ποτε of line 224 is appropriate to the beginning of a story;10 in at least two

other instances, Nonnus signals a story interlude told by one of his characters by ending
the last line of the introduction with ένίψω (somewhat like the Homeric ως φάτο, etc., at

the end of a quotation), and including ποτε early in the next line, that is, first line of the

story itself.11 The ποτε serves no function, however, in a phrase identifying the narrator.

The phrase έμής πολιούχος άρουρης, moreover, would be an unnecessary description if
Belus were supposed to be the grandfather of Staphylus, the present king, and not a ruler
of the remote past. Line 224 appears in this light to be a simple temporal clause, with an

ellipsis of the understood ην,12 which chronologically situates the story in relation to the

history of the land in which it is being told, Assyria, and we have translated it as such. As
in Thallus, Belus is here a contemporary of the Titanomachy, and not some manifestation

of Zeus, as he is in all of the other references to him in Nonnus' epic.13
Even if the ellipsis of ή ν in line 224 is not accepted, it is still possible to maintain

our basic reading and the manuscript order of the lines.
In Thallus Belus is, of course, not only a contemporary of the Titaiioinachy, but

also a participant in it. It is possible to read these lines of Nonnus in agreement with this
idea as well, but the interpretation is quite strained. Κουφίζων in line 225 could be read as

a zeugma, referring to both Belus (in the sense of "aiding") and to Cronus (in the sense of
8 Dion., xviii.222-8.
9 Πολιούχος is mostly used as an epithet of the guardian deity of a city; perhaps Nonnus has in
mind Belus, the god of Babylon. Cf. its use of Athena, Dion., xlvii.96.
10 Homer often uses ποτε to introduce narrative digressions on past events {Iliad, 1.260, 2.547,
3.205, 4.106, Odyssey, 1.430, 3.84, 4.342, 7.162, 8.9, 59, 9.76, etc.).
11 Dion., xi.369-70, xlv. 104-5.
12 Although I have not been able to find another example in Nonnus of ποτε and an ellipsis of the
verb "to be" introducing a subsidiary narrative, at Dion., xliv.312-4 ποτε appears in the sense of
relative time "when" with a finite verb (rather than a participle), without a corresponding 6τε in the
principal clause.
13 Dion., IM.291, xl.392-3.
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"raising"), although the participle more readily applies to Cronus, since it has a stated

object (γένυν) with him,14 but not with Belus (the object for Belus would be Κρόνον, but

Cronus is also the subject of the main verb, and so appears in the nominative). In line

226, έμάρνατο could also be read as the Homeric third person plural,15 rather than the

classical third person singular,16 taking Belus and Cronus as subjects,17 and so making

them both fight against Zeus. In this case έμής πολιούχος άρούρης and Τιτήνων

προκέλευθος would balance each other as descriptions of rule. This reading, as we

noted, requires a good deal of grammatical and stylistic juggling, but it is possible. It is

not, however, necessary to our contention that the lines should be read in their manuscript
order and synchronize Belus with the Titanomachy, as in Thallus.

14 Cf. Nonnus' use of κουφίζω for Perseus lifting or raising the sickle (Dion., xlvii.557) and
Medusa's head (Dion., xlvii.586) as weapons.
15 See Keydell, ed., intro., vol. i, 54: "Saepius verbum singulari numero prolatum ad duo vel plura
nomina refertur, metri causa plerumque: 1.502; 2.573; 10.401 etc." (I am indebted to Dr. Robert
Schmiel for drawing my attention to this reference). At Dion., xxxvii.308-9 we find the
construction ττοτε plus participle, followed by a perfect.
16 The τάμνεν of line 228 is indisputably singular, but it is the verb of a relative clause referring
specifically to the άρπης, which is associated with Cronus only.
17 Belus may be intended to be in apposition with Cronus, and so έμάρνατο singular after all,
since Belus was identified with Cronus (see Ad Aut., iii.29, and above, p. 38 and n.94); the
passage then would not be in the tradition of Thallus' Titanomachy.
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Appendix III: Ogygus as the contemporary of Belus in Bar Hebraeus

The synchronism of Belus and Ogygus occurs in the thirteenth-century Syriac

Chronography of Bar Hebraeus, but does not seem to be derived from Thallus. Under the

life of the patriarch Levi, Bar Hebraeus records: "In his days the FLOOD which [came] in

the days of AGOGOS took place, when BILOS (Belus) was reigning in Assyria."1

AGOGOS, since he is associated with a flood, is obviously to be identified with Ogygus.

The BILOS mentioned here, however, does not appear to be the Belus of Thallus'

Titanomachy, as Belus the father of Ninus is, in this same chronicle, supposed to have
2

died in the lifetime of Abraham, well before the flood of Ogygus.' This passage could be
3

seen as a support for Midler's scheme for understanding Thallus' chronology, but it is

easier explained as a corruption of information found in Eusebius. Firstly, there is no

other indication in the Chronography that Bar Hebraeus knew Thallus; for instance, the

ascension of Cyrus is not connected with the fifty-fifth Olympiad,4 and the darkness at the

Crucifixion is not mentioned.5 In the Chronological Canons of Eusebius both the birth of

Levi5 and the flood of Ogygus7 fall in the reign of Belochus, the eighth king of the

Assyrians.8 The BILOS of Bar Hebraeus, therefore, seems to be a corruption of the name

Belochus, and perhaps a not altogether noticeable one as the name had already been used

of another Assyrian king. The synchronism of Belus with Ogygus in the Chronography is

not then an iiiteijection of material fiom Thallus into a chronicle based primarily, in its

earlier portions, on Eusebius.

1 E. A. Wallis Budge, ed. and trans., The Chronography of Gregory Abu'l-Faraj, (London: Oxford
University Press (Humphrey Milford), 1932), vol. i, p. 11.
2 Budge, p. 10.
3 See above, pp. 66-8.
4 Budge, p. 27, 33; cf. Thallus, F 7 (= Eusebius, Praep. Ev., X.10.488C).
5 Budge, p. 48; cf. Thallus, F 1 (= Syncellus, 610).
6 Ann. Abr. CCXLVIII.
7 Ann. Abr. CCLX; cf. Isidore, Etym., xiii.22.3.
8 See Ann. Abr. CCXXIX.
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Appendix IV: Plutarch on Ogygia

The confusion of Gyges and Ogygus may have had some currency in the second

century of our era, and was not isolated to Theophilus; this might be suggested by
Plutarch's treatment of the island of Ogygia.

Homer mentioned Ogygia several times as the island home of Calypso,' and

Strabo, on account of a misreading of Odyssey, 1.50, thought that the poet intended

Ogygia to be set in the Atlantic Ocean.2 Ogygia was also an epithet of places associated

with Ogygus, such as Attica and BoeotiaC In some of the scholia on the Odyssey, Ogygia
is said to be named from Ogygus: τα παλαιά πάντα Όγύγια καλοϋσιν άπό τίνος

αρχαίου Όγύγου βασιλεύσαντος 'Αθηνών, ίσως δέ και οϋτως έκαλεΤτο ή νήσος

αϋ ι η4 (They call all old things 'Ogygian' from a certain ancient Ogygus who was king of

Athens; in the very same manner this island is called Ogygia.), but on account of the

general characteristic of their shared antiquity,5 rather than any specific relation between

Ogygus and the island.
In Plutarch's work, Defacie in orbe lunae, Ogygia is an island five days sail west

of Britain (in the Ocean far to the west, as in Strabo's understanding of Homer), on the
route to the island where Cronus is imprisoned: τον Κρόνον oi βάρβαροι καθεΤρχθαι

μυθολογοΰσιν ύπό τοϋ Διός, τον δ' ώς υίόν έχοντα φρουράν6 τών τε νήσων

εκείνων και της θαλάττης, ην Κρόνιον πέλαγος όνομάζουσι, παρακατωκίσθαι7

(The barbarians tell the tale that Cronus is confined by Zeus, and that as a son, keeping
watch over these islands and the sea, which they call the Cronian main, has been settled
close by.).

The ώς υίόν of the manuscripts is clearly dissatisfactory, and it would seem to be
the corruption of a name. In his edition, Pohlenz defended the manuscript reading of ώς
υίόν (as a son) as a reference to Briareus, but did so on the basis of a late variant tradition

(only attested in an even later work) which held that Cronus, rather than Uranus, was the
1 Od., 1.85, 6.172, 7.244, 12.448, 23.333.
2 Geog., i.2.18.
3 Strabo, Geog., ix.2.18, Steph. Byz. apud Ώγυγία.
4 Schol. in Od., i.85; see Scholia in Homeri Odysseae A 1-309 Auctoria et Emendatoria. ed. A.
Ludwich, (Konigsberg, 1888-90; repr. Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1966), 54.
5 Stephanus Byzantius, loc. cit., refers to Ogygia as a νήσος αρχαία.
61 have here adopted the emendation of Kaitwasser and Cherniss, et al., not adopted by
Pohlenz.
7 De facie, 26 {Moral., 94 I A).
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father of Briareus.8 Since Gyges (like Briareus) was, according to Hesiod, one of the

warders inhabiting regions near the prison of the Titans,9 and we have a parallel example

of the confusion of Gyges and Ogygus,10 ώς υίόν should be emended to Ώγυγον;11 the

corruption would then be similar in sound and form to the original, the two y's being
taken for a ς and a ι respectively. (It will be understood that Plutarch did not himself

confuse Ogygus with 'a son,' rather ώς υίόν is a result of transcription error.) Cherniss12

prefers the emendation ώγύγιον <Βριάρεων>, but the (Βριάρεων) is superfluous if ώς
υίόν is emended to Ώγυγον, rather than ώγύγιον. The name of the island would then be

explained as taken from the name of its guard.
If our conjecture concerning the text of Plutarch is correct, we have not only

further evidence of the confusion of Gyges and Ogygus, but also evidence of a tradition
of the residence of Gyges, under the erroneous name of Ogygus, in the farthest regions of
the West, more or less as ό Γ ύγος appears in the Ad Autolycum. If Theophilus had some

knowledge of Plutarch's work which made Ogygus a warder of Cronus in the west, it
would help to explain both his confusion of Gyges and Ogygus, and his use of the

phrase: και τας λοιπός δε χώρας και πόλεις άφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας εσχον (the

other lands and cities [and the persons] from whom they received their names)13 inasmuch
as Theophilus may have known Thallus to have been interested in localities named after

legendary heroes (although he gives no examples in his excerpt), and considered Ogygia
to be such a place (even if Thallus did not mention it). Knowing that Theophilus was in

8 Arrian apud Eustath. comm. in Iliad., p. 124.3.
9 Theog., 729-35, 813-9.
10 See above, pp. 62-4.
11 See O. Apelt, "Zu Plutarch und Plato," Jahresbericht Gymnasium Carolo-Alexandrinum zu
Jena (1905), and von Arnim, "Plutarch tiber Damon und Mantik," Verhand. k. Akad. van
Wetenschappen te Amsterdam (1921), as cited by H. Cherniss, "Notes on Plutarch's De facie in
orbe lunae," Classical Philology 46 (1951), 149, and Plutarch's Moralia, (London: Heinemann,
1957), vol. xii, 180; cf. J. Amyot, Les Oeuvres Morales et meslees de Plutarque, (Paris: Michel
de Vascosan, 1572), 625. Cherniss, (1951), 149, dismisses the emendation of Apelt and von
Arnim, because, he claims, they depend on a faulty reading of Amyot; they may have chosen
their references unwisely, but the proposal of Apelt and von Arnim is valid, with or without the
agreement of Amyot.
12 Loc. cit.
13 Ad Aut., iii.29; trs. Grant, p. 145. This may allude to Ώγύγια, Σατορνία (see above, p. 48), or
Kpoviu (see below, p. 166).
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some way aware of the Defacie would contribute to our understanding of Theophilus'

interpretation of Thallus' text, but Plutarch's work was by no means necessary to the

composition ofAd Autolycum, iii.29.
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3. Theophilus as the Source of TertuLlian's Knowledge of Thallus

Tertullian, the first of the major Christian authors to write in Latin, is also the first
of the Church Fathers to make use of the historical information provided by Theophilus in
Ad Autolycum iii.29. Tertullian would have possibly been a slightly younger

contemporary of Theophilus, and certainly had access to the Ad Autolycum,' (which

might have preceded the Ad Nationes by as many as 17 years2), by the time he wrote the

Apologeticum, since there are two references to Thallus in this work,3 whom Tertullian

seems to have known only from Theophilus.4 In all of Tertullian's vast output, there are

three passages of principal interest to us, which are — not surprisingly — found in his

apologetic works. The first two, found in the Ad Nationes and Apologeticum

respectively, deal with early Italian history, and provide the model for a very similar but,
in some ways, fuller passage in the Octavius of Minucius Felix. These passages have not

heretofore often been associated with Theophilus,5 but upon close examination the

Apologeticum, at least, seems to have been influenced by the work of the Antiochene

bishop. The third is certainly indebted to Theophilus — a fact generally recognised6 —

and is concerned specifically with chronology and its implications for Christian

apologetic.

In this chapter we shall examine in detail the possibility of the influence of

Theophilus on every relevant aspect of Tertullian's account of Saturn in Italy, to

determine whether in each case it is indeed influence, or the coincidental use of common

apologetic devices. We shall pay particular attention to the changes from the Ad Nationes
in the Apologeticum, since Tertullian seems to have come under the influence of

Theophilus after writing the Ad Nationes, but before working on the Apologeticum.1 We

are attempting to demonstrate that it was those portions of Thallus selected by Theophilus,
1 Although Grant does not include Tertullian in his first list of writers who knew the Ad Autolycum,
R. Grant, "Theophilus of Antioch to Autolycus," Harvard Theological Review 40 (1947): 227, he
does later give a thorough exposition of Tertullian's debt to Theophilus in R. Grant, "The Textual
Tradition of Theophilus of Antioch," Vlglliae Christianae 6 (1952): 146-7.
2 See above, p. 23 n. 3.
3 Apologeticum, 10.7; 19.2 (fragmentum Fuldense).
4 See below, p. 91 ff.
5 But see C. Becker, Tertullians Apologeticum: Werden und Leistung, (Munich: Kosel, 1954),
160.
6 See the notes to the CCSL text of Tertullian, vol. I, 119-21; and Timothy Barnes, Tertullian: A
Historical and Literary Study, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), 108.
7 Becker, op. oil., 161.
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rather than Thallus' work itself, which influenced Tertullian and the other Latin writers,

so we shall show the influence of all of the Ad Autolycum on the Saturn passages in their

contexts, as much to exclude Thallus as a direct source, as to include Theophilus. Our
final aim is to be able to comment on the worth as fragments of Thallus of those passages

for which Thallus is cited as an authority.
The AdNationes is Tertullian's first apologetic work and dates from the summer

of 197.8 Without a specific address, it is directed to pagans generally. It seems to have

remained in a rough draft, and was never prepared for publication,9 but much of the

material from the Ad Nationes is to be found included in the only slightly later

Apologeticum.10 Barnes remarks on the originality of the second of the two books which

make up the Ad Nationes, and says that here Tertullian "took the idea that pagan gods

were simply deified men" from Varro." Theophilus before him, however, had certainly
understood that the best defence of Christianity was very often an attack on the pagan

pantheon, and one of his favourite weapons in this fight was the claim that the gods had

once been mortals.12 It is in the context of such a euhemeristic argument13 that Tertullian
mentions Saturn and early Italian history in theAd Nationes.

In attacking the divinity of Saturn, he was attacking the most important cult in
Roman Africa.14 The vast amount of archeological evidence for personal dedications,

shrines, and temples is sufficient to indicate the prominence of Saturn in the religious

practice of the area.15 Although this may not be as important a factor in Tertullian's

argument as would, at first, seem likely. The cult of Saturn was particularly popular

among the lower-class African population (though there were some devotees among the

ruling elite),16 and in the metropolis of Carthage it did not receive the public patronage,

indicative of support amongst the important individuals of the community, it enjoyed in
8 Barnes, (1971), 33, 55.
9 Ibid., 104.
10 Becker, op. cit., 33-42.
11 Barnes, (1971), 105.
12 Ad Autolycum, i.9, ii.2, 7, 8, 34, 35, iii.29.
13 The full repertoire of Tertullian's criticism of the pagan gods is dealt with by J. Vermander, "La
polemique de Tertuliien contre les dieux du paganisme," Revue des Sciences Religieuses 53
(1979): 111-23.
14 J. Rives, Religion and Authority in Roman Carthage from Augustus to Constantine, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1995), 142 ff.; cf. M. Le Glay, Saturne Africain: Histoire, (Paris: E. de Boccard,
1966), passim.
15 Rives, loc. cit.; cf. M. Le Glay, Saturne Africain: Monuments, (Paris: Arts et Metiers Graphique,
1961-66), passim.
18 Rives, op. cit., 143, Le Glay, Histoire, 404-6.
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the surrounding countryside.17 Tertullian, however, addressed his apologetic works to the

magistrates and cultured members of the civic government, attempting to sever their

sympathies with the mass of the people.18 Moreover, in the words of Rives, "there is no

evidence that the many devotees of Saturn in Africa ever thought of him as the Italian

god."19 We should bear in mind that Tertullian wrote primarily in the context of Roman

intellectual and literary culture, not that of Carthaginian society. It was, therefore, the

Italian god that Tertullian was writing of — and not a Romanized Punic deity20 — in

response to the portrayal of Saturn in Latin poetry and prose.

Tertullian understood Saturn to be the fons et origo of all the pagan gods and
focussed his attention on this character, assuming, quite reasonably, that if his humanity
could be proved, the humanity of the rest of the gods would have to be accepted: Eaorigo
deorum vestrorum Saturno, ut opinor, signatur. Neque enim si Varro antiquissimos deos

Iovem, lunonem et Minervam refert, nobis excidisse debet omnem patrem filiis

antiquiorem, tarn Satnrnam love quam Caelum Saturno; de Caelo enim et Terra

Saturnus.21 (This origin of your gods, I believe, is attributed to Saturn. For even if Varro

refers to Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva as the most ancient gods, we ought not to forget that

every father is more ancient than his sons, as the Sky is older than Saturn — for Saturn
was born of the Sky and the Earth — so Saturn is older than Jupiter.) Tertullian dismisses
as ridiculous and impossible both the myth of Saturn's birth from Caelus and Terra and

its allegorical interpretation as an elegant depiction of the physical world.22 He then

proceeds to relate the circumstances of Saturn's earthly life, according to several pagan

authors, as follows:

Exstat apud litteras vestras usquequaque Saturni census. Legimus apud
Cassium Severum, apud Cornelios Nepotem et Taciturn, apud Graecos
quoque Diodorum, quive alii antiquitatum canos collegerunt. Nec fideliora
vestigia eius quam in Italia23 signata sunt. Nam post plurimas terras et

17 Rives, op. cit., 146, 209-11.
1<Mpo/., 35.8-10, 37.1-3, 49.4, 50.12; Barnes, op. cit., 109-10.
19 Rives, op. cit., 151.
20 Cumont, op. cit., 18 (trans. Showerman, 21); M. Le Glay, "Les syncretismes dans I'Afrique
ancienne," in Les Syncretismes dans les Religions de I'Antiquite, ed. F. Dunand and P.
Leveque, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), 138.
21 Ad Nationes, ii. 12.5; cf. Apol., 10.6. On Caelus as the father of Saturn, cf. Cicero, DeNatura
Deorum, 2.63 and 3.44, see Pease, op. cit., 706-7, 1062.
22 Ad Nat., ii. 12.6-25.
23 Cf. Ad Nat., ii. 17.8.
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Attica hospitia Italiae vel, ut tunc vocabatur, Oenotriae24 consedit, exceptus
ab lano sive lane, ut Salii vocant. Mons quern coluerat, Saturnius dictus,
urbs quam depalaverat,25 Saturnia usque nunc est; tota denique Italia de
Saturno vocabatur. Tali teste terra, quae nunc dominatur orbi, etiamsi de
origine Saturni dubitatur, de actu tamen constat hominem ilium fuisse.26
There exists everywhere in your literature an account of Saturn. We read it
in Cassius Severus, in the Cornelii, Nepos and Tacitus, among the Greeks
also in Diodorus, as well as any others who collected the tales of antiquity.
Nor are his traces more faithfully imprinted anywhere else than in Italy
itself. For after a great number of lands and a stay in Attica he settled in
Italy or Oenotria, as it was then called, received by Janus or Janis as the
Salii call him.27 The mountain which he had farmed is referred to as the

Saturnian, and the city which he had founded as Saturnia to this day; all of
Italy was consequently named after Saturn. Because of such a witness as
this land which now rules the world, even if there is doubt about the origin
of Saturn, it is indeed, however, established that he had been a human.

As we have already mentioned, Tertullian included substantial portions of the Ad

24 While Oenotria as a name for Italy seems to have a poetic flavour in Latin, it was well known in
the Greek world, and apparently used more often in serious historical contexts, particularly in
regard to the settlement of Italy by immigrants from Arcadia in the remote past (which has some
parallels with Tertullian's narrative on Saturn), although it is not found in Diodorus, the one Greek
source cited in the Ad Nationes; Vergil, Aen., i.532 (and Servius, in ibid.), vii.85; Silius Italicus,
i.2, 8.220, 9.473, xiii.51, 713; Claudian, De consolatu Stilichonis, ii.262; Dionysius
Halicarnassus, Antiquitates Romanae, i. 11-13; Strabo, v.1.1; Pausanias, viii.3.5; Eusebius,
Chronica, ed. Schoene, vol. i, 267; Stephanus Byzantius, apud Οϊνωτρία; Μ. Maas, "Roman
History and Christian Ideology in Justinianic Reform Legislation," Dumbarton Oaks Papers 40
(1986), 19, 20 and n.25.
25 Depalo ("to mark off with stakes") is not a very common verb at all, but it seems to be used in
the broader sense of "to found" only by Tertullian, ThLL V(561)7-14; cf. Apologeticum, 10.8,
Adversus Hermogenem, 29.1; the cognate depalator is used in Adversus Marcionem, v.6.10.
Fulgentius, Mithologiae, 2.7, 3.6, uses the verb of the beginning of practices and intangible
realities, rather than in a concrete sense.
26 Ad Nat., ii. 12.26-29.
27 The Salii were priests of Mars and Quirinus who marched through Rome at the opening and
close of the campaigning season; see C. Bailey, Phases in the Religion of Ancient Rome,
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1932), 151, 157; M. Lewis, The Official Priests of Rome
under the Julio-Claudians, (Rome: American Academy in Rome, 1955), 115-6; G. Dumezil,
Archaic Roman Religion, tr. P. Krapp, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), 146-7, 276-
7, 591. There are also attestations of Salii\r\ Africa (Rives, op. cit., 30 n. 31), where Tertullian may
actually have seen them. Their procession was accompanied by a song in an extremely archaic
dialect, which certainly included a hymn to Janus; see Macrobius, Saturnalia, i.9.14; Bailey, op.
cit., 288 n. 33; B. Maurenbrecher, Carminum Saliarium Reliquiae, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1894), frag.
2, 332 ft.; G. Hempl, "The Salian Hymn to Janus," Transactions of the American Philological
Association 31 (1900), 182-8; J. Blansdorf (post W. Morel et K. Buchner), ed., Fragmenta
Poetarum Latinorum, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1995), 2-9; Dumezil, op. cit., 591. This conspicuous
piece of erudition seems to have been included by Τertullian largely for the purpose of
embellishment, and perhaps also to — indirectly and speciously — put the weight of ancient
authority behind his testimony on the life of Saturn. Cf. Apol., 26.2, 39.15.
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Nationes in the Apologeticum, which was written in the autumn of 197 or some time

thereafter,28 and the above passage specifically was taken over with only minor alteration

and enlargement.29 We shall, nevertheless, quote the relevant passage in full, and deal

with them both together, for though minor the changes are significant.

Saturnum itaque, quantum litterae, neque Diodorus Graecus aut Thallus,
neque Cassius Severus aut Cornelius Nepos, neque ullus commentator
eiusmodi antiquitatum aliud quam hominem promulgaverunt; si quantum
rerum argumenta, nusquam invenio fideliora, quam apud ipsam Italiam, in
qua Saturnus post multas expeditiones postque Attica hospitia consedit,
exceptus ab Iano, vel lane, ut Salii volunt. Mons, quem incoluerat,
Saturnius dictus; civitas, quam depalaverat, Saturnia usque nunc est; tota
denique Italia post Oenotriam Saturnia cognominabatur. Ab ipso primum
tabulae et imagine signatus nummus, et inde aerario praesidet.30
And so in regard to literature neither Diodorus the Greek or Thallus, nor
Cassius Severus or Cornelius Nepos, nor any commentator of this sort on

antiquities have published any view other than that Saturn was human, and
inasmuch as material proofs are sought I find them nowhere more

trustworthy than in the midst of Italy itself, in which Saturn after many

campaigns and after a stay in Attica settled, received by Janus, or Janis, as
the Salii would have it. The mountain which he had farmed is referred to

as the Saturnian, and the city which he had founded as Saturnia to this day;
all of Italy was consequently, after Oenotria, named Saturnia. From him
were the first account books and coins stamped with an image, and so he
presides over the treasury.

The stamp of Theophilus is not abundantly apparent in either of these two

accounts, but the mention of Thallus as an authority for the humanity of Saturn is the

principal indication of the influence of the Ad Autolycum. Thallus is, of course, cited only
in the Apologeticum, not the Ad Nationes. This demonstrates not only, as will be argued

below, with further examples,31 Theophilus exerted his influence upon Tertullian after the
Ad Nationes was set aside and before the preparation of the Apologeticum, but also that

28 Barnes, op. cit., 33-4, 55.
29 M. Burrows, "Christianity in the Roman Forum: Tertullian and the Apologetic Use of History,"
Vigiliae Christianae 42 (1988), 219-20, mentions this passage and the implications of its
euhemerism in a discussion of Τertullian's use of Roman history in the Apologeticum.
30 Apologeticum, 10.7-8. J. Mayor, Q. Septimi Florentis Tertulliani Apologeticus, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1917), 212, ff. adduces most of the texts for general comparison
on the ideas presented in this passage.
31 See below, p. 181.
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Thallus did not affect the initial composition of Tertullian's account of Saturn's human

life, as it is found in the Ad Nationes. He was found, rather, insofar as Tertullian knew

him, to be consistent — or at least not in disagreement — with the main elements of this

account, for none of them are changed in the Apologeticum. Thallus may have included a

description of Cronus' flight to Italy in his history;32 Tertullian, however, was most likely

ignorant of this, since the evidence would strongly suggest that he knew Thallus only

through Theophilus, and was privy to only those details of his history which were

included in the Ad Autolycum.33
Both Theophilus and Tertullian (in the passage just quoted) bring up Thallus in

regard to much the same material (even if their contextual arguments are different), that is,
the euhemerized gods. While all of the material Theophilus takes from Thallus refers to

the historicized Titanomachy, Tertullian does not obviously appropriate any of the
narrative details from the Ad Autolycum, iii.29, into his account of Saturn (although we

shall see that Theophilus' very concise version of Thallus effects a variety of changes
which are seen in the Apologeticum), nor does he seem to have much interest in this
rationalized myth. The arrival of Saturn in Italy was generally perceived to be the result of

his defeat by and flight from his son, Jupiter,34 and Tertullian was aware of the story of

Jupiter's usurpation of Saturn's power,35 but his understanding of how this was involved

in the Italian legend is ambiguous36 because, rather than including this detail of Saturn's

overthrow by Jupiter and his flight from him directly in the euhemerized account,

Tertullian left it in a list of references to mythical stories which denigrated the pagan gods.
The Titanomachy was obviously not the element of Thallus' work, transmitted through
the Ad Autolycum, which held Tertullian's chief interest.

Tertullian could tell simply from what he read in the Ad Autolycum, iii.29, that
Thallus considered Cronus to be a man, and this euhemerization of a single character was,

as we can tell from the example of Tacitus,37 enough to qualify him as an authority for

Tertullian's account of Saturn. If any doubt could be cast upon this assertion by the
32 See above, p. 48 ff.
33 See below, p. 181; cf. Becker, op. cit., 160.
34 Vergil, Aen., viii.319-20; Ovid, Fasti, i.236; Tacitus, Hist., v.2; Minucius Felix, Oct., 23.10;
Lactantius, Div. Inst., i. 13.5, ff., citing Euhemerus/Ennius, i.14.11,12; Julius Firmicus Maternus,
De errore profanarum religionum, 12.8. See P. Johnston, "Vergil's Conception of Saturn,"
California Studies in Classical Antiquity 10 (1977): 57-70.
35 Ad Nat., ii.12.15;13.13,14
36 See below, pp. 170-3.
37 See below, pp. 140-7.
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removal of Tacitus from the list of cited authors in the Apologeticum, we need only turn

to the precise wording of the phrase in which Thallus is mentioned for confirmation:
Saturnum itaque, quantum litterae, neque Diodorus Graecus aut Thallus, neque Cassius
Severus aut Cornelius Nepos, neque ullus commentator eiusmodi antiquitatum aliud quam

hominempromulgaverunt3% (And so in regard to literature neither Diodorus the Greek or

Thallus, nor Cassius Severus or Cornelius Nepos, nor any commentator of this sort on

antiquities have published any view other than that Saturn was human). The affirmation
that Cronus/Saturn was a man was a detail of Thallus' history which Tertullian knew
from Theophilus, and the one to which he refers in the Apologeticum.

3.i. Derivation of names

The inclusion of Thallus as an authority for Saturn's humanity is only the first and
most obvious influence of Ad Autolycum, iii.29, on Tertullian's account of early Italian

history. This influence, as we have noted, does not cause changes or additions to the
main narrative, but rather subtle differences in diction and construction in the

Apologeticum, which bring the rough material found in the Ad Nationes into agreement

with the intent and wording of Theophilus. One of the chief examples of this concerns the
derivation of eponymous names.

Tertullian, just before our excerpt from the Apologeticum, introduces his

argument by stating that there are cities and regions which bear witness to the births,
human activities, and deaths of the so-called gods: testimonium perhihentibus ad
hodiernum et civitatibus, in quibus nati sunt, et regionibus, in quibus aliquid operati

vestigia reliquerunt, in quibus etiam sepulti demonstrantur39 (since a testimony is afforded

to this day by both the cities in which they were born, and the regions in which they left
behind some signs of something they had done, and in which they are also shown to be

buried). Now Theophilus, after mentioning Thallus' account of Ogygus, says: και τάς

λοιπάς δέ χώρας και πόλεις άφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας εσχον, ούκ άναγκαΤον

ηγούμεθα καταλε'γειν, μάλιστα προς σέ τον έπιστάμενον τάς ιστορίας (We do not

consider it necessary to list the other lands and cities (and the persons]40 from whom they

received their names, especially for you who know the history.).41 Although — in this
36 Apo I., 10.7.
39Apol., 10.4; cf. Ad Nat., i.9.8; Apol., 40.6.
40 Brackets mine.
41 Ad Aut., iii.29., trans. Grant, p. 14b.
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particular passage — Theophilus, unlike Tertullian, is not trying to prove that the gods
were men, they both speak of cities and lands in the context of euhemerized gods.

Tertullian's debt to Theophilus may begin with his wording, since the civitatibus and

regionibus of Tertullian reflects to a degree the χώρας και πόλεις of Theophilus.
We need not repeat our arguments about the actual identity of Ogygus and the

possible inclusion of the Saturn story in Thallus' History,42 in order to appreciate the fact

that, while Theophilus, according to Grant's translation, speaks of the eponymous

founders or settlers of cities and countries, there is no relation between the name of

Ogygus and the name either of his former domain, Attica or Akte, or of the land to which

he fled, Tartessus. Saturn and Saturnia43 (and as we shall see below in the passage from

Minucius Felix, Janus and Janiculum) are much better examples of this sort of treatment

as the names of the character and the place are obviously related. Although Tertullian has
not taken these names and relations from Thallus, it would seem that his account of

Saturn is intended to follow the logic and complete the thought of Ad Autolycum, iii.29,

supplying as it does specific names given in the aftermath of the Titanomachy (which
would have been understood to have preceded Saturn's arrival in Italy). The texts of

Theophilus and Tertullian, however, may be drawn still closer on this point.

Ideally for Grant's reading of the phrase και τάς λοιπάς δέ χώρας και πόλεις

άφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας έσχον: "the other lands and cities and the persons from
whom they received their names," we should like to see in the Greek something along the
lines of: και τάς λοιπάς δέ χώρας και πόλεις και αυτούς άφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας

έσχον, or in very succinct Greek: και τάς λοιπάς δέ χώρας και πόλεις κα| άφ' ών

τάς προσωνυμίας έσχον. As it stands, the clause might be more literally, and perhaps
more accurately translated: "and the rest of the countries and the cities from which they

[i.e., the countries] have their names," as there is neither article nor pronoun to even

suggest another object for καταλέγεiv in addition to χώρας και πόλεις; πόλεις would
be the natural or understood antecedent of ών in άφ' ών. Although we may, in all

fairness, concede to Grant that the phrase, thus translated, would in the context of the Ad

Autolycum alone seem more awkward and disjointed than it does with his rendering,
which seeks to give it meaning on the basis of the preceding Ogygus story (even though,

42 See above, p. 46 ft.
43 Cf. Varro, De lingua Latina, 5.42; Sextus Pompeius Festus, De verborum significatu, 474,
apud Saturnia.
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as we have already noted, there is no eponymous relation there).44 The concept of regions

deriving their names from cities may have been the one which Theophilus was

intentionally trying to convey here (perhaps having taken it from Thallus), since it seems

to have had some currency in Greek literature, and was delineated by Strabo. He notes

that the word "Αργός, as used by Homer,45 is extended from the city or acropolis to

include both the Peloponnesus and all Greece46 (although Pausanias, in a manner parallel

to the derivation of Saturnia found in the Ad Nationes, contradicts this, saying that Argus,

the grandson of Phoroneus, gave his name directly to the region, or χώρα47). He also

indicates that Homer used the word Τροίη or Τροία,48 properly the city itself, to refer to

the entire coastal region.49 Even if our reading was a "slip of the pen" on the part of

Theophilus, Strabo gives us enough reason to suspect that Tertullian may have read the
Ad Autolycum in this way as well.

Countries receiving their names from cities, moreover, has a very interesting

parallel in Tertullian's statement: civitas, quam depalaverat, Saturnia usque nunc est; tota

denique Italia post Oenotriam Saturnia cognominabaturM (the city which he had founded

[is referred to asj Saturnia to this day; all of Italy was consequently, after Oenotria, called

Saturnia.).The differences from the companion sentence in the Ad Nationes51 are slight

but telling. In the Ad Nationes Tertullian clearly states that Italy received the name

Saturnia from Saturn's own name, with no intermediary (which reflects the natural and

44 Although Grant strays furthest from the text, in order to make the sentence intelligible in its
context, he may still claim the precedent of earlier translations in not making πόλεις the
antecedent of ών, see P. Maran (1742) in PG, vol. 6, 1163C: "Caeteras autem regiones et
urbes, a quibus suas appellationes habuerint, necessarium non arbitror recensere," M. Dods
(1867), 131,2: "And whence the other countries and cities derived their names, we think it
unnecessary to recount," and J. Sender (1948), 267: "Les autres pays et les autres villes, et
I'origine de leur appellation, point n'est besoin a notre avis de les enumerer."
45 See especially Iliad, ii. 108, and Odys., iii.249, 251; cf. G. Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), vol. i, 128.
46 Strabo, Geographia, viii.5.5, 6.9.
47 Pausanias, ii.16.1.
48 Iliad, ix.328,9; cf. J. Griffin, Homer, IliadIX, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 113.
49 Strabo, Geog., xiii.1.7; cf. W. Leaf, Strabo on the Troad, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1923), 57 ff.
50Apol., 10.8.
61 Ad Nat., ii. 12.28.
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perhaps traditional32 relation between the two words), but the words deSaturno have, in

the Apologeticum, been removed from the clause totadcnique Italia de Saturnovocabatur,
so that the whole may be read with much the same meaning (or ambiguity) as και τάς

λοιπάς δε χώρας και πόλεις άφ' ών τάς προσωνυμίας εσχον in the Ad Autolycum

(i.e., countries receive their names from cities, rather than people, or a specific person).
The ab ipso which appears in the next clause may suggest an elliptical construction,

referring back to Saturn after Saturnia, or suggest that the ab ipso be read in every clause,
but Tertullian seems to be intentionally ambiguous. He permits a reading either in

conformity with a Christian historical authority, or with generally held opinions on the
matter (Saturnia as a name for Italy from Saturn, not from the city).

Cognominabatur is remarkable as the only word in the sentence from the

Apologeticum which has been changed from the parallel in the Ad Nationes, which has
vocabatur. Although cognominabatur might be considered more appropriate in the context

(Saturnia being a supplemental name for Italy), vocabatur serves just as well, and we

should like a more adequate explanation for the change. Cognomen, the noun whence

cognomino comes, is almost the precise Latin equivalent of προσωνυμία, the word used

by Theophilus of the names of the regions (they both mean an additional name or

surname). All of this would imply special attention, and no chance or thoughtlessness, in
the structure of the sentence and the selection of the word cognominabatur.

Tertullian consciously reworked the material found in the Ad Nationes with an eye

on Theophilus. Even if this account of Saturn and Saturnia is not taken from Thallus,
Tertullian himself perceived a connection between the Saturn narrative and the information
connected with Thallus found in Theophilus, and has made his material from the Ad
Nationes conform to the diction and thought of the Ad Autolycum, iii.29.

3.ii. Tombs of the gods
The introductory sentence from the Apologeticum also mentions the places where

the "gods" were buried: in quibus etiam sepulti demonstrantur,53 Theophilus also argues,
52 Macrobius, Saturnalia, i.7.24, makes it clear that Saturnia was first used as a name for the town,
while Saturn was still in Italy, and then applied to the whole country, but while he does not
specify whether the country took its name from the town or from Saturn himself, the latter seems
to be understood: cum ... subito Saturnus non comparuisset, excogitavit lanus honorum eius
augmenta. ac primum terram omnem dicioni suae parentem Saturniam nominavit (When Saturn
was suddenly no longer to be seen, Janus thought of a way to increase his honors. First he
called all the land subject to his authority 'Saturnia. j.
cMpo/., 9.4.
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not only that the gods are in fact dead men, but also that this is proved by the existence of
their tombs. Theophilus begins with a general statement on the nature of the gods: Και τα

μεν ονόματα ών φής σε'βεσθαι θεών ονόματα έστιν νεκρών ανθρώπων (The

names of the gods you say you worship are the names of dead men.).54 Then in the next

chapter, after remarking on the multiplicity of 'Zeuses,'55 he mentions specifically the

tomb of Zeus on Crete: και ό μεν Ζευς παΤς Κρόνου, βασιλεύς Κρητών γενόμενος,

εχει τάφον έν Κρήτη (Zeus the child of Kronos, who was king of the Cretans, has a

tomb on Crete).56 Theophilus picks up this line of argument again in his next letter by

asking a set of rhetorical questions on the present location of Zeus: πού δε και

έπορεύθη; εις ουρανούς; ούχί. άλλα έρεΤς εις Κρήτην; ναί' οπου και τάφος αύτώ

εως τοΰ δεΰρο δείκνυται (And where did he [Zeus] go? To the heavens? Certainly not.

Will you say he went to Crete? Yes! where his tomb can be seen to this very day.).57

Although Tertullian elsewhere in the Ad Nationes58 and the Apologeticum59 makes

oblique references to the pagan gods as "the dead" (mortui), he is closest to Theophilus in
Ad Nationes ii. 17, a passage which is substantially reproduced in Apologeticum 25,
when he asks why Jupiter has preferred Rome to Crete: Sed non statim et luppiter Cretam
suam Romanis fascibus concuti sineret, oblitus antrum illud Idaeum et aera Corybantia et

iucundissimum illic nutricis suae odorem. Nonne omni Capitolio tumulum ilium suum

praeposuisset, ut ea potius orbi terra praecelleret, quae cineres Iovis texit60 (But even

Jupiter should not have suddenly allowed his own Crete to be struck by the Roman

fasces, forgetful of that Idaean cave and the brazen instruments of the Corybants and the
most agreeable odour of his nurse there. Should he not have set his own burial mound
before the whole Capitol, so that the land which covers Jove's ashes might rather surpass

the world.).

Theophilus is not Tertullian's only possible informant on the idea of Zeus' burial
on Crete (indeed, the appearance of the relevant passage in the Ad Nationes suggests that

Ad Aut., i.9; trans. Grant, p.13.
55 Cf. Ad Nat., i. 10.43.
56 Ad Aut., i. 10; trans. Grant, p. 15.
57 Ad Aut., ii.3; trans. Grant, p. 25.
58 Ad Nat., i. 10.28.
59 ApoI., 29.1.
60 Apol, 25.7; cf. Ad Nat., ii. 17.5. We have reproduced here the text of the Apologeticum
because, although it differs slightly in regard to wording from the earlier Ad Nationes version, it is
better preserved and has in many places been used to restore the more corrupt text of this
passage in the Ad Nationes.
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Theophilus agrees with Tertullian, but did not necessarily influence him), for, beginning
with Callimachus' famous indictment of the Cretans in the third century B.C.: Κρήτες άει

ψεΰσται και γαρ τάφον, ώ ανα, σεΤο / Κρήτες έτεκτήναντο συ δ' ού θάνες, έσσΐ

γαρ αίεί61 (Cretans are always liars, for they have constructed a tomb for you, Ο Lord,

but you did not die, for you are eternally) we have many examples of a similar nature.62
There are, moreover, on Mount Juktas on Crete the remains of a shrine to Zeus which

seems to have commemorated his tomb,63 and finds would seem to indicate that it was

active from Minoan through Roman times and beyond.64 We will note, however, that

demonstrantur in the present tense and εως τοΰ δεϋρο δείκνυται are, in their grammar

and denotations, close and could perhaps suggest some influence, although Tertullian's
choice of words might equally well be indebted to Cicero's phrase in the Denatureι

deorum on the Cretan manifestation of Jupiter: tertium Cretensem, Saturni filium, cuius in

ilia insula sepulcrum ostenditur65 (the third [Jupiter] is the Cretan, the son of Saturn,

whose tomb is shown on this island).

Tertullian twice claims that the best physical evidence of Saturn's humanity is to

be found in Italy, but he does not directly connect these claims for the vestigia with the
tombs of the gods; he was perhaps aware that although the tombs of various gods were

shown throughout the ancient world,66 none of these seems to have been in Italy.

Reference is made, however, to a tomb of Saturn on Sicily.67 The tomb of Saturn was

exploited in anti-pagan argument by other early Christian apologists,68 but Tertullian,

although he mentions in the Apologeticum that the places in which the gods are buried can

61 Callimachus, Hymn to Zeus, 8-9; see Fraser, op. cit., vol. ii, 456 n.839.
62 The passages from profane and patristic literature well into the Byzantine period which
mention the tomb of Zeus are collected and quoted by Cook, Zeus, vol. II, 940-3, and it would
be superfluous to reproduce these references here. Among Latin writers, both Ennius (apud
Lactantius, Div. Inst., i. 11.46) and Cicero (De natura deorum, 3.53) refer to Zeus' tomb; cf.
Pease, op. cit., 1097. See also, E. P. Meijering, Athanasius: Contra Gentes, Introduction,
Translation and Commentary, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1984), 49.
63 Cook, op. cit., vol. I, 157 ff., vol. II, 940 ff; cf. R. Willetts, Cretan Cults and Festivals, (London,
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1962), 219-20; S. Spyridakis, "Zeus is dead: Euhemerus and
Crete," Classical Journal 63 (1968): 337-40.
64 Cook, op. cit., vol. I, 161.
65 De nat. deorum, 3.53.
66 F. Pfister, Der Reliqienkult im Altertum, (Giessen: Alfred Topelmann, 1909), 385-91, E.
Rohde, Psyche: Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube der Griechen, (Tdbingen: J. C. B.
Mohr, 1925), vol. i, 131-4, Pease, loc. cit.
67 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 30.3; Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, 4.25; see Pfister,
op. cit., 390, 394.
ββ Namely Clement and Arnobius, our sources for the existence of the tomb.
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be shown and provide evidence that the gods were men, does not, when arguing for the

humanity of Saturn specifically, refer to the tomb in Sicily, most likely because burial in

Sicily would be inconsistent with his narrative of Saturn's settlement in Italy and

founding of Saturnia.
Since it appears in Tertullian's arguments as early as the Ad Nationes, making

mention of the tombs of the gods as evidence that they were men, should be considered a

point of agreement, rather than influence, between Theophilus andTertullian.

3.iii. Pagan sources and Christian apologists
The early Christian apologists rarely cited one another (even when they did

'plagiarize' material), but they were not at all averse to citing pagan authors, as it was

pagan authors whose authority pagans (the understood audience of apologetic) would be

expected to accept. Tertullian is obviously following this principle when he begins our

excerpt from the Ad Nationes with: Exstat apud litteras vestras usquequaque Saturni
census69 (There exists everywhere in your literature an account of Saturn), and then goes

on to list four pagan historians. Theophilus also (despite his usual refrain on the authority
of Scripture) makes it clear to Autolycus that he can prove his points, particularly the

humanity of the so-called gods, from pagan writings; indeed, it would seem that he only
concedes some truth and authority to pagan historians when he wishes to use their

testimony to demonstrate that the gods were men.

He begins his second letter with the intention of using the histories that Autolycus
knew in refuting paganism, and, moreover, claims a more complete understanding of

these histories.70 The aim of Theophilus in citing pagan histories is most clearly expressed

later in this same letter: Τά μέν οΰν ονόματα τών καλουμένων θεών οτι παρ' αύτοίς

ονόματα ανθρώπων ευρίσκεται, καθώς έν τοΤς επάνω έδηλώσαμεν, έξ αυτών

τών ιστοριών ών συνέγραψαν άπεδείξαμεν (We have shown from the very histories

they composed that in their own writings the names of the so-called gods are names of

69 Ad Nat., ii.12.26.
70 Ad Aut., ii.1. it is just conceivable that the "histories" referred to here could be the Scriptures,
mentioned often enough in book ii, which Autolycus may have read, but this would be, for
Theophilus, a strange use of the word ιστορία (cf. the usage in Ad Aut., ii.34). Although ιστορία
was used in slightly later Greek Christian literature to refer to scripture, but principally to its literal
or historical, rather than spiritual or allegorical sense; see G. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 678-9 (ιστορία, C.1-3).
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men, as we have made clear above.)·71 The references given by Grant (i.9, ii.2-7)72 do

not, except for Apollonides and the genealogy of Satyrus, mention historians, rather poets

and philosophers, but ιστορία did include a wider range of literary and scientific
endeavor than simply history.

If ιστορία had a broad meaning for Theophilus and other early Christian Greek

writers, the definition of the Latin equivalent, historia, was more circumscribed.

Although historia retains some of the general sense of ιστορία, if not the particular

meaning of "enquiry or investigation," it refers most often to matters which we would

consider "historical."73 Tertullian seems to intend litterae to be as fluid in sense as

Theophilus' ιστορία, for he uses it in the AdNationes and in the Apologeticum (quantum

litterae, Diodorus Graecus aut Thallus, neque Cassias Severus aut Cornelius Νepos,

neque ullus commentator eiusmodi antiquitatum74) to refer to historians, and furthermore

uses the words litteras vestras in Apologeticum, 14.2, to describe mythological texts,

principally Homer, it seems.

Although both Theophilus and Tertullian cite pagan authors for their apologetic

value, we should note that Tertullian's most straightforward statement of this intention

(.Exstat apud litteras vestras usquequaque Saturni census) is found in the Ad Nationes,

written before Theophilus' influence became particularly pronounced,75 and so we should

consider this similarity indicative of a general tendency in patristic literature,76 rather than

an example of Theophilus' direct influence on Tertullian.

71 Ad Aut., ii.34; trans. Grant, p. 83.
72 Ibid.
73 Th.L.L., 2833-2840, see, in particular, Cicero, DeOratore, ii.12.51 -15.64.
7Mpo/., 10.7.
75 See below, pp. 116-7.
76Tatian, OratioadGraecos, 31 (trs. Whittaker, p.57): μάρτυρας δέ ού τούς οίκοι παραλήψομαι.
βοηθοϊς δέ μάλλον "Ελλησι καταχρήσομαι. τό μέν γάρ άγνωμον. δτι μηδέ ύφ' ήμών παραδεκτόν,
τό δ' αν άποδεικνύηται θαυμαστόν. οπόταν ύμίν δια τών υμετέρων όπλων άντερείδων
άνυπόπτους παρ' ύμών τοϋς ελέγχους λαμβάνω (As witnesses I will not take members of our own
household, but will rather employ Greek supporters. The former option would be unwise, as we
too would find it unacceptable, but if the latter comes off it will be wonderful: I shall be resisting
you with your own weapons and getting from you proofs that are above suspicion.). Note for
contrast the use of a metaphor rather than a straightforward reference to literature; a similar
metaphor is employed by Minucius Felix, Oct., 39: malevolosisdem illis, quibusarmantur,
philosophorum telis retudisset (...he has checked his critics with the very same missiles of the
philosophers with which they are armed.). In Ad Nat., i. 10.1-2, Tertullian uses the imagery of
turning the weapons of his enemies against them, although in regard to calumny and abuse,
rather than in reference to literature.
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3.iv. Genealogies of the gods

In both the Ad Nationes and the Apologeticum Tertullian speaks of a census of

Saturn and his progeny.77 The word may be translated either "account" or "register,"78
but its origin lies in the property assessment of Roman citizens conducted for tax

purposes,79 which could be stretched to have genealogical implications since some basic

data on the family were required.80 Tertullian, however, uses this technical sense

relatively rarely, and then only of the Augustan census at the time of the Nativity.8' More

often in his work census refers to genealogical descent, or a genealogical record.82 This

may very well be because Tertullian, through his reading of the gospel of Luke, in which

the census is connected with Joseph's lineage83 and is mentioned only shortly before the

genealogy of Christ,83 associated the Augustan census, and so censuses generally, with

the investigation of genealogical descent.85 it is perhaps, therefore, in this genealogical

sense, rather than simply that of "an orderly examination of a large body" (taken from the

original meaning), that we should read census in the context of the story of Saturn86 (or

when it is used of the mass of the gods in Ad Nationes, ii. 12.3).

Theophilus refers to and indeed cites in extenso genealogical lists and registers
when he claims that the gods were men. Genealogies are mentioned along with histories,
and are supposed to be especially telling since they report the births of the gods:

Τούτο δή κα! ύμϊν συμβέβηκεν τοΤς άναγινώσκουσι τάς ιστορίας
και γενεαλογίας τών λεγομε'νων θεών. οπόταν γαρ επιτυγχάνετε
ταΐς γενέσεσιν αύτών, ώς ανθρώπους αυτούς νοείτε- ύστερον δε
θεούς προσαγορεύετε και θρησκεύετε αύτοΤς, ούκ έφιστάνοντες
ούδέ συνιέντες ότι οϊους αυτούς άνεγνωτε γεγονεναι τοιούτοι και

77 Ad Nat., ii. 12.26; Apol., 10.6.
78 Cf. Ad Nat, ii. 1.10; Apol., 7.3; De Monogamia, 4.2.
79 A. Greenidge, Roman Public Life, (London: Macmillan, 1930), 75,219; J. Suolahti, The Roman
Censors: A Study on Social Structure, (Helsinki: Annales Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae,
1963), 32, ff.
80 Greenidge, op. cit., 222; Suolahti, op. cit., 35,38,39.
81 Adversus ludaeos, 9.27; DeCarneChristi, 2.1.
82 Adversus Hermogenem, 33.2; Adversus ludaeos, 10.8; Adversus Marcionem, iii.18.5, 20.6,
iv.22.10, 34.12, 36.12, 40.6, v.1.6, 8.4, 20.6.
83 Luke, 2.1-4.
84 Luke, 3.23-38. I am indebted to Dr Philip Burton for suggesting a relation between the gospel
and Tertullian's use of the word census.
85 Adversus Marcionem, iv.19.10, 36.8.
88 In Adversus Marcionem, iv.34.12, census refers to the record of the descendants of an
individual, Abraham.
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έγεννήθησαν.
This is what has happened to you when you read the histories and
genealogies of the so-called gods. When you are reading about their births
you think of them as men. Afterwards, however, you call them gods and
worship them because you do not recognize or understand that they were

generated just in the way that, as you read, they came into existence.87

In Greek literature genealogies recording the births of gods go back at least as far as the

Theogony of Hesiod, and so form part of the fundamental canon of works on the gods
and mythology. Theophilus himself provides us with at least one such genealogical table,

prepared by Satyrus,88 which traces the ancestry of the Ptolemaic kings back through

Hercules to Dionysus, and was first written to demonstrate the divine lineage of the
Ptolemaic house. The list is quite lengthy and we shall refrain from quoting it in full, but
suffice it here to say that it is in the form of a bare register of names, that is, a proper

genealogical table, and that Theophilus introduces the genealogy by stating his apologetic

purpose: και οτι ούτοι άνθρωποι και ού θεοι έγεννήθησαν, τό γένος αυτών αύτοΐ

καταλέγουσιν (Authors describe their genealogies because they were begotten as men,

not as gods).89

Theophilus, we may note, strains over his interpretation of these genealogies as

evidence for the, at least initial, humanity of the gods, and with good reason, for

genealogies which included the gods, particularly those of the Hellenistic kings, were not

intended to be read in this manner. Euhemerism was not popular among the Diadochi,
who were inclined to base their own claims to divinity on their descent from the Olympian

87 Ad Aut., ii.2; trans. Grant, p. 23. Considering Theophilus' argument, it is surprising to find that
Minucius Felix, Oct., 7.5, has his Caecilius, the defender of paganism, claim that poems referring
to the births of the gods are proof of the truth of paganism: omitto Vetera, quae multa sunt, et de
deorum natalibus donis muneribus neglego carmina poetarum (I leave out the other [proofs],
which are many, and disregard the poems which deal with the births of the gods, their gifts and
benefits).
88 Cf. FGrH III C 631; P. Oxy. 2465.
89 Ad Aut., ii.7; trans. Grant, p. 33. Athenagoras, Legatio, 28.6, also takes the inclusion of gods
in the genealogies of men as an indication that the gods themselves are mortal: έπεΐ δέ
'Αλέξανδρος και Έρμης ό Τρισμέγιστος επικαλούμενος συνάπτων τό ϊδιον αύτοϊς γένος και
άλλοι μυρίοι. ϊνα μή καθ' έκαστον καταλέγοιμι. ούδέ λόγος έτι καταλείπεται βασιλείς όντας
αύτούς μή νενομίσθαι θεούς. (When Alexander and Hermes who is called Trismegistus link their
own family with the gods, and others too numerous to mention individually do likewise, there is
no longer any reason left to doubt that they were regarded as gods because they were kings.),
(trans. Schoedel, p. 69).
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gods rather than on their benefits to mankind.90 Theophilus' use of the genealogy of

Satyrus, therefore, contravenes the original intention of the piece, but even this

contradictory reading demonstrates the importance Theophilus believed genealogies had
for proving the humanity of the gods, as they imputed to the gods the — to him —

human, rather than divine, attributes of birth and procreation.
This concern with the birth and parentage of the gods has a parallel in the pains

which Tertullian takes to argue that Saturn was born of human parents, not of the gods
Caelus and Terra, an argument maintained in both the Ad Nationes and the Apologeticum:
Tameη, si homo Saturnus, utique ex homine; et quia ah homine, non utique de Caelo

atqueTerra91 (If, however, Saturn was human, he was therefore born of a human; and

because he [was begotten] by a human, he by no means [comes] from the Sky and the

Earth.). We may note that Tertullian refers to the census of the gods as often in the Ad

Nationes, before he read Theophilus, as he does in the Apologeticum. Genealogies often
turn up in Christian arguments against the divinity of the pagan gods not only because

they reveal the mortal nature of the gods through their births, but also because they
involve the gods in definite historical time and human relations, just like kings and
heroes. It is the common availability and obvious apologetic usefulness of genealogies of
the gods which explains their appearance in Theophilus and Tertullian, not any influence
of the former upon the latter.

3.v. Saturn's progress to Italy
Saturn's travels before arriving in Italy are briefly recounted in the Ad Nationes:

post plurimas terras et Attica hospitia Italiae ... consedit92 (after a great number of lands

and a stay in Attica he settled in Italy). In the Apologeticum Saturn is brought to Italy

thus: in qua Saturnus post multas expeditiones postque Attica hospitia consedit93 (in which

[Italy] Saturn after many campaigns and after a stay in Attica settled). The multas

90 W. von Christ, Geschichte der griechischen Litteratur, (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1920, 6th ed.),
2nd part, 1st half, 232, Brown, op. cit., 266. An example of the relation of divine genealogies to
official propaganda may be found in A. Bosworth, "The Historical Setting of Megasthenes'
Indica," Classical Philology 91 (1996): 121.
91 Apol., 10.9.
92 Ad Nat., ii.12.27.
93 Apol., 10.7.
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expeditiones, we note, has been changed from the plurimas terras94 of the Ad Nationes.

The words plurimas terras, in the first place, may be derived from Tertullian's

reading of one of Diodorus' descriptions of the career of Cronus,95 in which he went

about the world on a civilizing mission: Τον μέν οΰν Κρόνον ... βασιλέα γενέσθαι, και

τούς καθ' εαυτόν ανθρώπους έξ αγρίου διαίτης είς βίον ημερον μεταστησαι, και

δια τοΰτο αποδοχής μεγάλης τυχόντα πολλούς έπελθεΤν τόπους της οικουμένης

(Cronus ... became king and caused all men who were his subjects to change from a rude

way of living to civilized life, and for this reason he received great approbation and visited

many regions of the inhabited earth).96 These travels, however, do not explicitly bring
Cronus to Italy; they seem to reflect rather Zeus' tours throughout the world as described

by Euhemerus,97 instead of the Italian tradition of Saturn coming to Italy. Ovid provides
us with a phrase close to plurimas terras in a narrative with greater agreement. In Ovid's

Fasti, Janus explains the ship on the reverse of the copper coins used in his festival as

representing the ship in which Saturn came to Italy:98 causa ratis superest: Tuscum rate

venit ad amnem / ante pererrato falcifer orbe deus99 (It remains to explain the reason for

the ship: the sickle-bearing god came the to Tuscan river in a ship, after wandering

through the world.). Post plurimas terras and antepererrato orbe, as well as conveying
much the same idea, are not entirely dissimilar phrases in their construction (preposition +

adjective + noun), and Tertullian may here reveal the influence of Ovid. It is, however, an

influence which Tertullian rejected in writing the Apologeticum, not only because of the
variant influence of Theophilus' narrative, but also because Ovid's description of Saturn

94 Cf. Lactantius, Div. Inst., i.14.12: Qui cum iactatus esset per omnes terras persequentibus
armatis,... vix in Italia locum in quo lateret invenit (When he [Saturn] had been cast out, he was
pursued by armed men through all the lands of the world, and barely found a place in which he
could hide in Italy.); Myth. Vat., i.211 (215): Saturnus amissa possessione caeli cum per totum
orbem profugus erraret (Saturn, with the hegemony of heaven lost, when he wandered
throughout the whole world as a fugitive, ... .).
95 On Tertullian's knowledge of Diodorus, see below, p. 163 and n. 153.
96 Diod., β/Μ, v.66.4; trans., Oldfather, ii.275; see below, 168.
97 Diod., β/Μ, vi.1.10; Lact., Div. Inst., i. 11.45, 22.21-24; cf. the touring of Zeus in this same
account, Diod., β/Μ, v.71.2, and the civilizing expeditions of Dionysus in Dionysius
Scytobrachion (Diod., β/Μ, iii.73.6), and of Heracles in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman
Antiquities, i.41.1.
98 Macrobius, Saturnalia, i.7.22, agrees that the ship on the coins represents the ship which
brought Saturn to Italy, whereas Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 692E, cites Draco of Corcyra
discussing the same coins, saying that it represents the boat or raft which Janus invented.
99 Ovid, Fasti, i.233-4.
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is not altogether euhemeristic,100 and so not in keeping with the spirit of Tertullian's

argument.

Whereas plurimas terras might simply refer to exile and travel, expeditio, while it

may also mean "a trip or migration,'"01 is generally used in the military sense of a

campaign.102 The change in wording from the Ad Nationes to the Apologeticum is

unnecessary, indeed it would seem to confuse rather than to clarify the narrative. It does,

however, set aside the peaceful tenor or Ovid's description, and seems to be taking into
account the Titanomachy found in the Ad Autolycum: τον Βήλον πεπολεμηκέναι συν

τοΤς Τιτάσι προς τον Δία και τους σύν αύτώ θεούς λεγόμενους (with the Titans

Belos waged war against Zeus and the so-called gods on his side).103 Πεπολεμηκεναι is

an unavoidably warlike word and is cunningly reflected by expedition By employing
the word expeditio in an uncommon sense Tertullian is able, not only to retain the import
of plurimas terras (that is, of travel through many lands), but also to imply the military
action of Thallus' fragmentary narrative, as he knew it.

The phrase post Attica hospitia, the idea that Saturn was in Attica before arriving
in Italy, presents a much thornier problem. We might, at first, see this as related to

Theophilus' mention of Attica in connection with Cronus in Ad Autolycum, iii.29. No
definite source can be offered for Tertullian's inclusion of this narrative detail, but we can

examine various clues.

Pherecydes of Athens (fl. c. 456 B.C.) tells an analogous story of Typhon,
inasmuch as it involves another enemy of Zeus at an intermediate destination before an

arrival in Italy. Typhon was supposed to have been pursued first to the Caucasus, and

100 The gods are still heavenly beings in Ovid, as he has Janus say {Fasti, i.235-6): hac ego
Saturnum memini tellure receptum / (caelitibus regnis a love pulsus erat) (I myself remember that
Saturn was received by this land, as he had been driven from the heavenly realms by Jupiter.);
cf. II. 247-8: tunc ego regnabam, patiens cum terra deorum/esset, et humanis numina mixta
locis (I reigned in the days when the earth could endure gods, and deities mingled in the places
of men.). See also Myth. Vat., i.211 (215), quoted above, p. 104 n. 94.
101 ThLL, Ε 1628, expeditio II Β 2; Tertullian's use of expeditio in Apol., 10.7, is classified under
this sense.
102 THLL, Ε 1626-8, expedition A.
™3AdAut., iii.29; trans. Grant, 145.
104Lact., Div. Inst., i.14.12, Qui cum iactatus esset per omnes terras persequentibus armatis,
quos ad oum comprehendendumvel necandum luppitcr miscrat, vix in Italia locum in quo latcrct
invenit (When he [Saturn] had been cast out, he was pursued through all the lands of the world
by armed men, whom Jupiter had sent to capture or kill him, and barely found a place in which he
could hide in Italy.), makes even the pursuit of Saturn sound like a military operation, when such
words as armatis are used.
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from there he fled to Italy;105 but as he left his way-station because Mt. Caucasus had

been burnt by a thunderbolt, there is little indication of anything like hospitia.

Writing about a century before Tertullian,106 Philo of Byblos in his version of

Phoenician mythical history records that while travelling round the world107 Cronus gave

the kingdom of Attica to his daughter, Athena.108 This implies that Cronus visited Attica,

but there is nothing to suggest that the next stop on the itinerary was Italy (indeed, this
would be unlikely, as Philo is not rigorously orthodox in his integration of Graeco-
Roman myth into his Phoenician theogony, as may be seen simply from the fact that he
makes Athena the daughter of Cronus, rather than of Zeus). Since, however, this story

mentions Attica, a place outside of the Phoenician mythological world,109 the source for

the association of Athena and Attica is almost definitely Greek, and the source for
Cronus' visit to Attica could be Greek as well. While it is fairly certain that Tertullian did
not know Philo of Byblos, he may have shared Philo's source on this detail, now lost to

us.

Philochorus (c. 340-260 B.C.),110 the famous Atthidographer who seems to have

been known by Tertullian,111 and Ister (c. 250-200 B.C.)112 are the sources for several

Byzantine lexica which claim that Attica was known as the "Titanid land": Τιτανίδα γή ν:

oi μεν την πάσαν, οί δέ την Άττικήν. από Τιτηνίου, [sic.] ένός των Τιτάνων

αρχαιοτέρου, οίκήσαντος περί Μαραθώνα, ος μόνος ουκ έστράτευσεν έπϊ τους

θεούς, ώς Φιλόχορος έν Τετραπόλει, Ίστρος δ' έν α' 'Αττικών113 (Titanid land: some

say this is the whole earth, others say that it is Attica, [so named] from Titan,114 one of

the elder Titans, who lived near Marathon, and was the only one who did not march out

against the gods, as Philochorus [has it J in his Tetrapolis, and Ister in the first book of his

Attica.). Titan seems to be a character foreign to Thallus,115 but in Euhemerus and
105 FGrH 1 A, 3, frag. 54 (= Schol. Apoll. Rhod., ii.1210).
106 Brown, op. cit., 271; J. Barr, "Philo of Byblos and his 'Phoenician History,"' Bulletin of the
John Rylands University Library 57 (1974): 17.
107 Cf. Diod., Bibl., v.66.4, vi.1.10.
108 Praeparatio Evangelica, i.10.38d; cf. Roscher, II.i.1499; Barr, op. cit., 29.
109 Apart from Egypt, Attica is the only place outside of Phoenicia mentioned by Philo.
110 FGrH 3B, 328, frag. 74.
111 DeAnima, 46.10,11; cf. Waszink, op. cit., 496
112 FGrH3B, 334, frag. 1.
113Su/'dae Lexicon, apud Τιτανίδα χήν; cf. Photius, Lexicon, apud idem, Etymologicon
Magnum, apud idem, Hesychius, apud idem; see Mayer, op. cit., 69, 70.
114T. Gaisford, in his edition of the Etymologicon Magnum (Oxford: Typogr. Acad., 1848), 760,
36, emends Τιτανίου to Τιτάνου.
118 See above, pp. 40-1.
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euhemerizing literature is found as the brother of Cronus.116 Tertullian was aware of the

tradition that Titan and Cronus/Saturn were brothers, for he cites the lines from the

Sibylline Oracles117 which call them both sons of Heaven and Earth;118 if he also knew of

Philochorus' statement that Titan resided at Marathon, he himself may have reasoned the

Atticahospitia out of these two sources, but it is not altogether unlikely that he could have
found the detail in Philochorus (Cronus finding a temporary safe haven in Attica seems

consistent with Titan's neutrality in the conflict with Zeus). There is, nevertheless, again
no explicit statement that Cronus visited Attica, and we are unsafe assuming anything

concerning the materials available to Τertullian or his mental processes.

Tertullian may also have understood Saturn's reception in Attica as a "historical"

explanation for the celebration of the Cronia festival at Athens.119 Macrobius records that

as early as the poet Accius (born 170 B.C., lived to at least 90), the Cronia was known in
Latin literature, and particularly associated with Athens: Maxima pars Graium Saturno et

maxime Athenae conficiunt sacra, quae Cronia esse iterantur ab illis120 (Most of the

Greeks and especially the Athenians perform sacred rites to Saturn, which are observed

by them as the Cronia). Macrobius is also our source for another statement of

Philochorus, that the worship of Saturn had origins in Attica: Philochorus Saturno et Opi

primum in Attica statuisse aram Cecropem dicit121 (Philochorus says that Cecrops first set

up an altar to Saturn and Ops in Attica). In Diodorus,122 an author known by Tertullian,

and Solinus,123 a near contemporary of Tertullian, a modem cult was taken to be indicative

of an ancient connection between the god worshipped and the location of the cult,124 and

Tertullian could be following this logic in mentioning Atticahospitia.
We might also be tempted to try to find the explanation for Atticahospitia in the

fragment of Thallus in the Ad Autolycum: Ogygus (ό Γύγος), the ally of Cronus, was

116Diod., Bibl., vi.1.9; Lact., Div. Inst., i.14; OraculaSibylllna, iii.110-1; Abydenus, FGrH3C, 685,
frag. 4 (= Eusebius, Arm. Chron., p. 17, Praep. Evang., ix.14.1).
117 Orac. Sib., iii.110-1: και βασίλευσε Κρόνος και Τιτάν Ίαπετός τε. / Γαίης τέκνα φέριστα και

ΟύρανοΟ (and Cronus ruled along with Titan and Japetus, the bravest offspring ot Earth and
Heaven).
116 Ad Nat., ii.12.36.
119 L. R. Farnell, The Cults of the Greek States, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1896), vol. i,
24,25,28.
120 Macrobius, Saturnalia, i.7.37.
121 Macrob., Sat., i. 10.22.
122 Diod., Bibl., v.66.5.
123 Solinus, 11.16.
124 See below, p. 168 and n. 195.
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ruler of Attica, and perhaps entertained him there before they both continued to flee

westward. This line of transmission, however, must depend upon at least one of three

very tenuous preconditions: a) this conjectural narrative for Thallus (Cronus' stay in

Attica) is correct, while our more plausible reconstruction of Thallus' text on the basis of

Theophilus' extracts'2" is wrong, and b) Tertullian, moreover, knew a fuller text of

Thallus which included this detail, or c) Tertullian extrapolated this incident from the Ad

Autolycum, on the basis of the details given by Theophilus (i.e., that Ogygus was ruler of
Attica and ally to Cronus). All of these preconditions assume that Tertullian was

influenced by the Ad Autolycum when composing the Ad Nationes (in which Attica

hospitia is first included),126 which contradicts our conclusion, borne out by the rest of
the evidence, that Tertullian did not know, or at least did not make rigorous use of the Ad

Autolycum until after writing the Ad Nationes.

So, while reference to Theophilus can help us to explain the change from plurimas
terras to multas expeditiones, he provides no indication of a source for the Attica hospitia,
which remains a difficult problem despite the possibilities we have offered.

3.vi. Inventions of the gods

The detail of Saturn's introduction of coinage in the Apologeticum127 is added to

the information in the Ad Nationes. Although we have proposed that some of the
differences between the Ad Nationes and the Apologeticum can be explained as attempts

by Tertullian to come closer to the meaning and ideas of Theophilus, this change is

probably not to be counted among them. Theophilus does demonstrate an interest in the

originators of arts, but he is primarily concerned with contending that the Biblical account

of inventors is preferable to that of Greek poets and historians.
This topic is addressed specifically in one passage in the Ad Autolycum, a

reflection on the fourth chapter of Genesis, which details the antediluvian origins of
various arts. Theophilus defends, on the basis of Mosaic inspiration, the Biblical claim

that Jubal, a descendant of Cain, was the inventor of music:128
125 See above, p. 59 ft.
126 There is a lacuna in the best manuscript of the Ad Nationes (Codex Parisinus Latinus 1622
saec. IX, 'Agobardinus') and Attica has been supplied, allowing perhaps for a solution to the
problem of Attica hospitia which does depend on the Ad Autolycum, but has Theophilus only
influencing the Apologeticum. Such a solution to the problem of influence, however, would
avoid the more basic textual problem of the lacuna.
127 See Appendix V, p. 119.
120 See Genesis 4.21
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άλλα μην και τά περί της μουσικής έφλυάρησάν τίνες εύρετήν
'Απόλλωνα γεγενήσθαι, άλλοι δε 'Ορφέα άπό της τών όρνέων
ήδυφωνίας φασΐν έξευρηκέναι τήν μουσικήν. κενός δε και μάταιος ό
λόγος αυτών δείκνυτατ μετά γάρ πολλά έτη τοΰ κατακλυσμού
ούτοι έγένοντο.
We may also mention that some writers have spoken nonsense concerning
music; they have said that Apollo was its inventor or that Orpheus found
music from the sweet song of birds (όρνέων-φωνία). Their statement is
proved empty and vain by the fact that these persons lived many years after
the deluge.129

It would be strange, considering this excerpt, to find someone influenced by Theophilus'
euhemerism conceding the invention of any art to a pagan god. Money stamping and

book-keeping, however, do not have origins recorded in the Bible, and so Tertullian may

have had no qualms about crediting these arts to a pagan god. It is also possible that rather
than making Saturn the inventor of coining and accounting, Tertullian only intends that he

introduced them to Italy.130
It is perhaps unnecessarily speculative to discuss whether or not Theophilus

would have agreed with this ascription of an invention to a pagan god by Tertullian, since
Tertullian is found elsewhere to propose ideas which contradict the discussion of the

origins of music in the Ad Autolycum which we have just quoted. In the De Corona
Militis (supposed to date from around 208131) Tertullian addresses the argument that

wearing the finery of pagan festivals is acceptable because Christians daily use arts and

implements supposedly invented by pagan gods.132 The example of Mercury is

specifically addressed: Primus litteras Mercurius enarravit: necessarias confitebor ct

comme.rci.is rerum et nostris erga deum studiis. Sed et si nervos idem in sonum strirvcit,

non negabo et hoc ingenium eius Sanctis fecisse et deo ministrasse, audiens David133

(Mercury was the first to explain letters; I will admit that these are necessary for
commerce and our study of God. But even if the same [Mercury] plucked the strings to

129 Ad Aut., ii.30; trans. Grant, p. 77.
130 See the examples of Bacchus and Lucullus, who only discovered or introduced the crops
with which they are associated, in Apol., 11.7-8; of. Cato and Pompey in Ad Nat., ii. 15.4,5.
131 Barnes, op. cit., 37, 47, 55.
132 See Barnes, op. cit., 134, for the context of the argument.
133 De Corona, 8.2.
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make a sound,1341, listening to David, shall not deny that he produced this talent of his for

holy purposes and served God.)· Tertullian is careful not to state that he gives any real

credence to the story of Mercury's invention of music,13S but he is by no means as

scandalized as Theophilus would be at the thought of a god being given credit for an

invention. Indeed, he is unruffled by the suggestion, so long as his readers do not

consider this an excuse for indulging in pagan festivities.
We may say, at least, that although Theophilus is responsible for several

divergences from the Ad Nationes introduced into the Apologeticum, he is not the source

of this crediting of an invention to a pagan god.

3.vii. The first king
After describing Saturn's arrival in Italy in the Ad Nationes, Tertullian attempts to

explain why he was considered the son of Caelus and Terra, and mentions the

unsophisticated thinking of the men of antiquity: ut cuiuslibct novi viri aspectu quasi

divino commoverentur, nedum et regis, et quidem primi'36 (so that they were struck by the

aspect of any new man as if by a divine visage, and much more that of a king, and indeed
of the first). The phrase is vexingly ambiguous, and perhaps Tertullian perceived this,
since he does not carry this thought over to the Apologeticum. it is natural enough that
Saturn should be called a king by Tertullian; this draws him into the world of human

history and reaffirms that he was a mortal (it is comparable to Theophilus using βασιλεύς
and related words of the reign of Zeus over the Cretans,137 or of the reign of Belus over

134 It is noteworthy (bearing in mind that Tertullian probably knew Ad Autolycum, ii.30) that
Tertullian does not clearly state that Mercury was supposed to be the first to play music, i. e.,
whereas it is presented as a statement of fact that Mercury was the first to explain lettters, the
idea that he was the first to play a stringed instrument is set in a conditional clause, and Τertullian
does not use the word primus in the second sentence. When, however, the second sentence is
taken in conjunction with the first clause, and with regard to the use of words such as ef and
idem in the second, the implication of primus is fairly strong. Cf. the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, II.
24 ff., in which Hermes (Mercury) is definitely credited with the invention of the lyre and being
the first to sing to its music, or Diod., Bibl., v.75.3.
135 Tertullian introduces the argument with equally guarded language, suggesting that whoever
these inventors were, they were gods only in the estimation of the pagan world: lam enim audio
did et alia multa, ab eis prolata, quos saeculum deos credidit (For I now hear it said that many
other things as well were brought forth by those whom this world believes to be gods.), De Cor.,
8.1. In Apol., 11, Tertullian denies that the gods could have been men deified for their
benefactions to mankind.

Ad Nat., ii.12.33.
13Md Aut., i. 10, iii.23.
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the Assyrians138). Saying that Saturn was the first king, however, raises problems. Is this

intended only in a circumscribed sense, inasmuch as Saturn was the first to rule as king

over the hitherto rude Italians,139 or in a universal sense, making Saturn the first man ever

to claim the title of king? Particularly if the latter is the case, Tertullian may have excluded

any mention of 'the first king' from the Apologeticum for the sake of conformity with

Theophilus.
Tertullian's other comments on the history of kingship suggest that Saturn was

only supposed to be king of Italy. In the DePallio, written some time after both the Ad

Nationes and the Apologeticum, close to but not before 205,140 Tertullian seems to

subscribe — with some hesitancy — to the Ctesian141 view that kingship and wars begin

with Ninus and the Assyrians:

Sed piget tristia non minus quam et regnorum vices recensere, quotiens et
ista mutaverint iam inde a Nino, Beli progenie, si tamen Ninus regnare

primus, ut autumant superiorum profanitas. Ferme apud vos ultra stilus
non solet: ab Assyriis, si forte, aevi historiae patescunt. Qui vero divinas
lectitamus, ab ipsius mundi natalibus compotes sumus.142

But it troubles us no less to recount griefs than the vicissitudes of
kingdoms, as often as they may now have changed since Ninus, the son
of Belus, if indeed Ninus was the first to rule as a king, as the ancient
heathen writers assert. Among your [historians] the pen is scarcely
accustomed to writing beyond him: from the Assyrians, as it were, the
ages of pagan history become visible. We, however, who make a habit of
reading the divine [scriptures], are partakers in the birth of the world itself.

In view of this passage from the DePallio, Saturn being described as primus rex in the
Ad Nationes presumably refers to his ruling first only in Italy, for Tertullian here claims
138 Ad Aut, iii.29. We might also note the use of the word regnare in the De Pallio, ii.5 (see
below), but it is used of Ninus who was never considered more than a king; the word does,
however, have euhemeristic implications in this passage for Belus, Ninus' father, whose nature
was somewhat more ambiguous.
139 Vergil uses rex and related words of Saturn, helping to establish the notion of his kingship in
Italy: Aen., 7.180-1, 8.324-5.
140 Barnes, op. cit., 35-7, 54, 55.
141 Tertullian apparently knew Ctesias, since he twice cites this author on the incestuous
practices of the Persians: Ad Nat., i. 16.4, Apol. 9.16. Ctesias'treatment of Ninus and the other
events which preceded the foundation of the Persian empire formed a preface to his Persica\
see above, p. 29 and n. 38.
142 DePall., ii.5; cf. Apol., 26.1. See A. Gerlo, Q. S. Fl. Tertullianus, De Pallio: Kritische Uitgave
met Vertaling en Commentaar, (Wetteren: Uitgeverijde Meester, 1940), ii.58-9.
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that, according to secular learning, Ninus, rather than Saturn, was the first man to reign
as a king.

The description of Ninus as Beliprogenie could be read as another instance of

Thallus' influence upon Tertullian. We have noted above,143 that Castor appears to be the

first writer who made Belus an Assyrian king and the father of Ninus, but there is no

indication in Tertullian's writing that he knew Castor. Thallus was influenced by Castor,
but none of his fragments mention Ninus, so we cannot say with any certainty whether or

not he made Belus the father or ancestor of Ninus. Of more immediate importance, Ninus
does not appear in Ad Autolycum, iii.29, which was probably as much of Thallus as

Tertullian actually knew, and so we can refer to no definite statement which Tertullian

used as a source. It is possible that Tertullian knew of Castor's ideas, without knowing
the text of his work. It seems more likely, however, that he calls Ninus progenies Beli on

the basis of a chain of sources. He knew Herodotus,144 who made Belus the father of

Ninus;14S he knew Ctesias,146 who made Ninus an Assyrian king; and he knew Thallus (or

a citation of Thallus), who made Belus an Assyrian king. Tertullian himself could,

therefore, reasonably progress from this selection of points to the conclusion that Belus
was the father of Ctesias' Ninus, the Assyrian king, without any reference to Castor

necessary at all. We may note that once again, as with the humanity of Saturn, Theophilus

provides Tertullian with a sufficient knowledge of Thallus for his purposes. Tertullian

may also have known that Abydenus, unlike Castor, did not make Ninus the son of

Belus, but rather his descendant in the sixth generation,147 and so he uses the word

progenies, which has a much broader sense, including "descendant," rather than the more

circumscribed and therefore definitefilius, whose principal meaning is "son."
The two seemingly incongruous ideas found in the Ad Nationes and the DePallio

respectively, that Saturn was primus rex and that Ninus was primus regnare, need not

suggest contradictions in the thought of Tertullian, but may be reconciled on the basis of
Roman historiography. We have in Justin's epitome (variously dated to the second, third,
and fourth centuries, and as late as 395148) of the Philippic History of Pompeius Trogus
143 See above, p. 31 ft.
144 See DeAnima, 46.4, 49.2, 57.10; Apol, 9.9, 22.10; De Corona, 14..4; DeOratione, 17.4.
145H/sf., i.7.2; cf. above, pp. 27-8.
146 See above, p. 111 n. 141.
147 FGrH, 3C, frag. 8; cf. above, p. 32 and n. 51.
148 R. Syme, "The Date of Justin and the Discovery of Trogus," Historia 37 (1988): 358-71; repr.
in Roman Papers, vol. vi, ed. A. Birley, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 358-71.
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(written during the reign of Augustus), a Latin history which both accepts the Ctesian
view that Ninus had some primacy among kings and also claims that Saturn was the first

king, if only of Italy. We need not consider Pompeius Trogus a source for Tertullian,149
but perhaps indicative of current historical thought in broad terms and helpful in

explaining his initial choice of words. Justin begins his work by noting the change in

kingship and warfare initiated by Ninus. Justin does not claim that Ninus was the first

king (indeed, he sets two kings, Vezosis and Tanaus, before him in the same passage),
rather that he was the first ruler to wage wars of conquest, Justin nevertheless twice uses

the word primus in describing the changes Ninus brought to the institution of kingship:
Primus omnium Ninus, rex Assyriorum, veterem et quasi avitum gentibus morem nova

imperii cupiditate mutavit. Hieprimus intulit bellafinitimis et rudes adhuc ad resistendum

populos terminos usque Libyae perdomuit150 (Ninus, the king of the Assyrians, was the

first of all to break with the old and almost ancestral custom of nations, motivated by a

new lust for power. He first made war on his neighbours and subjugated peoples
heretofore unused to resisting invasion all the way to the borders of Libya); the reader

may very well be left with a vague sense of Ninus' primacy.151 This passage might explain

why, in the DePallio, Tertullian is hesitant to state categorically that Ninus was primus

regnare,152 since others were traditionally known to have ruled before him, as well as

explaining the especial mention of Ninus in a discussion of wars and the upheaval of

kingdoms. Although he never proposes a theory about who was the primus regnare,

Justin, much later, does make Saturn the first king of the Aborigines of Italy: Italiae

cultores primi Aborigines fuere, quorum rex Saturnus tantae iustitiaefuisse dicitur1S3 (The

first farmers of Italy were the Aborigines, whose king, Saturn, is said to have been so

just ...). We know he is intended to be the first, because slipping down a few lines we

read: Post hunc tertio loco regnasse Faunum ferunf3* (they report that after him Faunus
149 Although it is not altogether unlikely that Τertullian knew Justin's source, as he seems to
share some of his interest in the origin of certain place-names {Epit., xliii.1.5): Itaque Italia regis
nomine Saturnia appellata, et mons in quo habitabat Saturnius, in quo nunc veluti ab love pulso
sedibus suis Saturno Capitolium est (Thus Italy was called Saturnia after the name of the king,
and the mountain on which he lived the Saturnian, on which the Capitol is now, just as if Saturn
had been driven from his home by Jupiter).
150 Justin, Epit., i. 1.4-5.
151 Ninus certainly comes to take a position of primacy in Latin Christian historiography, if not as
the first king, as the first ruler of a "world-kingdom;" see Jerome's translation of Eusebius'
Chronological Canons, ann. Abr. I, Augustine, Civ. Dei, 4.6, etc., Orosius, Adv. Pag., 1.4.
152 See below, p. 115.
153 Justin, Epit., xliii.1.3.
154 Ibid., xliii.1.6.
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ruled as king, the third in successsion); this succession neglects to mention Picus,155 but

makes it clear that Saturn (the antecedent of post hunc) is to be considered the first. Just

as Ninus and Saturn are both 'first kings' in Tertullian, so in Justin Ninus was the first

king to engage in empire-building and Saturn was the first king of Italy.156
In Tertullian's slightly later De Corona Militis (circa 208157), we have a statement

which demonstrates that Tertullian was aware of the universal interpretation of Saturn as

primus rex, even if he did not agree with it: Saturnum Pherecydes ante omnes refert

coronatum158 (Pherecydes159 relates that Saturn was crowned before all). The implication

certainly seems to be that Saturn was the first king, but Tertullian is careful to attribute the
idea to Pherecydes, and places no stock in it himself. Moreover, if, as seems likely,
Tertullian has in mind Pherecydes' description of the conflict between Ophioneus and

Saturn for the rule of heaven, preserved in Origen's Contra Celsum,160 although Saturn

may be the first to have been crowned and called king (although there is no such detail in
our fragment from the Contra Celsum), he is preceded as world-ruler by Ophioneus, and
so is only "the first" in a limited sense. In addition, from the perhaps slightly earlier De

Anima of 206/7161 we have the opinion of Tertullian concerning anyone who would grant

155 See Vergil, Aen., 7.45-9, Ovid, Met, 14.320, 449, as well as Arnobius, Adversus Nationes,
if 71. The order of succession, Saturn-Picus-Faunus-Latinus, was, in one way or another,
respected by most of the Latin Christian chroniclers of late antiquity, heirs to the traditions of
both Roman historiography and Christian apologetic. Jerome's translation of Eusebius'
chronological tables, the Chronici Canones, assigned 150 years before Aeneas to the reigns of
Janus, Saturn, Picus, Faunus, and Latinus (ann. Abr. DCCCXL). The Chronographer of 354
(.M.G.H., Α.Α., ix.143) mentions Picus first of the rulers of Latium, but still makes him the son of
Saturn; he also apparently sets an indefinite space of time between Faunus and Latinus, only
saying of the latter that isdem locis regnavit (he ruled in the same regions), in Augustine (De Civ.
Dei, 18.15) and Isidore's Chronica(M.G.H., Α. Α., xi.436) Picus remains the son of Saturn, but
Saturn's role as king is forgotten, and Picus is said to be the first to rule over the Latins. The
Romana of Jordanes is very specific about the relation of these early Italian rulers (M.G.H., Α.Α.,
v. 1.5), as in Justin (Epit., xliii.1.9), Latinus is the son of Faunus, also the grandson of Picus, and
the "adnepotem" (great-great-grandson) of Saturn, most likely a mistake for pronepotem (great-
grandson); it will be remembered that Jordanes has a reputation for imperfect Latin.
156 The Origo gentis Romanae, i.4-9, also takes great pains to explain how it is that Saturn,
although received by Janus, is himself called "the first." On the Origo gentis Romanae, see
below, p. 184.
157 See above, p. 109 n. 131.
158 De Corona, 7.4.
159 The reference is presumably to Pherecydes of Syros, the pre-Socratic philosopher who
flourished around 544 B.C., rather than to the somewhat later Pherecydes of Athens (fl. c. 456
B.C.), a genealogist and historian who dealt with mythological topics (see Jacoby, F.Gr.Hist,
1.A.3 (cf. 3.b (Supp.).333), since Tertullian twice elsewhere describes Pherecydes as
Pythagorae magister(De Anima, 2.3, 28.5; see Waszink, op. cit., 104, 363).
160 Diels, Frag. Vorsokr., no. 7, F 4 (vol i, 49); Orig., c. Cels., vi.42; see above, p. 39.
161 Barnes, op. cit., 34, 38, 44, 45, 55.

114



any kind of primacy to Saturn: Solum, si forte, ridebo qui se existimavit persuasurum,

quod prior omnibus Saturnus somniarit, nisi si et prior omnibus vixit162 (I shall perhaps

mock him alone [the reference is to Aristotle163] who thought he would persuade [us] that

Saturn dreamed before all, this could not have been unless he lived before all.)· Perhaps
Saturn was understood as a "primal man" by even pagan rationalists, or perhaps this

refers to the god as world archon,164 in either case Tertullian draws his priority into

question.

Making either Saturn or Ninus the first king, in an absolute sense, appears to be at

variance with the views of Theophilus, who claims that kings began to rule after the

deluge and seems to imply that Nebroth (Nimrod) was the first,165 whereas he sets Belus,

understood by Tertullian to be the father of Ninus, not only after the deluge but also after
Abraham and even Moses, and that by some space of time.166 In the case of Ninus,

however, we should not make too much of this apparent disagreement between the

historical thought of Tertullian and that of Theophilus.167 Tertullian not only couches his

phrase in the DePallio in the most reticent terms possible (si tamen Ninus regnare

primus), but also goes on to depreciate secular history and maintains that, unlike worldly

histories, scripture provides a trustworthy account of events from creation itself. We have
some further insight into the intent of Tertullian from the work of Diodorus, which
Tertullian seems to have known,168 in which Ninus is not supposed Lo be the first king of

Asia, but the first whose name and deeds are preserved by history;169 this is very much in

keeping with Tertullian's actual wording, for although it grants Ninus a certain primacy

162 De Anima, 46.10; see Waszink, op. cit., 496.
163 A. Bos, "Tertullian's reference to a "dreaming Kronos" in a lost work by Aristotle," Studia
Patristica 21(1989): 246-249
164 Ibid., passim.
165 Ad Aut., ii.31.
166 Ad Aut., iii.29.
167 George Cedrenus, in the eleventh century, seems to be attempting to reconcile just such a
disagreerrienl when lie claims in his Historiarum Compendium that Nimrod (Nebrod), the founder
of Babylon, was also called Cronus, after the planet (PG 121, 56A). A similar, perhaps earlier,
equivalence of Nimrod (Nebro), Orion, and Cronus (Chronus) occurs in the so-called
Archaeologia of John of Antioch; Cramer, Anecdota Graeca, 386.11-14. According to Eusebius,
Pseudo-Eupolemus may have preceded him in this thought, for he said that a giant by the name
of Belus lived at Babylon and built a tower there (Praeparatio Evangelica, ix. 17, 418C, ix. 18,
420B, C = FGrH, 3C, 274). Nimrod was associated with the tower of Babel, and although Ps.-
Eupolemus does not mention the name of Nimrod, Wacholder, (1974), 104, considers the
equation obvious.
168 See below, p. 163 and n.153.
169 Diodorus, Bibl., ii.1.4.
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with regard to the historical record, it is not reduced to a simple statement that Ninus was

the first king. Tertullian, then, may have written the passage on Ninus in the DePallio in
such a way as to conform to the historical ideas of Theophilus.

Tertullian's statement in the Ad Nationes, alluding to Saturn as primus rex, on the
other hand, would be harder to reconcile with Theophilus. Tertullian knew that, even if he
intended Saturn only as the first king of Italy, his pagan readers might take primus rex to

mean that Saturn was the first of all kings, first in a succession of universal kings or even

gods. He preferred Saturn to remain parochial. And Tertullian did not offer a date for

Saturn in the Apologeticum,170 which might have demonstrated solidarity with

Theophilus. It would seem that Tertullian avoided the contradictory implications and

possible disagreement with Theophilus involved in calling Saturn the first king by simply

cutting out the whole phrase while preparing the Apologeticum.

3,viii. Conclusion

We have noted that the language and details of our excerpt from the Apologeticum
are often much closer to Theophilus than are those of the excerpt from the Ad Nationes.
Due to our ignorance of the availability of texts and Tertullian's somewhat erratic habits of

citation, we do not know enough to say anything for sure,171 but we can make up a

cumulative list of the evidence we have that Tertullian had access to Theophilus only after

writing the Ad Nationes and before writing the Apologeticum. The following points in the

Apologeticum are, at any rate, suggestive: 1) Tacitus, whose relative dates for

Saturn/Cronus and Moses do not agree with the chronology of Theophilus,172 has been
removed as source for the Saturn story, and Thallus, whom Tertullian seems to have

known only through Theophilus,173 has been included as a source for the same material;

2) plurimas terras has been changed to expeditiones, closer to Thallus' narrative as found
in the Ad Autolycum; 3) vocabatur has been changed to cognominabatur, closer to the

equivalent Greek wording of Theophilus (προσωνυμίας); 4) de Saturno has been
removed from the same clause, so that it may be read closer to the sense of Theophilus; 5)
the nedum et regis, et quidem primi phrase and all of its contradictory and complicated

implications, as well as its possible disagreement with Theophilus, has been removed
170 See below, pp. 200-4.
171 Becker, op. cit., 161.
172 See below, p. 145 ft.

See below, p. 181 ft.
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from the end of the paragraph; 6) chronological information obviously derived from the
Ad Autolycum is included in Apologeticum, 19.174 Taken together these points suggest

that the Ad Autolycum influenced the Apologeticum, but not the Ad Nationes. The similar
material in the Ad Autolycum and the Ad Nationes (in regard to the use of pagan

sources175 and the importance of a census or genealogy to the argument176), then, must be

assumed to be the result of coincidence. The influence of the Ad Autolycum on the

Apologeticum is marked and apparent in detail.

Throughout this chapter we have indicated any points in the Ad Autolycum which
could have informed the content of Tertullian's account of Saturn in Italy, particularly in

the Apologeticum.11'' An examination of the influence of the Ad Autolycum as a whole,

not simply iii.29, on the compostion of Tertullian's Saturn passages is important to our

understanding of Thallus, because it demonstrates that Tertullian depended on Ad

Autolycum, iii.29 for his knowledge of Thallus and did not know him independently. But

only iii.29 provides specific points of verifiable influence, in the form of specific words,

names, and (as we shall see below) dates.178 Tertullian himself never suggests that he

knows anything from Thallus which contradicts or amplifies the details found in

Theophilus. Tertullian can tell us nothing, therefore, about the content of Thallus' history
which we could not learn from the Ad Autolycum, which is closer to the original.

Tertullian can, however, tell us how Thallus was used by the writers who
mention him and about the substance of his influence. Thallus was complementary to the
other authorities in the list which introduces the Saturn story, which his narrative

(inasmuch as Tertullian knew it) subtlely modified but did not substantially change. Later
we shall see that Tertullian put what he knew of Thallus to the same use as he found it

serving in the Ad Autolycum (i. e., the chronological positioning of the "gods") in

Apologeticum, 19,179 but this is not the case in Apologeticum, 10, where the reference to

Thallus supports a euhemeristic, rather than chronological, argument. Despite the fact that

Theophilus neither cites Thallus in the course of an argument that the gods were men, nor

does he explicitly state that according to Thallus the gods mentioned in his history were

174 See below, pp. 188-90.
175 See above, p. 99 ft.
176 See above, p. 101 ft.
177 See below, p. 193.
178 A general similarity of arguments may indicate nothing more than an agreement produced by
similar apologetic purposes, rather than influence.
179 See below, p. 200 ff.
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actually men, in the context of the account of Saturn Thallus is a euhemeristic authority,
and his euhemerism would have made him useful to Tertullian, even if he had had nothing
else to provide to his narrative. Thallus was cited principally to defend the claim of
Saturn's humanity, but Tertullian also seemed to note an underlying narrative agreement,

since, although he did not take over any specific details from Thallus, he did change his

wording in order to allude to the circumstances of Saturn's travels to Italy and the naming
of cities and regions after eponymous heroes of the Titanomachy as they are found in Ad

Autolycum, iii.29.
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Appendix V: Saturn, the first coins, and the meaning of ab ipso in Apologeticum, 10.8

One of the typical features of euhemerism,1 particularly as we find it in Diodorus,2
an author definitely known toTertullian,3 is to assert that the "gods" were men who were

deified on account of specific civilizing benefits which they bestowed on mankind, that is,
to make them culture heroes.4 It is not surprising, therefore, to find in the Apologeticum
that Saturn is credited with introducing coin stamping and accounting to the Italians: Ab

ipso primum tabulae5 et imagine signatus nummus, et inde aerario praesidef (From him
were the first account books and coins stamped with an image, and so he presides over

the treasury.).7 This rationalization would seem to be due to the fact that the public

treasury, or aerarium, was housed in the temple of Saturn.8

Although Saturn is associated with the treasury and generally with the ship on

bronze coins as well, the explanations given for this do not, for the most part, agree with
Τertullian. The most common association between Saturn and the image of the ship is that
it recalls his arrival in Italy. Ovid has Janus explain that the bronze coin (it is important

that it is an aes9 because Tertullian connects the coins with the aerarium) is stamped with

a ship to commemorate Saturn's coming to Italy: At bonapostcritas puppcm formavit in

aere, / hospitis adventum testificata deiw (But a good posterity stamped a ship on the

bronze coin, that bore witness to the arrival of the stranger-god.). Plutarch proposes that
1 Diod., Bibl., vi.1.2: έτερους δέ λέγουσιν επίγειους γενέσθαι θεούς, δια δέ τάς εις ανθρώπους
ευεργεσίας άθανάτου τετευχότας τιμής τε και δόξης (But they say that the other gods were born
earthly men, and have become worthy of deathless honour and glory through their benefaction
to men). See Brown, op. cit., 262 and n. 22, 270 and n. 58.
2 K. Sacks, Diodorus Siculus and the First Century, (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1990), 68 ff.
3 See below, p. 163 and n. 153.
4 Cf. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 1.38, 2.60-62; see Pease, op. cit., 262 ff., 689 ff.
5 The mention of not tabulae, but the related tabularia populi in Georgics ii.502 ellicits from
Servius the explanation that the temple of Saturn contained the aerarium.
6 ApoI., 10.8.
7 An alternative etymological explanation of the invention of the nummus is found in the
Excerpta Latina Barbari (Frick, 242), which attributes it to the Roman king Numa Pompilius. The
as was also supposed to have been first stamped in the regnal period, under Servius; see Pliny,
Nat. Hist., xxxiii.(8).42; A. Alfoldi, "Timaios' Bericht uber die Anfange der Geldpragung in Rom,"
Mitteilungen des deutschen archaeologischen Instituts: Roemische Abteilung 68 (1961): 64-
79; Walbank, (1968-69): 484 and n.50.
8 See Lucan, 3.115 ff., Pliny, Nat. Hist., xxxiii.45, Suetonius, Div. Claud., 24.2, Plut., Quaest.
Rom., 42 {Moral. 275A, B), Sextus Pompeius Festus, De verborum significatu, apud "Aerarii
tribuni," Servius, Aen. viii.319, 322, and H. Rose, The Roman Questions of Plutarch, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1924), 188.
9 Cf. Fasti, i.229-30.
10 Fasti, i.239-40.
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the ship commemorates either the means by which Saturn, or Cronus, came to Italy or the

good government of Janus and the river trade it permitted." He seems, from the

comparative space he grants it, to prefer the latter explanation, though it seems to be a

personal conjecture12 and he admits that many people hold to the former.13 Athenaeus
claims that Janus was the first to inscribe bronze coins, and that boats were found on the

coins of many Greek, Italian, and Sicilian cities because he was also the first to invent

rafts and boats; in this explanation he makes no mention of Saturn at all.14 Macrobius

seems to combine two of these earlier explanations when he says that, although Janus
was the first to strike bronze coins, he stamped them with the image of a ship to

memorialize the coming of Saturn.15 Macrobius further offers two explanations for the fact

that the Roman treasury is housed in the temple of Saturn, neither of which connects this

god with the introduction of bronze coinage, rather he says that it was because under

Saturn there was no theft, or because in his reign there was no personal property.16
It is not until Isidore of Seville that we have an author who is found to be in

complete agreement with Tertullian. In the discussion of money in the Etymologiae Saturn
is said to have invented bronze coinage: Postea a Saturno aereus nummus inventus; ipse
enim signare nummos et scribi constituit. Propterea et aerarium Saturno a gentilibus

consecratum est" (Afterward [after the use of cattle in bartering for goods] the bronze

coin was invented by Saturn; for he himself established the stamping and inscribing of
bronze coins. For this reason also the treasury was consecrated to Saturn by his

kinsmen.). It is possible, as we can find none other to propose, that Tertullian himself
was the source for this statement by Isidore.

If then we do not take the Etymologiae as evidence for an earlier version which
differed from all the others we have seen (except Tertullian's) and made Saturn the
inventor of bronze coinage, we may feasibly read ab ipso in the Apologeticum as "from
his time," rather than "by him." This reading has the advantage of bringing Tertullian into

agreement with all of the other sources, since Janus and Saturn were contemporaries. The

11 Quaestiones Romanae, 41 [Moral., 274E, F).
12 It is introduced by the phrase εκείνο δ' αν τις μάλλον είκάσειεν (one might rather conjecture
this); Rose, loc. cit., also considers this more likely.
13 It is prefaced with the words ώς oi πολλοί λέγουσι ν (as many say).
14 Deipnosophistae, 692E.
15 Saturnalia, i.7.22.
16 Saturnalia, i.8.3.
17 Etymologiae, xvi.18.3, 4.
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two earlier sources we have examined, Ovid and Plutarch, are concerned with the reason

for the images on the coin, raising the question answered by our new interpretation of ah

ipso, and only the later ones, Athcnacus and Macrobius, specify who introduced bronze

coinage. Our new interpretation, however, is neither natural nor obvious from the context

of the words ah ipso. Athenaeus, moreover, demonstrates that a contemporary of
Tertullian was interested in who introduced bronze coinage.

The safest proposition is that Tertullian and Isidore shared a source which made

Saturn the inventor of coin stamping and included the detail that the nummus was aereus,

which makes the reason for Saturn being the patron of the aerarium obvious, a detail

conspicuously absent from Tertullian and one which he apparently expected his readers to

assume from general knowledge.
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4. Tertullian as the Intermediary of Minucius Felix's Knowledge of

Thallus

Thallus also appears as a source, along with Nepos, Cassius, and Diodorus, for

the story of Saturn's flight to Italy in the Octavius of Minucius Felix.1 Minucius' version

of the narrative is very similar to Tertullian's, but certain details are added in the Octavius
which are not found in either of the renderings of Tertullian. Two questions, therefore,

present themselves to be answered in regard to this citation of Thallus. Firstly, is there

anything in the divergences from the account of Saturn in the Apologeticum which cannot

be explained except by recourse to the — for three, at least, largely unknown — contents

of the four cited authorities, and so might render a fragment of Thallus (or any of the
other historians)? Secondly, while we may almost certainly dismiss any suggestion that
Minucius knew Thallus' history directly, we may fairly ask, had he read the Ad

Autolycum, or does his citation of the name of Thallus, and indeed the influence of
Thallus upon Minucius, depend entirely upon Tertullian? Let us proceed to the passage

itself:

Saturnum enim, principem huius generis et examinis, omnes scriptores
vetustatis Graeci Romanique hominem prodiderunt. scit hoc Nepos et
Cassius in historia, et Thallus ac Diodorus hoc loquuntur. is itaque
Saturnus Creta profugus Italiam metu filii saevientis accesserat, et Iani
susceptus hospitio rudes illos homines et agrestes multa docuit ut
Graeculus et politus: litteras inprimere, nummos signare, instrumenta
conficere. itaque latebram suam, quod tuto latuisset, vocari maluit Latium,
et urbem Saturniam idem de suo nomine et Ianiculum Ianus ad memoriam

uterque posteritatis reliquerunt. homo igitur utique qui fugit, homo utique
qui latuit, et pater hominis et natus ex homine; Terrae enim vel Caeli filius,
quod apud Italos esset ignotis parentibus, proditus, ut in hodiernum
inopinato visos caelo missos, ignobiles et ignotos terrae filios nominamus.
eius filius Iuppiter Cretae excluso parente regnavit, illic obiit, illic filios
habuit; adhuc antrum Iovis visitur et sepulcrum eius ostenditur, et ipsis
sacris suis humanitatis arguitur.2
For all of the writers on Greek and Roman antiquities have declared that
Saturn, the forbear of this race and throng |of the gods], was a human.

1 C. Becker, Der Octavius' des Minucius Felix: Heidnische Philosophie und frdhchristliche
Apologetik, (Mtinchen: Verlag der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1967), 90, 99 n.
79.
' Uctavius, 23.9-13.
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Nepos knows this as well as Cassius in his history, and Thallus and
Diodorus say this. This Saturn, so it goes, arrived in Italy a fugitive from
Crete in fear of his raging son, and, received by the hospitality of Janus,
he taught those ignorant and rustic men, as a Greekling and a refined one
at that, to write letters, to stamp money, and to make tools. He preferred,
accordingly, that his refuge [lalebra] be called Latium, because he retired
[latuisset\ there in safety, both he left the city of Saturnia, named after
himself, and Janus left the city of Janiculum to the memory of posterity.
Therefore, it was certainly a man who fled, and certainly a man who took
refuge, so he was the father of a man and born of a man. For he appeared
as the son of the Earth or the Sky because among the Italians his parents
were unknown, just as to this very day we say those seen unexpectedly
are heaven sent, or if they are common and unknown we call these sons of
the earth. With his father exiled, Saturn's son, Jupiter, ruled in Crete,
there he died, there he had his sons; the cave of Jupiter is still visited and
his grave displayed, and his humanity is proven by his own sacred rites.

The similarities to the text of the Apologeticum are obvious: the humanity of Saturn,
Saturn as the principal ancestor of the gods, the four cited authorities, Janus' welcoming
of Saturn, the foundation of Saturnia, the introduction of coined money, and the treatment

of Saturn's traditional parentage.3 And although a specific date between 160 and 250

cannot be obtained with any certainty for the composition of the Octavius, it seems

reasonable that Minucius Felix wrote after the Apologeticum (i.e. 197) and that he knew

and used this work.4

The points on which Minucius Felix expands on the information given by

Tertullian, however, shall be the focus of our enquiry in the following paragraphs.

3 See above, p. 89.
4 Seethe discussion below and A. Harnack, Geschichte deraltchristlichen Litteratur bis
Eusebius, (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs', 1904), 2. Theil, 2. Band, 324-330, Becker, (1954), 309-32,
Becker, (1967), 5, 6, 74-97, who thoroughly reviews the preceding scholarship on the problem
of priority and does narrow the space of time slightly to between 212 and 246/49, G. Clarke, The
Octavius of Marcus Minucius Felix, (New York: Newman Press, 1974), 10, 291 n.337, 292
n.341, 294 n.348, M. Albrecht, "M. Minucius Felix as a Christian Humanist," Illinois Classical
Studies 12.1, (1987):157 ff., and C. Tibletti, "II problema della prioritaTertulliano-Minucio
Felice," Autourde Tertullien. Hommage a Rend Braun, ed. J. Granarolo and M. Biraud, (Nice:
Association des Publications de la Faculte des Lettres de Nice, 1991), 23-34. If the priority of
Tertullian's writing over Minucius Felix's is in doubt, we may note in the immediate context of the
passages we are discussing that while Tertullian included in the Ad Nationes(Ad Nat., ii. 12.6-
25) a lengthy digression arguing the impossibility of Saturn's birth from Τerra and Caelus, this is
here in the Octavius almost a forgone conclusion.
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4.i. Divergences from Tertullian
4.i. l. Variant terms for Saturn

Minucius refers to Saturn as a profugus and as a Graeculus, words which are not

found in Tertullian's description of Saturn. Profugus may possibly depend on Tacitus'
association of the Jews, whom he called profugi from Crete, with the expulsion of Saturn
from Crete: Iudaeos Creta insula profugos novissima Libyae insedisse memorant, qua

tempestate Saturnus vi Iovis pulsus cesserit regnis5 (They recall that the Jews were

refugees from the island of Crete who setttled in the remotest parts of Libya, at the same

time as Saturn, driven out by the power of Jupiter, quit his domains). Profugus may also,
or rather, reflect the famous description, prominently including the word profugus, in the
first lines of Vergil's Aeneid of Aeneas, who similarly came as an exile from the Greek

world to Italy.6 The use of the word Graeculus may signify that Saturn was, in the

euhemeristic conception of Minucius, from Greece,7 or imply the contemporary role of

Greeks in the Roman world as teachers and educational professionals; not only does

comparison with other works of Latin literature8 and the use of the word politus make the

latter the preferable reading, but Minucius also says jM Graeculus, suggesting his

description of Saturn is not intended to have any significance for mythic geography.
4.i.2. The etymology ofLatium

Some of Minucius Felix's divergences from Tertullian can be explained with

reference to Vergil.9 His digression on the etymology of Latium (itaque latebram suam,

quod tuto latuisset, vocari maluit Latium) is lifted almost verbatim from the Aeneid:
5 Tacitus, Hist., v. 2; cf. other uses of the word profugus of legendary exiles in Tacitus: Teucer
(.Annales, iii.62.4) and Dido (Ann., xvi.1.2); see below, p. 141.
6 F. Kuntz, Die Sprache des Tacitus und die Tradition der lateinischen Historikersprache, (diss.,
Heidelberg, 1962), 131; L. Feldman, "Pro-Jewish Intimations in Tacitus' Account of Jewish
Origins," Revue des Etudes juives 150 (1991): 343-4.
7 Hesiod — understandably, considering the breadth of the world which he knew — sets various
events of the myth of Cronus and the Titans in Greece; Theogonia, 499,632. Euhemerus, or
perhaps only Ennius, set the kingdom of Jupiter, if not of Saturn, on Crete; Lactantius, Div. Inst.,
i. 14.10-12. Tacitus has Saturn expelled by Jupiter from Crete; Hist., v.2. Later, the author of the
De Execrandis Gentium Diis noted that Jupiter was born in Greece and that the wars of the gods
took place not in heaven, but in Greece; D.E.G.D., 2, 4.
8 Specifically Juvenal, 3.74-8, which lists several of the educated professions practiced by the
Greeks in Rome and uses the word Graeculus', see E. Courtney, A Commentary on the Satires
of Juvenal, (London: Athlone Press, 1980), 166-7, and Clarke, op. cit., 292 n.343, who notes
that such a slighting reference to Greeks would be "indiscreet" in Severan Rome, considering
their influence and refers to comparable material. Τertullian uses the word Graeculus of a Greek
slave in a Roman household (Ad Nat., i.16.14), and in a similar vein scathingly compares the
philosopher to the Christian as Graeciae discipulus(Apol., 46.18), but never uses the word of
Saturn.
a Ct. Clarke, op. cit., 291 n.337.
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primus ab aetherio venit Saturnus Olympo / arma Iovis fugiens et regnis exsul aclemptis. /
is genus indocile ac dispersum montibus altis / composuit legesque dedit, Latiumque

vocari / maluit, his quoniam latuisset tutus in oris10 (Saturn first came from heavenly

Olympus, fleeing the arms of Jupiter and as an exile from his usurped realms. He brought

together a people untutored and scattered on the high mountains and gave them laws. He

preferred that [the country] be called Latium, since he hid safe in those regions.).11
Minucius bolsters the etymology by adding latebratn, a word closely related to Vergil's

latuisset, but which does not modify the sense of the Aeneid. Vergil's phrase, arma Iovis

fiigiens,12 may also have led Minucius to mention the part played by Jupiter in Saturn's

arrival in Italy, which is not included by Tertullian in his euhemeristic account of Saturn's

life.13 Minucius perhaps reveals some carelessness in alluding to Vergil, as the passage

from the poet under discussion is not, strictly speaking, in accord with Tertullian's
euhemeristic argument, since the phrase ab aetherio Olympo would imply Saturn was a

god fleeing from heaven, rather than a human king fleeing from Crete.
4.1.3. Janiculum

Minucius also mentions Janiculum,14 the eponymous foundation of Janus,15 along

with Saturnia (which alone is found in Tertullian). These two settlements are very closely
associated by Vergil in Aeneid 8.355-8:/6 haec duo practerca disicctis oppida muris, /

reliquias veterumque vides monimenta virorum. / hanc Janus pater, hanc Saturnus
condidit arcem; / Ianiculum huic, illifuerat Saturnia nomen. (Moreover, you see these two

towns with their fallen walls, nothing but the remains, and the monuments of ancient
men. Father Janus established this citadel, and Saturn that one. The one was named

Janiculum, and the other Saturnia.). Minucius took the reference to Saturnia from

Tertullian, but independently added Janiculum, suggested by Tertullian's Saturnia, and

10 Aeneid, 8.319-323; see J. O'Hara, True Names: Vergil and the Alexandrian Tradition of
Etymological Wordplay, (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996), 207-8 for a discussion
and list of relevant sources.
11 For a near contemporary, but Greek writer, although one seemingly exclusively influenced by
Latin literature in this instance, including this etymology of Latium along with an account of
Janus' reception of Saturn, see Herodian, i. 16.1-2.
12 Cf. Ovid, Fasti, 1.236.
13 See below, p. 129 ff.
14 Janiculum was a well-known locality, commonly referred to in Latin literature; cf. Cicero, De
Lege Agraria, 1.5 (16), 2.27 (74), Pro Milone, 27 (74), Martial, iv.64.3, Livy, 1.33.
15 Cf. Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, i.36, iii.29, Macrobius, Saturnalia, i.7.19, 23.
16 See C. J. Fordyce, P. Vergili Maronis Aeneidos Libri Vll-Vllt, with a commentary, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1977), 245.
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very likely based on the Aeneid (although Ovid also connects, less distinctly, Saturnia and

Janiculum17). He no doubt found these lines from the Aeneid congenial to his purpose of

expanding the argument of Tertullian, as they can be read to intimate that the gods were

men by referring to Janus and Saturn as veteresviri (although Vergil himself may not

have intended Saturn and Janus to be understood as veteres viri), and they mention the

physical remains of antiquity (reliquiae and monimenta) as evidence of their presence in a

particular place, just as Tertullian spoke of necfideliora vestigia™ and rerum argumenta19
to be found in Italy in his case for the humanity of Saturn.

Tertullian's treatment of Saturnia alone, when the association with Janiculum was

obvious to Minucius Felix,20 should not lead us to suppose that the former was using a

Greek source, on the grounds that an Italian deity such as Janus would hold little interest
for a Greek writer and so his foundation would not be included. This is not a safe

assumption, since there are Greek writers who demonstrate an interest in Janus, and in

Janiculum specifically.21 Plutarch twice explains that Janus is represented as two-faced

because on coming from Greece he civilized the Italians and brought them from a rude

way of life to a civilized one.22 Athenaeus provides from Draco of Corcyra a succinct

description of Janus' immigration to Italy and his settlement of Janiculum.23 There must,

therefore, be another reason why Tertullian did not mention Janiculum, while Minucius
seems to consider its inclusion in the Saturn story quite natural.

Tertullian is not averse to citing Vergil,24 but he seems to have purposefully
avoided the passage mentioning Saturnia and Janiculum cited above, which Minucius
considered helpful in establishing Tertullian's euhemerizing narrative of Saturn's life. Nor
17 Fasti, 1.235-48. Ovid's lines however are not as useful in the context of Minucius"
euhemeristic argument, nor as close to Tertullian. He does not speak of a settlement called
Saturnia, but of a Saturnia gens (1.237) which receives its name from Saturn. He also includes, in
the mouth of Janus, the idea that actual gods dwelt among men which contradicts euhemerism,
(II. 247-8): tunc ego regnabam, patiens cum terra deorum /esset, et humanis numina mixta locis
(I reigned in the days when the earth could endure gods, and deities mingled in the places of
men.).
18 Ad Nat., ii.12.27.
Λ9Αροί, 10.7.
20 Solinus, 2.5, also associates the founding of Janiculum and Saturnia.
21 To the examples adduced below might possibly be added Xenon, presumably a Greek writer,
referred to by Macrobius, Saturnalia, i.9.3.
22 Quaestiones Romanae, 22 {Moral., 269A), Numa, 19.6; in the latter passage, Plutarch wavers
between identifying Janus as a daemon or a king; see Rose, op. cit., 178.
23 Deipnosophistae, 692F; see above, p. 120.
24 Cf. Ad Nat., i.7.2, ii. 13.20, 13.14, 17.6, Apol., 7.8, 14.2, 25.8, 25.16, Adversus Marcionem,
i.5.1, De Pallio, 1.3, De Praescriptione Haereticorum, 39.4, De Spectaculis, 9.
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does Tertullian make much of the character of Janus; when he does refer to Janus it is

only in the context of the Saturn story that he has a human role,2S more often he is a

minor deity.26 Perhaps the passages from Plutarch and Athenaeus can shed some light on

Tertullian's intentions in leaving the passage aside. In these Greek writers, as we have

seen, Janus takes on the role of Tertullian's Saturn, arriving and settling in Italy and

civilizing the inhabitants and Tertullian may have expected some confusion to have arisen
between the two characters. Tertullian may have been particularly sensitive to the

possibility of such confusion, as several inscriptions found in his home region of North
Africa are dedicated jointly to Janus and Saturn (Frugifer), as well as Nutrix.27 Since his

attack was pointedly directed at the principals of the Graeco-Roman pantheon (Saturn,

Jupiter, etc.), Tertullian might have wished to avoid confusing the two characters in the
mind of his readers by discussing Janus too much, and so suggesting to them treatments

of Janus such as those of Plutarch and Draco, which would detract from the emphasis on

Saturn. This is not the only instance in which Minucius Felix (here by expanding the role
of Janus) shows that he lacks a subtle understanding of the intentions of Tertullian.

At any rate the fact that Minucius adds details on the etymology of Latium and the
foundation of Janiculum, demonstrably from Vergil, to Tertullian's narrative suggests

that, although they both had access to the Aeneid. and could have used it as a source for
the 'life' of Saturn in Italy, Tertullian did not. These two points of departure from
Tertullian in the Octavius should demonstrate that, while close parallels to Tertullian's
Saturn story can be adduced from poetry, Tertullian did not follow these poetic accounts,

but based his narrative primarily on the prosaic, historical documents to which he refers,
and it is here that we should look for his source material.

4.1.4. Arts taught hy Saturn
Minucius Felix mentions three arts which Saturn taught the Italians: writing

letters, minting coins, and making tools, instead of only the money stamping and book¬

keeping of Tertullian.

Of the two additions to Tertullian, Clarke has two explanations for the first.28 He

takes the tabulae of the Apologeticum to mean "legal records," and either way considers
25 On Janus as a king of early Italy, see Dumezil, op. cit., 330, R. Turcan, "Janus a I'epoque
imperiale," Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt, 11.17.1, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1981),397-8.
26 Ad Nat., ii. 15.3, Apol., 28.1, DeCorona, 13.9, De Idololatria, 15.5; cf. Barnes, (1971), 50.
27 LeGlay, Monuments, vol. i, 221-3, Le Glay, Histoire, 246.
28 Clarke, op. cit., 293 n. 344.
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litterasinprimere derived from this word. Minucius may have understood tabulae not as

"legal records" (or our "account books"), but as "writing tablets," and so considered
Saturn the first to introduce the writing of letters. This need not disagree with Tertullian's

aforementioned claim that Mercury first wrote letters,29 as Minucius says only that Saturn

taught the uncultured Italians to write letters. Alternatively, Minucius may have intended

litterae in the unusual sense of "decrees or ordinances," attested in Cicero.30 This would

agree with both the legesque dedit of Vergil,31 and the reading of Tertullian's tabulae as

"legal records."
It seems to me, however, that Minucius intended the writing of letters, and

included this art under the influence of a sentence from Livy referring to Evander. In Livy

Evander, like Saturn, was an exile from Greece, settled in Italy, and respected by the

simple natives for his teaching: venerabilis vir miraculo litterarum, rei novae inter rudes

artium homines31 (a man revered for his wonderful invention of letters, a new thing

among men ignorant of the arts). This passage may have been recalled and related to

Saturn by Minucius because of Tertullian's description of the Italians as rudes homines

reacting to the novi viri aspectu33 (rather than the miraculo rei novae)·, Minucius was

certainly sensitive to the precise wording of this phrase, as he himself calls the Italians
rudes illos homines et agrestes. The similarity of the situation of Evander in Livy, and of
Saturn in Tertullian, and of the diction used by both authors to describe the Italians who
knew each of these legendary figures, seems to have led Minucius to ascribe to Saturn the
introduction of an art usually attributed to Evander. We have, at any rate, translated
litteras inprimere in the most simple and straightforward manner ("to write letters"),
because the sources, derivation, and precise meaning of Minucius' statement may still be
considered sub judice.

As for the tools which Saturn taught the Italians to make, we know that Saturn
29 De Corona, 8.2; see above, p. 109.
30 Cicero mentions the praetoris litteras et rerum decretarum et frumenti imperati (the praetor's
letters of things decreed and grain ordered), and the text notes that the litterae rerum
decretarum were submitted in court; Actio in C. Verrem, ii.5.22 (56).
31 Aeneid, 8.322. Instead of Vergil's leges dedit, Minucius uses the vague phrase multa docuit
followed by a number of examples, though laws are conspicuously absent, perhaps because he
was aware of an internal contradiction within the Aeneid: although in 8.322 Saturn gives laws to
the Italians, in 7.202-4 Vergil says that the subjects of Saturn lived without laws (Eden, op. cit.,
107).
32 Livy, Ab urbe condita, i.7.8; cf. Dionysiusof Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.33.4; Tacitus,
Annates, 11.14; see R. Ogilvie, A Commentary on Livy, Books 1-5 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1965), 59.
33 Apol., 10.10; cf. Ad Nat., ii.12.33.
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was associated with one tool in particular, the sickle, but the purposes to which he is

supposed to have put it were not altogether agricultural.34 Vergil refers to the sickle or

pruning hook as curvus Saturni dens34 (the curved tooth of Saturn), but Servius, in his

explanation of this passage,36 does not mention Saturn as an agricultural instructor or

introducer of tools, rather he refers to the myth of the castration of Uranus and to the

sickle as a symbol of Saturn's role as god of time.37 Ovid calls Saturn falciferdeus,38 but

the mixed euhemeristic and mythical elements of the context do not really permit an

interpretation of the epithet which has implications for Minucius' statement. Amobius

paints an amusing picture of Saturn with his sickle, which seems to stress the god's role

in agriculture:39 Saturnus cum obunca falce custos ruris ut aliquis ramorum luxuriantium

tonsor^ (Saturn with his hooked sickle, the guardian of the countryside, as some sort of

barber of the wildly spreading branches), but it may also be a subtle sarcasm which leads
him to avoid outright reference to the castration of Uranus, a myth embarassing to the

pagans.41 Macrobius does credit to Saturn the invention of grafting, growing fruit trees,

and fertilizing fields,42 but not the manufacture of agricultural tools, although for him the

sickle as an attribute of Saturn is a harvest symbol,43 rather than an allusion to less

savoury myth. Macrobius' Saturnalia is evidence for a tradition which made Saturn an

agricultural innovator, and taken together with the god's common association with the
sickle we have a sufficient explanation for Minucius' phrase instrumentaconficere. This
seems to have been the logical process also followed by the so-called Third Vatican

Mythographer, the late antique author of a digest of uncertain date, who explicitly ascribes

to Saturn the introduction of vine-growing and of the use of the sickle to Italy.44
4.i.5. Jupiter

Minucius Felix is certainly more concerned, in the immediate context of the Saturn

34 On the sickle in myth, see M. West, (1966), 217-8.
35 Georgics, 2.406.
36 Comm. in Georg., 2.406.
37 Cf. Ad Nat., ii.12.17; Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, iii.29.
38 Fasti, ii.234.
39 For Saturn as an Italian agricultural deity, see Dumezil, op. cit., 170, 271.
40 Adversus Nationes, vi. 12; cf. Adversus Nationes, vi.25.
41 See Adversus Nationes, iv.28; cf. Ad Nat., ii.12.10,13.
42 Saturnalia, i.7.25; cf. Plutarch, Quaestiones Romanae, 22 [Moral., 269A), who says that it was
Janus who taught the Italians to till the soil instead of gathering from wild plants.
43 Saturnalia, i.7.24.
44 Myth. Vat., iii.1.2,6.
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story, with Jupiter, than is Tertullian, who never mentions him.45Minucius makes Jupiter
the cause of Saturn's flight (Saturnus Creta profugus Italiam metu filii saevientis

accesserat). In the Octavius references to Saturn's flight and hiding from Jupiter (homo

igitur utique qui fugit, homo utique qui latuit), as well as the words pater hominis,

asserting Jupiter's mortal nature, are added to Tertullian's argument on the humanity of
Saturn: Tamen, si homo Saturnus, utique ex homine; et quia ah homine, non utique de

Caeloatque Terra* (If, however, Saturn was human, he was therefore born of a human;

and because he was begotten by a human, he by no means comes from the Sky and the

Earth.)· Jupiter's rule and activities on Crete are mentioned (Iuppiter Cretae excluso

parente regnavit, illic ohiit, illicfilios habuit), and it is the ancient remains of Crete which
are claimed as evidence of the mortality of the gods (adhuc antrum Iovis visitur et

sepulcrum eius ostenditur, et ipsis sacris suis humanitatis arguitur), rather than those of

Italy, to which Τertullian refers.47
Minucius' stress on Jupiter is, in some ways, more consistent with Theophilus

than with Tertullian. Theophilus twice mentions the rule of Zeus as a king on Crete. At
one point he identified the Zeus who was king of Crete (among many other Zeuses
known to the ancient world), as the son of Cronus: και ό μεν Ζεύς παΤς Κρόνου,

βασιλεύς Κρητών γενόμενος, εχει τάφον έν Κρήτη (Zeus the child of Kronos, who
was king of the Cretans, has a tomb on Crete),48 and so perhaps associating him with

Saturn in Italy and recalling the physical evidence of the human lives of the gods on

Crete, much as these matters are found in the Octavius. He mentions Zeus again in a

chronological comparison with Moses,49 in which he must be the euhemerized king of

Crete. Theophilus, on the authority of Thallus, of course, made Zeus the principal

opponent of Cronus in the Titanomachy50 (although Minucius, following the tradition of

Latin literature which stressed the individual conflict between Saturn and Jupiter, does not

seem to have bothered with the Titanomachy). We have already mentioned the influence
45 Although he has nothing on the role of Jupiter in the Saturn story, Tertullian does,
nevertheless, mention the myths of Jupiter's seizure of Saturn's kingdom in the Ad Nationes
{Ad Nat., ii.12.15; 13.13,14; see above, p. 92), and speaks of the rule of Jupiter on Crete in a
poorly preserved passage in the same work {Ad Nat., ii.17.8): regnavit enim Jupiter Cretae et
Saturnus Italiae et Isis Aegypto (For Jupiter reigned on Crete and Saturn in Italy and Isis in
Egypt).
46 Apoi, 10.9.
47 Ad Nat., ii. 12.27, Apol., 10.7.
48 Ad Aut, i.10; trans. Grant, ρ 15.
49 Ad Aut, iii.23.
50 Ad Aut., iii.29.
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onTertullian51 of Theophilus' concern with physical evidence of the gods, especially their

burials, as exemplified by his two references to the tomb of Zeus on Crete,52 but

Minucius Felix is closer still to Theophilus, for, in the context of his euhemeristic

argument, he does not refer generally to the places where the gods were buried (as does

Tertullian), but rather specifically to the tomb of Jupiter on Crete. Minucius could have

inferred the role of Jupiter from prominent works of Latin literature, such as Vergil53 and

Tacitus,54 but the consistencies with Theophilus are at least suggestive of a possible direct

influence.

The divergences in the account of Saturn in the Octavius from its source in the

Apologeticum can all be explained with reference to important pieces of Latin literature
which Minucius would have known. The emphasis on Jupiter in this passage — although
it too reflects the traditions of Latin literature — also has affinities with the content of the

Ad Autolycum. Whether or not we may consider this a possible point of influence must

depend upon whether or not Minucius can be shown to have known Theophilus.

Minucius' knowledge of the Ad Autolycum
It has been noted that, perhaps due to his chosen genre of dialogue, Minucius

Felix demonstrates very few close parallels with the Greek apologists, particularly

Theophilus of Antioch,55 but simply because he did not imitate them, it does not follow

that he was unaware of their work. There are, however, specific objections to be raised to

the proposition of a direct knowledge of Theophilus on the part of Minucius.56 The first

difficulty is, of course, that Minucius never mentions Theophilus. Indeed, all of his

citations, with the exception of a reference to Josephus,57 and perhaps the one to Thallus,

are from pagan authors; scripture, let alone other Christian writers, are never quoted.18 As
51 See above, pp. 96-9.
52 Ad Aut., i.3,10.
53 A en., 8.320.
54 Hist., v.2.
55 Albrecht, op. cit., 161, 166.
58 The opinion of Grant for one is ambiguous in this matter, since he includes Minucius Felix in a
preliminary list of authors who knew Theophilus' work (Grant, (1947): 227; Grant refers to Oct.,
18.10, presumably influenced by Ad Aut., i.3 (?), but the parallels are not close, nor the
supposed influence obvious.), but fails to mention him in a later work entirely devoted to the
subject (Grant, (1952): 146-7).
57 Oct., 33.4.
58 Albrecht, op. cit., 161, 162, 167; Clarke, op. cit., 24 ff., notes the embarassment caused by
the unrefined nature of the scriptures and Greek apologetic writings and Minucius' effort to make
Christianity intellectually appealing through his own work.
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well as never citing Christian material, Minucius is also an intelligent and independent-
minded writer who reworks more or less thoroughly all of the material he borrows.

When we do find passages in the Octavius which seem to reflect the contents of
the Ad Autolycum, the same material is usually dealt with by Tertullian as well.59
Minucius Felix's dependence on the Apologeticum, in the discussion of Saturn in Italy, at

any rate, is obvious. The influence is clear from the number of shared elements and the

similarities of each: the basic argument that Saturn was a human, the reference to Saturn
as the progenitor of the race of the gods, the list of four sources, Saturn's reception by

Janus, the foundation of Saturnia, Saturn introducing the coining of money, and the

explanation of why Caelum and Terra were supposed to be the parents of Saturn. Most of
these items might come from a common source containing basic elements of Roman

legend,60 but the list of authorities is obviously the same one carefully worked and

reworked by Tertullian.61 There is a possibility, however, that Minucius knew at least

Cassius Hemina directly, since he mentions the Romans going throught the ranks of the

besieging Gauls in order to perform their religious rites,62 a detailed description of which

episode in Appian is also credited to Hemina,63 although the account could also be taken

by Minucius from Livy;64 Minucius also mentions the unlucky name of Allia,65 which is

associated with another fragment of Hemina,66 but which also has a parallel in Livy.67

Moreover, not all of the arguments for Theophilan influence on Tertullian are valid
when we turn to Minucius Felix. Minucius Felix makes it clear that the name of the city of
Saturnia comes from Saturn (urbem Saturniam idem de suo nomine), but makes no

mention of all of Italy being called Saturnia (dismantling a close parallel between the Ad

Autolycum and the Apologeticum). He also dwells on the entirely Latin etymologies of
the name Latium, which do not reflect the etymological interests of Theophilus connected
59 See below, Appen. VI, p. 138.
60 See F. Schmidt, "Zu den Quellen der romischen Mythistorie bei den frCihen lateinischen
Apologeten," Studia Patristica 19 (1989): 99-105.
61 Becker, (1954), 328-9, Becker, (1967), 75 and n. 29, notes especially the inclusion of Thallus
in this list.
62 Oct., 6.2; see Clarke, op. cit., 193 n.78.
63 Hemina, frg. 19 in Peter (Η. R. R.), Appian, dereb. Gall., frg. 6. G. Forsythe, "Some Notes on
the History of Cassius Hemina," Phoenix 44 (1990): 342-3, however, suggests that Appian's
supposed citation of Cassius Hemina may rather be a Byzantine gloss referring to Cassius Dio's
account of the same event.
64 Livy, 5.46.
65 Oct., 7.4; see Clarke, op. cit., 200 n.92.
66 Hemina, frg. 20 in Peter [H. R. R.), Macrob., Sat., 1.16.21; see below, p. 158.
67 Livy, 6.1. I I.
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with Thallus in the Ad Autolycum, which are not specific to one language or another.
There are at least two instances, however, in which Theophilus could be the

immediate source for Minucius Felix and a parallel cannot be found inTertullian. The first

is quite far removed from the passage on Saturn; near the beginning of his argument

Minucius Felix states: inde adeoper universa imperiaprovincias oppida videmus singulos

sacrorum ritus gentiles habere et deos colere municipes, ut ... Chaldaeos Belum, ...68

(From this, therefore, we see that throughout the whole empire each of the provinces and
towns has its national sacred rites and worships its municipal gods, for instance ... the
Chaldaeans [worship] Belus ...). The statement seems a reasonably basic one, and we

might ascribe it to general knowledge.69 In the more prominent works of Latin literature,

however, of which we might expect Minucius Felix to be aware, Belus is not a god of the

Chaldaeans, but rather a name for Hercules as a god of the Indians,70 or an eastern king.71

Although the contrary traditions are more popular, Pliny nevertheless provides a possible
Latin source for the worship of Belus by the Chaldaeans: Babylon, Chaldaicarum gentium

caput, ... durat adhuc ibi Iovis Beli templum; inventor hie fuit sideralis scientiae72

(Babylon is the chief city of the Chaldaean races ... the temple of Jupiter-Bel remains
there to this day; he was the inventor of astronomy.), and this may be sufficient to explain
Minucius' statement. In Tertullian Belus is only mentioned twice and both times in his

euhemerized hypostasis as an Assyrian king.73 Theophilus, on the other hand, makes it

clear that Belus is worshipped as a god in the east: ένιοι μεν σέβονται τον Κρόνον και
τούτον αύτόν όνομάζουσι Βήλ και Βάλ, μάλιστα ο'ι οίκούντες τά ανατολικά

κλίματα (Some worship Kronos and call him Bel and Bal, especially those who inhabit

the eastern regions),74 although he does not specifically mention Chaldaeans here, he
does use the word in Ad Autolycum ii.31. Two words in Minucius Felix are, however,
not enough to be sure of a connection. The fact that the Chaldaeans worship Belus or Bel
68 Oct., 6.1.
69 See Herodotus, i.181.2, iii.158.2; Ctesias in Diodorus, ii.8.7; 9.4.
70 Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 3.42; see Pease, op. cit., 1056, tor parallel and alternative
treatments of Belus.
71 Vergil, Aen., 1.621, Ovid, Met., 4.213, Silius Italicus, 1.73, 8.31, Hyginus, Fab., 168, Myth.
Vat., i. 135 (138); R. Conway, P. Vergili Maronis Aeneidos Liber Primus, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1935), 108, suggests Vergil began the practice of giving the name Belus to an
eastern king in a more or less arbitrary fashion; ct. W. Anderson, Ovid's Metamorphoses, Books
1-5, (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1997), 435.

72 Pliny, Nat. Hist., 6.121, cf. 37.160, Seneca, Nat. Quaest., iii.29.1.
73 ApoI., 19.2 (Fuld.), DePallio, 2.5.
7iAd Aut., iii.29; trs. Grant, 145.
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may also have been gleaned from the Bible75 or apocryphal works.76 Theophilus is a

possible source, whereas Tertullian is not, but this does not necessarily mean that

Theophilus was Minucius' source.

The more telling passage is closely connected with the anti-pagan argument under
discussion. After reasoning that gods do not die, and therefore dead men cannot be gods,
Minucius Felix argues that birth is also foreign to divinity, and moreover that it is
ridiculous that divine procreation should have inexplicably ceased:

cur enim, si nati sunt, non hodieque nascuntur? nisi forte iam Iuppiter
senuit et partus in lunone defecit et Minerva canuit antequam peperit. an
ideo cessavit ista generatio, quoniam nulla huiusmodi fabulis praebetur
adsensio? ceterum si dii creare possent, interire non possent, plures totis
hominibus deos haberemus, ut iam eos nec caelum contineret nec aer

caperet nec terra gestaret. unde manifestum est homines illos fuisse, quos
et natos legimus et mortuos scimus.77
For why, if |the gods] were born, are they not born today as well? Unless
perhaps Jupiter is already decrepit and childbearing has failed in Juno and
Minerva has grown grey before giving birth. Or has this generation
therefore ceased, since no credence is given to stories of this sort?
Otherwise, if the gods were able to procreate, but not able to die, we
would have more gods than all men together, so that by now neither the
sky would contain them, nor the air hold them, nor the earth bear them.
Hence it is obvious that they were humans, whom we read were born and
whom we know to have died.

This same line of argument is not to be found in the Apologeticum or any other work of

Tertullian, but the Ad Autolycum contains a relatively close parallel:

Και τών μεν τότε θεών, εϊπερ έγεννώντο, γένεσις πολλή ηύρίσκετο.
τό δε νΰν ποΰ θεών γένεσις δείκνυται: εί γαρ τότε έγέννων και
έγεννώντο, δήλον οτι έχρήν και έως τοΰ δεΰρο γίνεσθαι θεούς
γεννητούς· εί δε μή γε, ασθενές τό τοιούτο νοηθήσεσθατ ή γαρ

έγήρασαν, διό ούκ έτι γεννώσιν, ή άπέθανον και ούκ έτι είσίν. εί
γαρ έγεννώντο θεοί, έχρήν και έως τοΰ δεΰρο γεννασθαι, καθάπερ
γαρ και άνθρωποι γεννώνται μάλλον δέ και πλείονες θεοί ώφειλον

75 Isaiah, 46.1, Jeremiah, 50.2 (LXX: 27.2).
76 Bel and the Dragon, especially verse 3.
77 Oct., 21.10,11; cf. Lactantius, Div. Inst., i. 16.5 ff., Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, 3.9 ff., see
Clarke, op. cit., 296 nn. 352, 353.
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είναι τών ανθρώπων, ώς φησιν Σίβυλλα
ΕΙ δε θεοί γεννώσι και άθάντατοί γε μένουσι,
πλείονες ανθρώπων γεγεννημένοι αν θεοι ήσαν
ούδέ τόπος στήναι θνητοΤς οΰκ αν ποθ' ύπήρξεν.

εί γαρ ανθρώπων θνητών και όλιγοχρονίων όντων τα γεννώμενα
τέκνα έ'ως τοΰ δεϋρο δείκνυται, και ού πέπαυται τό μή γεννάσθαι
ανθρώπους, διό πληθύουσι πόλεις και κώμαι, έτι μην και χώραι
κατοικούνται, πώς ούχι μάλλον έχρήν θεούς τούς μή
αποθνήσκοντας κατά τους ποιητάς γεννάν και γεννάσθαι, καθώς
φατε θεών γένεσιν γεγενήσθαι:
We find that in the past the generation of the gods was quite prolific (if
they were actually generated). But where does any generation of the gods
come to light now? If they then begot and were begotten, it is obvious that
generated gods ought to come into existence up to the present day.
Otherwise, such a race must be considered weak: either they have grown
old and for this reason no longer generate offspring, or they have died and
no longer exist. If the gods were generated, they ought to be generated up
to the present day, just as men are generated — or rather, there should be
more gods than men, as the Sibyl says:

But if the gods beget offspring and remain immortal,
There would be more begotten gods than men,
Nor would a place exist where mortals could stand.

For if the children generated by men who are mortal and short-lived are

brought to light up to the present day, and the generation of men has not
ceased, and therefore cities and villages multiply and even the country is
inhabited, how much more should the gods (who according to the poets
do not die) generate and be generated?78

The line of argument is not exactly the same and whereas Theophilus is here repetitious,
Minucius is quite terse, but the conclusion of influence here seems unavoidable. Just as

Theophilus does, Minucius notices that gods are no longer born today, asks scathingly if

they have grown old, and concludes that if the gods could procreate, but could not die,
there should be more gods than men, and a critical lack of space would ensue.

Similar ideas may be adduced from other authors, but Theophilus remains the
most likely source for Minucius' ideas. Josephus, in his work of greatest use to and

familiarity among Christian apologists, the Contra Apionem, does speak of the gods

becoming old: εϊθ' oi μέν πρότερον έν ταΤς τιμαΤς άκμάσαντες θεοί γεγηράκασιν79

(now the gods, who formerly flourished in these honors, have grown old), but, rather
78 Ad Aut., ii.3; trs. Grant, pp.23-5.
"Josephus, Contra Apionem, ii.253.
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than pursuing a similar argument, he is discussing the decoration of pagan temples, and,
in saying that the gods have grown old, he seems to refer principally to their images. A
similar sentiment, although also in an entirely different context, is expressed by Juvenal
as well: quis tamen adfirmat nil actum in montibus aut in / speluncis? adeo senuerunt

Iuppiter et Mars?*0 (But who will say that nothing was ever done on the mountains or in
caves? Have Jupiter and Mars become so old?), but Minucius Felix would have to

extrapolate much from these brief lines in order to flesh out this argument, and it is much
more reasonable to assume that he found his model in the context of Christian apologetic.
Tatian could be proposed as a source for this passage, as he asks δια τ! γαρ οΰ κυεϊ νΰν

ή "Ηρα: πότερον γεγήρακεν η τοΰ μηνύσαντος ύμϊν άπορεΤ; (Why does Hera not

conceive nowadays? Is she too old, or has she got no one to give you the information?);81

although there are affinities with Minucius, particularly in the mention of Hera (Juno) by
name and in the importance of the prevalence among men of the stories of divine

procreation, Theophilus remains the more likely source, because Tatian fails to either
mention the vast population of gods and lack of space or to draw the conclusion of the

mortality of the "gods." Most of the points of Minucius' argument are present, if only in

germ, in Theophilus' quotation from the Sibyl, and we might think that the Sibyl,

independent of Theophilus, was the source for the Latin writer, but Minucius Felix,

unlike Theophilus, Tertullian, and a number of other patristic writers,82 never so much as

mentions the Sibyl. Moreover, Theophilus' quotation is a fragment with no apparent

counterpart in surviving Sibylline literature,83 and, although there is some consensus that

80Juvenal, 6.58-9; Pliny, Nat. Hist, ii.7.16 ff., also makes similar points (i. e., that the number of
the gods could be greater than that of men), but rather than proposing overpopulation among
the gods, he expresses surprise at the fact that though divine marriages have lasted so long,
they do not produce offspring.
81 Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos, 21.2; trs. Whittaker, p. 43. Cf. Clement, Protrepticus, ii.37.3.
82 H.Parke, Sibyls and Sibylline Prophecy in Classical Antiquity, (London: Routledge, 1988),
152-73.
83 The only parallel adduced by F. Geffcken, DieOraculaSibyllina, (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs'sche,
1902), 229, is Eusebius, Constantini oratio ad sanctorum coetum, 4: εί δ' αθάνατοι oi
γεννώμενοι, γεννώνται δε άεί. πλημμυρεΤν άνάγκη τό γένος, προσθήκης δ' επιγενόμενης, τίς αν
ουρανός, ποία δε γή τοσούτον σμήνος έπιγιγνόμενον θεών έχώρησεν; (If the immortals are
begotten, and begotten eternally, this race must overflow [the earth]. If any more were added,
what sky or what sort of earth would contain so great a crowd of gods coming about?), which
seems to have more in common with our passage from Minucius Felix, especially in regard to the
idea that no room would be left either in the sky or on the earth, than with the Oracle or
Theophilus. The logical conclusion to be drawn from this is that either Eusebius knew Minucius
Felix (the implications of which proposition themselves require a lengthy study), or that they
both shared a, probably Greek, source independent of Theophilus which neither has disclosed,
perhaps the OraculaSibyllina(see below).
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this and the other fragments belong to the lost second book of the Oracles or the

beginning of book three,84 Geffcken has argued that this "quotation" was actually

fabricated by Theophilus for the immediate purposes of his argument,85 and so would

only be available to someone who had read the Ad Autolycum.

Although we cannot exclude the possibility of parallel composition without

dependence, the similarities in the passages of Theophilus and Minucius Felix here
adduced are best explained by positing that Minucius knew the Ad Autolycum, and

occasionally used it as a model.

4.iii. Conclusion

Minucius Felix provides us with no information on Thallus or his work. The

points upon which Minucius' account of Saturn differs from Tertullian's, the etymology
of Latium, the eponymous foundation of Janiculum, and the arts taught by Saturn, can be

explained on the basis of a number of Latin sources, but principally Vergil; and so

explained without any reference to Thallus or any of the three other sources cited.86 It

seems fairly likely, on the basis of the treatments of divine procreation in the Ad

Autolycum and the Octavius, that Minucius Felix knew Theophilus directly. This

knowledge of the Ad Autolycum may have influenced Minucius' treatment of Jupiter in
the Saturn story (the emphasis on the human life of Jupiter, not Saturn only, and of his
rule on Crete), which reflects various remarks of Theophilus on Zeus (but not Tertullian's
account of Saturn). But Minucius seems to have taken little notice of Ad Autolycum,

iii.29, and his use of Thallus is determined by Tertullian. Minucius certainly knows no

more of Thallus than Tertullian, and probably took over his list of cited authors from the

Apologeticum without much thought.87 The most that we can say is that Minucius Felix

recognized Thallus as an exponent of the euhemerizing historical tradition.
84 Charlesworth, op. cit., vol. i. 469, Parke, op. cit., 19 n.3, 161.
85 J. Geffcken, Komposition und Entstehungszeit der Oracula Sibyllina, (Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs'sche, 1902), 69-75; Charlesworth (loc. cit.) counters this by claiming that "there is
nothing in the fragments that requires Christian authorship," but, considering the Judaic nature
of Theophilus' Christian theology (Grant, (1950), 188-96), we should perhaps not expect to find
any overtly Christian rhetoric in a pseudo-Sibylline oracle composed by him; cf. Arnaldo
Momigliano, "From the Pagan to the Christian Sibyl: Prophecy as History of Religion," Nono
Contribute), (Rome: Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, 1992), 735: "The Jews had taught the
Christians to forge Sibylline oracles, and their forgeries were in turn used and interfered with by
Christians."
06 Recourse to Schmidt's theory, op. cit., 100-1, that Minucius had access to a fuller version of
the legend in the form of Tertullian's source for the Saturn story is also unnecessary.
87 See below, p. 165.

137



Appendix VI: The Apologeticum, instead of the Ad Autolycum, as a source for the
Octavius

Minucius Felix's actual dependence onTertullian, even in instances where there is
an apparent influence of Theophilus, may be seen in a comparison of Ad Autolycum i.9-
10 and Octavius 21-23, in which the density of examples of ludicrous myths offered by

Minucius echoes that of Theophilus. Grant notes in his translation1 that the story of Zeus

skinning the goat who nursed him on Ida2 is somewhat unusual; it would presumably,

therefore, be a good indication of Theophilan influence if it were found in another author.

Minucius Felix mentions very briefly the goat: nutrixcapellaest3 ([Jupiter's] nurse was a

she-goat). This might suggest Theophilus' influence on Minucius Felix, but Tertullian,

while never being explicit (in fact, he does not once use the word capella4), alludes three

times to the fact that Jupiter was suckled by a goat.5 It seems, at any rate, that the story of

the goat nursing Zeus was fairly common,6 and it was only the detail that he later skinned

the animal (mentioned by neither Tertullian nor Minucius) which was recondite7 and might

be used to demonstrate influence. Both Theophilus and Minucius Felix offer a protracted

treatment of what they consider the ludicrous rite of the search for the remains of Osiris;8
some influence from Theophilus is suggested since both mention that the festival is an

annual one, and that Osiris is sought member by member, and there is in both a contrast

of words for "lost" and "found." The closest Tertullian comes to these ideas is in a much

briefer mention of the rites of Osiris in the Adversus Marcionem,9 but he also speaks of

Isis, Cynocephalus, and Serapis in the context of foreign cults once forbidden and now

adopted by the Romans,10 and it is with this thought — one foreign to Theophilus — that

Minucius ends his discussion of the worship of Osiris: haec tamen Aegyptia quondam,
nunc et sacra Romana sunt (These sacred rites were once Egyptian, but now are Roman
1 Grant, (1970), p. 13 n.9.
2 Ad Aut., i.9.
3 Oct., 22.3; see Clarke, op. cit., 282 n.296.
4 SeeG. Claesson, Index Tertullianeus, (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1974).
5 Ad Nat. ii.13.13, 17.5, Apol.25.7,32.
6 See the notes to Frazer's Loeb translation of Apollodorus, vol. 1, p. 7, n. 3, which mention
sources since Callimachus and assert that "this [the idea that Zeus was suckled by the goat
Amalthea] would seem to have been the common opinion."
7 See Cook, op. cit., vol. 3, part 1, p.839, n. 6.
8 Ad Aut., i.9, Oct., 21.3-22.1; cf. Diod., Bibl., i.20; see Clarke, op. cit., 278-82 nn.287-94.
9 Adv. Marc., i.13.5.
'"AdNat., i.10.17-18, Apol., 6.8,10.

138



as well.)· Theophilus speaks of the gods being wounded in the Trojan War,11 as does

Minucius Felix,12 but the wording and rhetoric of Minucius are much closer to passages

in the Ad Nationes,13 in particular, as well as the Apologeticum,14 than to the Ad

Autolycum.

11 Ad Aut., i.9.
12 Oct., 23.1-4; see Clarke, op. cit., 288-9 nn.323-5. The wounding of the gods seems to be a
fairly common theme in early Christian apologetic: Ps.-Justin, Cohortatio ad Graecos, 2,
Athenagoras, Legatio, 21, Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, 3.21; cf. Josephus, Contra Apionem,
ii.243, and Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 1.42 (and 2.70), see Pease, op. cit., 284-5.
13 Ad Nat., i. 10.39.
14 Apol., 14.2, ft; see Becker, (1967), 87 n.54, Clarke, op. cit., 137 n.22, notes other instances
in which the Octavius is closer to the Ad Nationes than to the Apologeticum.
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5. Tertullian's Euhemeristic Sources: Thallus and the Authorities for

Tertullian's Accounts of Saturn

We may now turn our attention to the list of historians cited by Tertullian for his
account of Saturn: Tacitus (in the Ad Nationes only), Cornelius Nepos, Cassius Hemina,
Diodorus Siculus, and finally Thallus (in the Apologeticum only). A thorough

investigation of the other euhemeristic authorities to which Tertullian refers his readers

should not only provide us with a more complete understanding of the composition of the
Saturn passages, but also give us an idea of what it was in Thallus, as Tertullian knew

him, which made him an author worth mentioning, to what Tertullian was directing the
attention of his audience, and what from Thallus, if anything, Tertullian might be

expected to include in his own narrative. A comparison with the other sources will also
demonstrate that even though Thallus' history could have included its own account of

Saturn in Italy, as we have seen above,1 Tertullian need not have known of it, and a

knowledge of such an account is not the only explanation of Thallus' appearance among

the citations. This would reaffirm our earlier proposition that Tertullian knew Thallus only

through Theophilus. Moreover, the question of Tertullian's source for early Italian myth-

history is interesting because it is practically the only aspect of our present research to be

raised in recent scholarship.2

5.i. Tacitus

Tacitus is the first author cited in the Ad Nationes, but he is not mentioned in the

parallel passage in the Apologeticum. The only passage in Tacitus' surviving work,3 with

any bearing on Tertullian's narrative is the first of the various accounts of the origins of

1 P. 46 ff.
2 Schmidt, op. cit.; see our discussion below, p. 184 ff.
3 A more detailed version of the same material may have been included as an excursus in the lost
books of Τacitus' Annals, which also dealt with the Jewish revolt; see R. Syme, Tacitus, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1958), 264, 449, and G. Chilver, A Historical Commentary on Tacitus' Histories
IVand V, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 90. We have no definite reason, however, to believe
any more material on Saturn was included in the lost portions of the Annals, and so we may
assume that the passage from the Histories, book v, represents all that Tacitus wrote on the
subject.
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the Jews which he offers as part of an introduction to the fifth book of the Histories4

(completed perhaps 109-10):5 Iudaeos Creta insula profugos novissima Libyae insedisse

memorant, qua tempestate Saturnus vi Iovis pulsus cesserit regnis. argumentum e nomine

petitur: inclutum in Creta Idam montem, accolas Ida,ens aucto in harharum cognomento

Iudaeos vocitari6 (They recall that the Jews were refugees from the island of Crete who

setttled in the remotest parts7 of Libya, at the same time as Saturn, driven out by the

power of Jupiter, quit his domains. This line of reasoning is derived from the name: Ida is

a famous mountain on Crete, and those who dwell about it, the Idaeans,8 the name being

expanded into a foreign word,9 are generally called Judaeans.). Tertullian seems to cite

Tacitus simply because he once made Saturn a human; this may be all that Tertullian

required of his other authorities as well.

We know that Tertullian was familiar with the beginning of the fifth book of
Histories of Tacitus. In addition to borrowing from Tacitus' description of the plain of

Sodom and Gomorrah,10 Tertullian demonstrates an acquaintance with the Historiae at

the time of the compostion of the Ad Nationes when he denies the lie started — according

4 Barnes, (1971), 201. On the ethnographic excursus as a whole, see C. Thiaucourt, "Ce que
Τacite dit des Juifs au commencement du livre V des Histoires," Revue des Etudes Juives 19
(1889): 57-74; idem, "Sur ce que Tacite dit des Juifs," Revue des Etudes Juives 20(1890):
312-4; B. Wardy, "Jewish Religion in Pagan Literature during the Late Republic and Early
Empire," Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt, 11.19.1, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1979), 613-35.
5 This introduction anticipates a treatment of the Jewish War, part of the now lost latter portion of
the Histories,Syme, op. cit., 211, Chilver, op. cit., 3. On the fragments of this material, see T.
Barnes, "The Fragments of Tacitus' Histories," Classical Philology72 (1977): 226-31.
6 Tacitus, Historiae, v.2. See M. Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism,
(Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1980), ii.32ff.
7 W. Spooner, The Histories of Tacitus, (London: Macmillan, 1891), 455, adduces examples
from Tacitus (Ann., ii.24, Agr. 10; cf. Ovid, Trist., iii.13.27) which suggest that this should be
read as "the furthest shore of Libya," that is Libya indicating Africa as a whole (cf. Virg., Georg.,
i.240, Juv., xi.25), and not as a reference to Palestine, and H. Lewy, "Aethiopier und Juden in
der antiken Literatur," Monatsschrift fCir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums 81
(1937): 67, relates the phrase to Herodotus' description of the land of the Ethiopians (iii.115):
έσχατιαί εΐσι κοπ έν tq Λιβύη (the furthest parts of Libya), thus necessitating, as we shall see
below, a movement through Egypt to Palestine; cf. Stern, op. cit., 33.
8 The Idaeans were generally considered the Cretan companions of Zeus (Diod., v.64,
Pausanias, v.7.6, Plut., Numa, 15, see Spooner, loc. cit.), but in at least one instance they are
associated with companions of Cronus, albeit in an elliptical fashion (Plut., De facie quae in orbe
lunae apparet, 30 (Moral, 944 D).
9 Such corruption in names was something of a commonplace in both Greek (Strabo, i.2.34,
vii.2.2) and Latin (Sallust, Jug., 18.10, Verg., Aen., i.267-8) literature; see Feldman, op. cit., 343
n.42. Etymologizing on the basis of an assumed corruption in the word has parallels in fragments
2 and 3 of Cassius Hemina, see below, pp. 155-6.
10 Historiae, v.7, Apologeticum 40.7, De Pallio 2.4; see Barnes, (1971), 201, and Gerlo, op. cit.,
ii.54-5.
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to him — by Tacitus that the Jews, and by extension the Christians (which charge

Tertullian is actually refuting), worship an ass's head." The most relevant portion of the

passage in Ad Nationes is: Nam, ut quidam, somniastis caput asininum esse deum
nostrum: hanc Cornelius Tacitus suspicionem fecit. Is enim in quarta Historiarum

suarum, ubi de bello Iudaico digerit, ab origine gentis exorsus, et tarn de ipsa origine

quam de nomine religionis, ut voluit, argumentatus ...12 (For you — some of you, at any

rate — say, talking nonsense, that our god is an ass's head; Cornelius Tacitus created

this suspicion. For he in the fourth book13 of his Histories, where he deals with the

Jewish war, starting from the origin of the people, and drawing his conclusions, as is his

wont, as much from the name of the religion as from this origin ...14). The phrase ab

origine gentis exorsus shows that, in addition to the sections associating Jewish worship
with an ass's head, he had a full knowledge of the passage at the beginning of book five,

including the various theories of Jewish origins, among which he would find the Saturn

story. The words et tarn de ipsa origine quam de nomine religionis, ut voluit,

argumentatus reflect closely Tacitus' argumentum e nomine petitur,15 and seem to refer

specifically to the theory that the Jews came from Crete, based as it is on an etymology,16
albeit a false one. For although some of Tacitus' other versions of Jewish origins are also
based on pseudo-etymologies and eponymous rulers (Hierosolymus, Judas, Solymi),
these are derived from geographical terms rather than from the name of the religion,

presumably religio Iudaea or Iudaica," which is suggested by the word which

immediately follows the phrase under discussion: Iudaeos. This demonstrates that
Tertullian knew at first hand one of the sources for his account of Saturn, and that we can

11 Ad Nat., i.11.1-4; cf. Apol., 16.1-5, Minucius Felix, Oct., 9.3, 28.7. See Josephus, Contra
Apionem, ii.80-88, and Hospers-Jansen, op. cit., 195-7, Andre Schneider, Le premier livre Ad
nationes de Tertullien, (Rome: Institut Suisse de Rome, 1968), 240 ff.
12 Ad Nat., i.11.1-2.
13 Although he obviously intends the fifth book, Tertullian cites quarta Historiarum. The error is
perhaps due to the fact that the first two books of the Histories were published together, and
may, therefore, have been taken as one; Schneider, op. cit., 243
14 P. Holmes (Ante-Nicene Christian Library, 1869, vol. xi, p. 446) prefers to translate this last
phrase: "and gives his own views respecting both the origin and the name of their religion."
15 Schneider (op. cit., 244) notes Tertullian's use of a pejorative sense of argumentatus (cf.
Waszink, op. cit., 109) suggesting that it is used so here, but this word seems more likely to
simply be taken from Tacitus' use of the word argumentum.
16 Schneider, however, takes de nomine religionis to refer to Ύ essence, le genre de cette
religion" (ibid.), relying on parallels in the usage of Tertullian (admirably supported by a reference
to Waszink, op. cit., 450 ff.), rather than in the wording of the passage from Tacitus on which he
is writinq.
17 Cf. the panis ludaicusof Hist., v.4
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identify the specific passage to which he refers, which is more than we can say with
absolute surety for the other four.
5J. 1. Origin and explanation ofTacitus' Cretan origin story

Tacitus is our only source for this unusual story connecting Saturn and the Jews,
and we know very little about its origins, although this has been the subject of much

scholarly debate,18 much of it focussed on the relation of Tacitus' sources to the Jews.

Spooner offers evidence for the Hebrew tradition of the Cretan origins of the Philistines,
and proposes a confusion of Jews and Philistines as one possibility, but he also astutely

noted that the observance of the Sabbath (the dies Saturni19) was one of the best known of

Jewish traditions and that this may very well have led to an association of the Jews with

Saturn, and so to this myth.20 Gutschmid claimed, without any specification or

substantiation, that most of Tacitus' material on the history of the Jews was derived from

Apion.21 La Piana, on the other hand, proposed that the story of a Cretan ancestry had

originated amongst the hellenized Jews themselves, in imitation of Roman attempts to

trace their lineage back to Greece. 22 Reinach also claimed that this account is based on

traditions of the early history of the Philistines,23 but unlike Spooner he employs this

explanation exclusively. Lewy believed Saturn was associated with the Jews not only

because of the Sabbath, but also because they both fled to the ends of the earth.24

Hospers-Jansen, who has most fully treated the sources of Tacitus on the Jews, believed

18 The most complete bibliography on Tacitus' Jewish ethnography is found in Feldman, op. cit.,
331 n.2.
19 See below, p. 146.
20 Spooner, loc. cit; cf. E. Meyer, Geschichte des Alterthums, (Stuttgart: J. G.
Cotta'schen,1884), vol. i, 319-321.
21 Gutschmid, op. cit., vol. iv, 367.
22 G. La Piana, "Foreign Groups in Rome during the First Centuries of the Empire," Harvard
Theological Review 20 (1927): 382. La Piana supports his interpretation with a reference to T.
Reinach, Textes d' Auteurs grecs et romains relatifs au Judaisme, (Paris: Publications de la
Societe des Etudes juives, 1895), 215, which treats Claudius lolaos' theory that the name
'Ιουδαία is derived from the name of Ούδαίος, one of the Theban companions of Dionysus; it is,
at least, another example of the association of the Jews with the Greek world by means of
etymology. Jacoby seems to be in some agreement, as he includes this passage of Τacitus
under the fragments of Herodes I von Judaea, FGrH, 3.C.737.
23 T. Reinach, op. cit., 302. Stern, op. cit., ii.32, credits this theory to Reinach, but neglects to
provide a precise citation. The theory, although Stern treats it warily, bears further investigation,
since the latest philological and archaeological research tends to agree with the Hebrew tradition
that the Philistines originated in Crete, and involves Egypt in their migrations, as well, see G.
Rendsberg, "Gen 10:13-14: An Authentic Hebrew Tradition Concerning the Origin of the
Philistines," Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 13 (1987): 89-96.

Lewy, loc. cit.
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the derivation of ludaei from Idaei came from a Latin anti-Jewish source.25 Syme

mentions the possibility that M. Antonius Julianus, one of the procurators of Judaea, or

even Pliny could have been Tacitus' source.26 Stern, although he provides a thorough

collection of evidence for the existence of a Jewish community on Crete in Imperial times,

dismisses this as a necessary explanation for the story.27 Feldman does not deny Tacitus'

anti-Jewish bias, but considers his source for this account, although probably not Jewish,

to exhibit a certain sympathy and admiration for the Jewish people.28
The report of the origin of the Jews from Crete probably has to be taken in

conjunction with the next origin account offered in order to provide a complete narrative:29

quidam regnante Iside exundantem per Aegyptum multitudinem ducibus Hierosolymo ac

ludaproximas in terras exoneratam30 (Certain men [relate] that while Isis was queen a

great crowd of people rising up through Egypt was sent off into the neighbouring lands

under the leadership of Hierosolymus and Juda[s]31)· The first story takes the refugees

from Crete only to Libya, but the second provides the necessary movement through Egypt

to, presumably, Palestine. The geographical progression is logical and brings the

supposed ancestors of the Jews to the land in which the Graeco-Roman world knew

them, but we must assume that per is intended to mean "through," rather than

"throughout." This version of Jewish origins is also connected to the first32 inasmuch as

they both evince euhemeristic elements, the one making Saturn, and the other Isis, human

rulers, and, in at least one account, Isis was considered the daughter of Cronus.33
Taken as a whole the relation that the Jewish people came to Palestine from Crete

25 A. Hospers-Jansen, Tacitus over de Joden, (Groningen: J. B. Wolters', 1949), 191.
26 Syme, op. cit., 178.
27 Stern, op. cit., ii.32-3.
28 Feldman, op. cit., 339-46.
29 Lewy (1937) passim; cf. Stern, op. cit., ii.33) argued that the first legend of the flight from Crete
was intended to form a continuous narrative along with the third, Hist., v.2: pierique Aethiopum
prolem, quos rege Cepheo metus atque odium mutare sedis perpulerit (A great many people
[say that the Jews are] an Ethiopian race, whom fear and hatred forced to change their
habitation, while Cepheus was king.). His reasoning is generally sound, but the connection of
the two stories depends almost entirely on external evidence and Lewy is perhaps
overconfident of his conclusions. The necessary result is, at any rate, the same: the Jews arrive
in Palestine. Lewy's argument also agrees that the first narrative requires completion.
30Tac„ Hist., v.2.
31 Hierosolymus and Judas were also known to Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 31 {Moral., 363 D);
cf. Feldman, op. cit., 348. For a story of Jewish origins based on similar etymologizing, see
Alexander Polyhistor, (F. Gr. Hist., 3.A. 273, F 121), apud Stephanus Byzantius, s.v. 'Ιουδαία;
see Stern, op. cit., i. 164.
32 Pace Feldman, op. cit., 347.
33 Diod., Β/Μ, i.27.4.
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via Libya is a variant version to the main narrative of the "Exodus" selected by Tacitus,

which seems to be based substantially on the work of Lysimachus Alexandrinus,34

demonstrating that Tacitus had a variety of sources at his disposal, although the

Septuagint and Josephus do not seem to have been among them.35
5.Ϊ.2. Tertullian 's rejection ofTacitus as a source

Tacitus is perhaps Tertullian's most interesting cited source because in the revision
which created the Apologeticum out of the rough notes of the Ad Nationes he is discarded
from the list of authorities. The principal reason for this is obvious if we assume (as

proposed above) that Tertullian attempted, in the course of the revision, to bring his work
into closer alignment with Theophilus. The chronological discrepancy between Tacitus'
account of Saturn and the Jews and Theophilus' understanding of Cronus in the Ad

Autolycum is unavoidable. The version of events presented by Tacitus sets Saturn at the
time of the "Idaean" or "Judaean" migration from Crete to Libya, that is before their
second migration through Egypt during the reign of Isis (assuming, that is, that these two

elements belong to a single or, at least, combined pseudo-historical narrative), which is

apparently understood as the "Exodus." Although Moses is not mentioned, the period in
Jewish history which he represents is made, at best, contemporary with, but probably
later than the time of Saturn. Theophilus, however, on the basis of the Contra Apionem of

Josephus,36 sets Moses 900 or 1000 years before the Fall of Troy,37 and, on the basis of

Thallus, sets Cronus 322 years before the same event,38 making Moses some six or seven

hundred years earlier than Cronus. Tacitus' time scale undermines the argument for the

superior antiquity of the Jews, which was very important to Theophilus and was

reiterated by Τertullian in Apologeticum 19.39
Within the beginning of Histories, book five, Tacitus' "Jews from Crete" origo

also has implications for the understanding of Judaism (which could be extended to

Christianity), which Tertullian would probably wish to avoid, with no instigation from

Theophilus. There is, of course, the fact that a Cretan origin contradicts the Biblical
34 Cf. Josephus, Contra Apionem, i.304-320, et ii.16,20,145,236. See Spooner, op. cit., 457, T.
Reinach, ed. and not., Flavius Josephe, Contre Apion (Paris: Collection de Γ Association
Guillaume Bude, 1930), 45, 57, Hospers-Jansen, op. cit., 195, Stern, op. cit., ii.35,36, Chilver,
op. cit., 91.
35 Hospers-Jansen, op. cit., 186-7.
36 Contra Apionem, i. 104.
37 Ad Aut., iii.21,29.
38 Ad Aut, iii.29.
39 See below, p. 190 ft.
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history of the Jews.40 Tacitus, perhaps working from the story of the Cretan origins of the

Jews,41 also claims that some say the Jews observe the Sabbath out of respect for Saturn,

who was expelled from Crete along with the "Idaean" founders of the race: aliihonorem
eum Saturno haberi, seu principia religionis tradentibus Idaeis, quos cum Saturno pulsos
et conditores gent is accepimus, seu quod de septem sideribus, quis mortales reguntur,

altissimo orbe ctpraecipuapotcntia stclla Saturniferatur, acpleraque caelestium vim suam

et cursus septenos per numeros commeare42 (Some maintain that this honour [of the

Sabbath) is held by Saturn, either because the Idaeans, whom we understand were

expelled along with Saturn and were the founders of the race, handed down the principles
of religion, or because of the seven stars [i.e., the sun, moon, and five known planets],

by which every mortal thing is ruled, the star of Saturn moves in the highest sphere and
with principal power, and their own force moves most of the celestial bodies to and fro

through their sevenfold courses.). We may note that Tacitus expresses a degree of

uncertainty in these matters (and Feldman considers Tacitus' astronomical explanation

generally positive,43 if not entirely sympathetic), but this would hardly prove a defense in

the eyes of Tertullian, as Tacitus was alleging that the Jewish forbears of the Christians
rendered an act of worship to a pagan god. It seems that the association of Saturn and the

Jewish Sabbath was fairly common,44 and Tertullian himself was certainly aware of it,45
and he may have wished to avoid giving his readers any grounds for accepting this idea,
as a reading of the ethnographic excursus in Histories, book five, may have done.

It was the beginning of the fifth book of the Histories specifically which Tertullian
wished to avoid mentioning. He alluded to Tacitus' Annals (without mentioning Tacitus'

40 For Tertullian's Biblical account of Jewish origins, see De Pallio, 2.6. Tacitus does give a
version somewhat comparable to this, as well, which at least includes the Mesopotamian origins
of the Jews and their migration to Egypt (Hist., v.2); cf. Josephus, Contra Apionem, i.71, Justin,
Epit., xxxvi.2; see Spooner, op. cit., 456, Gerlo, op. cit., ii.64, Hospers-Jansen, op. cit., 194,
Stern, op. cit., ii.34.
41 The direction of the logic is unclear; see Spooner, op. cit., 459
42 Hist., v.4.
43 Feldman, op. cit., 344-5.
44 See Tibullus, i.3.18, Frontinus, Strat., ii.1.17, Cassius Dio, xxxvii.17.3, xlix.22.4-5, lxvi.7.2,
Brevis Expositio in Vergilii Georgica, i.336; F. Millar, A Study of Cassius Dio, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1964), 178-9, 211; Stern, op. cit., 1.319, 510, ii.352,361, 377, 654; R. Goldenberg, "The
Jewish Sabbath in the Roman World up to the Time of Constantine the Great," Aufstieg und
Niedergang der romischen Welt, 11.19.1, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1979), 414-47.
i5AdNat., i. 13.5, Apol., 16.11;on these passages see J. Nolland, "Do Romans Observe Jewish
Customs," Vigiliae Christianae 33(1979): 1-11.
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name, but referring to commentarios vestros) elsewhere in the Apologeticum.46 Instead of

excising every possible reference to the historian, he removed only the one which

disagreed with his Christian source.

5.Ϊ.3. Conclusion

Tertullian cited Tacitus in his Saturn story in the Ad Nationes simply because
Tacitus had made Saturn a human. Tertullian was not really interested in the narrative in
which Tacitus did this, nor did he try to integrate it into his own account of Saturn.
Tertullian knew the information on Saturn in Tacitus well enough, however, to

understand that it had implications which contradicted the chronological relations of

Theophilus. Tertullian therefore removed Tacitus from his list of sources.

S.ii. Cornelius Nepos

The Lives or Liber de excellentibus ducibus exterarum gentium of Cornelius

Nepos (c. 110-24 B.C.) survive more or less intact,47 but of the Chronica only about a

page's worth remains.48 The Chronica, a history of the world in three books, was the first

work of Latin historiography to deal with matters beyond the Roman sphere,49 but it was

soon eclipsed by the more tractable liberannalis of Atticus.50 In these few fragments the

only indication we have that he dealt with Saturn and his life in Italy comes from
Tertullian himself.71 There are, however, some parallels in what we have of Nepos with

the work of Theophilus, particularly in regard to the date of the foundation of Rome, and
it is to an explanation of these parallels that we shall address ourselves. An indirect but

necessary relation will thus be shown to exist between Nepos and Thallus.

46 Apol., 5.3; see Barnes, (1971), 201-2, Burrows, op. cit., 215, see Burrows, op. cit., 218-9 on
Tertullian's acrimonious dialogue with Tacitus in general.
47 On the life and works of Nepos generally, see E. Jenkinson, "Genus scripturae leve: Cornelius
Nepos and the Early History of Biography at Rome," Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen
Welt, 1.3, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1973), 703-5; J. Geiger, Cornelius Nepos and Ancient
Political Biography(Historia Einzelschriften, Heft 47), (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1985), 66 ff.
48 On the Chronica specifically, see Catullus, i; J. Elder, "Catullus I, his Poetic Creed, and
Nepos," Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 71 (1967):143-9; T. Wiseman, Clio's Cosmetics:
Three Studies in Greco-Roman Literature, (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1979), 157 ff.;
Geiger, op. cit., 68-72.
49 Geiger, op. cit., 69, 71.
50 Ibid.
51 Frag. 3; references to the fragments of Cornelius Nepos are from P. K. Marshall, ed., Cornelii
Nepotis Vitaecum Fragmentis, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1991), 101-2. On the inclusion of Saturn by
Nepos, see Wiseman, op. cit., 158-9. On this evidence, Geiger, op. cit., 70, even proposes that
Nepos may have been the first historian to treat Saturn in Latin.
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5.H.J. The foundation ofRome in Nepos and Theophilus
In fragment 5 we have from Solinus this testimony to the chronological system

employed by Nepos: Cincio Romam duodecima olympiadc placet conditam, Pictori

octaua, Nepoti et Lutatio opiniones Eratosthenis et Apollodori comprohantihus olympiadis

septimae anno secundoΛ (Cincius determined that Rome was founded in the twelfth

Olympiad, Pictor in the eighth, Nepos and Lutatius, following the conjectures of
Eratosthenes and Apollodorus, in the second year of the seventh Olympiad.). The second

year of the seventh Olympiad is equal to 751/0 B.C.53 (unlike Roman consular years,

"Olympic years," that is the years within an Olympiad, began in midsummer and

corresponded approximately to the combined halves of two consecutive Roman years5*).
This date5' was used by Polybius,56 Cicero,57 Livy,58 and Diodorus,59 (we might assume

this was the date used for the foundation of Rome by Eratosthenes60 and Apollodorus61 as

well, but they may not even have given a date for this event62). The foundation date

determined by Varro, now regarded as traditional, of 753 B.C.63 falls outside of the
seventh Olympiad altogether, and is equal to the third and fourth years of the sixth

Olympiad;64 this date was also used (and perhaps determined) by Atticus, and after him

Cicero.65

Theophilus has one chapter in the Ad Autolycum dedicated to the chronology of
52 Solinus, 1.27.
53 E. Bickerman, Chronology of the Ancient World, rev. ed., (London: Thames and Hudson,
1980),115.
54 Op. cit., 76.
55 Bickerman, op. cit., 77; A. Samuel, Greek and Roman Chronology: Calendars and Years in
Classical Antiquity (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1972), 253.
56 Dionysiusof Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.74.3; see F. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on
Polybius, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957), vol. i, 665-9.
57 De re publica, ii.10.18; Cicero cites unspecified Greek annals as the source of this dating.
56 A. Drummond, "Early Roman Chronology," Cambridge Ancient History, 2nd ed., (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), vii.2, 625.
59 Diod., Bibl., frag, vii.5, from Eusebius, Arm. Chron., (ed. Karst, 136.30 ff ); Cramer, Anec.
Graec., vol. ii, 163.15 ff.; Syncellus, 366; see G. Perl, Kritische Untersuchungen zu Diodors
romischer Jahrzahlung, (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957), 20.
60 Dionysiusof Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom., i.74.2) seems to claim that Eratosthenes set the
founding of Rome in the first year of the the seventh Olympiad.
61 Geiger, op. cit., 69-70, sees no reason to suggest that Nepos did not derive his date for the
foundation of Rome from Apollodorus.
62 See below, p. 149.
63 Bickerman, op. cit., 77; Samuel, op. cit., 250-1; Cambridge Ancient History, vii.2, 347 ff., 625
ff.
04 Bickerman, op. cit., 115.
65 Cicero, Brutus, xviii.72; cf. Solinus, 1.27; see G. Hendrickson, "A Pre-Varronian Chapter of
Roman Literary History," American Journal of Philology 19 (1898): 289 ff.
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Rome, and deals with the foundation date thus: έκτισμε'νης της 'Ρώμης ύπο 'Ρωμύλου,

τοΰ παιδός ίστορουμένου "Αρεως και Ιλίας, [sic. Ίλίας] όλυμττιάδι ζ', τη προ ι' και
α' καλανδών Μαίων, τοΰ ενιαυτοΰ τότε δεκαμήνου άριθμουμήνου (Rome had been

founded by Romulus, said to be the son of Mars and Ilia, in the 7th Olympiad and on the

11th day before the Kalends of May on the basis of a ten-month calendar.).66 Despite

Theophilus' precision in regard to the date, the text of the Ad Autolycum does not give a

year. The day and the month, the eleventh day before the Kalends of May (= 21 April)
were traditional and agreed,67 only the year was a matter of dispute, and so Theophilus'
detailed accuracy in regard to the day cannot help us to determine the year he had in mind

through comparison with other authors who use the same day and month. It is possible
that Theophilus originally included a year, and there is now an unnoticed lacuna in the

text; there is no particular cohesion in the Greek which would militate against this, indeed
we might expect a scribe's eye to jump from one number to the next, over an intervening

entry also with a number.

If there is a lacuna we might assume that the second year was the one which

appeared in Theophilus' work, considering the preponderance of witnesses to its

authority, particularly among the Greek writers68 (Apollodorus, Polybius, Diodorus, and

perhaps Eratosthenes), who were presumably most accessible to Theophilus.

Furthermore, Theophilus states that Cyrus was killed 220 years after the founding of
Rome: τοΰ ουν Κόρου τελευτήσαντος, ώς εφθημεν είρηκέναι, όλυμπιάδι έξηκοστη

και δεύτερα, γίνεται ό καιρός άπό κτίσεως 'Ρώμης ετη σκ' (When Cyrus died, as

we have just said, in the 62nd Olympiad, two hundred and twenty years had elapsed from

the foundation of Rome);69 the Canons of Eusebius' Chronicle set the death of Cyrus in

the second year of the sixty-second Olympiad,70 this would, with Theophilus' interval,

place the foundation date in the second year of the seventh Olympiad. This is, however,
not conclusive. Neither of the events dated by Theophilus has an Olympiad year, only the

Olympiad is given for each, and the number of years hetween the foundation of Rome and
the death of Cyrus given by Theophilus, 220, looks suspiciously like a simple

multiplication of the difference between the Olympiads by the number of years in each
66 Ad Aut, iii.27, trs. Grant, 141.
67 Censorinus, De die nataliliber, 21.6; Plutarch, Romulus, 12.1; John Lydus, De mensibus,
4.73; see Samuel, op. cit., 250.
68 Cf. Cicero, De re publica, ii. 10.18.
89 Ad Aut., iii.27; trans. Grant, p. 141.
70 Chron. Can., ann. Abr. MCCCCLXXXVI.
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olympiad (62 - 7 = 55, 55 Χ 4 = 220). Moreover, with inclusive computation the second

year of the sixty-second Olympiad would be 220 years after the first, rather than the

second, year of the seventh Olympiad.
The year may, however, never have been included in the Ad Autoycum because

the reader was supposed to understand that the first year of the Olympiad was intended.
Solinus used an unusual construction which did not actually include the Olympiad year

when he was referring to the first year of the seventh Olympiad,71 and this may reflect the

usage of the Greek authors whom he consulted as authorities for the date: conlatis igitur
nostris ft Graecorum temporibus invenimus incipiente olympiade septima Romam

conditam72 (Thus, when we consult the dates used by our writers and the Greeks, we find
that Rome was founded at the beginning of the seventh Olympiad). The first year of the
seventh Olympiad was also the foundation date employed by Dionysius of

Halicarnassus,73 a Greek writer, whose facts may have been known to Theophilus, and

by Solinus,74 a contemporary of Theophilus, who claims to be using Greek sources,

which once again may have been available to Theophilus. The first year of the seventh

Olympiad sets the foundation of Rome in 752/1 B.C.; 752 B.C. is also equal to the a.u.c.

(ab urbe condita, "from the foundation of the city") date used in the FastiCapitolini

compiled under Augustus.71

Theophilus may also have intentionally omitted the year so as to avoid dealing
with a matter of dispute. Perhaps he had two sources at his disposal, one of which
offered the first, the other the second year of the seventh Olympiad as the foundation date.

Perhaps he had a single source which gave alternatives or noted the disagreement over the

year. At any rate, Theophilus may have agreed with Cornelius Nepos on the precise year

of Rome's foundation, but he certainly agreed with him on the fact that it was founded in
the seventh Olympiad.
5.U.2. Dating by Olympiads in Nepos and Theophilus

We may also see in fragment 5 that Cornelius Nepos synchronized the foundation

of Rome with an Olympiad date.76 We cannot tell, however, whether or not he used
71 Solinus, 1.30.
72 Solinus, 1.27.
73 Ant. Rom., i.74.4-75.3; see Samuel, op. cit., 251-2; Cambridge Ancient History, vii.2, 626.
74 Solinus, 1.27-30.
75 Bickerman, op. cit., 77-8.
76 On the Olympiad system, see Samuel, op. cit., 189-94; L. Pearson, The Greek Historians of
the West: Timaeus and His Predecessors, (Atlanta: Scholar's Press, 1987), 16.
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Olympiads throughout the Chronica to date the events which he recorded. In only one

other fragment,77 and that not one explicitly ascribed to Nepos, does he apparently use an

Olympiad date, and this is in a notice on a Greek athlete and Olympic victor. Otherwise,
he gives dates, even for events in the Greek world, according to Roman systems. He

places Homer and Hesiod more than 160 years before the foundation of Rome,78

synchronizes the Greek poet Archilochus with the reign of the Roman king Tullus

Hostilius,79 and gives the consuls and the years from the founding of Rome for the birth

of Alexander and the burning of the temple in Ephesus.80 Mosshammer assumes that

Nepos' Chronica gave absolute dates as Olympiad years and years ah urbe condita,81 and

although this inference is consistent with the purpose of the Chronica, as supposed by

Geiger, to acquaint Greekless Romans with Greek history,82 it reads too much into the

scanty information we actually have on the Chronica. Nepos may have synchronized the
foundation of Rome with the Olympiad system, not because he dated by Olympiads

throughout his Chronica, but because he wished to firmly establish a base date, the

founding of Rome, from which he could date other events.

Theophilus, in his brief disquisition on Roman history and chronology in Ad

Autolycum, iii.29, dates two events by Olympiads: the foundation of the city, as we have
seen above, in the seventh and the beginning of the reign of Tarquinius Superbus in the
62nd Olympiad. The source of these Olympiad dates must be sought in a number of
chronicles in Greek which employed the Olympiad system.

Timaeus of Tauromenium was one of the first major historians to date events by

Olympiads, carefully comparing the lists of Olympic victors to the records of Spartan

kings and ephors, Athenian archons, and the priestesses of Hera at Argos.83 Although

Timaeus included material on Rome,84 he cannot be Theophilus' source for the founding

of the city, since, in disagreement with all other authors whose dates are known, he sets

77 Frag. 6 (= Aulus Gellius, xv.16.1).
78 Frag. 4 (= Aul. Gell., xvii.21.3).
79 Frag. 7 (= Aul. Gell., xvii.21.8); see Mosshammer, op. cit., 215.
80 Frag. 9 (= Solinus, 40.4).
81 Mosshammer, op. cit., 160, 215.
82 Geiger, op. cit., 70-1.
83 Polybius, xii.11.1; cf. Diod., Bibl., vi. 1.3; see Walbank, Polybius, vol. ii, 347 ff.; Samuel, op.
cit., 189 and n.4.
84 F. Walbank, "The Historians of Greek Sicily," Kokalos 14-15 (1968-69): 483.
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the foundation of Rome 38 years before the first Olympiad (814/3 B.C.),85 and we have

no evidence that he considered Romulus to be the city's founder.86 In light of this

discrepancy, it is most unlikely that Timaeus is the source for Theophilus' dating of

Tarquinius Superbus either. Eratosthenes (c. 285-194 B.C.) prepared a chronicle based

on the synchronism of lists of Spartan kings, Athenian archons, and Olympic victors.87

He seems to have included some information on Romulus and early Roman history,88 but

we do not know if he offered a date for the foundation of Rome.89 Apollodorus (c. 180 -

after 120 B.C.) adapted Eratosthenes' chronological system and employed it in preparing
a verse chronicle, which gained wide popularity and influence.90 He was, it is generally

agreed, Nepos' principle source for Greek events, at least.91 Once again, we do not have

any definite evidence that Apollodorus included an entry on the foundation of Rome in his

chronicle,92 or on the death of Cyrus.93 Although we have no evidence that either
Eratosthenes or Apollodorus mentioned Rome or Cyrus, neither do we have any reason to

believe they did not, and so we must not absolutely dismiss them as possible sources for

Theophilus. Phlegon of Trades wrote an Olympiad chronicle from the first to the 229th

Olympiad94 (= A.D. 137-140). The remains of this chronicle are very scanty, and the

contents are largely a matter of conjecture. Unless Phlegon accepted Timaeus' early date
for the founding of Rome, this event would fall within his period of coverage, and his
close association with Hadrian95 might have inclined him to include Roman material. We

know Phlegon did treat the reign of Cyrus,96 but we do not know when precisely he set

his death.

Thallus, who was certainly known to Theophilus, also discussed Cyrus. He is

85 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.74.1 (= FGrH, 566, F 60); Samuel, op. cit., 24 n.3, 252
and n.5; Pearson, op. cit., 47, 85.
86 Pearson, op. cit., 85-6.
87 FGrH, 241; Pfeiffer, op. cit., vol. i, 163-4; Fraser, op. cit., vol. i, 456-7, vol. ii, 659 ff.;
Mosshammer, op. cit., 117.
88 Servius in Aen., i.273 (= FGrH, 241, F 45); Fraser, op. cit., vol. i, 457, vol. ii, 661 n.82.
89 Fraser, op. cit., vol. i, 457, vol. ii, 660 n.81.
90 FGrH, 244; E. Rohde, "Studien zur Chronologie der griechischen Litteraturgeschichte,"
Rheinisches Museum 36 (1881); 529 ff.); Jacoby, op. cit.,; Pfeiffer, op. cit., vol. i, 253-7;
Mosshammer, op. cit., 117-8, 158-9.
91 Jacoby, op. cit., 34-5; Mosshammer, op. cit., 160, 335 n.52; Geiger, op. cit., 68, 70.
92 Jacoby, op. cit., 26-9.
93 Jacoby, op. cit., 407.
94 FGrH, 257, Τ 1.
95 FGrH, 257, Τ 5.
96 FGrH, 257, F 8.
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supposed to have agreed that Cyrus became king 'in the year of the 55th Olympiad'.97

Theophilus does not give an Olympiad date for Cyrus' accession, but he does say that his

reign lasted 28 years98 before he was killed in the 62nd Olympiad.99 Like the 220 years

from the foundation of Rome to the death of Cyrus (see above), this 28 years seems to be

a simple calculation of olympiads, rather than precise years: 62 - 55 = 7, 7 X 4 = 28.

Thallus, it is reasonable to assume, was Theophilus' source for the fact that Cyrus' reign

began in the 55th Olympiad. He could also have been Theophilus' source for the fact that
his reign ended in the 62nd Olympiad, although Grant attributes this date to Chryseros the

Nomenclator.100 While Thallus might have been Theophilus' source for Persian dates,101
and the dates of Cyrus specifically (which would be consistent with his attested attention

to Eastern matters102), he almost certainly did not provide him with all of his chronological

material, as there is no certain evidence that he dealt with Roman events, let alone gave a

date for the foundation of the city.

Moreover, Theophilus cites another source for his Roman material, Chryseros the

Nomenclator, a freedman of Marcus Aurelius, who prepared a chronicle from the

founding of the city to the death of his patron, including a list of consuls,103 and who is

unknown apart from this mention by Theophilus.104 Chryseros appears to be Theophilus'

immediate source for the foundation of Rome and the reign of Tarquin. Grant also
attributes to Chryseros the synchronism of the death of Cyrus with the beginning of

Taiquin's reign.105 This attribution, however, is unnecessary if we presume that both of
the sources of Theophilus, Thallus for Persian events and Chryseros for Roman,

employed Olympiad dating systems; then Theophilus himself could have established any

synchronisms by comparing the two works.
It is impossible, therefore, to trace with certainty any connection between the

comparable dates in Cornelius Nepos and Theophilus, as well as the use of olympiad
97 Praep. Evan., X.10.488C (= FGrH, 256, F 7); see above, pp. 15-7.
98 The 28 years is an emendation by Jacoby for the manuscript reading of 38 years, endorsed by
Grant, (1970), p. 140, after some hesitation, see R. Grant, "Notes on the Text of Theophilus, Ad
Autolycum III," Vigiliae Christianae 12 (1958): 141.
"Ad Aut., iii.27.
100 Grant, (1947): 195; Grant, (1958), 140.
101 On the inclusion of other Persian material in Thallus, see J. Malalas, vi. 10 (Bonn, p. 157) (=
FGrH, 256, F 8).
102 FGrH, 256, Τ 2.
103 Ad Aut., iii.27.
104 FGrH, 2A, 96.
105 Grant, (1947), 195; Grant, (1958), 140
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dating and the foundation of Rome as a base date in both, or to trace, for that matter, the

provenance of Theophilus' Persian and Roman chronological material beyond his
immediate sources. Theophilus does give us, however, some welcome insight into the

employment of olympiad chronicles by an amateurish reader, demonstrating the facility
with which information from two olympiad-based sources could be fused, and the

desultory manner in which calculations could be made on the basis of olympiads rather

than years without sacrificing a great deal of accuracy.106
5.U.3. Conclusion

Cornelius Nepos and Theophilus placed the foundation of Rome in the same

Olympiad, and may have both placed it in the same year. They also both used Olympiads
to some extent in their chronology. There is no question, however, of Nepos having a

direct influence upon Theophilus; they may ultimately share some Greek source, but it is a

source from which Theophilus, at least, stands at some remove in the tradition. The

significance of the similarity between Nepos and Theophilus seems to lie rather in its

perception by Tertullian. Comparison with the example of Tacitus might initially suggest

that affinities with Theophilus were for Tertullian an endorsement of Nepos' authority.
The agreement of Theophilus with Cornelius Nepos more probably has an importance

opposite to that of Theophilus' disagreement with Tacitus. Whereas Tacitus was excluded
from the list of citations because he disagreed with the chronology of Theophilus,
Tertullian's accepted Christian historical source, Nepos may have been an authority

against which Tertullian judged the historical accuracy of the Ad Autolycum, and found it

satisfactory. Nepos, as a Roman writing in Latin, may have understandably been
considered a souice 011 Roman history against whom another historian who included
information on Rome, such as Theophilus, could be checked, and from that cross-

reference his general trustworthiness could be ascertained. If Nepos did confirm the
historical authority of Theophilus, he thus allowed the entry of Theophilus' source,

Thallus, into Tertullian's work.

Cassius Hemina, the other fragmentary Latin historian cited by Tertullian, who is
associated with Nepos not only in Tertullian's account of Saturn, but also in Aulus

106 The presumption of such an easy, if dangerous, system of chronological calculation makes
much of the tortuous cross-checking and correcting of dates in Grant, (1958), superfluous.
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Gellius on the dating of Homer and Hesiod,107 may also have served as another such test

of Theophilus' accuracy, and we shall attempt to determine this below.

S.iii. Cassius Hemina

The Cassius Severus of Tertullian is identified with Cassius Hemina,108 one of the

pre-Gracchan statesmen-historians who wrote annalistic history for the use of those who

dealt with the law.109 He seems to have been a contemporary of the ludisaeculares of 146

B.C.,110 and he is generally thought to have finished his history about this date,111 but

Forsythe has argued that Hemina wrote as late as the 130s or even 120s.112 Once again,

the only indication we have that this historian dealt with Saturn in Italy comes from
Tertullian.113 The fragments of Hemina,114 however, unlike those of Nepos, provide

parallels for the accounts of foundation in Tertullian and Minucius Felix (we noted in the

preceding chapter that Minucius Felix may have had a direct knowledge of Cassius

Hemina,115 and so although sufficient alternative explanations seem to have been offered,

we may treat Hemina as a source for Minucius, even when the details of Minucius'
account vary from Tertullian's narrative).
5.iii.l. Foundation narratives in Hemina

Two fragments from the first book (treating mythological subjects116) of Hemina's
Histories record the establishment of minor cities in Latium and, even more reminiscent of

the passages on Saturn under discussion, the legendary persons from whom those cities
received their names. The first refers to Aricia: Notum est —· constitutam — Ariciam ab

107 Aulus Gellius, Nodes Atticae, xvii.21.3; Cornelius Nepos, frag. 4; Cassius Hemina, frag. 8. It is
possible that, by the second century A.D., the histories of Nepos and Hemina were considered
in some way complementary, since they are twice mentioned together at this time, but we do not
have enough evidence, neither testimonia nor fragments, to make a proper judgement on this
matter.
108 H. Peter, Historicorum Romanorum Reliquiae, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1914-16), vol. 1, clxviii ff.
109Tenney Frank, Life and Literature in the Roman Republic, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1930), p. 172.
110 Elizabeth Rawson, Roman Culture and Society, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 246.
111 U. Scholz, "Zu L. Cassius Hemina," Hermes 117 (1989): 167; Forsythe, op. cit., 327.
112 Forsythe, op. cit., 333.
113 Rawson, with no apparent justification, characterizes this fragment as "dubious" (op. cit., 250).
114 All references to the fragmentary Latin historians, with the exception of Cato and Cornelius
Nepos, are from H. Peter, Historicorum Romanorum Reliquiae. The fragments of Hemina are
found in Peter, vol. 1, pp.98-111.
115 See above, p. 132.
116 Scholz, op. cit., 167; Forsythe, op. cit., 328-9.
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Archilocho Siculo, uncle et nomen, ut Heminae placet, tractum1" (It is noted that Aricia

was founded by Archilochus the Sicel, from whom the name, as Hemina determined, is

also taken.), and the second to Crustumerium: Cassius Hemina tradid.it, Siculum

quendam nomine uxor is suae Clytemestrae condidisse Clytemestrum, mox corruptο

nomine Crustumerium dictum118 (Cassius Hemina relates that a certain Sicel founded a city

and called it Clytemestrum, after the name of his wife Clytemestra, but the name was

soon corrupted and the city called Crustumerium.).

Assuming on the basis of these fragments that Hemina provided a more or less

complete treatment of the origins of the cities of Latium, it would be strange indeed if
Saturnia and Janiculum were not among the foundations on record, since they were, if not

more famous cities, certainly named after more famous legendary characters. The Sicels
were considered the original inhabitants of Latium, who were displaced by the

Aborigines,119 whose king Justin claims Saturn was;120 if Hemina dealt with the

foundations of the people who were supposed to have preceded Saturn in Italy, we have
no reason, on the grounds of his chronological coverage, to believe that he did not treat

Saturn. It is, of course, quite possible, however, that each of the foundation stories was

included by way of an excursus, or that the portion of Hemina's work on origins was

arranged geographically, and so we can say nothing with surety on which events began
the histories. We must, moreover, maintain some caution in relating the foundation
accounts of Saturnia and Janiculum too closely with those of Aricia and Crustumerium,
because the latter stories, claiming as they do Sicel settlers rather than euhemerized gods
as their heroes, have more the tone of history than legend, and are based on

etymologizing rationalism rather than the rationalization of myth.
The story of the founding of Saturnia by Saturn, even if it is found in Greek

sources, must have originally had a Roman origin, considering its locality and basis in

Latin, and Cassius Hemina, with his attested interest in the origins of place names and his

117 Frag. 2; Solinus, 2.10. Cf. Strabo, Geog., v.3.12.
118 Frag. 3; Serviusad Aen., 7.631. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., ii.36.1, considered
Crustumerium an Alban colony sent out by Latinus before the foundation of Rome; cf. Diod.,
Bibt., vii.5.9 (= Eusebius, Arm. Chron., Karst 138.19); Origo Gentis Romanae, 17.6. Plutarch,
Romulus, 17.1, mentions Crustumerium as a Sabine city which fought against the Romans
under Romulus; cf. Stephanus Byzantius, apud Κρουστομερία. Pliny, Nat. Hist., iii.5 (68), lists
Crustumerium among the extinct cities of Latium.
119 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., 1.9.1, Varro, De Lingua Latina, 5.101, Columella, De
Re Rustica, 1.3.6, Pliny, Nat. Hist., 3.5.9 (56), 3.5.10 (71); See Rawson, op. cit., 249.
1?n Justin, Epit., xliii.1.3, see above p. I 13.
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early date, seems a very likely candidate for at least involvement in the transmission, if

not the original recording of the tradition in an historical context. It is noteworthy,

however, that despite the generally supposed influence of Cato (234-149 B.C.) on

Hemina,121 especially in regard to origines and ktistic elements (Cato wrote his own

Origines between c. 168 and 149), we have no mention of Saturn or Janus among the

surviving fragments of Cato,122 which should lead us to interject a further note of caution

into the ascription of the "Saturn in Italy" story to Hemina.
5.iii.2. Hemina and Theophilus

As with Cornelius Nepos, there are certain similarities between the known
contents of Cassius Hemina's work and the Ad Autolycum.

Hemina is said to date Homer and Hesiod 160 years after the fall of Troy.123

Theophilus never mentions a specific date for Homer or Hesiod,124 although he does

question the authority of poets and historiographers because they lived long after the

events they describe,125 and sets the Greek legislators (although he does not mention the

poets specifically) after the scriptures, which were written before the Trojan war.126
The dating of Homer is, however, not our principal interest in this fragment,

rather the use of the Trojan war as a chronological base date. Four times Theophilus also
uses the Trojan war as a basic date to which other events are related. Twice he states that

Moses preceded the Trojan war by some nine hundred or one thousand years;127 this

relation is taken from Josephus, Contra Apionem.11* He also claims in his discussion of
the lawgivers among the Greeks, as we have just indicated, that the scriptures of Moses
antedate the Trojan war, which could be extrapolated from the last chronological relation.
121 Peter, op. cit., vol. 1, clxvii; Rawson, op. cit., 247-8; Forsythe, op. cit., 329.
122 See Caton, Les Origenes (fragments), ed.Martine Chassignet, (Paris: Societe d' Edition "Les
Belles Lettres," 1986), although Rawson (loc. cit.) does note several differences between
Cassius and Cato, arguing against the slavish dependence of the former on the latter.
123 Frag. 8; AulusGellius, Noctes Atticae, xvii.21.3. See Forsythe, op. cit., 341.
124 It is not that the problem is never addressed in early Christian apologetic. Tatian, Oratio ad
Graecos, 31.3, who deals with the dating of Homer at length (and usually in relation to the Τrojan
war), does not offer the date of 160 years later than the Τ rojan war, but does set down the date
proposed by Aristarchus of 140 years after the Τrojan war, as well as Philochorus' date of 180
years later.
125 Ad Aut., ii.33.
126 Ad Aut., iii.23; of. Josephus, Contra Apionem, i.21, ii.154, 161, 279 on the comparison of
Moses and Greek legislators, and Diodorus, i.94.1-2, where Moses is discussed along with other
legislators, including Minos and Lycurgus (also listed by Theophilus), who claimed divine
inspiration; see Stern, op. cit., i. 171.
127 Ad Aut., iii.21,29.
128 C. Αρ., i.104.
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Finally, he states, on the authority of Thallus, that Belus came 322 years before the

Τrojan war.129 We should not be led to believe that Theophilus constructed a chronological

system centred on the Trojan war; he depended on two statements only, one by Joscphus,
and another by Thallus, and all four instances of dating from the Trojan war have a

decidedly apologetic, rather than chronographic, purpose. It might have been remarkable,

however, to a reader of both authors, such as Tertullian, that Cassius Hemina and

Theophilus occasionally use the Trojan war as a chronological base date.
We can not be at all certain whether or not Cassius Hemina agreed with Cornelius

Nepos or Theophilus in regard to the date of Rome's foundation. There is no Olympiad

date among his fragments. Only fragment 20,130 which places a senatorial discussion of

unlucky days in the three hundred and sixty-third year ab urbe condita according to

Gnaeus Gellius and Cassius Hemina, offers insight into his thought on the matter. Two
battles are mentioned in the response of the augur as past events: the battle at the Cremera

(477)131 and the battle at the Allia, which immediately preceded the Gallic sack of Rome.

The latter event might serve as useful terminus post quem for this debate, if it were not for
the fact that the date of the capture of Rome is a matter of dispute.

The traditional Varronian date is 390 B.C., but Polybius, or his sources,

synchronized the sack of Rome with the Peace of Antalcidas and the siege of Rhegium
undertaken by Dionysius of Syracuse, which would set the event in 387 or 386 B.C.132 A
list of the tribunes holding consular power is also added by Macrobius, and presumably
taken from the same sources which gave him the a.u.c. date. These tribunes, Virginius,

Manlius, Aemelius, and Postumius (and their colleagues), are equivalent to the tribunes

for the year 389 B.C.133 A date of 389 for the debate in the Senate would imply an

acceptance on the historian's part of Varro's date of 390 for the battle at the Allia and, on

the basis of exclusive calculation (counting from the first full year after an event), of his
foundation date of 753 as well.134 With inclusive calculation (counting from the year in

which an event occurred), 389 gives 752, in the first year of the seventh Olympiad, for
129 Ad Aut., iii.29.
130 Macrobius, Saturnalia, 1,16,21.
131 Cambridge Ancient History, vii.2, 652.
132 Polybius, i.6.1,2; Cambridge Ancient History, vii.2, 302, 348-9. See Scholz, op. cit., 170 ft.,
who notes some similarities in history writing between Polybius and Hemina, as well as Cato and
Livy.
133 See the reconstructed Consular Fasti in Cambridge Ancient History, vii.2, 636.
134 In addition, Scholz, op. cit., 168, proposes that, depending on a pre-Varronian list of
eponymous consuls, Hemina set the capture of Rome in 391 B.C.

158



the foundation. 387 as a date for the battle of the Allia, and the assumption that the debate
occurred within the same year, and exclusive calculation, give a foundation date of 751,
the same material with inclusive calculation gives 750; both of these dates can be
understood as synchronizing with the second year of the seventh Olympiad. 386 and 385

will, with proper manipulation of the method of calculation, both render dates within the
seventh Olympiad, as well.

Altogether, we may say little more than that Cassius Hemina does not necessarily

disagree with Theophilus in regard to the date of Rome's founding.
In his brief treatment of Roman chronography, Theophilus allows very little space

for elaboration, but he does give a disproportionately large amount of material on

Tarquinius Superbus:

'Ρωμαίων ήρξεν Ταρκύνιος Σουπερβος τοϋνομα, δς πρώτος
έξώρισεν 'Ρωμαίους τινάς και παΐδας διέφθειρεν και σπάδοντας
εγχώριους έποίησεν ετι μήν και τάς παρθένους διαφθείρων προς

γάμον έδίδου. διό οίκείως Σούπερβος εκλήθη τη ρωμαϊκή γλώσση
ερμηνεύεται δε υπερήφανος, αυτός γαρ πρώτος έδογμάτισε τους

άσπαζομένους αυτόν ύπό έτερου άντασπάζεσθαι.
The Romans were ruled by Tarquin, surnamed Superbus, who was the
first to exile Romans and corrupt boys and make eunuchs of natives; in
addition, he would defile virgins and marry them off. For this reason he
was rightly called Superbus, which in Latin means 'haughty': he was the
first to decree that those who saluted him should have their salutation

answered by someone else.135

One of the fragments (15) of Cassius Hemina also concerns Tarquinius Superbus:
Cassius Hemina ait, Tarquinium Superbum, cum cloacas populum facerc cocgissct et ob
banc iniuriam multi se suspendio necarent, iusisse corpora eorum cruci affigi. tunc

primum turpe habitum est mortem sibi consciscere136 (Cassius Hemina says that

Tarquinius Superbus, when he compelled the people to build the sewers and on account

of this injustice many hanged themselves, ordered that their bodies be fastened to a cross.

It was then that to commit suicide first had a disgraceful appearance.). It is perhaps safe to

assume that, since Servius turned to Hemina for this example, his treatment of Tarquin

135 Ad Aut., iii.27; Grant, p. 141.
136 Servius (auctus) ad Aen., 12.603. See Rawson, op. cit., 254 on Hemina's account of
Tarquin's building projects
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was on the whole negative — it would, at any rate be difficult to find a positive treatment

of the last Roman king — and could have included further details such as those found in

Theophilus. We also have fragments of Hemina on Numa137 and Servius Tullius,138 and so

it would seem that he dealt with all of the Roman kings in his histories, whereas

Tarquinius Superbus is the only one mentioned by name in the Ad Autolycum. The
relation between the material of Hemina and Theophilus on Tarquin is not particularly
close — they both appear to be critical — but Theophilus' stress on the outrages of

Tarquin must have stood out as his only description of any Roman ruler, and would have
elicited comparison with more authoritative historians of the regal period, such as

Hemina.

On the whole, as with Cornelius Nepos, there were a number of points in

Theophilus which would have invited comparison with Cassius Hemina on the part of
Tertullian.

5.iii.3. Conclusion

Considering his interest in the foundation legends of the cities of Latium and the

etymologies of their names, as well as the fact that he appears in the Ad Nationes among

the original citations, it would not seem unreasonable to conjecture that Cassius Hemina
was the principal source for Tertullian's account of Saturn in Italy. But in the cases of
both fragmentary early Latin historians, we have noted, it is useless to seek out a passage

on which Tertullian seems to base his material concerning Saturn, as it is only from him
that we have any indication that they dealt with Saturn at all.

It does not seem particularly unlikely, however, that these early Latin historians
could have offered Tertullian some material on Saturn as a man, since such material is

consistent with not only their interests, as we can discern them from the fragments, but

also with those of their contemporaries. Fabius Pictor139 (who took part in the Second

Punic War, 218-201) included legends in his histories, as did Cato,140 and Calpurnius
Piso (consul in 133 B.C.; 146 is the last date in his Annates) attempted to use these

legends critically and discover the historical truth at the heart of them,141 a tendency which

137 Frags 12 and 13.
138 Frag. 14.
139 Fragments in Peter, op. cit, vol. 1, 112-6.
140 Frank, op. cit., p. 177; the fragments of Pictor and Cato (see Peter and Chassignet) do not
suggest that either dealt with much material from before the arrival of Aeneas in Italy.
141 Ibid., p. 187-8.
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could have led to Saturn being regarded as an early ruler.142 Gnaeus Gellius143 (whose

Annates also extend to at least 146) has some parallels to the material on Saturn. In

fragments 7-9144 he speaks of Marsyas the Udux Lydorum"145 (presumably the musical

rival of Apollo) as having a role in the origins of the Marsi,146 an Italian people, and of

Marsyas' ambassador Tarcho being welcomed by the Sabines because he taught them the

art of augury.147 So here too we have a mythological character as a fugitive from the

Greek regions of the east establishing himself in Italy,148 as well as an individual being

received by the natives because of the skills he taught, names are also explained with
reference to legendary characters, as in Hemina, if not in Tertullian to the same extent.

We have noted numerous points of comparison between the fragments of
Cornelius Nepos and Cassius Hemina and the historical understanding of Theophilus, but

Theophilus does not mention these writers and most likely he was not aware of either one

of them. His habit is more often to refer to pagan authors he had never seen at first

hand,149 than to keep silent about a source to which he was privy. The authority for

Roman history which Theophilus does claim is Chryseros the Nomenclator,150 who may

have included material from Nepos and Hemina. It is not, however, the relationship of
transmission with which we are concerned, but rather the reaction to the works of Nepos
and Hemina and the Ad Autolycum, and particularly their salient comparable featuies, by
142 There is, however, no euhemerism in the extant fragments of Piso, but Cassius was more
interested than Piso in the pre-Romulean period, in which the occurence of gods, and therefore
opportunities for euhemerism, was more common; see Rawson, op. cit., 258,9. Piso does have
a fragment (9) dealing with the gate of Janus, but this is no sure indication that he dealt with
Janus himself.
143 Fragments in Peter, op. cit., vol. 1, 148-57.
144 Solinus, 1.7; Pliny, Nat. Hist., 3.108; Solinus, 2.28.
145 Marsyas was usually considered a Phrygian (Diodorus, iii.59, cf. Herodotus, vii.27, Xenophon,
Anab., i.2.8, Ovid, Met., 6.400, Livy xxxviii.13.6). Marsyas may have been made a Lydian for the
sake of agreement with Herodotus, who had a group of Lydian colonists settling in Umbria,
although the leader of this expedition was supposed to have been Tyrrhenus, hence the name
Tyrrhenians for the Etruscans (Herodotus, i.94.5-7; How and Wells, op. cit., vol. i, 103). At any
rate, too much should not be read into such a minor geographical discrepancy. On the Italian
Marsyas, see J. Small, Cacus and Marsyas in Etrusco-Roman Legend, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1982), passim, but especially 45-50, 68, 76.
146 See Livy, viii.6, ix.41. There was also an alternative non-etymological tradition which had the
Marsi descended from a son of Circe (Pliny, Nat. Hist., vii.2.2 (15), Aulus Gellius xvi.11.1,2).
147 See Rawson, op. cit., 269.
148 Gellius, frag. 10, also discusses the Spartan origins of the Sabines, but this is a migration of
peoples rather than the travels of an individual from Greece to Italy; see Rawson, ibid., and
n.114.
149 Grant, (1947), 194.
150 See above, p. 153. Among Theophilus' other known sources, Josephus' Contra Apionem
does not deal with Roman material, and Thallus seems to have been primarily concerned with
oriental matters.
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a certain reader. What, in the opinion of Tertullian, was the comparative authority of each
of these works, not absolutely, but in regard to each other?

We have already suggested that, unlike Tacitus, whose authority Tertullian
discarded when it challenged that of Theophilus, Cornelius Nepos may himself have been
an authority, to whose history the statements of Theophilus were compared. Cassius
Hemina seems to stand in a similar relation to Theophilus. Both Cassius Hemina and

Cornelius Nepos had already been cited in the Ad Nationes, written before Tertullian had

thoroughly exploited the Ad Autolycum as a source, implying the prior acquaintance

necessary for comparison. Since they dealt with early Roman history, they are both

unlikely to have made statements on Moses and the Jews, particularly ones questionable
in the view of Tertullian, as did Tacitus (thereby lessening his value as an authority for

Tertullian). Being Romans of the Republican period, their claim to authority on matters of
Roman history would be obviously superior to Theophilus', even though they were not

Christians.1'1 The remarks of Theophilus on Roman history were points on which he

could be favourably judged against Cornelius Nepos and Cassius Hemina — as well as,

perhaps, hints that another part of his chronology, namely the citation from Thallus, could
be used where Nepos and Hemina had already been used: as an authority for the sloiy of
Saturn in Italy.

5.iv. Diodorus Siculus

Diodorus of Sicily wrote a very lengthy universal history, commonly known as

the Bibliotheca, probably composed between 60 and 30 B.C.,152 and though we are

fortunate in having most of it, some books survive only in fragments. It is only for the
Saturn story that Tertullian cites Diodorus, and appears to have known substantial

portions of the Bibliotheca, especially the earlier books dealing with the mythical

151 On the claim by those writers who accepted the Christian scriptures to greater accuracy in
historical matters, see Ad Aut., ii.30, 33.
152 C. Rubincam, "The Organization and Composition of Diodorus' Bibliotheke," Echos du
Monde Classique/Classical Views 31, N.S. 6 (1987), 313 n.2, 324 and nn.14 and 15.
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period.153 Since Diodorus was from Sicily, near Africa and Italy, suggesting his work,

despite being in Greek, would probably have circulated in the West as well as the East,

and since he had written relatively recently, it seems likely that Tertullian knew the
Ri.hliothe.ca directly, and not simply through florilegia or its author by reputation only. We
are therefore justified in seeking the information in Diodorus to which Tertullian is

referring almost anywhere in the Bihliotheca. It is not surprising that Tertullian should
look to him for euhemeristic material, since this interpretation informs most of his
extensive treatment of the "gods" and myth, and indeed it is by the testimony of

Diodorus, preserved in Eusebius' PraeparatioEvangelica, that we know something of the

contents of Euhemerus' HieraAnagraphe .154 We shall now turn to those passages which

might be the source of Tertullian's comments on Saturn. Diodorus, however, was more a

copyist than a synthesizer and integrator of his material, and there is more than one

version of the life of Cronus in his Bibliotheca.

5.iv.l. The Libyan Stories
Diodorus takes his first version of Cronus' human life from the Libyan Stories of

Dionysius,155 surnamed Scytobrachion ("Leather Arm"), a second-century B.C.

Alexandrian mythographer,156 who attributes it to the Atlantians,157 the inhabitants of the

westernmost shores of Africa.158 They say, according to him, that the gods were born

among them at the edge of the ocean, that their first king was Uranus,159 and that Cronus,

his son, was a greedy and impious man who had a son, Zeus, by his sister Rhea. This

153Tertullian mentions Diodorus by name in Ad Nat., ii. 12.26, Αροί, 10.7, and De Corona, 7.4,
and uses information seemingly derived from him in Apol., 46.16. Another possible, and often
unnoted, instance of the influence of Diodorus may be found in Apologeticum, 24.7, in which
Tertullian mentions the superstitions of the Egyptians concerning animals and notes that they
may condemn to death anyone who kills one of their sacred animals. Diodorus relates, at
Bibliotheca, i.83.8,9, that he was eye-witness to the exaction of such punishment upon a
Roman ambassador by an Egyptian mob for the killing of a cat. One further detail in Tertullian
might be based on accounts in Diodorus; in his poorly preserved remarks on the respective
dominions of the gods at the end of the Ad Nationes(ii. 17.8) he says: regnavit enim luppiter
Cretae et Saturnus Italiae et Isis Aegypto (For Jupiter reigned on Crete, Saturn in Italy, and Isis in
Egypt). Diodorus deals with each of these, though in much greater detail in the Bibliotheca
(i.22.1, iii.61.1-3). The earthly rule of these particular gods are, however, to such an extent the
stuff of common knowledge that it is probably unnecessary to identify a particular source.
154 See above, p. 33.
155 Diodorus, Bibliotheca, iii.52.3.
156 Rusten, op. cit., 85-92; cf. the much less rigorously researched comments on Dionysius by
Fraser, op. cit., vol. i, 296,7; vol. ii a,457 n.844.
157 Diod., Bibl., iii.56, ff.
158 Diod., Bibl., iii.54.1.
109 Diod., Bibl., 111,56.1-3.
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Zeus, insists Diodorus, is not to be confused with another Zeus, a king of Crete only,
whereas the son of Cronus was a universal ruler.160 He notes that the grave of the Cretan

Zeus is shown to his own day;161 we have already observed Tertullian's interest in the

graves of the gods,162 and he may have been attracted by this detail in Diodorus' precis of
the Libyan Stories.

The portion of the Atlantian version which might have served as a source for
Tertullian is this:

δυναστεΰσαι δέ φασι τον Κρόνον κατά Σικελίαν και Λιβύην, έτι δε
την Ίταλίαν, και τό σύνολον έν τοΤς προς έσπέραν τόποις
συστήσασθαι την βασιλείαν παρά πάσι δέ φρουραΤς διακατέχειν
τάς ακροπόλεις και τους οχυρούς τών τοπών άφ* οΰ δη μέχρι τοΰ
νΰν χρόνου κατά τε την Σικελίαν και τά προς έσπέραν νεύοντα
μέρη πολλούς τών υψηλών τόπων άπ' εκείνου Κρόνια
προσαγορευεσθαι.
Cronus, they say,163 was lord of Sicily and Libya, and Italy as well, and,
in a word, established his kingdom over the regions to the west; and
everywhere he occupied with garrisons the commanding hills and
strongholds of the regions, this being the reason why both throughout
Sicily and the parts which incline towards the west many of the lofty
places are called to this day after him "Cronia."164

The principal element of interest to us is that Cronus is said to establish his power in the

western regions of Sicily, Libya, and, most remarkably, Italy.165 This places him in the

proper geographical setting for Tertullian's story. Sicily was associated with Saturn

through at least two traditions.166 The sickle with which Cronus castrated Uranus was

160 Cf. Euhemerus in Diod., Bibl., vi. 1.6, on Zeus: έβασίλευσε της οικουμένης άπάσης (he ruled
over the entire inhabited world); cf. Diod., iii.56.3; 61.2, 5; 73.8; v.44.6.
161 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.2; see below, p. 176.
162 See above, p. 96 ff.
163 There might be some confusion over the subject of φασι since Diodorus immediately
precedes this passage by saying that the Cretans have an alternate myth to that of the
Atlantians, but he does say this will be recounted under the discussion of Crete (see Diod.,
v.66, and the next paragraph), and the present version does not mention Crete at all, so δέ
should be seen as adversative and the Atlantians considered the subject.
16"Diod., Bibl., iii.61.3; trans Oldfather, ii.283.
165 Cf. Crates of Mallos in John Lydus, Liber de Mensibus, iv.71. Lydus' relations of the accounts
of both Crates and Charax (see below) are immediately preceded by comments on the opinions
of Phoenicians, perhaps lending them the authority of the earlier inhabitants of the West.
166 Farnell, op. cit., vol. i, 30-1, 33 n.9; Roscher, op. cit., I Li. 1484 ff.
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supposed to have fallen at Drepanum on Sicily (or Corcyra) after he threw it away.167
Saturn was also supposed to have a tomb on Sicily,168 as mentioned earlier.169 Libya was

perhaps made a part of Cronus' earthly realm because of the importance of the cult of

'Cronus' to the Phoenician residents of Libya.17(1 We have noted throughout the native

tradition of Saturn/Cronus' residence in Italy, which probably explains its inclusion.
The image of a powerful ruler setting up garrisons throughout the country might

explain why Saturn is called primus rex by Tertullian in the Ad Nationes and why his
residence in Italy is preceded by multas expeditiones in the Apologeticum. It is not,

however, entirely in keeping with Minucius Felix's description of Saturn as a profugus
and a Graeculusm and of his more humble undertakings of educating and civilizing, and

his stress on the fact that Saturn was hiding in Italy, which would tend to confirm our

conclusion that Minucius derived his four citations for the Saturn story from Tertullian,
without having read all of them, but still depended for his understanding of Saturn in Italy

on such Latin poetic sources as Vergil's Aeneid and Ovid's Fasti.112
The lofty places173 in the west being called Cronia (presumably Diodorus, being

Sicilian would know of this at first hand) is probably derived from the hill of Cronus, to

Κρόνιον δρος, near Olympia,174 which Dionysius of Halicarnassus also supposed might

be the origin of the name of the Saturnian hill at Rome.175 The derivation does to a certain

degree reflect the naming of mons Saturnius in Tertullian, though it will be remembered
that Saturn did not build a fortress on this mountain but rather farmed it, hence this detail

in Diodorus should not be considered a Greek version of the Latin tradition of Italian

place names being derived from Saturn's name, or a source for Tertullian's account of the
foundation of Saturnia. Although the previous connections between the two stories is
167 Lycophron, Alexandra, 869 and Tzetzes' scholium ad 869 (E. Scheer's edition, vol. 2, 281);
Apollonius, Argonautica, iv.982 ff.; Servius, in Verg. Aen. iii.707. This association presumably
arose after the name was given for the reason first offered by Servius, that is, the fact that the
shore was curved like a sickle (δρέπανον). Cf. Stephanus Byzantius apud Δρεπάνη.
168 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 30.3; Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, 4.25; see Pfister,
op. cit., 390, 394.
169 See above, p. 98.
170 See Diod., Bib!., v.66.5.
171 On the implications of the word, see above, p. 124.
172 See above, p. 137.
173 One is reminded of Biblical references to "high places" being used as sites of worship by the
pagan Semites; see, for instance, Lev. 26.30, Deut. 12.2, 1 Kings 3.2, 2 Kings 12.3, 17.9-11, 2
Chr. 21.11, Jer. 32.35.
174 Pindar, Olym., 1.179, 5.40, 9.4; Pausanias, Descrip. Graec., vi.20.1.
176 Ant. Rom., i.34.3 ff.
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sketchy at best, we have in the work of Charax of Pergamum, the second-century A.D.

historian,176 what seems to be a conflation of Diodorus' detail of western mountains being

called Cronia and the Latin tradition of Saturn founding a city in the west named after

himself. This passage is also preserved by John Lydus:177 και βασιλεΰσαι δέ αύτόν ή

ιστορία παραδίδωσιν, ώς έμπροσθεν άφηγησάμην, κατά τε την Αιβύην και

Σικελίαν και τους έσπερίους τόπους και πόλιν κτίσαι, ώς ό Χάραξ φησί,178 την

τότε μεν λεγομένην Κρονίαν, νϋν δέ Ιερά ν πόλιν179 (And history relates that he

[Cronus] ruled as king, as we mentioned earlier,180 in Libya and Sicily and the western

parts, and established a city, as Charax says, which was then called Cronia, and now

Hierapolis181). Charax does not specify the location of Cronia in this fragment,182 whereas

Tertullian definitely discusses Saturnia in Latium, which was never called Hierapolis, so

it seems that he can be discounted as a source for Tertullian. Charax demonstrates,

however, that stories of Cronus' dominion in the West, as we have them in Diodorus,

were associated with stories of Cronus' foundation of an eponymous city similar to

Tertullian's Saturn narrative, and perhaps explains why Tertullian would cite Diodorus as

a source.

Our excerpt from the Libyan Stories agrees with Tertullian's account of Saturn
inasmuch as Cronus is a man, ruled in Italy, and gave his name to a mountain. The
mention of the tomb of Zeus may have commended it to Tertullian. It might also help to

explain Tertullian's description of Saturn as primus rex, and leader of multas
176 C. Habicht, "Zwei neue Inschriften aus Pergamon," Istanbuler Mitteilungen 9-10 (1959-1960):
109-27; J. and L. Robert, "Bulletin epigraphique," Revue des Etudes Greques 74 (1961): 21-6
(#511); Millar, op. cit., 183; A. Cameron, Circus Factions, (Oxlord: Clarendon Press, 1976), 65;
Jeffreys, Studies, 175.
177 On the context of Lydus' reference to Charax, see M. Maas, John Lydus and the Roman Past:
Antiquarianism and Politics in the Age of Justinian, (London: Routledge, 1992), 65.
178 This construction would suggest that the foundation of Cronia was a detail peculiar to Charax.
179 De Mensibus, iv.154 (= FGrH, 103, F 32). The derivation from Diodorus, Bibl., iii.61, seems
very probable in light of the territories in Cronus' domain listed by John Lydus, presuming that
they are taken from Charax without alteration, since they follow closely those listed by Diodorus:
definitely Sicily and Libya, as well as other parts of the west.
180 This must refer to the passage on Cronus in which Crates of Mallos is cited, discussed above,
de Mensibus, iv.71.
181 Stephanus Byzantius, apud Ίεράπολις, mentions a Hierapolis between Phrygia and Lydia,
another on Crete, a third in Syria, and a fourth in Caria, but none in the West
182 John Malalas (see below, p. 173) does not specify where the Cronus of his account ruled
when he left Assyria, saying only that he reigned over the western regions (έβασίλευσε τών
δυτικών μερών), but he does mention that Picus-Zeus ruled Italy. Malalas knew the work of
Charax (Jeffreys, Studies, 175), and this could contribute to an explanation of why he set Cronus
in the west, but it is not a complete demonstration, for Malalas does not mention a city
foundation, which is apparently an important detail in Charax's account.
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expeditiones.
5.iv.2. The Cretan account

The next passage in Diodorus to mention Cronus in the west is the so-called

Cretan account of the characters of Greek myth.183 Diodorus claims as his principal

sources for this account Epimenides, Dosiades, Sosicrates, and Laosthenidas.184 Of these,

Dosiades seems to have been a well known author on Cretan matters,185 Sosicrates was a

local historian, perhaps from Rhodes, of the middle of the second century B.C.,186 and

Laosthenidas is only known from this citation in Diodorus.187 The Epimenides referred to

here may be the Cretan religious teacher of the late seventh century B.C.188 There are

writings spuriously attributed to Epimenides,189 which date, according to West, from the

fifth century B.C. or within the following two centuries;190 there is some consensus that

ps.-Epimenides is to be legitimately associated with Diodorus' Cretan account.191
Treatment of such a subject as the deeds of the gods is, moreover, consistent with
Aristotle's report that Epimenides employed divination to enquire not into the future, but

the obscure events of the past.192 The Cretan account certainly has a pre-Euhemeran

character, with the gods not entirely humanized; for instance, it speaks of the gods living
on Olympus after their "translation from among men" (rather than death),193 and Zeus'

eternal kingship.194
The Cretans as Diodorus relates, say that the Titans were men who lived around

Cnossus, and furthermore:

163 See FGrH, 468, F 1.
184 Diod., Bibl., v.80.4.
185 FGrH, 458.
186 FGrH, 461.
187 FGrH, 462.
188 There is some disagreement on the date of Epimenides; the evidence of Plato, Leg., i.642d,
would suggest a date around 500 B.C., but the other witnesses imply a date about a century
earlier, see Diels, Frag. Vorsokr., vol. i, 27-31, G. Kirk, J. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957), 44. On Epimenides generally, see E. Dodds,
The Greeks and the Irrational, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1951), 141-5, J.
Svenbro, Phrasikileia: An Anthropology of Reading in Ancient Greece (trans. J. Lloyd), (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1993), 135-44.
189 Kirk-Raven, op. cit., 23, 44-5. There is a list of Epimenides writings in Diogenes Laertius,
Vitae, i.111-2.

190 M. West, The Orphic Poems, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), 45-53.
191 Diels, Frag. Vorsokr., vol. i, 36 (frag. 20); FGrH, 457, Τ 9b.
192 Aristotele, Ars Rhetorica, iii. 1418a.
193 Diod., Bibl., v.67.5; cf. v.70.1.
194 Diod., Bibl., v.71.6.
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Τον μέν οΰν Κρόνον όντα πρεσβύτατον βασιλέα γενε'σθαι, και τούς
καθ' εαυτόν ανθρώπους έξ αγρίου διαίτης είς βίον ήμερον
μεταστήσαι, και δια τοϋτο αποδοχής μεγάλης τυχόντα πολλούς
έπελθεϊν τόπους της οικουμένης, είσηγήσασθαι δ' αυτόν άπασι την
τε δικαιοσύνην και την απλότητα της ψυχής- διό και τούς έπΐ
Κρόνου γενομένους ανθρώπους παραδεδόσθαι τοΤς
μεταγενεστέροις εύήθεις και άκακους παντελώς, έτι δ' εύδαίμονας
γεγονότας. δυναστεΰσαι δ' αυτόν μάλιστα τών προς έσπέραν
τόπων και μεγίστης άξιωθήναι τιμής- διό και μέχρι τών νεωτέρων
χρόνων παρά 'Ρωμαίοις και Καρχηδονίοις, ότ' ην ή πόλις αύτη, έτι
δε τοΤς άλλοις τοΤς πλησιοχώροις έθνεσιν έπιφανεϊς έορτάς καΐ
θυσίας γενέσθαι τούτω τω θεώ και πολλούς τόπους επωνύμους
αύτοΰ γενέσθαι.
Cronus, since he was the eldest of the Titans, became king and caused all
men who were his subjects to change from a rude way of living to
civilized life, and for this reason he received great approbation and visited
many regions of the inhabited earth. Among all he met he introduced
justice and sincerity of soul, and this is why the tradition has come down
to later generations that the men of Cronus' time were good-hearted,
altogether guileless, and blest with felicity. His kingdom was strongest in
the western regions, where indeed he enjoyed his greatest honour;
consequently, down even to comparatively recent times, among the
Romans and Carthaginians, while their city still stood, and other
neighbouring peoples, notable festivals and sacrifices were celebrated in
honour of this god191 and many places bore his name.196

While this narrative and Tertullian's story of Saturn are basically different in intent
and substance, we may still note several points of comparison.

In this account Saturn is a king, as in the Ad Nationes, but it would be a matter of

interpretation to call him the first, though the Cretan myth does not seem to have any

earlier kings either on Crete or in the western regions. Cronus' rule here seems to be

195 The popularity of the cult of Saturn in the West was a common idea in ancient literature
(Cicero, De riatura deorum, 3.44, Dionysiusof Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.38, Plutarch, Detside
et Osiride, 69 {Moral., 378 E, F); cf. Pease, op. cit., 1061), and the notion that the 'modern'
popularity of a cult indicated the former extent of power of a god is also found in Solinus, 11.16:
Titanas in ea [Creta] antiquissime regnasse ostendunt ritus religionum: Briareo enim rem divinam
Carystii faciunt, sicut Aegaeoni Chalcidienses: nam omnis ferme Euboea Titanum fuit regnum
(Religious rites show that the Titans ruled on Crete in most ancient times, for the Carystians
perform services to Briareus, just as the Chalcidians do to Aegaeon, for the territory of the Titans
included almost all of Euboea.).
,9° Diod., Bibl., v.66.4-5, Oldfalher, ii.275-7.
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universal,197 whereas there is no implication of this in Tertullian.

Cronus' role as a culture hero bringing civilization to the ignorant people about
him in the Cretan account parallels that of Saturn, who brought arts and letters to the

Italians, in the Apologeticum (and particularly in the Octavius), though not in the Ad
Nationes. A Christian apologist such as Tertullian, however, would undoubtedly find it
difficult to credit — and should not be expected to purvey — the notion that Cronus

imparted spiritual benefits to his subjects, as Diodorus would have it. Although Diodorus'
Cretan account of Cronus is very positive, mention of the sacrifices of the Carthaginians

to Cronus could have a sinister import for both Diodorus and Tertullian.198
Cronus' journeying throughout many parts of the world in Diodorus is highly

reminiscent of the postplurimas terras etAttica hospitia which brings Saturn to Italy in the

Ad Nationes.199 Tertullian, however, gives no indication that these travels were part of a

civilizing mission.
The phrase δυναστεΰσαι δ' αύτόν μάλιστα τών προς έσπε'ραν τόπων does

not specifically include Italy, but the implication of Saturn's reign and residence there is

present, especially as Hesperia was used as a name for Italy200 and Diodorus does say

Cronus received particular honour among the Romans. Many places were supposed to be
named after Cronus. There may not be any specific examples, but, as with the festivals
and sacrifices, this is an honour which the Romans (and Carthaginians) in particular pay

to Cronus, and it is not difficult, on this basis, to understand Italian place-names. Saturn

giving his name to places associated with his life in Italy, inasmuch as it is an evidence of
his human life, is a major point in Tertullian's account.

Diodorus' Cretan account is not the principal basis for Tertullian's narrative of

Saturn, but several of Tertullian's ideas find agreement in the various elements of the
197 Cf. Euhemerus in Diod., BibI., vi.1.6, on Zeus: έβασίλευσε τής οικουμένης άπάσης (he ruled
over the entire inhabited world); cf. Diod., iii.56.3; 61.2, 5; 73.8; v.44.6.
198 Diodorus (Bibl., xiii.86.3, xx. 14.4-7; cf. Eusebius, Praep.Evan., iv. 16.19) describes the
Carthaginians performing child sacrifices to Cronus, and Tertullian (Apol., 9.2; cf. Ad Nat., ii.7.15,
Oct., 30.3. See Barnes, (1971), 13-21; cf. Beltrami, op. cit., 240-1) mentions the public sacrifice
of infants in Africa. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.38.2, claims that human sacrifice to
Cronus was practiced by the ancient Italians on the Saturnian hill, just as it was done by the
Carthaginians, Celts, and other peoples of the West, and that Hercules put an end to these rites,
replacing live victims with dummies. Cf. Arnobius, Adversus Nationes, ii.68; Lactantius, Div. Inst.,
i.21.4-15.
199 See above, pp. 103-5.
200 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom., i.35.3; Stephanus Byzantius apud 'Εσπερία; Ennius
apud Macrobius, Sat., vi.1.11; Horace, Carm., iii.6.8, iv.5.38; Vergil, Aen., 1.530-3, 3.163-6;
Lucan, 1.224; Macrobius, Sat., i.3.15.
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Cretan version.

5.iv.3. The succession ofZeus in Diodorus and Tertullian

We have noted above201 that Tertullian does not mention a conflict between Saturn

and Jupiter in the context of Saturn's arrival in Italy. The ambivalence of Diodorus on the
succession of Zeus may help to explain this silence; both the Atlantian and the Cretan
versions present two possibilities. The Libyan Stories offer these alternatives:

διαδέξασθαι δ' αυτόν φασι την βασιλείαν οί μέν εκουσίως τοΰ πατρός

παραχωρήσαντος, οί δ' υπό τών όχλων αίρεθέντα δια τό μΤσος τό προς τον

πατέρα' έπιστρατευσαντος δ' έπ' αύτόν τοΰ Κρόνου μετά τών Τιτάνων

κρατήσαι τη μάχη τον Δία (As for his succession to the kingly power, some say that
his father yielded it to him of his own accord, but others state that he was chosen a king

by the masses because of the hatred they bore towards his father, and that when Cronus

made war against him with the aid of the Titans, Zeus overcame him in battle.). 202 The

Cretan version also offers two narratives,203 one in which Zeus became king "justly and

according to custom, not by violence," after Cronus had left the company of men and

joined the gods, and another, following Hesiod more closely, in which Zeus overcame

his father after he had tried to prevent his birth. Although we may notice that the
alternative of violent conflict is closer to Thallus' "Titanomachy," and we might therefore

expect Teitullian to include it explicitly in the Apologeticum, into which he interjected
other elements from Ad Autolycum, iii.29, perhaps it is the candid admission of a lack of

certainty on the part of Diodorus which made Tertullian reticent to elaborate on how and

why Saturn arrived in Italy, and to include the Titanomachy in his account of Saturn in

Italy.
Both of the passages discussed so far, though full of relevant detail, are vague on

the circumstances under which Cronus came to Italy, if he is supposed to be understood
to have done so at all. Certainly a Titanomachy is never clearly related to Cronus' arrival
in Italy, indeed the power which the Atlantian and Cretan versions say he had in the West
would not be consistent with the situation of a defeated refugee. We do, however, have

some evidence that Diodorus dealt with the Titanomachy in a portion of his work which
does not survive as a complete narrative. The first such indication, we have seen, is in

20, ρ 92
202 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.4; Oldfather, ii.283.
203 Diod., Bibl., v. /U.1 tt.
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Diodorus' redaction of the Libyan Stories, in which the violent overthrow of Cronus,

along with the Titans, by Zeus is one of the alternatives of succession presented.204 The

Cretan version seems to present Zeus' conflict with Cronus as a personal matter, without
a Titanomachy. Eustathius, however, credits to Diodorus a story of Xanthus and Balius,
the horses of Achilles, having once been Titans who fought on the side of Zeus, but were

unwilling for sharne to be seen by the other Titans, and so were changed into horses.205
Diodorus' name is mentioned twice, and although such a metamorphosis does not seem

consistent with his usual rationalization of myth, the defection of Xanthus and Balius
reflects part of the narrative of the Gigantomachy in the Cretan account:

προ δέ της μάχης της προς τους έν Κρήτη γίγαντας λέγεται τον
Δία θΰσαι βοϋν Ήλίω και Ούρανώ και Γη έπί δέ των ιερών
απάντων φανήσαι τά περί τούτων έπικριθέντα δι^ών επισημαίνεται
κράτος καί άπόστασις άπό τών πολεμίων πρός αυτούς, άκόλουθον
δέ τούτοις γενέσθαι τοΰ πολέμου τό τέλος· αύτομολήσαι μέν γαρ
έκ τών πολεμίων Μουσαϊον, καί τυχεΤν ώρισμένων τιμών,
κατακοπήναι δ' ύπό τών θεών άπαντας τους άντιταξαμένους.
(Before the battle against the Giants in Crete, we are told, Zeus sacrificed a
bull to Helius and to Uranus and to Ge; and in connection with each of the
rites there was revealed to him what was the will of the gods in the affair,
the omens indicating the victory of the gods and a defection to them of the
enemy. And the outcome of the war accorded with the omens; for
Musaeus deserted to him from the enemy, for which he was accorded
peculiar honours, and all who opposed them were cut down by the
gods.).206

Comparable narratives, with similar elements (i.e. the sacrifice of Zeus — in the later

tradition, to Heaven — before an expedition, and some response promising victory), but

consistently replacing Giants with Titans,207 are found in numerous Latin works,

apparently stemming from an early commentary on the Aratea of Germanicus.208 The
204 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.4.
206 Eustathius, Comm. in Hiadem, bk. 19, p. 1190.
206 Diod., Bibl., v.71.3; Oldfather, iii.289-91.
207 At least one author considered the names Titans' and 'Giants' to be interchangable; Myth.
Vat., ii.67 (53).
20a Scholia in Germinici Caesaris Arateam, 315-20; Lact., Div. Inst., i. 11.64; Fulg., Μit., 20; Myth.
Vat., ii.5 (3), 226 (198); see R. Ogilvie, The Library of Lactantius, (Oxtord: Clarendon Press,
1978), 14, 19; B. Baldwin, "Fulgentius and his Sources," TraditioAA (1988): 39; B. Garstad,
"The Interpretation of Ganymede," in The Berlin Commentary on Martianus Capella's De nuptiis
Philologiae et Mercurii, BookII, ed. H. Westra and T. Kupke, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1998), 164-5.
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purpose of these narratives, however, seems to be to give a rational explanation of the

eagle as a manifestation or symbol of Jupiter, rather than to give an account of the

Titanomachy. They, therefore, have an indeterminate relation to Diodorus, but the

narrative similarities might suggest that Diodorus included an account of the Titanomachy

incorporating certain narrative features of his account of Zeus' other conflict, the

Gigantomachy, which — while now lost — somehow influenced these Latin works.
Tertullian himself records that according to Diodorus after the Titanomachy Jupiter

received a crown: Iovem Diodorus post devictos Titanas hoc munere a ceteris honoratum.
Dat et Priapo tacnias idem, et Ariadnae sertum ex auro et Indicis gemmis, Vulcani opus,

Liheri munus, postea sidus209 (Diodorus [relates] that after the Titans were defeated he

was honoured by the rest [of the gods] with this gift [of a crown]. The same author also

gives bands to Priapus, and to Ariadne a wreath made of gold and Indian jewels, the
work of Vulcan, the gift of Liber, and afterwards a constellation.). Diodorus does
mention the crown of Ariadne in a surviving portion of the Bihliotheca; but only says that

it became a constellation after her death.210 The other details could have been added by

Tertullian himself, perhaps from Ovid's Fasti.211 Since the fact that the crown was made

by Vulcan from gold and Indian gems figures prominently in the works of Eratosthenes

or Germanicus on the constellations, and commentaries on these,212 however, we seem to

have here further evidence of a lost version of mythology included in the Bihliotheca, and
read by the commentators on Eratosthenes and Germanicus and by Tertullian. The
reference to Priapus is without parallel in the Bihliotheca as we have it. The precise detail
of a coronation fits none of Diodorus' surviving versions of the succession of Zeus,
rather Diodorus usually speaks of Zeus assuming the kingship (διαδέξασθαι την

βασιλείαν),213 never of Zeus being crowned.214 A coronation may have been one of the

remarkable features of the lost version of Diodorus' mythology.
There are several fragmentary indications, then, that the Bihliotheca did indeed

209 Tert., De Corona, 7.4.
210 Diod., Bibl., iv.61.5.
211 Fasti, 3.459-516, esp. 465-6 (Bacchus' possession of Indian treasure), 513-4 (the crown
originally being made by Vulcan for Venus), and 515-6 (the crown being made of gold and
jewels).
212 Eratosthenis Catasterismorum Ret, ed. Robert, 66-7.
213 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.4, v.70.1, vi. 1.9.
214 Στέφανος and related words are not used very often in the Bibiiotheca, particularly in the
'mythological' sections, and Diodorus does not seem to associate a crown with the bestowal of a
kingdom. See Diod., Bibl., iv. 14.1, 32.5, 61.5; J. McDougall, Lexicon in Diodorum Siculum,
(Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1983), pars ii, o26.
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include an account of the Titanomachy, which Tertullian read, but it was not necessarily
connected with Cronus' being in Italy, and so Tertullian made no mention of it in his

Saturn story. This disassociation of the Titanomachy and Cronus' arrival in Italy could
also explain why Tertullian took over no mention of Thallus' Titanomachy from

Theophilus either.
5.iv.4. Diodorus and Malalas' account ofCronus and Zeus in Italy

It is possible that Diodorus' Library contained a now lost section on Cronus in

Italy, since John Malalas cites him in his account of the euhemerized gods in Italy,215
which conflates the identities of the principal Greek gods, the primeval Italian kings, and
the 'Ctesian' kings of Assyria. This passage is included by Vogel and Oldfather among

the fragments of the lost sixth book.216 If this passage does indeed reflect the contents of

the Bibliotheca, it may indicate another portion of Diodorus to which Tertullian was

referring when he made his citation, one which was potentially much more detailed in

regard to primitive Italian history, and included an account much closer to the one we

have in Τertullian.217

The citation of Diodorus does come quite far into the passage, but the basic
account runs as follows:

ό 6έ προπάτωρ Κρόνος, έάσας τον εαυτού υίόν Πΐκον έν τη

Άσσυρία, και την εαυτού γυναίκα 'Ραίαν, την και Σεμίραμιν, μετά
τού υιού αυτού Πίκου βασιλεύειν τών Άσσυρίων, αύτός λαβών
βοήθειαν ανθρώπων γενναίων, κατηλθεν εις δύσιν μη κρατουμένην
παρά τίνος, και έβασίλευσε τών δυτικών μερών, αφανής γενόμενος
έκ της Άσσυρίας, και έβασίλευσε τών δυτικών έτη πολλά. ... έσχεν

215 The most thorough treatment of this material to date is in S. Reinert, Greek Myth in Johannes
Malalas' Account of Ancient History before the Trojan War, (Los Angeles: U.C.L.A. Ph.D. diss.,
1981), 95 ft; see also Cook, Zeus, vol. ii, 693 n.4.
216 Diodori Bibliotheca Historica, ed. F. Vogel, (Leipzig: Teubner, 1890), vol. ii, 124-5; Loeb
Diodorus, vol. iii. 339. See the comments on the dating of Malalas' source by Gelzer, op. cit., vol.
i, 239-46, Cook, op. cit., vol. ii, 696, and E. Jeffreys, "The Chronicle of John Malalas, Book I: A
Commentary," in The Sixth Century: End or Beginning?, ed. P. Allen and E. Jeffreys, (Brisbane:
Australian Association for Byantine Studies, 1996), 67.
217 If we assume that Tertullian's account of Saturn reflects most closely in general content the
Latin historians, Cornelius Nepos and Cassius Hemina, and other sources were adduced to
agree with them, we have reason to believe that Diodorus had access to Cassius Hemina, at
least, and may have included something of his material on Saturn, presumably placing him
specifically in Latium, in a lost portion of the Bibliotheca. E. Meyer deals with the relation of
Diodorus to the early Roman historians, Hemina among them, in "Untersuchungen liber Diodors
romische Geschichte," Rheinisches Museum fur Philologie 37 (1882):613-4, and Perl, op. cit.,
140, speaks of Hemina as a source for Diodorus, particularly in regard to fasti.
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υίόν ονόματι Άφρόν, ώ τινι δέδωκε την προς Α ι (3 υ η ν γήν
βασιλεύειν. ... ό δε Πϊκος και Ζεύς βασιλεύσας των Άσσυρίων έτη
λ', ... κατήλθε πρός τον ίδιον πατέρα Κρόνον. ... Ό δέ Κρόνος
έλθόντα τον έαυτοϋ υ'ιόν ΠΙκον προς εαυτόν εις την δύσιν,
παρεχώρησεν αύτφ τήν βασιλείαν της δύσεως, ην γαρ

άδυνατήσας, και έβασίλευσε ΠΤκος της δύσεως ό και Ζεύς, ήτοι της

Ιταλίας, ετη ξβ'. ... μέλλων δέ τελευταν ό Ζεύς, έκέλευσε τό
λείψανον αύτοϋ τεθήναι έν τή Κρήτη νήσω, και κτίσαντες αύτω
ναόν ο! αύτοϋ παϊδες έ'θηκαν αυτόν έκεΤ, όπερ μνήμά έστι μέχρι
τής σήμερον, ω και έπιγέγραπται, "ένθάδε κατάκειται Πϊκος ό και

Ζεύς, δν και Δία καλοΰσι," περί οΰ συνεγράψατο Διόδωρος ό
σοφώτατος χρονογράφος. Μετά δέ τήν τελευτήν Πίκου τοϋ και

Διός, έβασίλευσε Φαύνος ό υιός αύτοϋ, ό και Ερμής, τής 'Ιταλίας
έτη λε'.218
(And Cronus the forefather, leaving his son Picus in Assyria, and his wife
Rhea, or Semiramis, to rule the Assyrians with his son Picus, took a force
of noble men and went off to the west which was not ruled by anyone. He
reigned over the western regions, having vanished from Assyria, he
reigned over the western regions many years. ... He had a son by the
name of Afrus, to whom he gave the territory facing Libya to rule.... And
when Picus, also known as Zeus, had ruled the Assyrians for 30 years219
... he went off to his father Cronus. And when Cronus [saw] that his son

Picus had come into the west to him he rendered the dominion of the west

to him, for he was weak. And Picus, also known as Zeus, ruled the west,
indeed Italy, for 62 years. ... When Zeus was about to die he ordered his
remains to be placed on the island of Crete, so his sons built him a tomb
and set him there, where his grave is to the present day, on which it is
written: "Here lies Picus, also known as Zeus, whom they called Dia220 as

well," concerning which Diodorus the most learned chronographer has
written. After the death of Picus, or Zeus, his son Faunus, also known as

Hermes, reigned over Italy for 35 years.)

Some of the themes of this account are consistent with the Libyan Stories in which
218 Cramer, Anecdota Graeca, vol. ii, p. 234-6.
F9 Cramer's text gives the numeral for 30 (λ'), but Jeffreys et al., The Chronicle of John Malalas: A
Translation, 7, give four years in their translation, on the basis of Reinert, op. cit.,158 n. 5;
Reinert himself maintains the figure of thirty years, and suggests a variant text be emended from
four to thirty.
220 Δία is, of course, simply the accusative of Ζεύς, but Malalas seems to consider the oblique
cases evidence of an alternative name for Zeus, rather than an irregular declension; Jeffreys, et
al., (op. cit., 9) preserve this idea in their translation: "'Here lies Picus Zeus, whom they also call
Dia,"' whereas Reinert (op. cit., 98) deprives the phrase of any meaning by rendering it: '"Here
lies Picus-Zeus, whom they call Zeus."' Cf. Lact., Div. Inst., i. 11.16, 46. For a broad treatment of
Malalas' Greek, see A. James, "The Language of Malalas: General survey," in Jeffreys, Studies,
217-225.
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Cronus occupies the west, including Italy, Libya, and Sicily (perhaps to be identified with
the land facing Libya), by force, the "force of noble men" in Malalas reflecting the

garrisons and fortresses in Diodorus. There are also similarities with Diodorus' Cretan

version, as there also Cronus' power is said to have been initiated elsewhere — in the east

— but was strongest in the western regions, Italy and Africa. A peaceful transfer of

power from Cronus to Zeus is mentioned as one of two alternatives by Diodorus,221 and

such a succession takes place twice in Malalas: once in Assyria and once in Italy.222 We

should note, however, that the two authors use different words to describe the western

regions; Diodorus, in his Atlantian and Cretan versions of mythic history, speaks of τα

προς έσπέραν νεύοντα μέρη or οί πρός έσπέραν τόποι, whereas Malalas, in this

passage, uses the terms δύσις and τά δυτικά μέρη.223 Altogether, however, Diodorus

uses the word δύσις quite as often as εσπέρα, and that throughout the Bibliotheca.224

Moreover, nowhere in the surviving books and credible fragments of Diodorus are the
names of Picus or Faunus to be found; indeed, Diodorus' account of early Italian history

appears to begin with Aeneas.225 The difference in terms and the absence of Picus and

Faunus would militate against the idea that Malalas is here influenced by the two specific

passages from Diodorus on Cronus, which we have adduced, although he may still have
been using another, now lost, portion of the Bibliotheca as a model.

The Excerpta Latina Barbari, a very poor Merovingian Latin translation of an

Alexandrian Greek world chronicle,226 preserves the contents of a text earlier than

Malalas,227 though it contains a very similar narrative of the gods in Assyrian and Italian
221 Diod., Bib I., iii.61.4.
222 In a later work, cobbled together from various sources and attributed — probably falsely — to
Leo the Grammarian (Cramer, op. cit., vol. ii, 243; cf. E. Jeffreys, "The transmission of Malalas'
chronicle: Malalas in Greek," in Jeffreys, Studies, 264), though for the account of the "gods"
based on Malalas, Cronus is said to have been driven into exile: ό δέ Κρόνος έξωσθείς τής
βασιλείας ύπό τοΰ ιδίου υιού Διός (Cronus was expelled from his kingdom by his own son
Zeus); Cramer, vol. ii, 251. Changes, however, have evidently been made to Malalas' text; for
instance Cronus rules πάσης Ιταλίας instead of δυτικών μερών. We cannot say, therefore if this
is a variant version of the account from Malalas' hand, or an emendation based on the writer's
own knowledge of classical mythology.
223 Cf. Stephanus Byzantius apud 'Εσπερία, where the terms seem interchangeable: 'Εσπερία, ή
δύσις και τό δυτικόν μέρος, τό έθνικόν Έσπέριος και Έσπεριωτης. και έσπερίτης ό δυτικός
παρά την έσπεραν. την δύσιν.
224 McDougall, op. cit., parsi, δ122, ε206.
225 Diod., Bibl., vii.4, viii.2-6; see Rubincam, op. cit., 316 and n.8.
226 Frick, Chronica Minora, Ixxxiii.
227 The chronography proper ends in 387, but the laterculusot Roman emperors is continued to
Anastasius (491-518), the author of the portion of interest to us is therefore late fourth or early
titth century; Frick, op. cit., Ixxxvii.
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history,228 and may very well reflect Malalas' source.229 The account of the gods,230

however, contains no reference to Diodorus, indicating that he is not the ultimate source

of this tradition. Nor is there any mention in the Excerpta of the grave of Zeus on Crete,

suggesting that this was a detail added to the narrative by Malalas from a separate source,

namely Diodorus.23'

We have already noted232 the passage in which Diodorus mentions that the grave of
Zeus on Crete: προσαγορεΰσαι δέ και την νήσον άπό της γυναικός Ίδαίαν, έν η

και τελευτήσαντα ταφήναι, δεινυμένου τοΰ την ταφήν δεξαμένου τόπου μέχρι

τών καθ' ημάς χρόνων (And the island he [Zeus| named after his wife Idaea,233 and on

it he died and was buried, and the place which received his grave is pointed out to our

day.)234 The description is reflected very well by Malalas in both of the two important

points: Zeus' tomb was built on Crete and still remains there. In Malalas, however, Zeus

was an Assyrian king who transferred his dominion to Italy, and only in his burial is he
associated with Crete. This last feature of the narrative, therefore, seems like an artificially

interjected and unwieldy concession to the well-known euhemeristic commonplace that

Zeus' grave was to be found on Crete.235 It seems most likely that Diodorus, as he is cited

immediately after the description of the tomb of Zeus, is to be understood as the source

for the burial of Zeus on Crete only (which we know Diodorus mentioned), and none of
the preceding narrative (which has no exact parallel in the rest of Diodorus).

Malalas' description of the grave, however, particularly in regard to the

inscription, also has no exact parallel in Diodorus, Malalas' grammatical confusion, noted

above,236 is not characteristic of Diodorus, but we should not be surprised to find Malalas

giving a liberal interpretation to his sources.237 But Diodorus twice mentions an

228 Frick, op. cit., clxxii, ff. This account may reflect Roman consular lists, but is anonymous; Frick,
op. cit., clxxi-clxxii.
229 Jeffreys, Studies, 177: "In the case of Malalas this passage has been inserted into a narrative
that has been taken from a text like the Excerpta Barbari(or rather, at this point, from 'Anon.', the
unattributable narrative on Zeus; Exc. Barb. 234.22-238.24)." See also Jeffreys, (1996), 66.
230 Frick, op. cit., 234, ff.
231 See Jeffreys, (1996), 72.
232 See above, p. 164.
233 Diodorus as well as Tacitus, in disagreement with Theophilus {Ad Aut., i.3), identifies Ida as a
Cretan mountain.
234 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.2; trans. Oldfather, Loeb, vol. ii, p. 283.
235 See above, p.98 and n. 62.
236 See above, p. 174 n. 220.
237 On Malalas and the sources which he cites, see Reinert, op. cit., 17-25, and Jeffreys, Studies,
167-216.
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interpretation of the unusual accusative of Zeus, Ζή να,238 which is associated by Ennius

with the grave of Jupiter,239 and this interpretation of Ζήνα is found in the Letter of

Aristeas240 alongside a similar interpretation of the more usual accusative, Δία, which,

according to Mai alas, is found on Zeus' grave — all of these passages taken together may

indicate the cumulative source of Malalas' inscription and its accompanying attribution to

Diodorus.

Even if there was no single passage in Diodorus relating the course of events

described by Malalas, it is evident that Diodorus still exerts influence on particular
features of Malalas' narrative, if only indirectly.241

If we propose that this passage from Malalas does reflect some part of Diodorus to

which Tertullian had access after all, we must also determine if it is consistent with what

Tertullian has to say about early Italian history. Although Tertullian gives no indication
that he considers Saturn or Jupiter Assyrian kings, from our two chief passages we can

tell that Malalas' narrative agrees with Tertullian inasmuch as Cronus comes to Italy from
a different country and becomes the first king of the Italians (a detail found in the Ad

Nationes only242). Tertullian's Saturn story and Malalas, however, share little more than

this broad outline.

Tertullian discusses Picus and Faunus once: Si Faunus Picifilius in ius agitabatur
mente ictus, curari eum magis quam consecrari decebaf43 (If Faunus, the son of Picus,
acted against justice because he was mentally ill, he ought to have been cured, rather than

consecrated).244 It is difficult to determine to what Tertullian is referring when he says that

238 Diod., Bibl., iii.61.6, v.72.2; see Roscher, op. cit., vi.576.13-49.
239 Lact., Div. Inst., i. 11.46.
240 Letter, 16; see below, p. 199.
241 Jeffreys, Studies, 177.
2iZ Ad Nat., ii. 12.23.
243 Ad Nat., ii.9.21.
244 Minucius Felix {Oct., 25.8) lists Picus among the Roman gods: Romanorum enim vernaculos
deos novimus: Romulus, Picus, Tiberinus et Consus et Pilumnus ac Volumnus dii (For we know
the native gods of the Romans: Romulus, Picus, Tiberinus and Consus and Pilumnus as well as
Volumnus are gods), and the fact that he follows Romulus, who was undoubtedly once human,
might suggest euhemerism, but Minucius does not make this explicit.
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Faunus "acted against justice."24S Faunus' acts against justice may, nevertheless, be taken

from some historicizing account related to the one in Malalas. Although Malalas states that

Faunus left Italy for Egypt beause his many brothers were plotting against him,246 the

ExcerptaLatinaBarbari holds that in Italy he became impius and that in Egypt he deceived
the people and taught them various forms of divination (often associated with some kind

of insanity) and "many other evils."247 This can only be seen, however, as a very tenuous

link between Tertullian and Malalas. Tertullian does argue against the divinity of Faunus,
but he seems to do so more on the basis of a mythological detail, rather than a

euhemerizing narrative like that found in Malalas.
There is no clear indication in Tertullian of a successor to Saturn in Italy, whereas

Malalas has Cronus succeeded by his son, Picus-Zeus.248 Tertullian does, however, join

Saturn and Jupiter in a euhemeristic passage which might be taken to indicate that they
were both kings in Italy: Plures deos vestros regnasse certum est. Igitur si confcrcndi

imperii tenent potestatem, cum ipsi regnarent, a quibus acceperant earn gratiam? Quern

coluerat Saturnus et Iuppiter? aliquem, opinor, Sterculum249 (It is certain that many of

your gods reigned as kings. If, therefore, they held the power of transferring rule, when

they themselves reigned, from whom did they receive this right? Whom did Saturn and

Jupiter worship? Some Sterculus, I suppose.).250 Tertullian has already indicated that

Saturn's regnum was in Italy, and, in addition to mentioning Jupiter in the context of
245 He may be alluding generally to the god's association with the festival of the Lupercalia and its
attendant nudity (Ovid, Fasti, 2.268 ff.), which might seem 'criminal' only to a Christian observer,
or to his identification with the lusty Greek deity, Pan (Dion. Hal., Ant. Rom., i.80.1; Livy, i.5.2;
Ovid, Fasti, 2.277, 5.99, 101; Plut., Romulus, 21.3). He may be referring more specifically to
Faunus' ludicrous attempt to rape Omphale (Ovid, Fasti, 2.303-58); the words mente /cfusmay
refer to the god's love-madness, which is mentioned several times by Ovid in his description of
the incident (Ovid, Fasti, 2.307-8, 331, 335). There may be some connection with Nonnus'
strange image of 'the whip of Cronian Pan' imposing madness as a judgement or punishment
upon the impious (Dion., x.4, 13, xliv.280).
246 Cramer, 236.
247 Frick, 238.5-11.
248 It may be that the conception of Zeus succeeding Cronus in Italy was based on a reading of
the historical rather than the figurative sense of statements such as that of Justin (Epit., xliii. 1.5):
Itaque Italia regis nomine Saturnia appellata, et mons in quo habitabat Saturnius, in quo nunc
veluti ab love pulso sedibus suis Saturno Capitolium est (Thus Italy was called Saturnia after the
name of the king, and the mountain on which he lived the Saturnian, on which the Capitol is
now, just as if Saturn had been driven from his home by Jupiter). There was, moreover, the
precedent provided by various historicized accounts of the earthly reign of the gods on Crete
and elsewhere.
249 ApoL, 25.10.
250 Tertullian had already noted the necessity of a superior god who was able to confer deity in Ad
Nat., ii. 13.2. For a similar argument, see Athanasius, Contra Gentes, ix.5,6 and Meijering, op.
cit., 47.
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handing on rule (so Jupiter presumably succeeded Saturn), he has both Saturn and Jupiter

worship Sterculus, the distinctly Roman251 numen of manuring212 — we should,

nevertheless, bear in mind that this passage makes no specific statements concerning
Saturn or Jupiter in Italy. The passage could be read to suggest that if the human king

Jupiter, although born and buried on Crete, worshipped an Italian deity, his kingdom was

therefore in Italy. Even if this is not the intent of the passage, Tertullian may very well
indicate the ultimate source of Malalas' ideas on the gods in Italy, rather than vice versa.

Yet Sterculus was most likely chosen by Tertullian as the god possibly worshipped by the
two principal gods of the Roman pantheon because of the embarrassingly scatological

implications of his function,253 with no regard for his geographical associations. It is,

moreover, unlikely that Tertullian is proposing a serious theory of worship among the
euhemerized gods, with serious historical implications, because there was already an

explanation of the religion of the 'gods', going back to Euhemerus himself, which
claimed that the terrestrial gods worshipped the celestial gods, the stars.254

While there may be some similarities in certain details, the historiographic basis of
John Malalas' account of early Assyrian and Italian history (i.e., that Cronus was a king
of Assyria, that Zeus is to be identified with Picus, and various other theories) is foreign
to Diodorus. The weight of evidence is against this passage of Malalas reflecting some

portion of Diodorus which served as a source for Tertullian. We may be safest, therefore,
in concluding that the detail of the tomb on Crete alone is taken from Diodorus and duly
cited.
251 Ad Nat., ii. 17.3, and Apol., 25.3, indicate that Tertullian understood Sterculus as a particularly
Roman god; Pliny, Nat. Hist., 17.9 (50), explains that Stercutus (a variant of Sterculus) was an
Italian king, the son of Faunus, who was deified for his particular contribution to agricultural
science; Isidore of Seville, Etymologiae, xvii.1.3, 2.3, also maintains that he was Italian, and
associates him with Picus; Tertullian, Ad Nat., ii.9.20-1, treats Sterculus and Faunus, usually a
peculiarly Roman god, together as unlikely candidates for divinization, and so seems to be aware
that Sterculus is a strictly Italian deity. Cf. Lactantius, Inst. Div., i.20.36, Prudentius,
Peristephanon Liber, 2.450, Servius, Verg. Georg., 1.21, and contrast Macrobius, Saturnalia,
i.7.25, who makes Sterculius an epithet of Saturn (cf. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, 18.15).
252 On Sterculus in the context of nascent Roman theology, see Dumezil, op. cit., 20; on him and
other agricultural numina, see J. Ferguson, The Religions of the Roman Empire, (London:
Thames and Hudson, 1970), 68-9.
253 See Ad Nat., ii.9.20, where Tertullian refers only to Sterculus manuring fields, and Ad Nat.,
ii. 11.7, where, according to the notes in Gothofred's text of 1625, he feigns amazement at the
fact that there is no god to see to the cleaning of children's filth.
254 The excerpt in the Praeparatio Evangelica begins with a distinction between the celestial and
the terrestrial gods (P.E., ii.3.53; Diod., vi.2), and Uranus is said to have been the first to honour
the stars with offerings (P.E, ii.3.58; Diod., vi.9). There is comparable material on the Egyptian
gods, presumably taken from Hecataeus of Abdera (Diod., i. 12). On the planetary gods in
Christian literature, see Meijering, op. cit., 43.
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5./V.5. Diodorus' disagreement with Theophilus on the date ofMoses

We have proposed above255 that Tacitus was most likely excluded from

Tertullian's list of sources for the humanity of Saturn in the rewriting which produced the

Apologeticum because of a major chronological discrepancy with Theophilus. A

discrepancy in regard to the synchronism of Jewish and Greek history is also to be found
in Diodorus, and once again it involves the date of Moses. Diodorus, also in a digression

(based on Hecataeus of Abdera256) introducing much more contemporary history (as in

Tacitus' Historiae) ,2S7 claims that the Jews led by Moses were aliens expelled from Egypt

when a plague came upon the land, and that Danaus and Cadmus were also among these

aliens but they went to Greece.258 This makes Moses and Danaus contemporaries and so

contradicts the testimony Theophilus received from Manetho through Josephus259 and

included in Ad Autolycum iii.20, which sets Moses and the expulsion of the Jews in the

reign of Tethmosis, many years, generations in fact, before the reign of Sethos whose

brother Danaus is supposed to have been. 260 The passage in Diodorus which contains this

discrepancy, however, is not integral to any of the passages to which Tertullian is

presumably referring (unlike the disagreement in Tacitus), indeed it is set at quite a

significant remove from it. It is even possible that Tertullian used material in the earlier
books of Diodorus without even being aware of the passage under question. At any rate,

Τertullian did not consider the synchronism of Moses and Danaus, if he even knew that it
occurred in the Bihliotheca, a stumbling block in claiming the authority of Diodorus for
his euhemeristic argument.

5.iv.6. Conclusion

We may thus conclude that while none of the extant versions of the life of Cronus
in Diodorus matches Tertullian's treatment of Saturn in Italy precisely, at least two set the

255 P. 145 ft.
256 FGrH, 264, F 6. On Hecataeus' excursus on the Jews, see A. Olmstead, "Intertestamental
Studies," Journal of the American Oriental Society56 (1936): 243-4; W. Jaeger, "The First
Greek Records of Jewish Religion and Civilization," Journal of Religion 18 (1938): 135-41; F.
Walton, "The Messenger of God in Hecataeus of Abdera," Harvard Theological Review48
(1955): 255-7.
257 Wardy, op. cit., 615.
258 Diod., Bibl., xl.3.1-3; cf. Bibl., i.28.2, which is not as chronologically specific; see Stern, op.
cit., i.29 ft., who notes the vagueness even of the synchronism of Moses with Danaus, and lists
the various Egyptian kings associated with the Exodus by ancient historians.
259 Contra Apionem, i. 103; cf. C. Αρ., i.231, ii. 16.
260 Cf. Tatian, Oratio adGraecos, 39, using the chronology of the Argive rather than the Egyptian
kings, also sets Danaus, and Cadmus, many years after Moses.
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rule of the human king Cronus in the west, and one specifically in Italy, which is enough
to satisfy the requirements and objectives of Tertullian's polemic against the pagan

pantheon. Tacitus, after all, was adduced as a witness by Tertullian simply because he
made Saturn a historical figure who fled from Crete. It is possible — though unlikely on

the basis of the present evidence — that Diodorus also included a lost passage on the early

history of Italy which might have been much closer to the information in Tertullian. We
have noted the ambiguity in Tertullian over the circumstances under which Saturn came to

Italy (so that the Titanomachy is not mentioned in the Saturn story), and this may be an

attempt to accommodate the variant versions of Zeus' succession presented by Diodorus.
We should observe that Diodorus represents a "Greek" tradition (including Crates

of Mallos, Charax of Pergamum, and Malalas' sources) which held that Cronus' kingship
extended over a large part of the western regions and that he was succeeded by Zeus. He
was thus at variance with the primarily Latin tradition, comprising such authors as Vergil,

Ovid, Plutarch, and Macrobius, as well as Minucius Felix (even though he claims
Diodorus as a source), which made Saturn a fugitive with perhaps a few followers, who
educated the Italians and founded Saturnia. These traditions are, of course, not completely
distinct and mutually exclusive; we have seen many instances in which they overlap or

borrow one from the other. Tertullian did not obviously side with one tradition or the

other, but is an example of an author who mingled their elements, perhaps without even

recognizing the existence of distinct traditions.

5.v. Thallus

The final source cited by Tertullian is Thallus, whose work has been the ultimate
focus of all of our investigation. It is, therefore, unnecessary to here give an exposition of
the information referred to; rather we may simply discuss Tertullian's relation to Thallus.
Tertullian names Thallus in two passages, both in the Apologeticum: here in chapter 10 as

an authority in regard to Saturn, and (perhaps twice261) in chapter 19 in reference to the

antiquity of Moses. In the latter instance, Tertullian almost surely assumes the reference to

Thallus from Ad Autolycum, iii.29,262 for he not only includes no more information than

is found there, but also puts the authority of Thallus to the same use as Theophilus,

arguing that Moses is older than most features of Greek culture, although Thallus himself
261 If the Fragmentum Fuldense is included as genuine; see below, p. 188 ft.
21,2 See below, p. 200 ft.
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probably never mentioned Moses.263 In the former, while we have demonstrated that there

is some likelihood that Thallus discussed Cronus in the West in his history,2" it is equally

probable that Tertullian was unaware of this, because he did not know Thallus' history at

first hand. The wording of the citation265 and the example of Tacitus266 show that the

historians are named by Tertullian with the principal intention of establishing the humanity
of Saturn, rather than of identifying the sources of the ensuing narrative, and this much
information could be found associated with the name of Thallus in Ad Autolycum, iii.29.

Furthermore, Tertullian had the account of Saturn in Italy in a complete form in the Ad

Nationes, before he adduced Thallus as a source in the Apologeticum, which would

suggest that the narrative is not derived from Thallus, and at most Thallus agreed, in

general terms, with what Tertullian had already written. We should, however, clear up

one 'false clue' that might be taken to suggest that Tertullian knew the work of Thallus

independently of Theophilus, even though he does not refer to Thallus as a source in the

passage to be discussed.
In the Apologeticum Tertullian details the salient events of the life of Christ and

the supernatural signs which indicated that he was the Son of God. Among these is the
darkness at the Crucifixion: Eodem momento dies, medium orbem signante sole,
subducta est. Deliquium utique putaverunt, qui id quoque super Christo praedicatum non

scierunt: [ratione non deprehensa, negaverunt, ]2'7 et tamen eum mundi casum relatum in

arcanis vestris habetis268 (At the very moment [of his death], although the sun sat in the
middle of the sky, the daylight was hidden. Of course, those who did not know that this
was also predicted concerning the Christ have thought this an eclipse; [with their reason

muddled they have denied it,] although you have a record of this cosmic event in your

archives). We have already seen that Thallus mentioned the darkness at the Crucifixion,269
and Thallus and Phlegon are the only pagan historians to be associated with treatment of
this darkness. Since Theophilus cannot have been an intermediary for this information,
we might be led to suspect that Tertullian had direct knowledge of Thallus' histories, and
refers to them with the words arcanis vestris.

263 See above, p. 17 tf.
264 See above, p. 46 ff.
265 See below, p. 184.
266 See above, p. 147.
267 Found only in the codex Fuldensis.
268 Apol., 21.19.
269 See above, pp. 12-4.
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Doubts are first cast on the possibility of such direct knowledge by the simple fact
that Thallus is not referred to by name. This lack is, however, not conclusive, since

Tertullian may not have wanted to bring Thallus' authority, which he used to bolster his

arguments elsewhere, into question by rejecting it in this case. This is, nevertheless, not

the only reason to believe Tertullian did not know Thallus. Sextus Julius Africanus,

writing shortly after the composition of the Apologeticum,210 suggests that it was the

general opinion among non-Christians that the darkness at the Crucifixion was an eclipse:
έστω δή, συναρπαζέτω τούς πολλούς τό γεγενημένον και τό κοσμικόν τέρας

ήλίου έκλειψις ύπονοείσθω271 (Let [this opinion] be then, let it carry off the majority; let

this happening and cosmic sign be considered an eclipse of the sun); if this is the case, it
would then be unnecessary to identify a particular source. Even if a particular historian
were to be sought, the fact that Origen272 and Eusebius273 refer to Phlegon, and not to

Thallus, in regard to the darkness at the Crucifixion, might suggest that Phlegon was

more popular or better known for including this information, and therefore would be
more likely to be the source. Finally, arcanisvestris, implying secret, hidden, or, at the

very least, private documents, would be a very strange way in which to refer to published

histories, such as we might reasonably assume the works of Thallus (and of Phlegon) to

have been.

Tertullian does not seem to have known any particular source for the pagan

knowledge of the darkness at the Crucifixion. He does, however, seem to have been
aware of the general opinion which identified this darkness with an eclipse, and also
aware of the basis of this opinion in some written source, to which he does not appear to

have had access, hence the absence of a named reference and the use of the arcanis

vestris. There are no other statements in Tertullian's work to suggest that he had
immediate knowledge of the histories of Thallus. Thus our conclusion that Tertullian
knew Thallus only from Ad Autolycum, iii.29, and based all of his references to Thallus
on this passage is secure.

5.vi. Conclusion

We may now turn to the knotty problem of proposing a source or sources for
270 See above, p. 13.
271 Syncellus, 610.
272 Contra Celsum, ii.33, 59; In Matt. comm. series, 134 (= PG 13, 1782C).
273 Canons{ann. Abr. MMXLVII, Olymp. CCII, regn. Tiberiixvii (Karst, ed., p. 213).
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Tertullian's account of Saturn in Italy. Schmidt, perhaps the only scholar to have dealt

with this question specifically, offers a solution in two parts, each of a different credibility
and value. Firstly, he believes that Tertullian's narrative was based on a "canonical"
version of early Roman history, which had developed over the last two centuries before

Christ.274 This much is borne out by the inclusion in Tertullian's account of specific

points275 which are also found in the Origo gentis romanae216 and Servius' commentaries

on Vergil,277 works by pagan authors of the fourth century A.D. who were most likely not

influenced by Tertullian. But Schmidt also considers the citation of Thallus integral to the
source used by Tertullian, and, on the basis of the terminus post quem supposedly

thereby provided, proposes to identify this source as Suetonius' De regibus. 278 There are

no grounds for involving Suetonius in the matter of sources for early Italian history, as

we have no real idea of the content of the De regibus (except that it included the history of

Europe, Asia, and Africa, and the names of certain obscure kings279), and we certainly

have no indication that it mentioned Saturn in Italy.
The citation of the four historians is a separate inclusion of Tertullian's, not from

the same source as the narrative. This is demonstrated by a comparison of the citations in
the Ad Nationes and in the Apologeticum. Not only is Tacitus replaced with Thallus, but
the intent of referring to these historians is also more narrowly focused in the later work;
whereas in the Ad Nationes they are simply said to provide an account (census) of

Saturn,280 in the Apologeticum they are summoned as witnesses (and representatives of all

writers on antiquity) that Saturn was a mortal man ([non\ aliud quam hominem).281 Such

substantial liberties suggest that the choice of authorities mentioned and their purpose

were those of Tertullian himself. The reference to these four authors may appear to be a

common feature of the account of Saturn in Italy because they are copied from Tertullian

274 Schmidlt, op. cit., passim.
275 Schmidt, op. cit., 102, delineates these common points.
276 The Origo, i-iii, mentions: Saturn's arrival in Italy; the simplicity of primitive men in believing that
an impressive stranger was the son of Caelus and Terra; Saturn's reception by Janus; the
foundation of Saturnia; Saturn's teaching the Italian's agriculture, useful arts, and coin minting.
On the Origo, see A. Momigliano, "Some Observations on the Origo Gentis Romanae,"' Journal
of Roman Studies 48 (1958): 56-73, and on the date and authorship, esp. 72.
277 Servius, ad Aen., viii.319-22, mentions: Saturn's reception by Janus; his education of the
rude natives; the foundation of Saturnia.
278 Schmidt, op. cit., 102-3.
279 Ausonius, Epist., 23.
2S0AdNat., ii.12.26.
2β1 Αμυί, 10.7.
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by Minucius Felix282 and (with Minucius as a possible intermediary) Lactantius,283 but this

chain of transmission goes back no farther than Tertullian.
When we examine singly the authors cited by Tertullian, we are able to eliminate

more possible sources than we are able to entertain. We have intact the passage in Tacitus
to which Tertullian is — almost certainly — referring, and this merely suggests a

euhemerized version of Saturn's flight from Crete; it is not, therefore, the source for the
account of Saturn's life in Italy. Neither is Diodorus' Bibliotheca. For, although we do
not have every version of rationalized myth included by Diodorus (because of the loss of
book six), and our evidence is therefore incomplete, these surviving passages which
make Cronus a king in the West are not as specific or detailed as Tertullian's narrative;

they do not include, for instance, the reception by Janus, or the foundation of Saturnia.
Tertullian knew Thallus only through Theophilus, and there is no mention of Italy in Ad

Autolycum, iii.29; moreover, Tertullian appears to have read, or at least been substantially
influenced by, the Ad Autolycum after writing the Ad Nationes, by which time his
account of Saturn in Italy was, in strucure and detail, for the most part fully formed. So
Thallus may also be excluded from the list of possible sources. These three authors seem

to have been cited principally because they made Cronus/Saturn a human ruler. Cornelius

Nepos and Cassius Hemina would seem to be the most likely candidates simply because
the subject could presumably be expected to be of greatest interest to Italian historians.
Tertullian himself, however, gives us the only indication we have that either of these two

writers discussed Saturn at all.

We are left with three possibilities. We may entertain the thought that the account

of Saturn was excerpted directly from Nepos or Hemina, simply because we have no

reason to believe that they did not treat this material. This argumentum ex silentio is not

satisfying, however, since it is not unlikely that these Latin writers stand as possible
immediate sources only because nothing survives from their histories which would raise
difficulties against such an interpretation. The narrative could also have been a

compilation of Tertullian's own, being largely consistent with and supported by the
authorities cited, but slavishly obedient to none of them. In this case, a general knowledge

282 Oct., 23.9.
283 Inst. Div., i. 13.8; the citations here do not actually accompany a narrative, and Cassius is
replaced by Varro.
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of myth and history2*4 may be counted as the most important source. There is merit in

Schmidt's theory of dependence on a canonical text as well, so long as we append

Schmidt's own proviso that Tertullian "freely paraphrased" this source,285 and make no

injudicious attempts to put a name to this source. If either of the latter two hypotheses is

correct, the narrative may be seen to reflect the interests and arguments of a Christian

apologist, and the points of comparison with Theophilus consequently become more

relevant. For the time being, these three possibilities must remain; a more precise
conclusion would require either a great deal more work, or baseless conjecture.

Although we cannot make any final statements on Tertullian's source for the
account of Saturn, we are now in a position to describe the influence of Thallus on this

passage. Chance acquaintance and the commendation of another apologist are the only

reasons we can suggest for Thallus being included rather than any other historian.286
Tertullian's account does not change substantially from the Ad Nationes to the

Apologeticum, to which Thallus is added as a source, so all that he knew of Thallus must

have been in general agreement with what he had already written in the Ad Nationes. It is

unlikely, at any rate, that Thallus was adduced for any contribution to the narrative. The

example of Tacitus shows that Tertullian required nothing more of the authors he cited
than that they should make Saturn human; his sources may have included further

potentially useful details, as Diodorus did, but there is no certain indication that they were

worked into his account. The most important and the only necessary element in Thallus
for Tertullian was the historicized character of Cronus. Perhaps the change we have noted
in the sentence introducing the citations, specifying, in the Apologeticum, their testimony
that Saturn was a mortal, was made in consideration of the inclusion of Thallus among

them, since it makes it clear that the authorities must only agree with Tertullian on the

humanity of Saturn (which, as far as Tertullian knew, was all that Thallus said in

agreement with him). This fact is found in Ad Autolycum, iii.29, and so we have no

reason to believe that Tertullian knew Thallus except through Theophilus. The

replacement of Tacitus by Thallus in the citations demonstrates that Theophilus came to
284 That is, inasmuch as the Latin poets are indicative of such knowledge — and this is open to
question when the taste of the Alexandrian school for abstruse and obscure detail is
considered.
285 Schmidt, op. cit., 101.
266 Becker, (1954), 160, suggests that Tertullian replaced Tacitus with Thallus in order to balance
two Roman historians against two Greeks, but this ignores the more pertinent reasons for
Tacitus' dismissal, and unwarrantedly assumes on the part of Tertullian what can only be called a
stylistic fussiness.
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serve as something of a test for the validity of Tertullian's sources. It may therefore be
assumed that whatever narratives in Diodorus, Nepos, and Hemina to which Tertullian
was making reference, they were in general agreement with Ad Autolycum, iii.29, or at

least lacked particular disagreement, and so — considering the highly specific and

seemingly distinct nature of Thallus' chronology — did not give dates for Saturn (as is
the case with both of Diodorus' Cretan and Atlantian narratives). Although Theophilus
was his immediate source, Tertullian only refers to Thallus; this may have been for the
sake of giving an impression of scholarship, or simply done for the sake of brevity.
Tertullian takes many points from Ad Autolycum, iii.29, but not a historicized

Titanomachy and its implications for dating Saturn's arrival in Italy; perhaps this was a

concession to the Latin poetic tradition that Saturn arrived in the dateless past of myth and

legend.287 The Saturn passage in the Apologeticum is, in conclusion, influenced indirectly

by Thallus, but it by no means represents a fragment of Thallus in its own right.

287 Contrast Arnobius, Contra Gentes, ii.71, who does try to date the "gods" on the basis of
Vergil's genealogy, but does not employ Thallus.
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6. The Use of Thallus' Chronology in Tertullian and Later Writers

After the passage on Saturn, Tertullian mentions Thallus again in the

Apologeticum in chapter 19. Here Tertullian uses Thallus just as Theophilus did in Ad

Autolycum, iii.29: to prove the superior antiquity of Moses. We have two versions of

Apologeticum, 19, the so-called FragmentumFulden.se and the vulgate version commonly
found in manuscripts, and Thallus is mentioned in both of them. Since they can be placed
in order of composition, these two versions allow us to trace the development of
Tertullian's thought in regard to Thallus and his role in the argument for Moses' antiquity.

Furthermore, while Theophilus is obviously the source for Thallus' name and the material
attributed to him, he is also the unacknowledged source for most of the — factual, if not

rhetorical — material in the Fragmentum Fuldense, as well as substantial portions of the

vulgate Apologeticum, 19. A close analysis of the sources demonstrates not only the

dependence on Theophilus, but also Tertullian's authorship of both the Fragmentum
Fuldense and the vulgate version.

The Fragmentum Fuldense provides the outline of Thallus' chronology (as it is
found in Ad Autolycum, iii.29) in the argument that Moses is older than all of the
characters of Greek legend.

Superior invenitur annis circiter quadringentis quam ille antiquissimus
penes vos Danaus in Argos transvenisset. Troiano denique proelio ad mille
annos ante est: unde et ipso Saturno. Secundum enim historiam Thalli, qua
relatum est Belum Assyriorum et Saturnum Titanorum reges cum love
dimicasse, ostenditur Belum CCCXX et duobus annis Iliacum exitum
antecessisse. Per hunc Moysen etiam ilia lex propria Iudaeis a Deo missa
est.1

He [Moses] is found to be older by about four hundred years than the
coming of Danaus, who is the most ancient among you, to Argos. He is
also about a thousand years before the Trojan war, and so before Saturn
himself. For according to the history of Thallus, in which it is related that
Belus, the king of the Assyrians, and Saturn, the king of the Titans,
fought with Jupiter, it is shown that Belus lived 322 years before the fall
of Troy. Through this Moses also the law of the Jews was given by God.

The Fragmentum Fuldense is found in a single recension of the Apologeticum,
1 Fragmentum Fuldense. 1-2.
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exemplified by a now lost manuscript once held in the monastic library at Fulda, copied

by Modius in 1584, and printed by Junius in 1597 in his edition of the Apologeticum.2
The divergences between the Fuldensian and the vulgate recensions are — if many —

minor, except for the lengthy passage included in chapter 19. There is considerable

disagreement over the authorship of this passage, which we have referred to as the

FragmentumFulden.se. Several scholars attribute it to the hand of Tertullian himself;3 but

it is not clear whether it is supposed to have been composed before or after the vulgate

version. Among those who do not consider Tertullian to be the author,4 a popular

supposition is that the Fragmentum Fuldense is the work of a learned librarian very

familiar with the writings of Tertullian.5
The most probable explanation, I believe, is that the Fragmentum Fuldense

represents a rough draft of the contents of Apologeticum, 19, written after the Ad

Nationes, but before the final version.6 This is borne out by the shared sources of the

Fragmentum Fuldense and the vulgate Apologeticum, 19 (established in the forthcoming

sections), and by the close repetition of material in the Fragmentum Fuldense and the

vulgate Apologeticum (noted throughout the same), which would not occur if the former
were intended as an addition to the latter. This 'rough draft' was included in an early copy

of the Apologeticum,1 alongside the vulgate version, and maintained in at least one

manuscript tradition.
In the vulgate Apologeticum, 19 Thallus appears simply as a name amongst

several others:

Multis instrumentis cum digitorum supputatoriis gesticulis asserendum est,
reserenda antiquissimarum etiam gentium archiva, Aegyptiorum,
Chaldaeorum, Phoenicum; advocandi, per quos notitia subministrata est,

2 CCSL, Tert., i.78.
3 Harnack, op. cit., ii.2, 266 n.2; G. Esser, trans., Tertullians apologetische, dogmatische und
montanistische Schriften, (Kempten: Jos. Kosel, 1915), 91 n.1; M. Schanz, Geschichte der
romischen Litteratur, (Munchen: C. H. Beck, 1922), iii, 282; H. Hoppe, ed., Quinti Septimi
Florentis Tertulliani Apologeticum, CSEL, vol. i, (Vienna; Hoelder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1939), xlv n.
178, xlvii; Becker, (1954), 149-62.
41. Wohleb, "Tertullians Apologeticum," Berliner philologische Wochenschrift 36 (1916): 1635
ft.; Hoppe, op. cit., xlv n. 178.
5 Kayser, ed. Tert. ApoL, praef., v, quoted in and endorsed by G. Rauschen, ed., Tertulliani
Apologetici Recensio Nova, (Bonn: Peter Hanstein, 1906), 8; Wohleb, op. cit., 1636 ft.; Hoppe,
op. cit., xlvi and n. 181.
6 See Becker, loc cit.
7 See Appendix VII, p. 207.
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aliqui Manethon Aegyptius et Berosus Chaldaeus, sed et Hieromus
Phoenix, Tyriorum rex; sectatores quoque ipsorum, Mendesius
Ptolemaeus et Menander Ephesius et Demetrius Phalereus et rex Iuba et
Apion et Thallus et, qui istos aut probat aut revincit, Iudaeus Iosephus,
antiquitatum Iudaicarum veniaeulus vindex.8
Proving [the antiquity of Moses] would require several means (not least
jotting up the count with the fingers): unlocking the archives of the most
ancient peoples, the Egyptians, Chaldaeans, and Phoenicians, and
summoning those through whom the knowledge is provided, not only
Manetho the Egyptian and Berossus the Chaldaean, but also Hiram the
Phoenician, King of Tyre, as well as their followers, Ptolemy of Mendes,
Menander of Ephesus, Demetrius of Phalerum, King Juba, Apion,
Thallus, and he who proves or refutes the others, the Jew Josephus, the
native defender of Jewish antiquities.

6.i. Sources of the Fragmentum Fuldense

Many authors have noted that both the Fragmentum Fuldense and the vulgate

version of Apologeticum, 19 depend on the Ad Autοlycum,9 but few have recognized the

extent of Tertullian's debt to Theophilus in Apologeticum, 19. We shall now, therefore,
turn our attention to source criticism, for the sake, once again, of establishing Theophilus
as the intermediary of Tertullian's knowledge of Thallus. It is unnecessary to attempt to

trace the rhetoric and arguments of the Fragmentum Fuldense as a whole when we have
three statements of fact whose sources we can determine with greater ease and certainty.

The first such statement sets Moses four hundred years before the arrival of
Danaus in Argos. This is ultimately derived from Josephus' dating of the Exodus in the
Contra Apionem: ήμετεροι δε πρόγονοι, τρισΐ και ένενήκοντα και τριακοσίοις

πρόσθεν ετεσιν έκ της Αιγύπτου άπαλλαγέντες την χώραν ταυτην έπώκησαν η

Δαναόν εις "Αργός άφικεσθαι καίτοι τούτον άρχαιότατον Άργεϊοι νομίζουσι10

(Our ancestors left Egypt and settled in this land 393 years before Danaus arrived at

Argos, and yet the Argives consider him the most ancient [of their heroes].). However,

considering the fact that the author of the Fragmentum Fuldense depends on the Ad

8 Apol., 19.5-6.
9 Esser, loc. cit.; Schanz, op. cit., iii, 282; Hoppe, xlvi-xlvii, xlvii nn. 184, 185; Dekkers, CCSL,
Tert., i. 110 121, notae; Becker, (1954), 160-1
10 Contra Apionem, i. 103; cf. C. Αρ., i.231, ii. 16.
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Autolycumthe immediate source of this statement is probably Theophilus:12 προ έτών

γάρ λ7γ' έξήλθον έκ της Αιγύπτου και ωκησαν εκτοτε την χώραν, την ετι και
νΰν καλουμενην Ίουδαίαν, προ τοΰ και Δαναόν είς "Αργός άφικέσθαι. δτι δε
τούτον άρχαιότερον ηγούνται τών λοιπών κατά "Ελληνας οί πλείους, σαφές

έστιν (they had left Egypt and were inhabiting the land which is still called Judaea, 393

years before Danaus came to Argos. It is well known that most writers consider him more

ancient than other persons among the Greeks.).13 Theophilus provides the two details

found in the Fragmentum Fuldense: that Moses was about four hundred years earlier than

Danaus, and that Danaus was considered most ancient among the Greeks.14 Indeed,

Theophilus' reference to "the Greeks," rather than "the Argives" specifically, as it is in

Josephus, has the breadth of the Fragmentum Fuldense's penes vos, suggesting that

Theophilus is the more likely source for the Fragmentum Fuldense. Both the precise date
for Moses of 393 years before Danaus, and Danaus' great antiquity among the pagans are

also to be found in the vulgate version of Apologeticum, 19: quadringentispaene annis

(nam septem minus) Danaum et ipsum apud vos vetustissimum praevenit15 (he [Moses]

comes before Danaus, who is the oldest among you, by almost four hundred years —

only seven less), and so it could be argued that the Apologeticum itself served as a source

for a later interpolator. But such immediate repetition16 argues not that the Fragmentum

Fuldense is an addition to the Apologeticum, but that it is a draft of chapter 19 which was

excluded from the final autograph.17
The next chronological relation set out in the Fragmentum Fuldense is obviously

derived from Ad Autolycum, iii.29,18 as it places Moses a thousand years before the

Trojan war, and Saturn and Belus 322 year before the same event. The single detail of
Moses coming nearly a thousand years before the Trojan war could be derived from its

11 See below.
12 Pace A. Vitale, "La storia della Versione dei Settanta e I'antichita della Bibbia nell' Apologetico
di Tertulliano," Musee Beige26 (1922): 69-70; see also Grant, (1958), 138.
13 Ad Aut., iii.21; trans. Grant, p. 129.
14 Of the other patristic sources that might be consulted,Tatian, Oral, 39.1, is obviously using a
different chronological system, for he sets Moses four hundred years before the Trojan war (see
below), and Clement of Alexandria does not offer a definite chronological relation between
Moses and Danaus, see Strom., i. 16.21.
15 Apo/., 19.3.
16 Hoppe, op. cit., xlv-xlvi and n. 180.
17 See below, Appendix VII, p. 207.
18 Pace Vitale, op. cit., 70-1, Becker, (1954), 160-1.
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original source, the Contra Apionem of Josephus,1'' but this seems unlikely as it is closely

associated with Moses' chronological superiority to Saturn and other details which could

only be found in Ad Autolycum, iii.29, where all of the points are contained in a single

chapter. The author of the FragmentumFuldcnsc certainly had no independent knowledge
of Thallus; that Thallus had Belus and Saturn fight against Jupiter, and Belus living 322

years before the Trojan war are both points that are included in the Ad Autolycum (the

context, the dating of Moses, at any rate, would seem to confirm that the Ad Autolycum,
was the source of the Fragmentum Fuldense,10 not Thallus himself). We may note that

Saturn, as well as Belus, is called rex in the Fragmentum Fuldense, and although this is a

natural extension of the information provided in Ad Autolycum, iii.29, it also recalls
Tertullian's use of the word rex. of Saturn in Ad Na.tion.es, ii.12. if the Fragmentum
Fuldense is understood as the work of a later interpolator, rather than of Tertullian

himself, it might be proposed that not the Ad Autolycum, but Lactantius' citation of

Theophilus in the Divinae Institutiones was the source for these details from Thallus'

history.21 A precise comparison of the two passages, however, demonstrates that they are

most likely only connected by a common source. Neither Belus nor Saturn are said to be

kings in Lactantius, nor is there any mention of any fighting with Jupiter. On the other

hand, the Fragmentum Fuldense says nothing of the worship of Belus, it does not

explicitly state that Belus and Saturn were contemporaries, nor is there any hint of the

explication which follows Lactantius' citation of Theophilus.
The Fragmentum Fuldense also attempts to demonstrate that the last of the

Hebrew prophets coincided with the earliest Greek philosophers and law-givers: Cyri
enim et Darii regno fuit Zacharias, quo in tempore Thales, physicorum princeps,

sciscitanti Croeso nihil certum de divinitate respondit, turhatus scilicet vocibus

prophetarum. Solon eidem regifinem longae vitae intuendumpraedicavit, non aliter quam

prophetae22 (Zechariah lived in the reigns of Cyrus and Darius, at which time Thales, first

among the natural philosophers, responded to Croesus when he enquired that there was

nothing certain on the matter of divinity, no doubt confused by the voices of the prophets.
Solon warned the same king that one must look to the end of a long life, much like the

prophets). The basic synchronisms of this passage, with the exception of Thales' relation
19 C. Αρ., i. 104.
20 See above, pp. 17-9.
21 Lact., Div. Inst., i.23.2; see below, p. 205.
22 Frag. Fuld., 4b.
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to the others, are found in the Ad Autolycum,13 also in the context of an argument that all

Greek writers and legislators are later than even the last of the prophets: ό γαρ ύστερος

των προφητών γενόμενος Ζαχαρίας ονόματι ήκμασεν κατά την Δαρείου

βασιλείαν. ... ει γάρ τις ειττοι Σόλωνα τον Άθηναϊον, ούτος γεγονεν κατά τους

χρόνους Κόρου καί Δαρείου των βασιλέων, κατά τον χρόνον Ζαχαρίου (The last
of the prophets, Zacharias by name, flourished in the reign of Darius. ... For if anyone

should mention Solon the Athenian, he lived in the times of the kings Cyrus and Darius
and in the time of the prophet Zacharias.).24 The material is rearranged slightly in the

Fragmentum Fuldense; Zechariah is still said to be a contemporary of Cyrus and Darius,
but there is no such specific statement concerning Solon. Solon may be assumed to be
coeval with Cyrus and Darius on the basis of his contact with Croesus (which is
mentioned in the Fragmentum Fuldense), who is also said to have met Thales, whom the

Fragmentum Fuldense does place in the time of Cyrus and Darius. There is no apparent

significance to this divergence from Theophilus. Solon is simply a name in the Ad

Autolycum, and while his conversation with Croesus is not mentioned, any educated man

of antiquity would have known of this from Herodotus' famous account.25Tertullian

appears to have known Ad Autolycum, iii.23, as he speaks of Moses' priority over Solon
and Lycurgus, who is also mentioned in the Ad Autolycum, in the Adversus

Marcionem.26 Thales does not appear in the Ad Autolycum at all, but his synchronism, in

the Fragmentum Fuldense, with the persons mentioned there may depend on Tatian.
Tatian ends his Oratio by assigning dates to the wise men of the Greeks; he sets Solon in

the 46th Olympiad and Thales in the 50th,27 thus they could not be separated by more than

twenty-five years.

The account of Thales' response to Croesus also appears in the Ad Nationes2S and

the vulgate Apologeticum,19 but no exterior source for it can be identified.30 It is not

entirely consistent with Diogenes Laertius' account of Thales; although he is supposed to

have written only on the solstice and the equinox as he considered all other matters

23 Pace Vitale, op. cit., 71.
24 Ad Aut., iii.23; trans. Grant, p. 133.
25 Hist., i.30-33.
26 Adv. Marc., ii.17.3.
27 Oral, 41.3.
28 Ad Nat., ii.2.11.
29 ApoI., 46.8.
3uSee Diels, Frag. Vorsokr., vol. i, 67-81.
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incomprehensible," and to have been a contemporary of Croesus and to have had contact

with him,32 he is not represented as being averse to discussing theology with Pherecydes

of Syros.33 A similar story, however, is told by Cicero of Simonides and Hiero,34 and

repeated by Minucius Felix;35 Tertullian may have had this account in mmd and made a

mistake with the names, or it may have been a widely diffused apocryphal tale told of

several different philosophers and rulers.36

Theophilus, therefore, appears to be the source for all of the specific chronological
relations in the Fragmentum Fuldense, although Tatian may have some role in the
inclusion of Thales.

6.ii. Sources of the vulgate Apologeticum, 19
The vulgate version of Apologeticum, 19 also begins to argue the priority of

Moses by setting out several more or less precise chronological relations. The first one,

however, is incompatible with the next two. Tertullian claims that Moses was coeval with

Inachus, the king of Argos (Argivo Inacho pariter aetate est31). The synchronism of

Moses and Inachus began when Ptolemy of Mendes, writing in the first century B.C., set

the Exodus in the reign of the Egyptian king Amosis and made him a contemporary of

Inachus,38 but Tertullian probably only knew these details from Tatian:39 ούτος τάς τών

βασιλέων πράξεις εκτιθέμενος κατ' "Αμωσιν Αιγύπτου βασιλέα γεγονέναι
Ίουδαίοις φησι την έξ Αιγύπτου πορείαν εις άπερ ήλθον χωρία. Μωυσέως

ηγουμένου, λέγει δέ ούτως ό δε "Αμωσις έγένετο κατ' Ίναχον βασιλέα (He

[Ptolemy of Mendes] in his account of the acts of the kings says that in the time of
Amosis king of Egypt occurred the Jews' journey from Egypt to the lands which they
entered under the leadership of Moses. He writes as follows: 'Amosis lived at the time of

31 Diog. Laer., Vitae, i.23.
32 Vitae, i.38.
33 Vitae, i.43-44.
34 De naturadeorum, i.22.60.
35 Oct., 13.4.
36 See Pease, op. cit., 349.
37 Apol., 19.3.
38Tatian, Oral, 38; Clement of Alexandria, Strom., i.101.3; Eusebius, Praep. Evan., x.10.490b,
c; FGrH, 611, F 1. On Ptolemy of Mendes and the synchronism of Moses and Inachus, see
Wacholder, (1974), 119-126, and Rajak, (1973), 360-1.
39 Vitale, op. cit., 69; Barnes, (1971), 108.
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king Inachus.').40 Tertullian refers to Tatian by name only once,41 but seems to rely on

him in a number of other instances;42 there is no reason to suspect that he did not know the

Oralio.

One of the implications of Moses being a contemporary of Inachus, not repeated

by Tertullian, is made clear by Tatian: διόπερ εί κατά "Ιναχον πέφηνεν ό Μωυσής

γεγονώς, πρεσβύτερος έστι τών Ίλιακών ετεσι τετρακοσίοις (Therefore if Moses

lived in the time of Inachus he is four hundred years older than the Trojan War.).43 This
cannot be reconciled with the statements that Moses comes 393 years before the arrival of
Danaus in Argos and nearly a thousand years before the Trojan war, particularly as Tatian
himself says that Danaus arrived during the reign of the eighth king after Inachus, and

was himself the ninth king, and Troy was taken in the reign of the nineteenth.44 The

relation of Moses to Danaus and the Trojan war found in the Apologeticum comes,

through Theophilus, from Josephus; neither of these authors so much as mentions

Inachus, most likely because, following Manetho's chronology of the departure of the

Hyksos, they set the Exodus in the reign of Tethmosis, not Amosis.45
It seems unlikely that Tertullian presents a series of inconsistent statements

because he was unfamiliar with their contexts and supporting arguments. He seems

unconcerned rather than ignorant. As they appear in the Apologeticum, stripped of their
further implications, the three statements would not seem incompatible to the untutored

reader, but present a specious barrage of chronological arguments for the priority of
Moses. Tertullian is, after all, not compiling a chronicle, but writing an apologetic work
in which persuasion may occasionally take precedence over accuracy.

The same arguments which attributed the chronological relation of Moses and
Danaus in the Fragmentum Fuldense to Theophilus also hold for the equivalent sentence

in the vulgate Apnlngeticum, 19: quadringentispaene annis (nam scptem minus) Danaum

et ipsum apud vos vetustissimum praevenit46 (he [Moses] comes before Danaus, who is
the oldest among you, by almost four hundred years — only seven less). The only
difference is a greater precision in regard to the date, from nearly four hundred years to

40Tatian, Orat., 38.1; trans. Whittaker, p. 69.
41 De leiunio, 15.1.

Αροί, 46.10, 15, 48.9; 47.3 (see Vitale, op. cit., 72).
43Tatian, Orat., 39.1; trans. Whittaker, p. 71.
44Tatian, Orat., 39.1,3.
45 C. Αρ., i.93 ft.; Ad Aut., iii.20.
40 Apol., 19.3.
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exactly 393; otherwise, Danaus' great antiquity among the Greeks and his dating relative
to Moses are the same. Apud vos here, like penes vos in the Fragmentum Fuldense,
reflects Theophilus' general reference to the Greeks, rather than Josephus' specific
mention of the Argives.

Moses is also said to have preceded the fall of Troy by about a thousand years

(mille circiter cladem Priamiantecedif). Although none of the elaboration on Belus and

Saturn is added from the Ad Autolycum, and Tertullian could have relied on Josephus48
alone without an intermediary, Theophilus49 is probably the source here, since Tertullian

in the later De Anima reveals familiarity with — if imperfect recollection of — the

chronology of Ad Autolycum, iii.29.50 Whereas Troianoproelio5' in the Fragmentum

Fuldense reflects the prosaic terms used by Theophilus for the Trojan war, Ίλιακοϋ

πολεμοώ2 and 'Ιλίου αλώσεως,93 the phrase cladem Priami shows a refinement and

variation of diction which in no way interferes with the sense of the simple sentence

found in the Fragmentum Fuldense. This makes the Fragmentum Fuldense once again

appear to be a set of preliminary notes used in the composition of the vulgate

Apologeticum.
Tertullian also gives a chronological relation between Moses and Homer: possum

dicere etiam quingentis amplius et Homerum, habens quos sequar14 (I am also able to say

that he was a further five hundred years before Homer [in addition to the thousand years

before the Trojan war], having authorities which I may follow.). Because of his pivotal
role in classical culture and his supposed position as the first Greek writer, most early

Christian authors showed some interest in Homer,55 and not a few compared him —

usually unfavourably — to Moses as the originator of a civilization.56 Although
47 Apol., 19.3.
46 C. Αρ., i. 104.
49 Ad Aut., iii.21,29.
50 De Anima, 28.1; see below, p. 203.
51 For the use of proelium for 'war' rather than 'battle,' see Aurelius Victor, De Caesaribus, 26.1,
Ampelius, 14.5, Jerome, Hebr. Quaest. in Gen., 10.2; Mayor, op. cit., 271.
52 Ad Aut., iii.21.
53 Ad Aut., iii.29.
54 Apol., 19.3.
55 See J. Danielou, "Homere chez les Peres de I'Eglise," Histoire des Doctrines chretiennes
avant Nicee, (Paris: Desclee & Cie, 1958-61), vol. ii, 73-101; G. Glockmann, "Homer in der
friihchristlichen Literatur bis Justinus," Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur 105 (1968).
56 J. Pepin, "Le "challenge" Homere-Moi'se aux premiers siecles Chretiens," Revue des
Sciences religieuses 29 (1955): 105-122; see G. Glockmann, "Das Homerbild der altchristlichen
Literatur in der Forschung der Gegenwart," Klio 43-45 (1965): 276-9.
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Theophilus mentions Moses' priority to Greek legislators57 and implies his priority to the

Greek poets and historiographers,58 he never offers a precise dating for Homer.59 Tatian,

however, list the opinions of several schools of thought on the date of Homer from the

Trojan war; at the latest, he says, Homer lived five hundred years after the fall of Troy:

ετεροι δε κάτω τον χρόνον ύττήγαγον, σύν 'Αρχιλόχου γεγονε'ναι τον Όμηρον
είπόντες- ό δε 'Αρχίλοχος ήκμασε περί ολυμπιάδα τρίτην και είκοστήν, κατά

Γύγην τόν Λυδόν, ύστερον τών Ίλιακών ετεσι πεντακοσίοις (Others brought the
time downwards, saying that Homer was contemporary with Archilochus, who
flourished about the twenty third Olympiad, at the time of Gyges the Lydian, later than the

Trojan War by five hundred years).60 Clement of Alexandria, in the Stromateis,61 also

notes that Theopompus sets Homer five hundred years after the Trojan war,62 but it is

unlikely that he is here Tertullian's source,63 since, in addition to the other reasons for

discounting Clement as a source for the Apologeticum,M Tertullian would have taken

Clement's citation of Theopompus as well as his information, but in fact Tertullian's
statement has all of the anonymity of Tatian's ετεροι. As it is, Tertullian appears to take

the latest date for Homer offered by Tatian,65 and so, for apologetic reasons, to set the

greatest possible interval between Moses and the Greek poet.

There remains the list of historical authorities by which Tertullian claims he can

prove his points. This list may seem impressively erudite, but it is in fact derived from

only a few intermediary sources.66 While Tertullian probably never read the authors whom

he names here, his reference to their names allows us to identify the intermediary sources

with some certainty; in the main, they are ones we have seen already.

Manetho, Berossus, Hiram of Tyre, and Menander of Ephesus67 are all found in

57 Ad Aut., iii.23.
58 Ad Aut., ii.33.
59 See above, p. 157 and n. 126.
60 Orat., 31.3; trans. Whittaker, p. 59. See Grant, (1988), 125-7.
61 Strom., i. 117.8.
62 FGrH 115, F 205.
63 See Mayor, op. cit., 275.
64 See below, p. 198.
65 See Vitale, op. cit., 69.
68 Pace Barnes, (1971), 105,196.
67 The name of Menander of Ephesus must be taken from either Josephus or Theophilus,
because in other sources, Tatian (Orat., 37) and Clement of Alexandria (Strom., i. 114.2) for
instance, refer to this author as Menander of Pergamum.
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both the Contra Apionem™ and the Ad AutolycumC9 Either work could have been

Tertullian's source, but Theophilus seems more likely, since he mentions these authors in
a tight concentration of references, and since Tertullian also speaks of Thallus, who is

only found in the Ad Autolycum. This reference to Thallus in the context of the relative

chronology of Moses is the only incontrovertable evidence we have that Tertullian, at the
time of writing the Apologeticum, had at least a passing acquaintance with Ad Autolycum,

iii.29, but it seems to be sufficient proof.70
Of the remaining historians, Ptolemy of Mendes, Juba, and Apion are mentioned

as authorities for the antiquity of Moses by Tatian7' as well as by Clement of Alexandria in

his Stromateis.11 It seems more probable that Tatian is the source for these names, since

we have already noted that Tertullian made use of Tatian in writing this chapter, and since
Tertullian does not mention all of the authors cited by Clement in Stromateis, i, chapter

21, only those also cited by Tatian. Moreover, the Stromateis seems to have been

published immediately before the Apologeticum, if not some time after it,73 and it seems

somewhat doubtful, therefore, that Tertullian had access to the Stromateis while he was in

the process of writing the Apologeticum. Indeed, the influence of Clement upon Tertullian

altogether does not seem to have been very strong at all.74
With reference to Theophilus and Τatian we may plausibly explain the provenance

of all of the names mentioned by Tertullian, with the exception of Demetrius of Phalerum

only. Tertullian offers further information on Demetrius of Phalerum , which must be

taken into consideration as we enquire into his sources: Ptolemaeus ... ex suggestu

Demctrii Phalcrci, grammaticorum tuncprobatissimi, cuipracfccturam mandavcrat, libros
a Iudaeis quoque postulavit, proprias atque vernaculas litteras, quas soli habebanC

(Ptolemy, at the suggestion of Demetrius of Phalerum, then the most esteemed of

68C. Αρ., i.73-105, 109,113, 116, 117, 129-53, 227-87, 294, ii.1, 16, 18.
69 Ad Aut., iii.21-3, 29.
70 See Grant, (1988), 230 n.37. M. Hardwick, Josephus as an historical source in Patristic
literature through Eusebius, (Atlanta: Scolar's Press, 1989), 49-50, recognizes the dubious
nature of the comments on the Jews ascribed to Thailus (see above, pp. 17-9), but on this basis,
in a misguided effort to derive as many as Tertullian's sources as possible from the Contra
Apionem, dismisses the mention of Thallus here as an error for Thales.
71 Oral, 36.2, 38.1.
72 Strom., i. 101.3-4, 122.2.
73 R. Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Liberalism, (London: Williams and
Norgate, 1914), vol. ii, 324-33.
74 See De Came Christi, 23.6.
7hApol, 18.5.
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grammarians, to whom he had entrusted the superintendance of the library, asked the
Jews also for their books, their native and peculiar literature, which they alone

possessed.)· Demetrius is not found in either Theophilus or Tatian, but is mentioned in

the Contra Apionem76 and the Stromateis.17 Mention of Demetrius confirms that a third

source, in addition to Theophilus and Tatian, was used by Tertullian in preparing his list
of authorities, but it is difficult to determine this source with any certainty. We have

already noted that for a variety of reasons it is unlikely that Tertullian knew and employed

the Stromateis as a source.78 Josephus seems to be the obvious source, as Tertullian has

such approving things to say of him (qui istos autprobat aut revincit19) and he is presented

as the lynch-pin of all attempts to date Moses.80 While the Contra Apionem may show that

Demetrius dealt with Moses and Jewish history,81 as required by Apologeticum, 19, it

provides no evidence that Ptolemy ordered the preparation of the Septuagint at the

suggestion of Demetrius, as the account goes in Apologeticum, 18. This detail is found in

the Letter ofAristeas,82 a pseudepigraphical account of the translation of the Septuagint

supposed to have been composed some time around 120-80 B.C.,83 although Demetrius'

treatment of Jewish history is not. We have no other evidence that Tertullian knew the
Letter ofAristeas, but it is not necessary to assume that he did, since Josephus repeated
the narrative of Demetrius suggesting the procuration of the Jewish writings in a lengthy

paraphrase of the Letter ofAristeas included in the Jewish Antiquities f* which Tertullian

seems more likely to have known,8' although we cannot say with certainty that he had

read either the Contra Apionem or the Jewish Antiquities. Josephus, nevertheless, seems

to be Tertullian's complementary source for the life and work of Demetrius of Phalerum.

76 C. Αρ., i.218, ii.46.
77 Strom., i. 148.1, 150.2.
78 See previous paragraph.
79 Apol., 19.6.
80 Josephus may seem to be the source for the list of ancient nations whose records will be
consulted at the beginning of the list of authors, reseranda antiquissimarum etiam gentium
archiva, Aegyptiorum, Chaldaeorum, Phoenicum (the records of the most ancient peoples, the
Egyptians, Chaldaeans, and Phoenicians, must also be disclosed), as he twice mentions these
same peoples as possessing very ancient records [C. Αρ., i.8, ii.1), butTatian also refers to the
Chaldaeans, Egyptians, and Phoenicians in the same context (Oaf., 36.1). Pace Vitale, op. cit.,
68.
81 C. Αρ., i.218.
82 Letter, (ii) 9-11. See Mayor, op. cit., 268.
83 H. Thackeray, trans., The Letter of Aristeas, (London: Macmillan, 1917), xiii.
84 Ant. lud., xii.(ii.1)11 ff.
85 Vitale, op. cit., 64-8.
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Tertullian's list of historical authorities, therefore, appears to be compiled from

Theophilus andTatian, as well as from a knowledge of Demetrius of Phalerum apparently
derived from Josephus.

The repetitions and shared sources in the FragmentumFuldense and the vulgate

Apologeticum suggest that the former was the rough draft which Tertullian modified
when he composed the latter. The Ad Autolycum seems to have been the principal source

for the FragmentumFuldense, augmented by a faulty recollection of the story associated
with Thales and Croesus, and possibly some information from Tatian. In the vulgate

Apologeticum the material taken from Theophilus, chronological relations and rhetoric,86
was edited, and new material from Tatian and, most likely, Josephus was included.

Among these modifications was the exclusion of all of the statements ultimately derived
from Thallus, which we shall investigate in the next section. Altogether, the details and
citations found in the vulgate Apologeticum, 19 suggest that Τertullian here made a largely
indiscriminate compilation of the results of the divergent chronological schemes of

Theophilus and Tatian, as well as the names associated with them, along with minor
contributions from other sources. The vulgate version of Apologeticum, 19 is,

nevertheless, particularly important to our purposes, because, by mentioning the name of

Thallus, it confirms incontrovertibly that Tertullian knew Ad Autolycum, iii.29 at the time
of writing the Apologeticum.

6.iii. Thallus and the dating of the gods
On account of our preceding research we can not only say how Tertullian knew of

Thallus and the other sources he cites, but we are also able to work under the fairly certain

assumption that the Fragmentum Fuldense was the work of Tertullian, and so set his

apologetic writings in this chronological order: Ad Nationes, FragmentumFuldense,

vulgate Apologeticum. We are now in a position to investigate the considerations which
affected these compositions in regard to the dating of the gods and the use of Thallus for
this purpose. In fine, we are asking what was the significance for Tertullian of the

chronological positionings of the euhemerized gods of which he was aware.

The first date for the gods mentioned by Τertullian is found in the Ad Nationes, on

86 Our arguments seem to be confirmed by the similarity of statements in the Fragmentum
Fuldense (4) and the vulgate Apologeticum (19.4) on the chronological superiority of the other
Hebrew prophets to the earliest Greek legislators, wise men, and writers, and their obvious
derivation from Ad Autolycum, iii.23; see Vitale, op. cit., 71.
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the authority of the Sibyl:87

Ea senario versu in hunc sensum de Saturni prosapia et rebus eius exponit:
'Decima,' inquit, 'genitura hominum, ex quo cataclysmus prioribus accidit,
regnavit Saturnus et Titan et lapetus, Terrae et Caeli fortissimi filii.'88 Si qua

ergo vel vestris auctoribus litterisve vestris superioribus, sed idcirco magis
proximis, quoniam illius aetatis, fides adiacet, satis de Saturno et prosapia eius
probatum est homines fuisse.89
In senarian verse, she 1 the Sibyl] makes matters plain in this way concerning
the children of Saturn and the events of his life, saying: "In the tenth
generation of men, after the Flood befell their ancestors, Saturn reigned, along
with Titan and Japetus, the mighty sons of Earth and Sky." If, therefore, any
trust is to be placed in your older authors and literature, and more so those
nearest [the events they describe], because they were of the same age, it is
sufficiently proven that Saturn and his progeny were humans.

Although he includes it in his quotation, Tertullian does not comment on the date of the

gods, nor does he seem to see any significance in it, apart from its situating Saturn and
the other gods in the realm of human time, not a far off mythological past. The import of
this passage from the Sibyl is that it, like the account of Saturn in Italy which immediately

precedes it, is a testimony to the humanity of the gods from an, ostensibly at least, pagan

author. Likewise, Athenagoras baldly quotes these same lines of the Sibyl as evidence

that the 'gods' were human rulers, ignoring their chronological implications.90 The

Sibylline date is, in any case, not very helpful chronologically; its base date, the Flood,
was not recognizable to anyone unfamiliar with the Old Testament, nor was it used in
standard chronographies, and the date for Saturn from this base was expressed in vague

generations, rather than precise years. Moreover, the date had no relation to any specific

apologetic purpose (eg., the comparative antiquity of Moses).

By the time Tertullian wrote the Fragmentum Fuldense he had found in Thallus,
as he knew him from Theophilus, a remedy for the deficiencies of the Sibylline

chronology, and the Sibyl was only mentioned in this work as an example of prophecy in

87 Τertullian's comment that the words of demons have been placed in the mouth of the Sibyl,
the prophetess of the true God (Ad Nat., ii. 12.35), should not be taken as hostile (as it is by
Parke, op. cit., 159), but rather as a cautionary note on a valid authority. See Mayor, op. cit., 271.
68 Orac. Sib., iii. 108-11.
89 Ad Nat., ii. 12.36-7.
90 Legatio, 30.1.
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the pagan world.91 Tertullian derived from the Ad Autolycum the simple structure of a

system which employed the common base date of the Trojan war, and gave a relative date
in years from it to the events of the life of Saturn and to the time of Moses. While
Tertullian may have perceived the superiority of Thallus' chronology over that of the

Sibyl, we should not imagine that he valued the information for its own sake. Tertullian
was not interested in a date for the gods per se, but, like Theophilus, wants to date Saturn
and Belus in relation to Moses, in order to demonstrate that Moses is older than the pagan

gods themselves. Thallus' chronology is included in the midst of a series of such

arguments, and, although it mentions Saturn, is not associated with the narrative of
Saturn in Italy in the Apologeticum. Becker has suggested, however, that the outline of

Tertullian's Christian chronology is found in the Fragmentum Fuldense·91 this is true only

in a very limited sense. Tertullian was certainly toying with this model as he drew up the

drafts of the Apologeticum, and the mangled recollection in the DeAnima93 suggests that

he never quite discarded it, but Thallus' chronology is not necessary to the structure of
details of the Apologeticum, nor was Tertullian willing to commit himself to it when he

prepared the final version of the Apologeticum.
In the vulgate Apologeticum, the polished rendering which Tertullian intended for

publication, Thallus is only mentioned in a lengthy list of pagan historians who were

known to have given evidence which proved that Moses was older than Greek culture.94
The citation of Thallus here serves the same purpose as the one in Ad Autolycum, iii.29,
and in the FragmentumFuldense, but his chronology, as known to Tertullian, is not set

out at all. A number of considerations may have been involved in Tertullian's exclusion of
the information provided by Thallus from the final draft of the Apologeticum. He may

simply have had misgivings about the accuracy or credibility ofThallus' report, or wished
to relegate the human life of the 'gods' to the vague and legendary past. His reasons could
have been more deliberate if he perceived some inconsistency between Thallus'

chronology and the other schemes for dating Moses in relation to Greek figures employed
in the Fragmentum Fuldense and carried over to the vulgate Apologeticum. Whereas

recognizing the chronological incompatibilities which do appear in the vulgate

91 Frag. Fuld., 2.
92 Becker, (1954), 281.
93 DeAnima, 28.1; see below, p. 203.
94 Apol., 19.6; see above, p. 189-90.
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Apologeticum would require expert knowledge,95 only a general knowledge of mythology

would have been needed to suggest that something was amiss with Danaus, the son of

Belus and grandson of Neptune,96 coming some two hundred years before Belus and

Saturn, the father of Neptune. Perhaps Terlullian was only considering direct and succinct

presentation; after citing such a bevy of authors he could not elaborate on any of their

chronologies without weighing down his argument with a mess of details and complex

outlines; he says as much in introducing the citations.97 For Tertullian, when he put the

finishing touches on the Apologeticum, Thallus was just one historian among many

whose aulhoiity could be used to defend the argument of Moses1 superior antiquity; his

chronology held no special significance among the rest and it was not the basis for
Tertullian's own chronological outline.

The last time Tertullian showed any interest in the date of the gods was when he

was writing the DeAnima in 206/7.98 He wished to refute the testimony of the Egyptian

Mercury on the transmigration of souls by demonstrating the superior antiquity of Moses.
To this end he attempted to recall the chronology of Ad Autolycum, iii.29, but did so with

only middling success: multo antiquior Moyses etiam Saturno, nongentis circiter annis,

nedum pronepotibus eius<n (Moses is also a great deal older than Saturn, by about nine

hundred years, and so much older than his grandchildren). Tertullian does not appear to

have consulted the Ad Autolycum again after composing the Apologeticum, and when he
wrote the De Anima he recalled a chronological relation between Moses and Saturn as

well as the figure of a thousand or nine hundred years, and combined these without

bothering to check the dating they gave.100 That Tertullian here depends on a faulty

recollection of Thallus' chronology is further evinced by the fact that he speaks of Moses

writing a thorough account of the human race from creation, just as he does in the only

95 See above, p. 194 ff.
96 Apollodorus, Bibl., ii.1.4, Hyginus, Fab., 124, 157, 168.
97 Apol., 19.5.
98 Barnes, (1971), 55.
99 DeAnima, 28.1.
100 See Waszink, op. cit., 354-5. Waszink also notes here an alternative, but much more dubious,
explanation for this chronological relation, which depends on Josephus' placing Moses one
thousand years before the Τrojan war, and on the date of 150 years before the Τrojan war for
Saturn's reign in Italy, found in Jerome's translation of the canons of Eusebius' Canons{ann.
Abr. DCCCXL).
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other passage which includes the details of Thallus, the Fragmentum Fuldense,101

suggesting that in striving to recall Thallus' time scheme, he had also remembered the
context in which he himself had previously used it. We must note that in the DeAnima the

gods are dated in relation to Moses in order to settle a specific question of authority on the
basis of antiquity, and, once again, not in an effort to set up an absolute chronology.
Tertullian's errors in this passage should demonstrate just how unimportant Thallus'

chronology was to his thought.
Tertullian was not interested in determining a date for the euhemerized gods from

any source for the sake of historical enquiry or in order to establish an absolute

chronology. He required that the information he presented serve a specific apologetic

purpose, and historical dates, in his opinion, could do this just as well taken one by one,

as worked into a synthetic scheme. Dated references to the gods are intended to

demonstrate either their humanity or their inferior antiquity when compared with Moses.

Tertullian used citations of Thallus for both of these purposes, but he only used Thallus'

chronology for the latter end, probably because this is the purpose which it served in

Theophilus, Tertullian's source. In the end he decided, however, that Thallus'

chronology was not convincing or important enough to be included in the final draft of the

Apologeticum.

6.iv. Thallus' chronology in later Latin writers
After Minucius Felix, Lactantius is the next author — and the last Latin author —

to cite Thallus. Lactantius, however, unlike Tertullian and Minucius Felix, explicitly

acknowledges Theophilus as his intermediary for the information taken from Thallus.102

Moreover, the debt of Lactantius to the Ad Autolycum has been the subject of recent

scholarly analysis to such an extent as to render any discussion here superfluous.103 The
citations of Thallus in the works of Lactantius are of no value as fragments, but it is

interesting to note for contrast the use which Lactantius makes of these citations,

compared with Tertullian's use of Thallus.

101 Frag. Fuld., 1. In addition to the shared general theme of the two passages, we may note the
words of the Fragmentum Fuldense echoed in the DeAnima: generis humani(De An.: generis
humani), temporum ordo(temporatim), digestus{digessit), ab initio{ab exordio).
102 Div. Inst., i.23.2.
103 R. Ogilvie, (1978), 38, 92; P. Monat, Lactance et la Bible, (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes,
1982), vol. i, 48, vol. ii, 26 n.7; O. Nicholson, "The Source of the Dates in Lactantius' Divine
Institutes," Journal of Theological Studies n.s. 36 (1985): 291-310.
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Lactantius knew the manner in which Thallus' testimony was employed by
Tertullian and Minucius Felix; indeed, he cites Thallus, along with Diodorus, Nepos, and

Cassius, in order to demonstrate the humanity of Saturn, in a phrase lifted for the most

part from Minucius.104 But Lactantius also made independent use of the excerpt from
Thallus in the Ad Autolycum. In a separate passage, he again cites Thallus with the
intention of showing not that Saturn was a human, but when: Theophilus in libro de

temporibus ad Autolycum scripto ait in Historia sua Thallum dicere quod Belus, quem

Babylonii etAssyrii colunt, antiquior Troiano bellofuissc inveniatur annis trecentis viginti

duobus, Belum autem Saturni aequalem fuisse et utrumque uno tempore adolev isse 105

(Theophilus in his book on chronology written to Autolycus says that Thallus in his

history states that Belus, whom the Babylonians and Assyrians worship, may be found to

have been 322 years older than the Trojan war, but Belus was the contemporary of Saturn
and they each flourished at the same time.). Lactantius does not call on Thallus to provide
a comparative date from Moses, as Tertullian did with his second citation, but Thallus'

chronology nevertheless serves an apologetic purpose. It was the contention of

Lactantius, and one of the recurrent themes of the Divine Institutes, that the worship of

the true God represented the original and natural religion of mankind.106 Whereas the roots

of Christianity could be traced as far back as the creation of the world, Lactantius used
Thallus' chronology and the well-known date of the Trojan war to demonstrate that
Greco-Roman paganism was a much more recent institution, no more than eighteen
hundred years old.

The chronology of Ad Autolycum, iii.29, might also appear to be the source of the

date for the birth of Jupiter in the sixth-century107 De execrandis gentium diis,'m

traditionally, but erroneously attributed to Tertullian: Iovem quem vocant, quemque putant

summum deum, quando natus est, a constitutionc mundi crant ad illud tempus, anni ferme

triamillia109 (This one they call Jove, and whom they consider the most high God: from
the foundation of the world to the time when he was bom there were about three thousand

years.). Using the various genealogies of the Old Testament in the Vulgate110 (but not the
104 Div. Inst., i.13.8.
105 Lact., Div. Inst., i.23.2; cf. Epit., 19.5.
106 Div. Inst., passim; see the comments of Nicholson, op. cit., 292.
107 E. Bickel, Ps.-Tertullian De execrandis gentium diis," Rheinisches Museum 76 (1927): 412 ff.
108 Bickel, op. cit., 408 ff.
109 De execrandis gentium diis, 2.
110 Genesis, 5, 9, 11, 25.20, 47.9, Exodus, 12.40, Deuteronomy, 34.7.
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Septuagint111), it is possible to arrive at a figure of 2368 years from Adam to the birth of

Moses. From the Ad Autolycum, with their respective dates from the Trojan war, one can

calculate a span of 578 (900 - 322) years from Moses to Belus and Cronus. When all of
these years are added together they give a date of 2946 after Adam for Cronus, the father
of Zeus; this is very close to "about 3000 years" for the birth of Jupiter. More plausible,

however, is Bickel's explanation112 that a date of 3000 years from creation is not derived
from a euhemerizing source, but rather marks a chiliastic mid-point in the 6000 year

duration of the world; he justifies this interpretation with reference to lines from the
Christian poet, Commodian (3rd or 5th c.): Initium caelum, terram Deus et mare fecit; /

Terribilis autem iste medio tempore natus / Ex antro processit iuvenis furtimque nutritus113
(God first made the sky, the earth, and the sea, but that terrible creature [Jupiter] was

bom in the middle of time, he left the cave and while young was secretly nursed.).

6.v. Conclusion

We have seen in this chapter that the Fragmentum Fuldense, quite as much as the

vulgate Apologeticum, 19, is from the hand of Tertullian. Since the Fragmentum
Fuldense is something of a first draft and the vulgate version of Apologeticum, 19 is a

refinement of Tertullian's treatment of the same material, they allow us to trace the

development of Tertullian's thought. Thallus is mentioned in both the Fragmentum
Fuldense and in the vulgate Apologeticum, 19; as with Tertullian's other references to

Thallus, however, it is clear that Tertullian did not know Thallus' histories themselves,

but takes his information from Ad Autolycum, iii.29. In both instances Thallus is cited in

support of one specific argument: that Moses was older than the heroes of Greek history
and legend (the same contention for which he is cited by Theophilus). Thallus' work is

not the basis for an overall chronological scheme in Tertullian;114 there is, in fact, no such
scheme underlying Tertullian's writing, nor does he seem to have perceived any need for
one. Lactantius, however, took a different approach to Thallus' chronology and did use

one date of Thallus' devising to contribute to his own chronological scheme, but Thallus
and his dates are once again only known through Theophilus.

111 See R. Klein, "Archaic Chronologies and the Textual History of the Old Testament," Harvard
Theological Review 67 (1974): 255-63.
112 Bickel, op. cit., 411-2.
113 Instructiones, i.5.5-7.
114 Contrast the opinion of Becker, op. cit., 160-1, 281.
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Appendix VII: The diction of the Fragmentum Fuldense

Perhaps some insight into the authorship of the Fragmentum Fuldense may be

gained from an investigation of words used only once, or seldom otherwise, in the corpus

of Tertullian. Such words, however, are not very numerous. Vaticinatio1 ("prophesying")

is not found elsewhere in Tertullian, but was a fairly common classical word,2 and we

should not be surprised to find Tertullian using it, if only once, nor does its appearance

provide any clue as to the date of the fragment if it was not written by Tertullian.

Likewise, latoF ("bearer," though, as here, usually employed in the technical sense of one

who introduces a law) is used by Tertullian only once in a text of certain authorship, in
Adversus Iudaeos, 6.2, also with the complementary legis, but lator was also commonly

used in classical texts.4

Pullulali(f ("sprouting, or growing") is not found elsewhere in Tertullian, nor

does it have a known classical precedent. If the Fragmentum Fuldense is not genuinely

Tertullian's, then its first appearance is in the work of Cyprian of Carthage6 (d. 258), who
wrote not much later than Tertullian. It is used unremarkably, if relatively infrequently, by

authors of the fourth and fifth centuries,7 though never, as in the Fragmentum Fuldense,

to refer to the proliferation of the human race. Although it is used by Priscian8 without any

religious colouring, the use of the word seems to be confined to Christian authors.

Supputatio9 ("counting, or computation") is found only here in Tertullian's work, and it is
not attested in classical Latin. It is, however, employed in precisely the same context in
which it is used by the author of the Fragmentum Fuldense, that is chronological

1 Frag. Fuld., 1,6.
2 See Cicero, De Natura Deorum, ii.3.10; Ad Atticum, viii. 12.1; Caesar, De Bello Gallico, i.50.4;
Valerius Maximus, i.8.10; Suetonius, Caes., 59; Pliny, Epistolae, vi.20.19.
3 Frag. Fuld., 4a.
4 See Cicero, InCatilinam, iv. 10; Pro Murena, 3; De Natura Deorum, iii.38 (90); Caesar, De Bello
Civili, i.5; Livy, iii.9.6; Quintilian, iii.2.4, 7.18; xii.10.5.
5 Frag. Fuld., 1.
6 Ad Demetrlanum, ii {PL 4, 545B).
7 Jerome, Translatio homiliarum Origenis in Ezechielem, xi.4 {PL 25. 809B), Augustine, Contra
Julianum, ii. 105 (Aug.); ii.187 (Jul.) {PL 45, 1185, 1327); Praedestinatus, sive Praedestinatorum
Haeresis, ii (PL 53, 626B); [Rufinus], In Amos Commentarius, i (c.4, v.8); John Cassian, De
Coenobiorum Institutis, v.43 {PL 49, 202A); Prudentius, Apotheosis, 912.
8 Praeexercitamina, vii.24 (p. 1339).
9 Frag. Fuld., 1.
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calculation, by Arnobius10 in the early fourth century, and by Augustine," Sulpicius

Severus,12 and Fulgentius13 in the next; it is also employed by John Cassian14 and

Macrobius15 in reference to the sum of shorter periods of time. Martianus Capella uses it

of the circumference of world,16 which also has a definite numerical value, but Jerome17

uses it of the end of a chain of reasoning. The use of pullulatio and supputatio in the

Fragmentum Fuldense may indicate that it was composed some time after the fourth

century, when both of these words had become current in Christian literature, and

especially once supputatio had acquired a specialized use for chronological computation.

Equally, Tertullian himself or a near contemporary may have written the Fragmentum
Fuldense and introduced these terms into the Christian Latin vocabulary, as well as the

particular sense of supputatio.

Ultrix is not used only here, nor is it an uncommon word,18 but it appears only

once otherwise in all of Tertullian's work,19 in a rendering of Romans 13:1 (where the

Vulgate has vindex). It is remarkable inasmuch as its use in connection with the Flood of

Noah (found only here in Tertullian20) is paralleled by a passage in the De aetatibus mundi

et hominis of Fulgentius, written in the late fifth or early sixth century21 : ingigantei12

cataclysmi rugientes undas et ultrices scelerum expromtatas caelitus guttas perducamus
necesse est (it is necessary for us to continue on to the roaring waves of the gigantic
Flood and the drops wrung from heaven, the avengers of sin). The appearance of a

similar phrase in a fifth or sixth century work might, at first, seem to confirm the late

dating of the Fragmentum Fuldense suggested by the words which appear only in the

10 Adversus Gentes, ii.71.
11 Decivitate Dei, xviii.36B.
12 HistonaSacra, i.29.
13 De aetatibus mundi et hominis, 10; R. Helm, ed., Fabii Planciadis Fulgentii V. C. Opera,
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1898), 165.8.
14 Conlatio Abbatis Severi Prima, vii.3.
15 Sat, i.16.42.
16 De nuptiis, vi.609.
17 Epist., xiv.7.
18 See Cicero, De domo sua, 43 (112); Vergil, Aen., 4.473, 6.274; Seneca, Hercules Furens,
895, Medea, 967; Silius Italicus, 2.423.
19 Scorpiace, 14.1.
20 Cf. Ad Nat., i.9.7, ii. 12.36; Apoi, 40.5; De cultu feminarum, i.3.1,2; Ad Scapulam, 3.2;
Adversus ludaeos, 8.6,8; Adversus Marcionem, iv.3.4.
21 R. Helm, "Fulgentius, de aetatibus mundi," Philologus56(N.S. 10) (1897): 253 ft.; Helm,
(1898), iii, iv.
22 On the association of the giants and the Flood, see Genesis, 6:1-4; Avitus, De diluvio mundi
(Poemata, iv) 86 ff.
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Fragmentum Fuldense and not elsewhere in Tertullian. There is nothing to indicate,

however, that the use of the word ultrix in the context of the Flood was a commonplace of
the fifth century. It is not, for instance, found in any of the fifth-century verse

paraphrases of Genesis,23 as might be expected if such were the case. Fulgentius

apparently provides the only other example of this usage. He seems to be influenced by
the Fragmentum Fuldense in using ultrix in describing the Flood, but may also be making

a very effective allusion to Ovid, Metamorphoses, 3.190.24 Moreover, it seems likely that

Fulgentius knew Tertullian. He was, in birth and tongue, a Libyan,25 and so from
Tertullian's native North Africa. If all of the works attributed to a Fulgentius under

various praenomina and nomina are indeed the work of a single author, as Helm argues,26
then Fulgentius also cited Tertullian's lost DeFato,11 and may, as we have noted above,

demonstrate a further influence of the Fragmentum Fuldense in the Mitologiae.2S

Fulgentius' apparent familiarity with Tertullian, and his being influenced by the

Fragmentum Fuldense suggest that if the Fragmentum Fuldense was not from the pen of
Tertullian himself, it was an integral part of the textual tradition of the Apologeticum
before the fifth century, and before the dissemination of the Apologeticum beyond North
Africa.

There are very few discrepancies with the style and usage of Tertullian to be found

in the Fragmentum Fuldense19 but, the phrase apud nos as it is used in the Fragmentum

seems inconsistent with its use elsewhere in the Apologeticum. It appears in the following
context:

Idonea est enim recognitio praeteritorum ad disponendam fiduciam
futurorum: eaedem voces praedicaverunt utramque partem, eaedem literae

23 The relevant portions of Ps. Cyprian of Gaul's Heptateuchos, Ps.Hilary of Aries' Genesis,
Claudius Marius Victorius' Alethia, and Avitus' De diluvio mundi were consulted.
24 Ultrices undae also appear in the story of Actaeon {Met. ,3.189-90): hausit aquas vultumque
virilem I perfudit spargensque comas ultricibus undis ([Diana] drew up the waters, and splashed
them over the youth's face, and sprinkling his hair with the avenging 'waves'...). Fulgentius not
only borrows Ovid's words but also uses them in the context of sin punished by water. Ovid's
ironic use of the word undae ('waves') for a handful of water may also explain, by inversion,
Fulgentius' use of the word guttae ('drops, tears') for the torrents of the deluge.
25 De aetatibus, praef. (Flelm, (1898), 131.7).
26 Helm, (1897), 253 ff.; (1898), iii, iv.
27 Expositio sermonum antiquorum, 16 (Helm, (1898), 116.18); cf. C.C.S.L., il.1333; see
Baldwin, op. cit., 56.
28 See above, p. 171 and n. 208.
29 Hoppe, op. cit., xlvii and nn. 186, 187.
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notaverunt. Unum est tempus apud illas, quod apud nos separari videtur.
Ita omnia, quae supersunt, iam probata sunt nobis, quia cum illis quae

probata sunt, tunc futuris, praedicabantur.30
(For a recollection of past events is fitting for the establishment of faith in
future events: the same voices have predicted both, and the same writings
recorded them. In these [voices and writings] time is singular, which
seems to us to be separated. Thus all things which remain [to happen] are
for us already proved, because they were predicted along with those things
which are proved, but then had not yet happened.)

Tertullian often uses apud vos in the Apologeticum to refer to his pagan audience,31 and

apud nos less often, but consistently when speaking of himself and his fellow

Christians.32 Here, however, apud nos seems to signify humanity altogether, Tertullian

and his pagan readers, as opposed to the prophetic writings. This may reflect the end of
the vulgate version of this chapter: verum differe praestat, ne vel minus persequamur

festinando vel diutius evagemur persequendo33 (It is better to put off [an exposition of] the

truth, lest by hurrying we do not follow it through or wander too far in following it

through), where Tertullian may be understood to accept his readers as fellows in his

enquiry into the question of scriptural authority, or may simply be employing the common

authorial first-person plural. This may seem to imply that the author of the Fragmentum
Fuldense was familiar with the minute details of the passage to which he was adding. But

the sentence which we first cited is obviously connected with another in the next chapter:34
Hinc igitur apud nos futurorum quoque fides tuta est, iam scilicet probatorum, quia cum

illis, quae cottidicprobantur, pracdicabantur; caedem voces sonant, eaedem litterae notant,

idem spiritus pulsat35 (Hence among us a faith in future events is secure, as if already

proved, because they were predicted along with those things which are proved daily. The
same voices declare them, the same writings record them, and the same spirit reverberates

[in them].). In this passage the use of apud nos respects Lhe distinction usually found in
Tertullian. In light of the very similar wording and intent of these two passages, it seems

impossible to conclude, if we assume the author of the Fragmentum Fuldense to have any

30 Frag. Fuld., 8-9.
31 Apol., 1.4, 2.15, 19.1, 3, 21.23, 24.10, 28.4, 41.1, 50.14.
32 Apol., 20.4, 39.11, 50.12.
33 Apol., 19.8.
34 Cf. G. Thornell, "Kritiska studiertill Tertullians' Apologeticum," Eranos 16 (1916): 159-60; as
well as other examples in Hoppe, op. cit., xlv-xlvi and n. 180.
35 Apol., 20.4.
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familiarity with the. Apologeticum at all,36 that the Fragmentum was intended simply as an

addition to the pre-exist^int content of the Apologeticum. These passages are easier to
explain if the Fragmentum Fuldense represents a partial — much as the Ad Nationes

represents a complete — rough draft of Tertullian's apologetic work, which has been

interpolated, purposefully or by accident, into at least one of the versions of the finished

Apologeticum.31
Our examination of the diction of the Fragmentum. Fuldense has yielded some

interesting parallels from Latin Christian literature after Tertullian, and suggested that if
not actually from Tertullian's hand it may still be part of an early manuscript tradition, but
has proved ultimately inconclusive in regard to the question of authorship.

36 See above, p. 189 and n. 5.
37 Pace Esser, loc. cit.; Hoppe, xlvii and n. 188.
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General Conclusion

In the study of the intellectual life of antiquity Thallus, as we stated at the outset of
our enquiry, is not important; interesting, but not important. In the midst of a vast mosaic,
he is only a tiny pebble set in a neglected and crumbling bit of detail, but a pebble of rare

and curious hue, whose lustre, by polishing, we might hope to restore.

Thallus was a Greek, or Greek-speaking, world historian of the first or second

century A.D. He was not interested in Moses or other Biblical material, as has been
maintained in a great deal of scholarly literature. Nor was he primarily a euhemerist, but it
was as a euhemeristic authority that he was important in one of the two branches of the
transmission which preserves his name and fragments. The euhemeristic fragment of his
histories has (unlike the other lengthy fragment on the Crucifixion), in the past received
little satisfactory treatment from scholars. It was, nevertheless, Thallus' discussion of the

gods, as far as we can tell, which in antiquity garnered the greatest amount of attention.

Thallus, of course, survives only in fragments, and any discussion of a

fragmentary author must proceed through specific stages. We must begin by judging the
value of each reference to the author, determining whether or not it represents direct

knowledge of the author, and to what degree it reflects the contents of his lost work. Such

analysis is a necessary preliminary to any investigation of either the author himself or his

reception by later authors. This was done in the first, but to a greater extent the third and
fourth chapters of this thesis.

Once we have determined what level of knowledge each fragment represents,

direct knowledge of the whole, or only indirect and partial knowledge, we take one of
two approaches to it. In the latter case, of indirect knowledge, we study the fragmentary
author as a source for the preserving author. We see the fragmentary author not as he

presents himself, but still as active in the thought-world of antiquity, and understand the

composition of the preserving author more clearly. In the fifth and sixth chapters we

analyzed Tertullian's use of Thallus as a euhemeristic and chronological authority. Thallus
as a euhemerist predominated in our enquiry, because even the chronological use of
Thallus for positioning the gods in relation to Moses, as found in Theophilus, Tertullian,
and Lactantius, presupposes a euhemeristic understanding of the gods.

A fragment which evinces a direct knowledge of a fragmentary author allows us a
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glimpse of the lost work of the author itself. This insight into the lost work is perhaps the
ultimate goal of all research into fragmentary historians. For us, the ideas of Thallus
himself are introduced in the first chapter and really tackled in the second (i.e. Part I). If
we were to endeavour to depict Thallus only, we would arrive at a faint and hardly
skeletal picture: there is simply not enough information on him alone. If, however, we

move back from Thallus, tracing the influences at work upon the composition of his

Titanomachy, he becomes the starting point for an investigation of various aspects of the
ancient euhemeristic tradition. It is his culminating role in Hellenistic euhemerism which

gives our study of Thallus substance and interest.

Chronologically the subjects of the stages of enquiry we have identified appear in
the order: composition (of the original), reception (use in a secondary work),
transmission (from one secondary work to additional writers). Since certainty concerning
transmission can clarify the nature or raw material of reception, in the body of the thesis
we have adjusted the order of treatment to: composition, transmission, reception. As we

now set forth the conclusions of our research on Thallus and the Church Fathers, we

return to the chronological order: composition, reception, transmission.
Thallus is an example of the euhemerizing historians, and by indicating his place

in the euhemeristic tradition we may, in some measure, elucidate the nature of this
tradition. But the example of Thallus is not only relevant to the study of the class of
works in which he himself wrote. References to him can also help us to understand the
interest of the early Christian authors in euhemerism and the method by which they made
use of pagan historians.

First, Thallus' relation to other euhemeristic authors. Euhemerus deserves to hold
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the honour of having given his name to the practice of historicizing myth,1 since he

established the theoretical basis for all subsequent narratives. According to him, myths
were to be read as confused and obfuscated stories of ancient human kings, who

encouraged worship of themselves during their reigns and after death were considered

gods by their subjects; the true account of these kings was a matter of conjecture —

liberally aided by imagination — on the part of each new redactor. This concept is

properly identified as the creation of Euhemerus, and it was the hypothesis from which all
writers who can be called euhemerists, Thallus among them, worked. Starting from the
same hypothesis, however, did not ensure that all authors achieved the same results.

Dionysius Scytobrachion, writing about a century after Euhemerus, respected his

ideas, but presented a radically different narrative to his readers. Scytobrachion appears to

have been Euhemerus' immediate successor, and his independence determined that the
euhemeristic tradition was not slavishly repetitive. There was no rigid narrative, no set

cast of characters; the tradition, such as it was, consisted of the underlying theory, which

gave rise to variations on a theme. Indeed, novelty and variation seem to have become
features of the euhemeristic tradition. Thus, Thallus is a euhemerist, although his
narrative is different from that of Euhemerus.

The works of Euhemerus and Dionysius Scytobrachion dealt almost entirely with

myth, or fictions of some sort. These imaginative works purported to be history, but

paraded the hallmarks of fiction: the narrative is in some way set at the edge of the known

world, chronology of any sort is eschewed, and the narrator refers to sources which his
1 I do not agree with Henrichs that the work of Euhemerus is nothing more than an adaptation of
the theories of the fifth-century B.C. sophist, Prodicus of Ceos, and therefore that euhemerism
— although, I grant, a word used too liberally and carelessly — is a misnomer (see A. Henrichs,
"Two Doxographical Notes: Democritus and Prodicus on Religion," Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 79 (1975): 107-23, "The Sophists and Hellenistic Religion: Prodicus as the Spiritual
Father of the Isis Aretalogies," Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 88 (1984) :139-58,
"Demythologizing the Past, Mythicizing the Present: Myth, History, and the Supernatural at the
Dawn of the Hellenistic Period" in From Myth to Reason?, ed. R. Buxton, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 240-1). The tradition traced from Euhemerus has the following
characteristics which distinguish it from the ideas of Prodicus: the chief gods, Uranus, Cronus,
and Zeus, not lesser ones like Demeter and Dionysus, are the focus of the historicization; the
gods are rulers, not necesssarily inventors, they travel across the world, and they institute
worship of themselves in their own lifetimes (this worship is not a natural consequence of their
benefactions); telling a story is more important than expounding a theory. Henrichs, moreover,
has to read a great deal back into the scant evidence for Prodicus from later sources (eg. the
travels of culture heroes), and then identifies this material as influential aspects of Prodicus'
theorizing. It need hardly be added that 'euhemerism' did not become famous under the name
of Prodicus and this may owe something to the comparative quality of the work of Euhemerus
and Prodicus. I shall not deny, however, that Prodicus may have contributed to Euhemerus'
thought (although he is not his source) and certainly contributed to the euhemeristic tradition.
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reader could not possibly check. They were, in fact, written and received as 'stories',

entertaining compositions whose truth or falsehood was of little moment. We might call
them novels or fantasies.2 It was Castor of Rhodes who, in the first century B.C.,

introduced euhemerism into the realm of prosaic and scientific literature. Castor presented

historicized myth not in isolation and not as a 'novel,' but as an integral preamble to a

work of formal history replete with king-lists and chronologies. Just as Thallus adopted
the euhemeristic narrative of Castor, so too he appropriated his manner of making the

'archaeology' of the euhemerized gods a preliminary to — some element, at least, of —

world history.
The euhemeristic tradition was influenced primarily by the writers who

contributed to it, but it did not go untouched by the course of events in which it

developed. Much as the career of Alexander of Maccdon, as world traveler and conqueror

become god, may have given the original impetus to Euhemerus' account of the gods,3 so

the validity of euhemerism as a cogent and plausible explanation of the gods of myth must

have been reinforced by the seemingly universal power of the Roman emperors and their
divinization at death. Living under the Empire, Thallus may have been persuaded to

adhere to euhemerism because of the social and political situation of the world around
him. The Empire also brought cultural ties between the Greek and Latin spheres closer
than ever. A double synthesis of euhemerism and the Italian tradition of Saturn's
residence in Italy seems to have taken place. On the one hand, some Latin writers,

beginning with Ennius,4 accepted the idea that Saturn had dwelt in Italy as a man, not a

god (this idea was not to everyone's lasle, and Ovid,3 for instance, maintained that Saturn
in Italy was a god among mortals). On the other, the notion of Cronus' kingship in the

West, including Italy, began to predominate among Greek euhemerizing authors, and
Charax of Pergamum even included the detail of Cronus founding a city named after
himself in the West, which seems to have originated in Latin literature. Thallus also, we

have reason to believe, wrote of Cronus, or Saturn, founding a kingdom in Italy.

Enough of the euhemerists themselves; let us now turn our attention to the context

in which they are often found.

2 Perhaps the closest modern parallel would be some, happily as yet unwritten, amalgam of the
books of J.R.R. Tolkien and Erich von Daniken, tending towards the former.
3 See Brown, op. cit., 264 ff.
4 See Lactantius, Div. Inst., i.14.
b Fasti, i.235-48.

215



Throughout the middle ages, in both the Greek East and the Latin West, there was

a broader and more sustained interest in Christian literature than in the works of pagan

authors. The writings of the Church Fathers, therefore, have tended to come down to us

complete, whereas we have only a core canon and some stray survivals from the non-

Christian literature of antiquity. Consequently, a great many of our fragments of lost
authors survive in patristic literature. This is perhaps particularly true of the cuhcmcrizing

writers, whose themes were of use to Christians in argument with pagans.6 Thallus offers

a useful 'test case' from which we can draw out conclusions of a wider applicability about
how and why the Church Fathers used the authors they cited, specifically euhemerists,
and about what we may fairly expect from the fragments we find in them.

We may begin by saying that the Church Fathers were aware of the concept of
euhemerism, but did not often identify it with Euhemerus, and were not aware of the
tradition as a whole. Some of them knew different proponents of euhemerism, seemingly

by chance rather than judicious selection, and mentioned their names.7
Christian writers were almost exclusively interested only in the basic premise of

euhemerism, that the gods were actually mortals, as an argument against the worship of
the pagan gods. They were not interested in the narratives of the various euhemerizing
authors per se, but only inasmuch as these narratives added the credibility of detail to the
basic premise, and brought this point of departure about, through the course of an

historical account, to the status of a convincing conclusion. They did not aim at

consistency amongst themselves in regard to the narrative or details used to carry the
euhemeristic argument, instead each apologist employed a farrago of references to sources

he knew at first, second, or even third hand.8 Nor do the earliest Christian writers appear

— particularly from the examples of Africanus and Eusebius, who interested themselves
in history specifically — to have considered an established explanation of the role and

place of the so-called gods necessary to an understanding of world history;9 'the reign of

Zeus' was not given a specific place in a carefully worked out chronology until after the
6 In addition to the Church Fathers, the first six books of the Bibliotheca of Diodorus Siculus are
the other great repository of remnants of the euhemerists, among them Hecataeus of Abdera,
Dionysius Scytobrachion, and Euhemerus himself (if only through Eusebius).
7 For instance, whereas Theophilus knew Thallus, Athenagoras and Tatian referred to Leon of
Pella, to whom Tatian added Apion.
8 In the case of Thallus as a source examples of such authors would be Theophilus, Tertullian,
and Minucius Felix respectively.
9 Nevertheless, all of the Church Fathers seem to have accepted either the theory that the gods
had been men, or that they were demons, or both.
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time of Eusebius.10 Following John Malalas' introduction of the "Picus-Zeus narrative"

into his chronicle, however, such a 'canonical history of the gods' did become part of the

Byzantine chronicle tradition.11
Thallus is perhaps something of an exception to the rule concerning the Christian

handling of euhemerists, in that the euhemeristic portion of his work was first mentioned

by an apologist without the primary intention of proving that the gods were mortal. Rather

Theophilus took the humanity of the gods as a given in the immediate context, and cited
Thallus in order to show that these gods were later than Moses. For this reason some of
our research has involved chronology, and we have often found the treatment of this

subject by the Church Fathers somewhat deficient. It is necessary, however, in our

assessment to distinguish between the purposes of apologists and of Christian

chronographers. Apologists were rarely interested in systematic chronology, or if

interested, as Theophilus was, they were more rarely capable or ambitious enough to

move beyond the dates of Scripture and integrate any more than a very few events from
non-biblical history; apologists were interested in the results of chronographic enquiry.

Although Africanus was a pioneer in the field, Eusebius must be considered truly

revolutionary for his work of reconciling whole secular dating schemes with biblical dates

in a complete chronology.12 Earlier apologists usually had a specific purpose for any

chronological reference they made, most often it was to demonstrate the superior antiquity

of Moses.13 In an effort to achieve such a purpose an apologist would report chronological

'facts' which seemed convincing without worrying about the implications of his
assertions in the original context of any given 'fact' or about integrating one 'fact' with

any other 'fact' which had been cited in support of an argument at some other point in his

work.14 Let alone absolute chronology for its own sake, most apologists did not consider
10 The example of Thallus, as he was used by Theophilus, Tertullian, and Lactantius, might seem
to contradict this, but it will be remembered that none of these Christian writers was constructing
an integrated chronology, but each indicates a specific, independent relation.
11 Although we may still note a general inconsistency in minor details and a constant shifting of,
or vagueness concerning, the relative chronological position of this account in subsequent
authors.
12 See Croke, (1982).
13 Apologists concentrated their chronological efforts on Moses not only because he could be
seen as the originator of Jewish culture and the written record of Christianity, but also because,
thanks to the work of Hellenistic historians, Moses already had various established reference
points in the Egyptian and Greek king-lists.
14 For instance, Theophilus' date from the Τrojan war for Moses, taken from Josephus' Contra
Apionem, does not agree with his biblical chronology, taken from the Septuagint; see
Nicholson, op. cit., 306.

217



a consistent chronological framework necessary to the composition of their works.
It is only in the fourth century, with Christianity gaining the ascendancy, that

Christian writers had to shoulder the burden of scholarship in a wider field than the

promotion of their religion. Just as we meet from this period onward writers in various

disciplines who just happen to be Christians, so too there were historians who seem to

have been primarily interested in antiquity itself, and not simply in its evidence for the

validity of Christianity. Such historians are exemplified by the largely anonymous

successors of Eusebius writing from the fourth century onward (for instance, by the
authors of the works edited in Frick's ChronicaMinord) who neglected his apologetic and

exegetical purposes and concerned themselves solely with history; they considered the
Biblical chronology an absolute framework of assured validity on which to set the entire

history of the world since Creation. These historians wrote all-encompassing histories
with what might best be called a Christian complexion, rather than a Christian intent or

argument. By the time of the Christian chronicles, however, Thallus' histories seem to

have fallen out of circulation, and he was to remain only a name, not an influence, as in
the works of Malalas and Syncellus.

The example of Thallus also allows us to make statements of a broader

applicability concerning the use of pagan authors (beyond the specific fields of
euhemerism and chronography) by Christian writers. Such information is particularly
useful in the case of now lost authors, whose fragments must be extricated from the
context in which they survive.

It must be borne in mind when looking at the fragmentary material preserved in
the Church Fathers (and in the process of extracting them) that there is often only a slim
connection between the original intent of a fragmentary passage and the argument in

support of which it is cited. As we have seen, Theophilus cited Thallus to establish the

chronological inferiority of Cronus to Moses. In addition to taking over this assertion
from Theophilus, Tertullian also cited Thallus to demonstrate the humanity of Saturn, and
the citation is repeated in similar arguments by Minucius Felix and Lactantius.

Nevertheless, neither of these purposes represents the principal contention of Thallus'

Titanomachy, which seems to have been intended to interpret myth as a narrative of the
earliest periods of history. The pagan authors cited by Christian writers are often names

which embellish preconceived ideas with the authority of scholars and literate men, rather
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than sources of new information which was seen to require integration into Christian

systems of knowledge.
The faint affinities between what a cited author actually wrote and the arguments

which he was expected to support more than once allowed the Church Fathers to carry off
a remarkable coup: showing that their ideas had the support of even their opponents.

Thus, Tertullian could deride Tacitus and cite him in turn, and Eusebius could refute

Porphyry's attacks on Christianity and still use his chronology. Perhaps similar
circumstances surrounded Theophilus' citation of Thallus, whom Africanus (if not

Theophilus himself) considered an opponent of Christian teaching on the Crucifixion.

Although we must recognize this trend of largely specious citation among

apologists, we should also note Eusebius as a welcome exception, and something of a

high water mark of early Christian scholarship. He still cited pagan authors for the sake of
Christian arguments, but filled his works with lengthy and most often verbatim extracts,

allowing the pagan authors to speak for themselves. After Eusebius 'source citation' in
Christian historiography deteriorated to a name-dropping worse than that of the

apologists, since chroniclers like Malalas and even Syncellus bolstered their narratives
with reference to historians they had never read, but knew only as names in earlier works.

Even among the apologists, as we have taken great pains to demonstrate, the
citation of pagan authors should not be assumed to imply an acquaintance with that
author. Nor should we expect an intermediary to be named; the 'secondary source' of

citations was often not given,15 either to bestow the lustre of erudition on the author who

repeated them, or to achieve a direct style of writing. Tertullian referred to Thallus, even

though he had only the barest idea of his histories from Theophilus, and Tertullian's own

list of authorities for his account of Saturn was repeated by Minucius Felix and Lactantius
with no effort to reexamine these historians. Thus, despite six references, our knowledge
of Thallus' Titanomachy must rest on a single fragment.

There is a degree to which early Christian literature was a closed system. Facts
from and citations of pagan authors, like arguments and analogies, were not always

gathered anew by each Christian writer. There was a great deal of borrowing from

previous works, and plagiarism, in a negative or criminal sense, was a practically
unknown concept, imitation being among ancient writers the sincerest form of flattery,

15 Lactantius is a happy exception, and has aided our present research by naming Theophilus as
his source for information from Thallus.
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but particularly in Christian literary circles as all Christian writers considered themselves

coworkers in the promotion of the Gospel. This idea of a closed system is perhaps truer

of Latin Christian writers, who took over a great deal of material from their Greek

counterparts. Greek apologists were often the intermediaries for citations of pagan Greek
writers found in the Latin Fathers. Possibly because of the language barrier Latin
Christian writers might have concentrated their limited reading in Greek on Christian

authors, or perhaps they were continuing the venerable tradition of Latin philosophy,

exemplified by Cicero, of rendering Greek thought into Latin, rather than conceiving

original ideas.
Due to the habit among Christian writers of borrowing authoritative names,

although Thallus' name appears in nine different authors (all Christians), Theophilus and
Africanus are the only people whom we know to have had a direct knowledge of Thallus'

histories;16 all of the other citations of Thallus are derivative.17

We have seen Thallus, then, as an intriguing exponent of euhemerism as a

positive interpretation of myth, which made myth viable in an increasingly rationalistic
and pragmatic age when the credibility of the mundane might be valued over the beauty of

the poetic. Euhemerism did not intend to 'explain away' myth or destroy belief;18 rather

the historicization of the anthropomorphic gods and the stories associated with them
offered a rationale for the preservation of the myths which were so important to ancient

society, while freeing a purer, more philosophical conception of the divine from the

questionable tales of myth. In time euhemerism also proved to be a useful tool of the

antiquary for enquiry into the remote past; properly understood, myth could push back the
limits of recorded history.

It has often been said that the Church Fathers adopted euhemerism as a refutation
of pagan worship; but this is true in only a limited sense, inasmuch as euhemerism was a

tradition of narrative as well as theory, and the Church Fathers dealt primarily with the
latter and ignored the former. They accepted the underlying premise of euhemerism, not
16 Eusebius' testimonium in the Armenian Chronicle seems to be from Africanus, even though
he is not cited, since Eusebius does not elsewhere display independent knowledge of Thalius.
17 See Diagram 1, p. 222
18 J. Stern, "Rationalizing Myth: Methods and Motives in Palaephatus," in From Myth to Reason?,
ed. R. Buxton, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 219, is wrong to say that the
"Euhemeristic tradition is essentially atheistic and aims to create disbelief." Stern is perhaps
simply repeating the accusations of such ancient critics as Cicero (De natura deorum, i. 119 (42)
and Theophilus (Ad Aut., iii.7). Euhemerus himself distinguishes between the terrestrial gods,
mortal kings, and the celestial gods, planets and natural forces, which were indeed deities
(Diod., Bibl., vi. 1.2).
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in order to accommodate myth to their world-view, but to dismiss it, and they collected
the names of authorities to support it. They did not, however, enter into or maintain the
Hellenistic tradition of euhemerism, inasmuch as they did not preserve narratives (except
in a very skeletal form).

The fragments of euhemeristic authors, such as Thallus, like other lost writers,

nevertheless, often survive in the works of the Church Fathers. In reading these

fragments we must remain aware of their context; the arguments and contentions in which

they are imbedded are those of the Christian writers, not the original authors, and there is
often only a slender connection between the two. The Church Fathers also had a habit of

citing authors they did not know directly, so that a passage in which a certain author is
named may not provide us with any information about that author, but rather about how
he was perceived to be useful in Christian literature. It is sometimes necessary, therefore,
to take two different approaches to a collection of fragments, as we have done in this
thesis: analyzing the Titanomachy fragment from Theophilus to determine what it tells us

of the thought of Thallus himself, and investigating its derivative citations in the Latin
Fathers to see how they received and exchanged information from Thallus.
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Diagram 1: the Stemma of the Fragments of Thallus

?F - Ecloga Historiarum F 6
Syncellus

The numbers refer to the Testimonia and Fragments in Jacoby's FGrH.
There is no such number for the possible fragment from the Ecloga.
The solid lines indicate probable lines of transmission; the dotted lines
indicate possible lines of transmission.
Minucius Felix may have had direct knowledge of Theophilus, but his
use of Thallus is mediated by Tertullian.
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