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Abstract 

Everyone working on Porphyry's Against the Christians refers to the fragment 
collection compiled by Adolf von Harnack in 1916. Harnack's scholarship was 
impressive, but his work is difficult to use, and needs revision in the light of new 
approaches to the collection and interpretation of fragments. This dissertation draws 
mainly on the methodological work of Most et al. (1997) to argue that a fragment 
should not be read apart from its contextual framework. The dissertation analyses the 
fragments preserved in Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine, and explains how each 
author's agenda, as well as their religious and intellectual contexts influence the way 
in which they refer to Porphyry. Ultimately, this study aims at proposing a new 
fragment collection. 
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Introduction' 

The proceedings of a conference held at the Sorbonne in September 2009 on 

the problems raised by Porphyry's Against the Christians: "Le traitd de Porphyre 

contre les chr6tiens. Un si&cle de recherches, nouvelles questions, " to which I am 

lucky to contribute, will be published in the Collection desttudes Augustiniennes just 

on time for the centenary of the first ftagment collection published by the German 

scholar Adolf von Hamack in 1916. In this work, an entirely new and returning 

generation of Porphyrian scholars gather to reflect on a century of scholarly 

developments in, and on the future of the questions raised by, Against the Christians. 

This is in line with the current revival of interest in Porphyry's corpus. Contributors to 

Studies on Porphyry, edited by G. Karamanolis and A. Sheppard in 2007,2 focussed 

on Porphyry's Neoplatonism; Sdbastien Morlet, the organizer of the Sorbonne 

colloquium, has himself published on Porphyry and Eusebius, as well as on Against 

the Christians; 3 Aaron Johnson has written on Eusebius, ethnicity, and Against the 

Christians; 4 Jeremy Schott used Porphyry to discuss Greek ethnicity; ' and Aude 

Busine has been interested in Porphyry's Philosophyfrom OracleS. 6 Porphyry's 

Against the Christians is meant to be at the center of this dissertation. His name is 

1 All abbreviations follow LAnnýe Philologique, and all translations are mine, unless otherwise 
specified. 
2 G. Karamanolis and A. Sheppard (eds), Studies on Porphyry (London: 2007), Supplement to the 
Bulletin of Classical Studies 98. 
3S. Morlet, La Dýmonstration evangilique'd`Eusýbe de Cgsarge: bude sur PapologMque chritienne 
h Pipoque de Constantin (Paris: 2010); S- Morlet, "La Dýmonslralion 6vangilique d'Eus&be de Cdsarde 
contient-elle des fragments du Contra Christianos de Porphyre? A propos du frg. 73 Harnack" 
(forthcoming in Studia Patristica); S. Morlet, "Un nouveau t6moignage sur le Contra Christianos de 
Porphyre? " Semilica et Classica, 1 (2008): 157-166. 
4 A. Johnson, "Rethinking the Authenticity of Porphyry, c. christ. Fr. I, " (forthcoming in Studia 
Patrislica) 
5 J. Schott, "Porphyry on Christians and Others: 'Barbarian Wisdom', Identity Politics, and Anti- 
Christian Polemics on the Eve of the Great Persecution. " JECS 13 no3 (2005): 277-314; Christianity, 
Empire, and the Making ofReligion in Late Antiquity (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 
2008). 
6 A. Busine, Paroles dApollon: pratiques et traditions oraculaires dans IAntiquiti tardive (Ile-IV2e 
si&les) (Leiden: Brill, 2005). 



actually its first word. But the Porphyry that we shall be looking at is the product of 

secondary elaborations of his anti-Christian ideas. These ideas have been compiled in 

various fragment collections, but recent developments on the gathering of fragments 

have led me to question the word 'fragment' itself. Therefore, am I being just as 

dishonest about my intentions as Jerome of Stridon is, when the very first sentence to 

his Commentary on Daniel goes as follows: "Porphyry wrote his 12 1h book against the 

997 Book of Daniel.... and when he later insists that, "In fact, we are not proposing to 

respond to the calumnies of that adversary, which would require a lengthy argument, 

,, 8 
but to discuss the things, which our prophet said .... Jerome is our main source for 

Porphyry's Against the Christians. This must lead us to ask, what the subject matter of 

this dissertation is going to be if, from the start, we question the existence of 

Porphyry's Against the Christians. Studying Against the Christians is just like 

studying an enigma, for it constantly escapes those reflecting on it. It exists in a very 

abstract way, because it is a lost work whose content needs to be carefully 

reconstructed, a task that is almost impossible. In that respect, this made writing the 

dissertation a real challenge. But at the same time, this is also what made it exciting. 

Let us look at the problems raised by Against the Christians, and at how we can try to 

overcome them. 

Porphyry of Tyre is a Neoplatonist philosopher, who flourished in the end of 

the Yd c. C. E. (232-ca. 305), 9 right in the midst of profound religious changes, which 

will affect the entire Roman empire. Indeed, the emperor Diocletian will launch the 

7 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue: "Contra prophetam Danielern duodecimurn librurn scribit 
Porphyrius. " 
8 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue: "Verum quia nobis propositurn est non aduersarii calumniis 
respondcre, quae longo sermone indigent, sed ea quae a propheta dicta sunt nostris disserere .-- ." 9 Porphyry, Vita Plotini 4, was 30 ca. 263; Eunapius; Vitae sophistarum s. v. Porphyrios, ed. and trans. 
by W. C. Wright, Philostralus and Eunapius: The Lives of the Sophists (London: 1922), 3 53. 
-nop(pu6v Tinroq ý& A naTpi; ( 

... 
); " Porphyry was probably still alive under Diocletian: Souda s. v. 

Porphyrios 2.2098, ed. A. Adler, in A. Smith, Porphyrfiphilosophifragmenta (Stuttgart: 1993), 6. 
6'napa-reiva; 60; AtOKkIlTIUVOO. " 
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Great Persecution in 303, an empire-wide persecution targeting the Christians, and 

Constantine will become the first Christian emperor in 312. Porphyry's real name was 

Malkos, which translates from Syrian into Greek as basileus or 'king', and 'porphyry' 

(Greek for 'purple'), is the colour of kingship. 'O When he was very young, Porphyry 

met with the Christian apologist Origen, whom he mentions in his Life qfPlotinus. II 

He then studied rhetoric, literature, and philology with Longinus in Athens. When he 

was 30, Porphyry travelled to Rome to study with Plotinus. 12 

The scholarly consensus is that Porphyry wrote a treatise in fifteen volumes 

called Against the Christians. ' 3 It survives mainly in a fragmentary state in the works 

of late antique Christians, just as most anti-Christian writings from the period. Other 

famous anti-Christian philosophers were Celsus (2 nd century), and Julian (4 1h century). 

The fon-ner, a Platonist, wrote a work, now lost, entitled True Doctrine, which was 

greeted with an extensive response from the Christian Origen (Against Celsus). As 

Wilken puts it, Celsus's "portrait of the Christian movement is detailed and concrete. 

He has a keen eye for Christianity's most vulnerable points and the wit to exploit them 

for a laugh. " Celsus' portrayal of Christianity was basically meant to enhance the 

existing prejudices - such as Jesus was a magician - and to associate the Christians 

with what the Romans hated most, namely poor and uneducated people, believers in a 

10 Porphyry, Vita Plotini 17. "13. aa6; U TOýV%M To nopyupiq) gpoi npo,, ýv, 1111T& ýL& 716TPtOV 

516týxKTOV M6XKq) KEICXIjgvcp, 67rFp got Kai 6 IMTýp 6VOROL KtKXIITO, TOZ st M6xKoU tpýLqveiav 
gXov, roý pc; tXd;, el Tt; ei; 'EUTivi5a 516LXFKTOV J. 16MMUCIV dOtkot; " see also Eunapius Vitae 

sophistarum s. v. Porphyrios. 
11 See Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus Church History X 36PG 146,561A3-11 and Socrates 
Scholasticus Church History 3.23.37-39, ed. A. Smith, Porphyrii 14; Porphyry Vita Plotini 20.40, 
himself says that he met a certain Origen; see also Eusebius HE 6.19.5. 
12 Eunapius Vitae sophistarum s. v, Porphyrios, for Porphyry as disciple of Longinus and then Plotinus; 
Porphyry Vita Plolini 4, for Porphyry disciple of Plotinus; see J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre (Gand: 1913), 
30 for Longinus' qualities. When Porphyry left Longinus for Rome and Plotinus, he was 30 (Vita 
Plotini 4-5). Longinus is the one who provided him with his nickname 'Porphyry' [cf Eunapius Vitae 

saphistarum s. v. Porphyrios). 
13 Morlet, "La Dgmonstration ivangelique d'Eus&be. " 



new religion, and followers of a crucified criminal. 14 In one instance, he even quotes 

Paul I Corinth. 1: 25-26, who said that the Christians should not ask questions, but 

simply believe and be faithful (Against Celsus 1.19), in order to mock the Christians' 

reluctance to appeal to reason. As for the emperor Julian, an apostate of Christianity 

himself - and therefore a man who had experienced the new religion first-hand - he 

wrote a book called Against the Galilaeans, which is also lost and partly preserved in 

Cyril's Against Julian. His criticism of Christianity was very close to Celsus', as he 

discussed the divinity of Jesus and Christianity as being an apostasy from Judaism, 

and opposed the Christians' sophisticated Platonist ideas of God. " The fragmentary 

state of these works mean that we are left with little evidence for the response of non- 

Christians to Christianity; hence the importance of Porphyry's work to our 

understanding of interreligious debates in Late Antiquity. 

Augustine says, in City of God 19.23, that Porphyry is the most learned 

philosopher of all, but the worst enemy of the Christians. Many modem scholars agree 

with Augustine's assessment of Porphyry, who is said to be the most learned ancient 

critic of Christianity, because, from what we know of his writings, he seems to have 

skillfully performed the fiercest attacks on Christian sacred texts and interpretations of 

Jewish Scripture. 16 Many also say that Porphyry's Against the Christians 

demonstrated an extensive knowledge of Scripture, which was rather unusual for a 

14 See R. L. Wilken, The Christians as the Romans Saw Them (New Haven: 1984), 94-125, for a 
complete discussion. 
15 See Wilken, Christians, 164-96, for a lengthy discussion. 
16 Wilken, Christians, 126, labelled Porphyry as the most learned critic of all, see his book for a 
discussion on pre-porphyrian philosophical attacks on Christianity (see also, for instance, J. G. Cook, 
The Interpretation of the New Testament in Greco-Roman Paganism (Peabody: 2000), 103, who says 
that, "Porphyry was probably the most acute and philologically skilled critic of Christianity"). See 
Porphyry, Vie de Plotin, ed. and trans. L. Brisson et a]. (Paris: 1982), or M. Edwards (trans. ), 
Neoplatonic Saints: The Lives ofPlotinus and Proclus by their Students (Liverpool: 2000) for the 
information that Porphyry provides on his own life. 
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third century pagan philosopher. " But do the Porphyrian fragments themselves bear 

witness to this characterization of their author as the detailed critic of Scriptures, or 

are modem (and other late ancient) interpreters simply following Augustine? It may 

be that the material selected by the authors who preserved the majority of fragments 

misleadingly suggests that Porphyry was well versed in the knowledge of Scripture. 

Or it may be that, as G. Clark has pointed out, Porphyry, who also wrote a treatise 

demonstrating that the writings of Zoroaster were a later forgery, liked to work by 

analyzing texts. " It is even possible, as W. Kinzig, among others, has argued, that 

Porphyry, like Julian, had a Christian background, 19 which would explain his 

knowledge of the religion as well as his aversion from it. The important fact is that, to 

judge from the fragments and Christian references to him, Porphyry was seen as a 

well-informed critic, and his ideas were very disturbing. This certainly raises 
20 

problems about how to read the fragments extant in Christian literature. 

Porphyry is said to have written two works against Christianity: Against the 

Christians and The Philosophyfrom Oracles. This study focuses on Against the 

Christians, a treatise in 15 volumes, of which only books 1,3,4,12 and 14 have 

survived, and in which Porphyry attacked the Old and New Testaments. The remains 

17 T. W. Crafer, "The Work of Porphyry against the Christians, and its Reconstruction, " JThS n. s. 15 
(1914): 364-69. Crafer wrote, however, before Harnack, and did not evaluate Porphyry's ideas; see also 
Bidez, Vie de Porphyre, 74-5. Although he does not develop this as fully as Crafer did, Bidez has long 
been an authority on Porphyry's biography; see also Wilken, Christians as the Romans saw them; A. 
Benoit, "Un adversaire du christianisme au Ille si6cle: Porphyre, " RBi 54 (1947): 555, also supports 
this point. 
18G. Clark, "Philosophic Lives and the Philosophic Life, " in Greek Biography and Panegyric in Late 
Antiquity, T. HAgg and P. Rousseau, eds (Berkeley: 2000), 43. 
19 W. Kinzig, "War der Neuplatoniker Porphyrios ursprOnglich Christ? " in Mousopolos Stephanos. - 
Festschriftfir Herwig Gdrgemanns, M. Baumbach, H. Kdhler and A. M. Ritter (eds. ), (Heidelberg: 
1998), 320-32. 
20 A. von Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen. 15 Bücher: Zeugnisse, Fragmente und Referate, " 
AKPA W (1916): 1-115, for his collection of fragments, used the Latin edition of texts as found in J. -P. 
Migne Patrologia Latina. I have decided to use the most recent editions of the texts for this 
dissertation; as a result, when a quotation differs from Harnack, it means that it is from another, more 
recent edition than PL (PL had to be used when no other edition existed for a text). Please also note that 
bold type is used for the portion of the translation, which corresponds to the fragment as found in 
Harnack, in order to make it clearly stand out of the context. 
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of Porphyry's anti-Christian ideas survive only in the answers written by Christian 

apologists, and thus in a polemical context. Besides the existing fragments in 

Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine, a few were also found in the works of Diodorus of 

Tarsus, Epiphanius, Methodius, Nemesius, Pacatus, Severus of Gabala, Theodoret, 

and Theophylactus. 21 

The fact that Porphyry's work survives only in fragments is a direct result of 

the fact that the Christian authorities saw it as a dangerous text. Three Christian 

emperors issued edicts ordering the burning of all of Porphyry's "impious" works. 

The first was issued by Constantine in 325, shortly after the first council of Nicaea; it 

was primarily directed against the priest Arius, and it also mentions that Porphyry's 

works - as well as his reputation - should be destroyed. 22 A second edict was issued 

by Theodosius 11 and Valentinian 11 in 448. Again, Porphyry is mentioned in the 

context of the prosecution of two Christian bishops charged with heresy, namely 

Nestorius and Ireneus of Tyre. The philosopher's anti-Christian writings were 

condemned to be burnt, because it was thought that they may cause God's wrath and 

be harmful to men's SOUIS. 23 It seems, therefore, that Porphyry was not the main target 

of these edicts, and that associating Porphyry's infamous name with those Christians 

21 There is a debate on whether or not the fragments from Macarius' Apocriticos, which represent the 
greatest number of fragments collected from Against the Christians, actually belong to the series. It will 
be discussed later. There are also Syriac and Arab fragments, which will not be discussed here. They 
can be found in Smith, Porphyriiphilosophiftagmenta. 
22 See Socrates, Church History 1.9.30, ed. by R. Hussey (Oxon: 1953), in Smith, Porphyrij, 30. 
"6)(MCP TOiVUV n0P(Pf)P10; 6 TA; 0COCEPEW; &OP6;, MVTdL7R(1TCE RCEP&Opa MIT& TA; OPVFICF'OLý 

01XTT1jGdLREVK, &410V 6PETO R1066V K(A T0100TOV, 6)(YrE 6[0V6i81(rT0V gtv CEýT& 7tP6; T6V W; 

'yCV900CR; XP6V0V KCLI 7[kEiGqq dEWAXTI(Twal Ica](0804iaq, dupavlcroAvat ft Th 6LCFCPA 610ý 

CnrfYP6LRRCLTCL, ojýTo) 1cotj Nrrjv 9804cv Apet6v Tc ical robS Apdou 6ýtoyvd)gova; r1opyluptavoi)q ýýv 
KCM00al, 1' (OV TObq Tpkou; "pipilvTca T016TON EXCR =1 TýV 71P0CT9^f0PiGEV, API); U T6`t0t; KCLI F-t'rl 

ai&rpagga ýno Apetolu au*TeTayV. &ov e6picwotTo, ToOTo nup! xctpa8i8oa0ctt; " see also Gelasius 

Church History 2.36.1. ed. by H. G. Opitz, Urkunden zur Geschichle des arianischen Streites (Berlin, 
1934-35), Urk. 33 [cf. P-F Beatrice, "Le traitd de Porphyre contre les chrdtiens. Udtat de la question, " 

Kernos, 4 (1991), 120]. 
23 "Edicturn Theodosii et Valentiniani, " 17 February 448 (Collectiana Vaticana), 1.1.4 in Acta 
Conciliorurn Oecumenicorum, 1.1.4, ed. by Eduard Scwartz (Berlin: 1927), 66.3-4; 8-12, in Smith, 
Porphyrii, 32. "R&TCE 'f&P Tdt K1V0bVTCL T6V 0E6V Ei; 6PYflV aMP6Lgg(%T(1 KCEI T&; WluX6t; dE5tKo&T(X Oý)51 

ei; &Ko&; dLVOP6)710)V 0,6etv Po1)X6tLE8CE-" 
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accused of heresy was a powerful means to discredit them. It has been argued that 

Porphyry presented his anti-Christian ideas to Diocletian's court, which was based in 

Nicomedia, during the meetings preceding the Great Persecution of 303-311 launched 

against the Christians by the Tetrarchy. 24 The question that we have to ask is whether 

Porphyry's writings against the Christians were destroyed because they were 

influential, or because they became a symbol of anti-Christian argument? Extant 

fragments from Against the Christians have at least led us to believe that Porphyry 

had been both influential and symbolic. 

But what is a 'fragment'? This question rests at the core of this study. I started 

this project with the firm intention of revising the main fragment collection on which 

all scholars still rely, and which dates back to the early 201h C. (Harnack 1916). Over 

the course of my research, however, I came to the realization that there may be no 

such thing as a 'fragment' per se. Everyone refers to Against the Christians' 

fragments, however, as this study seeks to show, the very term 'fragment' needs to be 

seriously questioned. Even Hamack himself had expressed reservations, and never 

meant to publish a 'fragment' collection; it seems, therefore, that we have been going 

astray for almost a century. How, then, should we be reading Porphyry on 

Christianity? And can we read him at all? 

Various problems need to be addressed before we can start our investigation. 

The very feature of Porphyry studies that we have taken for granted for so long, 

namely, that there is a fragment collection of Against the Christians, could not be 

more open to doubt. 

24 Namely E. Digeser, "Porphyry, Julian, or Hierokles? The Anonymous Hellene in Makarios Magnes' 
Apokritikos, " JThS (2003): 466-502. 

7 



Date and title of Against the Christians 

Traditional translations from the Greek dictate scholars' assumptions about the 

title - and even existence - of Against the Christians, as well as the date of its 

composition. It is Eusebius who reports that Porphyry is "the one who settled in Sicily 

in our times, setting works against us [i. e. the Christians]. "" "&cFTij(Y6tpcvoq" is a 

singular, masculine, nominative and middle, aorist participle of the verb "to set" or "to 

put; " "myyyp&jiýtara" is a neuter, plural, noun meaning "writings. " Porphyry was thus, 

according to Eusebius, setting writings against the Christians. But when? The Greek 

syntax does not include Sicily (6TF- Kai 6 xcto' ýRdq & Y-mcki9t Karacrr&; ) in the part 

of the sentence on "writings against us. " Since both Sicily and the writings are 

mentioned in the same sentence, Eusebius seems to mean that he thought Porphyry 

had written in Sicily, but as we cannot be certain about this, we simply cannot tell 

what he means. 26 We could well understand from Eusebius' sentence that Porphyry 

was in Sicily while Eusebius was writing, and that this is where he wrote his works 

against them, the Christians. What is certain is that scholars have wanted to see in this 

sentence evidence for Porphyry writing a collection against the Christians while 

residing in Sicily. The passage was used since Bidez in order to date Against the 

27 Christians to Porphyry's stay in Sicily before Plotinus' death in 270. T. D. Barnes, 

who argued for a later date closer to the Great Persecution (c. 300), and, as a result, for 

a direct implication of the philosopher into state affairs, seems to have used the 

nuances offered by the Greek in order to associate Porphyry with Sicily during 

25 Eusebius HE 6.19.2: 6TF Kai 6 KaO' ýgd; & I; tKFXiq KaTacyTh; rloP(Optoý ampdgjLaTa KaW ýAwv IVCFT7jGdLAevo;. 
. 

26 As M. Edwards pointed out to me, Eusebius, with the allusion to Sicily, could mean to remind his 
readership of the suicidal tendancies of Porphyry, which led him toward Sicily. Only a man who has 
contempt for the laws of God could have written such a work against the Christians. 
27 Bidez, Vie de Porphyre. See also A. Cameron, "The Date of Porphyry's Karr& XptcFTIQvCbv, " Class. 
Quart. 18 (1967): 382-84. 

8 



Eusebius' time. 28 He suggested that Porphyry went back to Sicily years after Plotinus' 

death, where he wrote Against the Christians. The problem is that we have no 

evidence for this. Barnes has even argued that Eusebius was referring to Sicily as 

being the backwater of education and culture, and that associating Porphyry with it 

was a way of downgrading the philosopher. But Eusebius praises Porphyry for being a 

great philosopher, 29 so why does also say that he was uneducated? The same argument 

applies to Augustine, who commends Porphyry for being one of the wisest 

philosophers, 3' but who also calls him the "Sicilian . "3 1 The association with Sicily is 

therefore quite scant. 

Eusebius' sentence raises an additional problem: that of what exactly Porphyry 

wrote. Although Eusebius does not explicitly name it, the 'works' he mentions are 

traditionally referred to as Against the Christians, in accordance with Eusebius' 

"against us", which has been associated with a reference in the Souda (10'h century 

Greek lexicon) to Porphyry's " 15 logoi against the Christians. 902 The actual title of 

the treatise is much debated. Harnack was the first to argue that two anti-Christian 

works traditionally assigned to Porphyry, namely Against the Christians and 

Philosophyftom Oracles, were in fact one single work, but he later dismissed that 

hypothesis in 1916, when he published his fragment collection of Against the 

28 T. D. Barnes, "Scholarship or Propaganda? Porphyry Against the Christians and its Historical 
Setting, " BICS 39 (1994): 53-65. It has been argued that Porphyry presented his anti-Christian ideas to 
Diocletian's court, which was based in Nicomedia, during the meetings preceding the Great Persecution 
of 303-311 launched against the Christians by the Tetrarchy (see E. Digeser, "Porphyry, Julian, or 
Hierokles? The Anonymous Hellene in Macarius Magnes'Apokritikos, " JThS (2003): 466-502; see also 
J. Schott, "Porphyry on Christians and Others: 'Barbarian Wisdom', Identity Politics, and Anti- 
Christian Polemics on the Eve of the Great Persecution, " JECS 13.3 (2005): 278, who mentions the 
debate). 
29 Eusebius, PE 1.10.44. 
30 Augustine, City of God 19.23. 
31 Augustine, Retractationes 2.3 1. 
32 Souda, s. v. Porphyrios, 2,2098, ed. A. Adler, in Smith, Porphyrii, 6: "flopy-6ploq 6 KaT& 
XptaTtctv6v yp6ya; ... KaT& XptaTtav(35v X6you; tg. " 
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Christians. 33 P. -F. Beatrice later renewed the debate by arguing that both works were 

one. 34 Indeed, he claimed that Against the Christians, The Philosophyfrom Oracles, 

and De regressu animae were all part of the same work, the Philosophyfrom 

Oracles. 35 Beatrice's argument is based on a Eusebian citation found in The Proof of 

the Gospel, which states that no other testimony could better convince us than that 

36 
written by Porphyry in the third book of his work Philosophyfrom Oracles. 

Eusebius thus clearly associated Porphyry with the title Philosophyfrom Oracles. It 

should be noted that Eusebius often makes that kind of association, e. g. "Porphyry 

, 07 
also wrote this in his treatise entitled Philosophyftom Oracles. The point is that 

Eusebius never mentions the title Against the Christians, nor does any other Christian 

writer. 

The main problem scholars are facing is that the Souda is the only source that 

mentions what some would like to see as the title Against the Christians, as well as its 

number of volumes. However, the Souda does not mention the Philosophy frorn 

Oracles. It is therefore difficult to rely solely on this lexicon to judge whether there 

were two works or not. As for Eusebius, when he mentions works "against (them) 

[Christians]" or ica0' ýIift, he may well be referring to either the Philosophy froln 

Oracles or Against the Christians. Recently, M. Edwards made a very interesting 

argument, which supports Beatrice's thesis. He has noted that like anywhere else, in 

the Souda, 'the usual term for divisions of a single work is biblia, or 'books', " 

33 A. von Hamack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius zu Die Überlieferung und der 
Bestand 12 (Berlin: 1893), 873. 
34 P. -F. Beatrice, "Towards a new Edition of Porphyry's Fragments Against the Christians, " in 
ZOOMS AMIHTORES, ed. M. 0. Goulet-Cazd et al. (Paris: 1992), 349. 
35 As well as Peri agalmaton, On Matter, Chronicle, On Abstinence. 
36 Eusebius, DE 3.6. "Tiq 8' riv y9votT6 aotrof)-r(ov 640incno; 6gokoyia "galkov" TA;, rob icaO' flgo)v 

noke4iou ypa(pj;, Av tv ol; txtypaWev- -nw Tjq & koyicov (pt), ocro(pia; " & -rpirq) aUYYpdtýtlICtTI 
TtfttTat, OUt no); icrrop6v KaT& 44W" 
37 Eusebius, PE 3.14.4. 'Tpd(pEt 6t 6 n0P(Pf)PI0q Mi TabTa & olte; &&Yp(xXVFn8pt TA; & Xoyiwv 

qIx000(Pia;. " 
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38 whereas in this case the term logoi, or 'discourses', is used . Eusebius, he argues, in 

his Evangelical Preparation, named the title Philosophy from Oracles only, and 

referred to "a collection against us" five times. The only reason why we can link this 

collection to Porphyry is that it is mentioned twice along with the title Philosophy 

from Oracles. Edwards also notes that even Augustine does not use the title Against 

the Christians. The fifteen logoi against the Christians mentioned in the Souda would 

thus be comprised of various anti-Christian writings (or discourses), including the 

Philosophyftom Oracles, which was written in three volumes (the number of volumes 

was attributed on the basis that no other volume was mentioned in the ancient 

literature). 39 

Another problem has prompted scholars to question that Porphyry was the 

author of a single composition in fifteen books against the Christians. Lactantius 

mentions, in Divine Institutes, an anonymous pamphleteer, who wrote an anti- 

Christian treatise in three books, and who was active in Nicomedia on the eve of the 

Great Persecution . 
40 H. Chadwick was the first to associate the philosopher mentioned 

by Lacatantius with Porphyry. 4 1 Lactantius describes a man, who is a priest of 

philosophy, and who, while preaching abstinence, endulges in the worse vices. Barnes 

has always refused to make that association, reading the text literally, and arguing that 

Lactantius is not describing a vegetarian man, like Porphyry was, and that Porphyry 

38 M. Edwards, "Porphyry and the Christians, " Studies in Porphyry, eds. G. Karamanolis and A. 
Sheppard (London: 2007). 
39 Eusebius, DE 3.6, mentions volume 3: Tt; 8' av y6votT6 o0t T016TCOV 64t6maToq 6gokoyia "gduov" 
Tqq TOi) KaO' ýgcov n0xgiolu yp(xq)qq, ýv ol; atypawev- -mpi Tj; & xoyicov qtxoao(pi(x;, - ýV TPiT(q 

OUrPdj1gCtTt TgOmTat, JoU nw; iorrop6v KCtT& Xk4tV"' 

40 Lactantius, Divine Institutes 5.2.2-12. "Ego cum in Bithynia oratorias litteras accitus docerem, 
contigissetque ut eodem tempore dei templum euerteretur, duo extiterunt ibidem qui iacenti atque 
abiectae ueritati nescio utrurn superbius an importunius insultarent.. ( ... ) Alius eamdem materiam 
mordacius scripsit, qui erat turn e numero iudicum et qui auctor in primis faciendae persecutionis fbit 
quo scelere non contentus, etiam perscutionis fuit 

H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus (Cambridge: 195 9), 142-3. 



was not blind, like the anonymous philosopher. 42 However, Lactantius could well be 

making a satire of Porphyry. R. L. Wilken and E. DePalma Digeser both concluded 

that the three books mentioned by Lactantius were in fact the Philosophyftom 

Oracles, which contains some anti-Christian elements, and which were written in 

three books. 43 The issue is that if Porphyry is the anonymous philosopher who wrote 

three books against Christianity, then those books could well be part of a fifteen- 

volume compendium written by Porphyry, whether they are Philosophyfrom Oracles 

or not. Berchman's fragment collection actually enforces this idea, for it incorporates 

passages from Against the Christians, The Philosophyfrom Oracles, and De regressu 

animae (although without ever mentioning Beatrice's work). However, this argument 

is being vehemently rejected by many. 44 

Beatrice disagrees with the argument that the Philosophy from Oracles was 

written in three volumes, and argues that we have traces of a tenth book in a 

manuscript tradition, for both A. Steuchus and A. Mai mention the same oracle from 

volume 10.45 It is on a Neapolitan manuscript, which puts that oracle in volume 2 of 

Philosophyfirom Oracles, that the editor G. Wolff relies, and his edition set the wrong 

standard, according to Beatrice. 46 However, Beatrice himself admits the impossibility 

of resolving this issue, since the same oracle could have been mentioned by Porphyry 

42 Barnes (1994), 59. 
43 R. L. Wilken, Christians as the Romans saw them (New Haven, 1984), 134-7; E. DePalma Digeser 
(2000), 93-107. 
44 R. L. Wilken, "Pagan Criticism of Christianity: Greek Religion and Christian Faith, " in Early 
Christian Literature and the Classical Intellectual Tradition, ed. W. R. Schoedel and R. L. Wilken 
(Paris: 1979), 129; idem Christians, 136: the title Philosophyfrom Oracles is cited by many Christian 
writers; W. H. Frend, "Prelude to the Great Persecution: the Propaganda War, " JEH 38 (1987): 11; A. J. 
Droge, Homer or Moses? Early Christian Interpretations of the History of Culture (Tabingen: 1989), 
172; R. Goulet, "Hypoth6ses r6centes sur le trait6 de Porphyre Contre les Chritiens, " in HeWnisme et 
christianisme, M. Narcy and t. Rebillard (eds. ), coll. "Mythe, Imaginaires, Religions" (Villeneuve- 
d'Ascq: 2004), 61-109. Oppositions to Beatrice's thesis were also raised in the recent colloquiurn 
entitled I'Le traitd de Porphyry contre les chrdtiens. Un sitcle de recherches, nouvelles questions. " 
45 Beatrice, "Towards a new Edition of Porphyry, " 351; A. Steuchus, De perenni philosophia 3.14 
(Lugduni: 1540), 155-157, and A. Mai, Philonis Iudaei, Porphyrii philosophi, Eusebii Pamphili opera 
inedita (Mediolani: 1816), 59-64. 
46 G. Wolff, Porphyrii De philosophia ex oraculis'haurienda librorum reliquiae (Berlin: 1856), 39 and 
143-47. 
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in both volumes 2 and 10, but still argues that Philosophy from Oracles and Against 

the Christians are the same work. It is therefore very difficult to tell whether or not we 

are facing a copyist error, as far as book 10 is concerned, and the safest position is to 

assume that Philosophyfrom Oracles was written in three volumes. To come back to 

Edward's hypothesis on the fifteen logoi, it remains hard to prove, especially in the 

event that one cannot even find convincing evidence as regards the number of books 

in Philosophyfrom Oracles. 

But the Philosophyfrom Oracles cannot be used as an umbrella title; written in 

three books or not, it was certainly not written in fifteen, as the Souda states about 

Against the Christians. If one work could be used as an umbrella title, though, it has to 

be Against the Christians, for it is possible to think of it as a huge compendium of 

anti-Christian writings, and this could explain our complete ignorance of the content 

of books 5-11. M. Edwards has already pointed out, in "Porphyry and the Christians, " 

that the Souda mentions "fifteen logoi against the Christians, " i. e. fifteen discourses 

against the Christians. We should therefore see the logoi against the Christians as the 

kind of philosophy one can get from the Bible. The Philosophyfrom Oracles is about 

the kind of philosophy one can get from oracles, or, as A. Busine put it, it is a 

philosophical explanation of oracles to guide those looking for truth. " 

Beatrice's 1982 article, although highly criticised, has this one quality: that it 

questioned how confident we should be about the title Against the Christians. For the 

convenience of this argument, I shall use the title Against the Christians when 

referring to Porphyry's writings on Christian sacred texts. However, one should bear 

in mind that it cannot be understood as being the title of a work per se, but rather a 

collection of arguments denouncing Christianity. 

47 Busine, Paroles dApollon, 242 and 290. She also thinks that the Philosophy. from Oracles had an 
anti-Christian tone. 
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Aims 

This thesis aims to provide the necessary steps for a new collection of the 

fragments that have in the past been assigned to a work entitled Against the 

Christians, whose existence we now question. It is my goal to realise this project in a 

book on which I will work after the dissertation. Previous studies show that there is a 

need for a more useful and accessible collection, and that there is also a need to create 

a new collection based on the recent methodological approaches that are currently 

dominating the field of fragment gathering. Studies on methodology insist that a 

fragment should never be read apart from the context of the work in which it is 

embedded (called "cover-text"). The argument is that a closer look at that context 

reveals important information on the rhetorical style of a citing author, and that by 

analysing that style, one has better chances to recover the original passage of a lost 

work, or at least to evaluate its quality. Even the very word 'fragment' is being re- 

assessed, for various scholars are raising the issue of the quality of a citation in 

Antiquity, given the absence of copy right concerns. Furthermore, if Eusebius, 

Jerome, and Augustine never name the work from which they cite, it makes it harder 

for us to know which work their citations come from, and we are dealing with a lost 

work which eludes us; this makes the task of fragment collectors even more difficult 

than in the regular cases where the existence of a lost work is at least being 

acknowledged by the citing authors. Part of the aim of the thesis is thus also to assess 

the methodological approaches, and to determine to what extent they can be applied to 

Against the Christians, a lost work which survives in a polemical context, and whether 

new nuances need to be developed. 
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Structure 

The chapter entitled "New Methods" will address the methodology that will be 

used in order to prepare section B of the future book: the collection. An appendix 

include examples that I have chosen to illustrate the methodological changes made to 

previous fragment collections. The commentary will be comprised here of three 

chapters on the three main Church fathers, who may have preserved passages from the 

work that we call Against the Christians. Recent methodological approaches will be 

applied to the "cover-texts, " namely the work of Christian authors. The style of each 

author will be analysed in order to make decisions on Porphyrian authorship. For this 

project, I have chosen to study the Christian authors, who preserved the most 

extensive passages from the treatise that we call Against the Christians. This is both 

because of space restrictions, and because of the scholarly interest that these authors 

have generated in the literature on Porphyry. Christian authors will be discussed in a 

chronological order, namely Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine. All of the Eusebian 

and Augustinian fragments will be covered, but only the fragments on the New 

Testament will be discussed in the chapter on Jerome, because I have already studied 

the Old Testament fragments in other pieces of work . 
4' The book will include all those 

fragments, as well as the fragments, far less numerous, preserved by other authors. 

Augustine will receive far more attention than Eusebius and Jerome. Two chapters are 

indeed devoted to him, because he is the most difficult of the three authors to tackle. 

48 A. Magny, Torphyre, Hippolyte et Orig6ne cornmentent Daniel, " in 1. Henderson and Gerbern S. 
0egerna (eds. ), The Changing Face of Judaism, Christianity and Other Greco-Roman Religions in 
Antiquity (Gittersloh: 2006), 425-46; "Porphyry Against the Christians: A Critical Analysis of the 
Book of Daniel in Its Historical Context, " in F. Young, M. Edwards, P. Parvis (eds. ), Studia Patristica 
Vol. XLII. Other Greek Writers, John of Damascus and Beyond, The West to Hilary (Leuven: 2006), 
181-186. 
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When he appears to be citing Porphyry, a closer inspection deten-nines that he is not 

(Letter 102), and when he names Porphyry in a work (On the Harmony of the 

Gospels), he mixes his arguments with those of other opponents to Christianity. I am 

focussing on Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine because I am not only interested in a 

re-edition of the fragments of Against the Christians, but also in the history of their 

transmission through the ages. Indeed, the historical context in which each author 

wrote provides us with important clues as to their interest, and the reasons why they 

may have made a specific selection from Porphyry. It can also tell us more, in turn, 

about the state of the remnants of Against the Christians, for it will become apparent 

that what is left of the treatise actually depends on the Christian authors' respective 

agenda. The appendix will show a few 'fragments' (the term will be challenged) 

ascribed to Porphyry, embedded in their textual context, or 'contextualized. ' As will 

be discussed, there are cases where Porphyrian authorship is debated, but I consider 

these passages as being part of the anti-Christian argument of the period. I hope, with 

this method, that the attention can be shifted from the debates on the authenticity of 

the fragments to the transmission of anti-Christian texts in Late Antiquity, and to the 

anti-Christian debate, to which Porphyry seems to have been a major contributor. 

Brief note on the term 'paganism' 

Over the past few years, scholars have insisted on the need to revise our 

terminology when discussing issues related to late antique people. They argue that for 

far too long, we have relied on a Christian dominated perspective . 
49 This desire to get 

the best picture possible of the late antique society stems from the trajectory of the 

field since P. Brown's most influential book The World ofLate Antiquity, published 

49 M. Kahlos, Debate and Dialogue: Christian and Pagan Cultures c. 360-430 (Aldershot: 2007), 2. 
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in 1971 . 
50 As A. Cameron explains in "The 'Long' Late Antiquity, "" historians 

before Brown - and A. H. M. Jones, she insists - would consider that the Classical 

world had ended with the advent of the emperor Constantine. Anything beyond that 

period, they felt, would be the realm of theologians. Increasing interest in early 

Christianity and society, following Brown's anthropological and social history of the 

period, was novel in itself The trouble was that the Christian sources represented the 

majority of the writings from the period and continued to dictate scholars' 

terminology until rising interests in religious identities in the 90s. A logical, next step 

was the attribution of a new vocabulary to each religious group for identification 

purposes, a vocabulary that would be as free as possible from the Christian point of 

view, and that would better define the relations between late antique individuals. 

Therefore, the term pagan, used solely by Christians to identify 'the Other, ' has been 

challenged. A consensus has yet to be reached among scholars as to what ten-n(s) 

would best suit the other religious affiliations. " For the purpose of this study, 

however, I shall consciously use the terms 'pagan' and 'paganism, ' for I will be 

digging into Christian sources to recover Porphyry's ideas on Christianity. This 

requires entering the worldview of those Christians, who preserved passages from 

Porphyry's subversive discourses against their faith. 

50 P. Brown, The World ofLate Antiquity (London: 197 1). 
51A. Cameron, "The 'Long' Late Antiquity: a late twentieth-century model, " in Classics in Progress: 
Essays on Ancient Greece andRome, ed. T. P. Wiseman (Oxford: 2002), 166. 
52 For instance, 1. Sandwell, Religious Identity in Late Antiquity: Greeks, Jews and Christians in 
Antioch (Cambridge: 2007), decided to call the pagans and paganism the "Greco-Romans" and "Greco- 
Roman religions, " while Kahlos, Debate andDialogue, developed the term incerli, namely the 
cryptopagans, who hesitate between paganism and Christianity. 
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I-New Methods 

The problem ofHarnack 

Porphyry's work, which we call Against the Christians, survives only in 

fragments, chiefly in Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine. A few were also found in the 

works of Diodorus of Tarsus, Epiphanius, Methodius, Nemesius, Pacatus, Severus of 

Gabala, Theodoret, and Theophylactus. 1 How can we collect the fragments and 

reconstruct Porphyry's critique of Christianity? Everyone refers to Harnack's 1916 

collection, but everyone who has tried to use this work knows the problems, so we 

need to devote some attention to assessing how useful Hamack's approach to 

Porphyry really is. 

Hamack's achievement was to produce the first printable collection of the 

fragments of Against the Christians, and he had his own point of view on how the 

gathering of the fragments should be conducted. Scholars before him had discussed 

individual fragments, but Hamack was the first to collect them. 2 He also states that he 

did not try to reconstruct the content of individual books of Porphyry's work. 3 Thus, 

Hamack was not interested in offering an interpretation in-depth. Rather, he meant to 

make a printable collection, for no scholar had ever tried, by the time he was writing, 

to perform such a task. 4 He ordered the various fragments according to their content, 

and assigned a number to each of them. He then classified the fragments under five 

headings, namely I- Critique of the characters and reliability of the evangelists and 

I There is a debate on whether the fragments from Macarius' Apocriticos, which represent the greatest 
number of fragments collected from Against the Christians, actually belong to the treatise. It will be 
discussed later. 
2 Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 14. "In allen diesen Schriften sind die Fragmente des 
Porphyrius nicht gesammelt und abgedruckt, sondern zum Teil nur angedeutet. .. . ', 
3 Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 10. "Dagegen habe ich mich nicht dazu entschliessen 
können, 

... 
den Inhalt der einzelnen Bücher zu rekonstruieren. " 

4 Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 14. ln allen diesen Schriften sind die Fragmente des 
Porphyrius nicht gesammelt und abgedruckt, sondern zum Teil nur angedeutet ...... So far, historians 
had settled for giving an interpretation of particular fragments only. 

18 



apostles, as a basis for the critique of Christianity, 2- Critique of the Old Testament, 3- 

Critique of the deeds and words of Jesus, 4- The dogmatic element, and 5- The 

5 
contemporary Church. He did not attempt a reconstruction as previous scholars did . 

According to Harnack, this thematic division is preferable, for nothing is known about 

the content of books 5 to 11 of Against the Christians, only about books 1,3,4, and 

12; book I discusses the truthfulness of the apostles and evangelists, hence Hamack's 

first heading. 6 Harnack argues that his choice to group the fragments under the five 

headings gives a better impression of the extent of Porphyry's attack than organizing 

them in the sequence of the relevant books of the Bible, but he does not further 

explain his position .7 In all, he published ninety-seven fragments: fifty-two are from 

Macarius's Apocriticos and therefore questionable (see below). 

As far as his method is concemed, Harnack was very careftil in selecting what 

he considered as belonging to Porphyry's discourses Against the Christians, as 

opposed to what belonged to his other works, or to other writers-including those 

8 
who preserved fragments. Following the principles of Quellenforschung, Harnack 

5 Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 46-104. "1 -Kritik des Charakters und der 
Glaubwardigkeit der Evangelisten und Apostel als Grundlegung der Kritik des Christenturns, 2-Kritik 
des Alten Testaments, 3-Kritik der Taten und Sprache Jesu, 4-Dogmatisches, 5-Zur kirchlichen 
Gegenwart"; see also P. de Labriolle, "Porphyre et le christianisme, " RHPhR 3 (1929): 405, who 
comments further on Harnack's classification. See also reconstruction attempts made prior to Harnack's 
work: K. Wagenmann, "Jahrb0cher fdr deutsche Theologie, " 23 (1878), 138 ff-, A. Georgiades, nep! 

, r8v XptaTtavtbv Ano(maagdTwv -rot I'lopyipiou (Leipzig: 189 1; A. 1. Kleffner, Porphyrius, der 
Neuplatoniker und Christenfeind (Paderborn: 1896); T. W. Crafer, "The Work of Porphyry against the 
Christians, and its Reconstruction, " JThS ii. s. 15 (1914): 360-95. None of these authors offers a 
collection of fragments. 

6 Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 10-11. 
7 Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 10-11. "Aber auch das ist nicht zweckmässig, mit 
Lardner die Fragmente und Referate nach der Reihenfolge der biblischen Bücher zu ordnen. Dadurch 
wird der Eindruck der Angriffe sehr geschwächt, da eine ganze bunte Reihe entsteht. Die Fragmente 
kommen meines Erachtens am besten zu ihrem Rechte, wenn man das material also ordnet: ( ... ). " See 
N. Lardner, The Credibility of the Gospel History, 2.37 ("Testimonies of Ancient Heathens: 
Porphyry"), in The Works ofNathaniel Lardner with a Life by Dr. Krippis (London: 1838), 7.2,347-90. 
8 According to the Oxford English Dictionary, Quellenforschung is "the study of the sources of, or 
influences upon, a literary work" (Etymology: German Quelle, source and Forschung, research). in 

other words, it means source criticism. In this case, one must assess Jerome as a source for Porphyry's 
treatise. That means assessing fragments according to their quality (i. e. quotation or allusion; authentic, 
likely, polemical). See A. Benoit's table on this: "Le Contra christianos de Porphyre: oii en est la 
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argues that there is no point in trying to distinguish "absolutely certain" from "certain" 

quotations, thus acknowledging that there is a scale for fragment quality, i. e. certain 

fragments, less certain fragments, and testimonia. 9 (This method is still typical of 

fragment collections: Andrew Smith uses bold type for the words he thinks can be 

confidently ascribed to Porphyry. )10 Furthermore, Harnack states that the selection 

depends on the expert judgment of the scholar. II 

There are practical difficulties in using Harnack. The editions of the texts are 

now outdated: they are principally those reprinted by Jacques-Paul Migne in the 

Patrologia. As for Harnack's mise-en-page, it consists of a series of numbered 

fragments in the original ancient languages, each with the author's name, abbreviated; 

the title of the work also abbreviated; reference sometimes by book and chapter, 

sometimes by paragraph or page number; and, occasionally, the critical edition used, 

also abbreviated. Harnack also includes footnotes explaining his selection, when this 

is less obvious to the reader. The fragments themselves vary in length, from one line 

to a page (only in the case of the fragments excerpted from book 12 against the Book 

of Daniel), and are, as discussed above, grouped under themes. As for their content, 

Harnack focused solely on what he thought was part of the discourses against the 

Christians. The fragments are thus obviously extracted from a discussion in an ancient 

author, and they present part of an argument, of which the content is obscure, as well 

as a Porphyrian reference, paraphrase, or quotation. Fragment 2 can serve as an 

collecte de fragments? " In Paganisme, Judaisme, Christianisme: Influences et affrontements dans le 
monde antique. Wlanges offerts ä Marcel Simon (Paris: 1978), 261-75. 
9 Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 9- 10. "Hat man sich aber hiervon überzeugt, dann wäre 
es eine überkritische Pedanterie, jene 52 Stücke und überhaupt alles nicht ganz Sichere von dem 
absolut Sicheren zu scheiden und für sich zu drucken ... Man mag sich dabei sagen, dass nicht überall 
Porphyrius rein und sicher hervortritt, sondern dass Abgeleitetes untennengt ist. " 
" See Smith, Porphyriiphilosophifragmenta. His is the authoritative collection of Porphyrian 
fragments, however it does not include Against the Christians, because there is Harnack's collection. 

" Hamack, 'Torphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 10. 
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example to illustrate this (throughout, I will use bold for the fragments and italics for 

Jerome's lemma): 

2. 

Hieron. ep. 57.9 (ad Pamm. ), 9-"Haec replico, non ut evangelistas 

arguam falsitatis, hoc quippe impiorum est, Celsi, Porphyrii, 

luliani. 5912 He adds, in much smaller font size, "Besieht sich auf 

Matth. 1,22f (Jes. 7,14) und die Anfänge der Evangelien. " 

If we do not know what "haec"---"these things"- refer to, then it is difficult to make 

any conclusion about what Porphyry, Celsus, and Julian might have criticized. 

Further issues need to be raised. Nr. 37 is problematic, for Harnack assumes 

that his readers know what the passage refers to. His envisaged readers, in 1916, were 

theologians who knew Paul's letter to the Galatians. The fragment, which refers to 

circumcision, says: 

66 61 wish those who disturb you were cut ofP' It is asked 

lquaeriturl how Paul, the disciple of him who said 'Bless those who 

curse you, ' and himself said 'Bless, and do not curse, ' and in 

another place 'Nor shall those who curse possess the kingdom of 

heaven, ' has now cursed those who disturb the Churches of 

Galatia, and has cursed them with the expression of a wish. q wish 

those who disturb you were cut ofP. I For the experience of cutting 

off is so much to be denounced that someone who inflicts it on the 

unwilling is punished by public laws, and someone who has 

castrated himself loses his civil rights. To make 'Christ lives in me' 

12 Jerome, Letter 57.9 to Pammachius - Hamack Nr. 2. "I'm going over these things, not to accuse the 
evangelists of falsity; this indeed is the argument of the impious Celsus, Porphyry, and Julian. " (Bud6 
3: 67) 
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true, they say: 'Do you seek proof of Christ who speaks in me? " the 

words of a curse cannot be understood as being from him who says 

'Learn from me, for I am humble and mild and gentle of heart. ' 

(Paul) is thought to have been unable to restrain himself, because 

of Jewish rage and some kind of uncontrolled madness, rather than 

to have imitated him who like a lamb to the shearer did not open 

his mouth, and did not curse those who cursed him. " 13 

Jerome says "quaeritur, " "it is asked, " but does not say who asks. Hamack thinks 

"quaeritur" refers to Porphyry because of the convictions expressed in the argument, 14 

and the literary style. 15 But the parallel he cites, namely fragment 78, is a Macarius 

fragment (Macarius 4.23). 16 Someone reading Hamack's collection may not be aware, 

initially, that the authenticity of such Macarian fragments has been called into 

question. Hamack cites the context of fragment 37 in a note: 

"If this passage is ever blamed by the gentiles, we show how they may 

be answered. Now let us advance arguments to show how the heretics, 

that is Marcion, Valentinus, and all those who bark against the Old 

Testament, who accuse the Creator of being bloodthirsty, a harsh 

13 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.12-Harnack Nr. 37. "Utinam et abscindaniur qui vos 
confurbant. Quaeritur quomodo Paulus discipulus ejus qui ait: Benedicite maledicentibus vobis. Et ipse 
loquens: Benedicite et nolite maledicere (Rom 12.14). Et in alio loco: Neque maledici regnum Dei 
possidehunt (I Cor 15): nunc et maledixerit eis, qui Ecclesias Galatiae conturbant, et cum optantis voto 
maledixerit: Ulinam ef ahscindantur qui vos conlurbant. Tam enim detestanda abscisionis est passio, ut 
et qui invitis earn intulerit, legibus publicis puniatur, et qui seipsurn castraverit, infarnis habeatur. Ut 
enim illud, aiunt, verum sit: Vivit in me Christus (2 Cor 13.3); et hoc: An experimenturn quaerilis ejus 
qui in me loquitur Chrisfus? certe maledictionis vox non potest ejus intelligi, qui dicit: Discite a me, 
quia humilis sum, el milis, el mansuetus corde (Matth 11.29). Et magis putatur Judaico furore, et 
quadarn effrenata insania se non potuisse cohibere, quarn imitatus esse eum, qui tamquarn agnus corarn 
tondente se, non aperuit os suum, et maledicentibus non remaledixit. " (PL 26: 432-3) 
14 Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 63. 
15 Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 63. 
16 Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 63. 
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warrior, and so great a judge, manage to excuse this in the apostle of 

the good God. "" 

Harnack observed that this passage of Galatians can be used very successfully as an 

argument against the separation of the two testaments. His comment is unclear unless 

the reader already knows why Marcion and Valentinus rejected the Old Testament, so 

we can see that there is a parallel to be made between the violent God depicted in the 

Old Testament, and the violent behavior of Paul in the New Testament. Hamack thus 

suggests that Porphyry meant Paul was behaving like someone in the Old Testament 

cursing his enemies, not like a follower of Christ who commanded the blessing and 

not the cursing of our persecutors. But this does not entirely solve the problem of 

"quaeritur. " Since the Macarius fragments are questionable, the content of fragment 

37 can no longer be matched with certainty with the content of any other fragments of 

the collection. It is difficult to determine whether Harnack's intuition was right, but it 

is at least possible to guess that since the ideas expressed in these fragments are found 

in Jerome, and since the latter devoted a fair amount of attention to the philosopher's 

attacks, then the chances are that among "those who ask, " to whom Jerome refers, is 

Porphyry. Although it may also be the case that many opponents noted the apparent 

contradictions, fragment 37 may reasonably be considered as belonging to the work 

that we call Against the Christians. 

The last example also illustrates the risk of misinterpretation due to the 

fragment order, and shows how much clearer it would be if Harnack kept the sequence 

of Jerome's commentary instead of grouping fragments by themes. 18 Harnack's 

17 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.12. "Hic locus si quando ab ethnicis reprehenditur, quolnodo 
eis responderi possit, ostendimus. Nunc: a nobis contra haereticos proferatur, Marcionern videlicet, et 
Valentinum et omnes qui contra vetus latrant Testarnenturn, qua ratione illi qui Creatorern 
sanguinarium, severum bellatorern, et tantum judicem criminantur, hoc in Apostolo Dei boni valeant 
excusare. " (PL 26: 433) 
18 See the appendix. 
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thematic grouping led him to separate fragments derived from the same work, and 

change their original place in the text; the result is misleading. Fragments 19,20 and 

21a illustrate this point. 

Nr. 19 reads: "This can be understood as spoken indirectly against Peter and 

others, because the Gospel was not transmitted from the apostles to him" (that is, Paul 

says he did not receive the Gospel from the apostles-see context below). 19 The 

assertion about the Gospel in question in 19 is from the epistle to the Galatians, which 

says, "Paul, Apostle not by men, not by the authority of any man, etc. " 

The context of Nr. 19 (Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1.1) reads: 

"Paul, Apostle notftom men, nor through any man, hut through Jesus Christ 

and God the Father who raised him from the dead. It is not because of pride, 

as some think, but by necessity that Paul declared that he was Apostle not from 

men, nor through any man, but through Jesus Christ, and God the Father, so as 

to confound with such authority those who published everywhere that Paul was 

not one of the twelve apostles, and that he had suddenly come out of nowhere, 

or who claimed that he was ordained by the elders. This can be understood as 

spoken indirectly against Peter and others, because the Gospel was not 

transmitted from the apostles to him. iQ0 

Nr. 20 (Jerome Commentary on Galatians 1.1.16) reads: 

"Most people think this (that I did not at once acquiesce in flesh and 

blood, " or, as the better version in the Greek text has it, I did not 

'9 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1. I-Harnack Nr. 19. "Potest autem et oblique in Petrum et in 
caeteros dictum accipi, quod non A apostolis ei sit traditurn Evangelium. " (PL 26: 335) 

20 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1.1: "Paulus apostolus, non ah hominihus, neque per 
hominem: sed per Jesum Christum et Deum Palrem, qui suscilavil eum a mortuis. Non superbe, ut 
quidarn putant, sed necessarie, neque A hominibus, neque per hominem, se Apostolum esse proponit: 
sed per Jesurn Christurn, et Deum Patrem, ut eos qui Paulum extra duodecim apostolos ventilabant, et 
nescio unde subito prorupisse, vel a majoribus ordinaturn astruebant, hac auctoritate confunderet. 
Potest autem et oblique in Petrum et in caeteros dictum accipi, quod non ab Spostolis ei sit 
traditum Evangelium. " (PL 26: 335) 
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associate with flesh and blood") was said of the apostles. For 

Porphyry too objects that after the revelation of Christ he did not 

deign to go to people and engage in conversation with them, 

presumably so that after teaching from God, he should not be 

instructed by flesh and blood. 1521 

Nr. 21a (Jerome Commentary on Galatians Prologue) reads: 

"And the wholly unintelligent Bataneot and famous villain 

Porphyry objects, in the first book of his work against us, that 

Peter is blamed by Paul, because he starts off on the wrong foot in 

evangelizing; he wants to brand Peter with the mark of error, and 

Paul with that of insolence, and to accuse both of the falsehood of 

feigned teaching, while the chiefs of the Churches disagree with one 

another .... But it is about time that setting out the words of the 

,, 22 
Apostle himself, we should explain each separate question. 

In the context of Nr. 21a, Jerome refers to the aim of his commentary on Galatians, 

in which he will make passages clear. 

It would have been much clearer if Harnack kept the sequence of the quotation 

within Jerome's commentary instead of grouping fragments by themes. Nr. 19 comes 

before Nr. 21 a in Harnack, because fragment 21 a was grouped with Nr. 21b, c, and d 

specifically on the dispute between Peter and Paul. However, 21a is part of Jerome's 

21 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1.16-Harnack Nr. 20. "Plerosque de apostolis hoc 
(Continuo non acquievi carni et sanguini. Sive ut in Graeco melius habet: Non contuli cum carne el 
sanguine. ) dictum arbitrari. Nam et Porphyrius objicit, quod post revelationern Christi non fuerit 
dignatus ire ad homines, et cum eis conferre sermonem: ne post doctrinam videlicet Dei, a came et 
sanguine instrueretur. " (PL 26: 35 1) 
22 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians Prologue -Hamack, Nr. 21a. "Quod nequaquarn intelligens 
Bataneotes et sceleratus ille Porphyrius, in primo operis sui adversum nos libro, Petrum a Paulo objecit 
esse reprehensum, quod non recto pede incederet ad evangelizandum: volens et illi maculam crroris 
inurere, et huic procacitatis, et in commune ficti dogmatis accusare mendacium, dum inter se 
Ecclesiarum principes discrepent ... Sed jam tempus est, ut ipsius Apostoli verba ponentes, singula 
quaeque pandamus. " (PL 26: 334) 
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prologue, while 19 is part of his first book. When the reader encounters Nr. 19 before 

21a, they can hardly understand to what it refers, since the content of 19 is made clear 

only through the context of 21a, which states that Jerome will explain passages from 

Galatians. Nr. 19 also pertains to Nr. 21a, in which it is said that Paul withstood Peter 

to his face. The order of the fragments is thus confusing. 

The other problem encountered is that although Harnack rightly assumed 

that Nr. 19 was part of the discourses Against the Christians, given the content of 

Nr. 20- and this even though Porphyry was not named- he missed out an 

important part of the context which would have provided his readers with better 

evidence that he was right. 23 In Nr. 19, Jerome clearly mentions some anonymous 

detractors-"ut quidam. putant"- who think that Paul was arrogant to call himself 

apostle. Both Nr. 19 and 20, when put together, actually mean that some opponents 

said that Paul was arrogant by calling himself Apostle and by refusing to share his 

revelation with "flesh and blood. " 

Harnack's pioneer work on Porphyry's anti-Christian fragments was 

extensive and impressive, as is evidenced by his prominent position in Porphyrian 

studies to this day. However, his fragment collection bears methodological 

problems that need to be addressed. 

After Harnack 

The historiography on the fragments since Harnack shows changing 

perspectives on the task of scholarship and on pagan-Christian interaction. The case of 

Macarius Magnes'Apocriticos is a hotly debated topic with many scholars 

23 See Hamack, 'Torphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 52, on Nr. 19: "Sehr wahrscheinlich ist Porphyrius' 
Interpretation gemeint. .., s. die folgenden Nummer" (i. e. Nr. 20). 
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disagreeing with Hamack as to the authorship of the Macarius fragments. 24 In the 

Apocriticos, Macarius-a Christian apologist of the end of the 4th century-presents a 

fictive argument occurring between himself and an anonymous Greek philosopher, 

nicknamed "the Anonymous Hellene" by the scholarly community, in which the 

Greek is criticizing the New Testament. Harnack found many parallels between the 

Porphyrian fragments, where Porphyry is named and is seen to be attacking the New 

Testament, and the content of the Anonymous Hellene's criticisms. He thus decided to 

include in his collection all the fragments from the Apocriticos pertaining to the 

Anonymous Hellene, arguing that Porphyry is the philosopher in question, but also 

arguing that Macarius was not aware he was quoting from Porphyry. 25 

In general, however, it seems as though most scholars are interested in revising 

24 See the following on the problem of the Macarius fragments: L. Duchesne, De Macario Magnete et 
Scriptis Ejus (Paris: 1877); K. Wagenmann, Jahrbiicherftir deutsche Theologie 23 (1878): 138; K. I. 
Neumann, Iuliani Imperaloris Librorum Contra Christianos Quae Supersunt (Leipzig: 1880); G. 
Schaulkhauser, Zu den Schriften des Makarios von Magnesia, Texte und Untersuchungen zur 
Geschichte der aftchristlichen Liferatur 31.4 (Leipzig: 1907); J. Gefficken, Zwei grieschiche 
Apologeten (Hildesheim, New York: 1970), 301; J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre (Leipzig: 1913), 74-5; T. 
W. Crafer, "The Work of Porphyry against the Christians, and its Reconstruction, " JThS n. s. 15 (1914): 
360 and 481; P. Frassinetti, " "Sull" autore delle questioni pagane conservate nell' Apokritico di 
Macario di Magnesia, " Nuovo Didaskaleion 3 (1949): 41-56; S. Pezzella, "Il problcma del kala 
christianon di Porfirio, " Eos 52.1 (1962): 87-104; Bames "Porphyry Against the Christians, " 424-42; 
R. Waelkens, Ltconornie, thýme, apologgtique et principe hermgneutique dans 1, Apocriticos de 
Macarios Mqgnýs, Recued de travaux dHistoire et de Philologie, Universit6 de Louvain, ser 6, no. 4 
(Louvain: 1974), 117-34; A. Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian against the Christians, " ANRW 2.23.2 
(1980): 1127-1128; J. Hoffman, Porphyry's Against the Christians (Amherst: 1994); E. Digeser 
"Porphyry, Julian, or Hierokles? Makarios Magnes' Apocritikos, " JThS (2003): 466-502; R. Goulet, 
Macarios de Magn6sie: Le Monogiruis (Paris: Vrin, 2003); J. Schott, "Porphyry on Christians and 
Others: "Barbarian Wisdom, " Identity Politics, and Anti-Christian Polemics on the Eve of the Great 
Persecution, " JECS 13.3 (2005): 283. 
25 Hamack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 7-9. "Die grosse Masse der Stücke verdankt man der 
indirekten Überlieferung bei Hieronymus und Makarius .... Aber eben nach diesem Masstab ist es 
überaus wahrscheinlich, dass in die 52 Stücken bei Makarius Magnes wesentlich porphyrianisches Gut 
zu erkennen haben. Zwar sind sie durch eine doppelte Vermittelung auf uns gekommen, indem sie erst 
von einem Unbekannten exzerpiert, dann von Makarius aufgegriffen und in eine umfangreiche fingierte 
Streitunterredung eingestellt worden sind .... Man darf daher mit gutem kritischen Gewissen die 
Auführungen des Heiden bei Makarius als porphyrianisch in Anspruch nehmen, wenn man auch keine 
Garantie für die Zuverlässigkeit jedes Satzes und jeder Wendung - am wenigsten für das Beiwerk - zu 
übernehmen vermag. " 

See T. D. Barnes, "Porphyry Against the Christians, " 428-30, and Digeser, "Porphyry, Julian, or 
Hierokles? " who both argued against Harnack's thesis. 
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Harnack only when new fragments are discovered. 26 Indeed, as Benoit noted 30 years 

ago, studies that attempted a new fragment collection did not contribute anything new, 

in the sense that they failed to present a significantly different piece of work. 27 

First, three scholars added or removed fragments, but did not make any 

fundamental revision to Harnack 1916. In 1923, F. Jacoby, who undertook a huge 

collection of the fragments of Greek historians, collected some Porphyrian fragments, 

including Against the Christians. 28 He used Harnack's numerical system, but changed 

the order of the fragments, and added, according to T. D. Barnes, "Several conjectural 

fragments not in Harnack"'29 and did so without any explanation. He also included 

fragments from a chronicle, which he considered as a source for Porphyry's exegesis 

of Daniel . 
30 According to historians, this chronicle would have covered the period 

from the fall of Troy to the reign of the emperor Claudius 2 (268-270) 
.3' The 

argument in favour of the existence of such a work is that Euseblus would have used it 

for his own chronicle without naming it, especially for his chronology of Alexander 

26 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 267; P. Nautin, "Trois autres fragments du livre de 
Porphyre Contre les Chr&iens, " Revue Biblique 57 (1950): 409-16; see also, for examples, J. -M. Demarolle, "Un aspect de la poldmique palienne A la fin du file si&cle: le vocabulaire chrdtien de 
Porphyre, " Vigiliae Chrisfianae 26 (1972), 117-29, who does not discriminate between the Porphyry 
fragments and the Macarius ones when she analyses Porphyrian vocabulary (Benoit, "Contra 
christianos de Porphyre, " 263, note 4). 
27 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 267. 
28 F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der Griechischen Hisforiker (Berlin: 1923), no 260 "Porphyrios von 
Tyros. " Jacoby's collection of fragments from Against the Christians will not be used in this study, 
since he only kept most of the fragments on Porphyry's Book 12 - preserved by Jerome in his 
Commentary on Daniel one fragment from Macarius (Apocriticos 3.15 - Harnack Nr. 69), one from 
Augustine (Letter 102.8 Hamack Nr. 81), and one from Jerome, Letter 133.9 - Hamack Nr. 82, 
whereas there were many other authors who preserved Porphyry's ideas. G. Schepens, "Jacoby's 
FGrHist: Problems, Methods, Prospects, " in Collecting Fragments, ed. by G. W. Most, 144-73 
(G6ttingen: 1997), discusses Jacoby's FGrHist methodology, and his article will be addressed later. 
" Barnes, "Porphyry Against the Christians, " 426. ". .. only those fragments relating to historical 
topics" ; Benoit, "Contra christianos dc Porphyre, " 267, disagrees with him on this. 
30 Barnes (1973), 435; Bidez (1913), 64 believes in the existence of such a chronicle; F. Jacoby, Die 
Fragmente der griechischen Historiker (Berlin, 1923) gathered the fragments of Porphyry's so-called 
Chronicle from Eusebius' Chronicle under the numeration 260F 1-3,31-32. 
31 Barnes (1973), 435; Eusebius, Chronicle, ed. Jacoby (1923), 260F T2. 
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the Great's successors, the Ptolemaic dynasty, and the Macedonian monarchy. 32 

Historians believed until recently that Porphyry had written this Chronicle as a basis 

for his Against the Christians, just like Eusebius had used his Chronicle to write 

Church History. Because Porphyry demonstrates in his twelfth book that the Book of 

Daniel was written during the reign of Antiochus 4 Epiphanes, the argument was that 

he would have used his Chronicle, which covered the reign of Antiochus 4, to draw 

this conclusion. However, the existence of such a Chronicle has been invalidated by 

B. Croke, who argues that Eusebius merely mentioned "writings by Porphyry, " not a 

chronicle; this argument has been supported by Beatrice. 33 Furthermore, the list of 

events presumably found in the Chronicle are also found in Jerome's Commentary on 

1.34 It f IIOWS Danie 0 that Eusebius could well have taken his Porphyrian list from 

Jerome. 35 

32 Barnes (1973), 435; Eusebius, Chronicle, ed. Jacoby (1923), 260F 2,3. Eusebius's Chronicle sten's 
from Creation to the year 303. 
33 B. Croke, "Porphyry's anti-Christian Chronology, " JThS n. s. 34 (1983), 181; Beatrice (1992), 353. 

Eusebius, Chronicle, ed. Jacoby (1923), 260 F2. "Ot RET& 'AM4(XV8POV T6V MaiceMva My'611TOU lccý! 
'Ake4av8peia; Pac; ukz6aavTE; &n6 TAq rlopyupiou ypayq;. " See also M. Edwards, "Porphyry and the 

Christians, " in Studies in Porphyry, eds. G. Karamanolis and A. Sheppard (London: 2007). 
34 Croke (1983), 182; Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue (Nr. 43c); according to Harnack (191 6), 

in Nr. 43h - Jerome Commentary on Daniel 5.1 - Jerome's information come from Porphyry's 

chronicle. 

35 Barries (1994), 55: "The only apparent explicit quotation from Porphyry's Chronicle occurs ill 

August Willer's German translation of a ninth century Arab writer, who cites it for the fact that Thales, 

the son of Mallus the Milesian, was the first of the seven sages" [A. Willer, Die griechische" 
Philosophen in der arabischen fiberlieferung (Halle, 1873), 5, trans from ed. De al-Nadirn by G. Fldgel, 
KiMb al-Fihrist (Leipzig, 1871-2) 1.245,1.13-141. According to Barries (1994), 55 and Croke (1983), 
169, this Arab writer said that he studied a Syriac version of Porphyry's Chrnicle. However, Croke 

(1983), 170, argues that another Arab writer cites the Syriac version of Porphyry's Historill 

philosopharum for the same information on Thales. Eusebius cites this Historia philosopharum in the 
liber prior of his Chronicle. The information on Porphyry's chronicle as obtained from the first Arab 

writer is therefore doubtful, according to Croke. Bames further added to Croke's argument that the 

Souda does not list a Porphyrian chronicle, which confirms that it never existed. 
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In 1962, S. Pezzella rejected 36 fragments from the collection, including 23 

from MacarioS. 36 He argued that six fragments from Jerome (3,14,44,45,56,85), 

three from Augustine (46,81,85), one from Severus Gabala (42), one from 

Epiphanius (12), one from Anastasius Sinaita (65), and finally one from Julian (66), 

should be excluded. 37 However, later compilers did not follow his lead. Then, in 1966, 

M. V. Anastos tried to reorganise Harriack's subsections, but did not succeed in fully 

revising his work, since he was working with the fragments identified by the Gen-nan 

scholar, and therefore did not provide a collection. 38 A few years later, Bames 

established a list - including a commentary - of the fragment collections published so 

far . 
39He then commented on various fragments discovered after Harnack had 

published his collection, and rejected most of them as not being from Porphyry. 40 

Finally, he demonstrated - and is the first to have pointed this out - that Harnack was 
4 

wrong about the Macarius fragments, which are not from Porphyry. 1 Although he 

successfully proved that Harnack's dating of the fragments to the third century - 

which had allowed him to pair them with Porphyry, the only known anti-Christian 

36 S. Pezzella, "ll problerna del Kata Christianon di Porfirio, " Eos 52.1 (1962): 87-104. 
37 Pezzella Ilproblemo, 104, n. 87. 
38 Anastos, "Porphyry's Attack on the Bible, " 426. 
39 Barnes, "Porphyry Against the Christians, " 424. 
40 Barnes, "Porphyry Against the Christians, " 426. Namely Nautin, "Trois autres fragments du livre de 
Porphyre Contre les cWtiens, " 409-16; F. Altheirn and R. Stiehl, "Neue Bruchst-ficke aus Porphyrios' 
kata Chrisfianous" (sic), Gedenkschrift fir G. Rohde. Aparchaj: Untersuchungen zur klassischen 
Philologie und Geschichle des Allerlums, 4 (1961): 23-38; D. Hagedorn and R. Merkclbach, "Ein neus 
Fragment aus Porphyrios Gegen die Christen, " Vig. Chr. 20 (1966): 86-90; G. Binder, "Eine Polemik 
des Porphyrios gegen die allegorische Auslegung des Alten Testaments durch die Christen, " ZPE 3 
(1968): 81-95; M. Gronewald, "Porphyrios Kritik an den Gleichnissen des Evangeliums, " ZPE 3 
(1968): 96. 
41 Barnes, "Porphyry Against the Christians, " 428-30. He convincingly invalidated the points that were 
traditionally used to pair Porphyry with the anonymous Hellene of the Apocriticos (points which led 
Harnack to date the comments to the third century). First, Barnes isn't convinced that, "The writer 
states that Christianity was illegal at the time he is writing" (he noted a Greek past tense in the 
passage). Next, the knowledge expressed about the martyrs is not precise enough to be link with a 
contemporary situation. Thirdly, the silence about pictures in Churches has been contradicted by recent 
archeological discoveries, and the silence about monasticism is normal until the end of the fourth 
century. Fourthly, naming Hadrian does not make more sense 150 years after his death than 250 after. 
Finally, "(Apollonius of Tyana) was still a bogey of the Christians in the days of Augustine. " Barnes 
adds that some passages are even likely to be from Julian. 
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polemicist of the third century - was not necessarily correct, other studies comparing 

the content and style of the Macarius fragments with other pagan authors and 

Porphyry are even more convincing. 42 

Benoit then produced a "tableau r6capitulatif des fragments de Porphyre 

actuellement ddnombrds, " recognising however that it is not original . 
4' He actually 

merely changed the order of Harnack's collection, and preserved the same numbers. 44 

He managed to innovate, however, by adding a category for the quality of the 

fragments, as well as by including the recent discoveries of fragments, and by 

classifying the fragments according to their author in a very useful table. 45 

Unfortunately, he does not ftilly explain how he discriminated between certain and 
46 

rather doubtful fragments. He does, however, propose a research direction for future 

fragment collectors; he believes that it is still possible to make new discoveries, and 

argues that, "11 y aurait A reprendre de fagon critique le contexte de nombreux 

fragments notarnment chez Mr6me. 947 As he puts it, "On s'est trop focalisd sur les 

citations expresses sans se rendre compte que le contexte des r6futations dtaient 

,, 48 
modeM par les arguments porphyriens. He is, so far, the only one who has really 

questioned Harnack's method. It is not until the 90's that the methodological 

42 i. e. Pezzella, 11 problema, " 87-104, and E. Digeser "Porphyry, Julian, or Hierokles? Makarios 
Magnes' Apocritikos, " JThS (2003): 466-502. 
43 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 270. 
44 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 270. 
45 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 271-75. According to him, most of the fragments Of 
interest here, namely the Jerome fragments pertaining to the critique of the New Testament and 
evangelists (books I and 14), are either authentic or likely to be Porphyry's; however, fragments 6 
(Commentary on Matthew 9.9), 3 (Commentary on Matthew 21.21), 14 (Commentary on Matthew 
27.45), and 2 (Letter 57.9) are doubtful. 
46 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 263. Benoit placed the above--mentioned fragments in the 
'polemical' category, because their content do not refer directly to Porphyry, but are likely only to be 
connected to Against the Christians. 
47 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 267. 
48 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 267. 
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approaches for the gathering of fragments tended toward the realisation of a 

contextualized collection. 

A noted addition to Hamack's collection was carried out by R. Wilken in 

1984, but his work on this aspect has not so far received much attention in the 

literature 
. 
49His work does not aim at a fragment collection, but rather at a broad 

analysis of the content of the remaining fragments from Against the Christians. Still, 

he observed that Porphyry was mentioned in Augustine's On the Harmony of the 

Gospels, which was written in response to pagans claiming that the evangelists had 

66 invented the portrait of Christ presented in the GospelS.,, 50 While Wilken remains 

careful and insists that what he has found in Harmony of the Gospels may not 

necessarily have been entirely drawn from the discourses Against the Christians, he 

paired all relevant passages with known fragments. For instance, Jerome, in his Letter 

to Pammachus (57.9), says that Porphyry charged the evangelists with falsity. In the 

chapter on Augustine, I investigate the matter, and come to the conclusion that 

Harmony was not drawn from Porphyry's anti-Christian discourses. However, Wilken 

has made a very interesting observation, for what he says pushes fragment collectors 

to look more closely at Augustine's rhetoric before we can make any Porphyrian 

association. 

In 1974, R. Waelkens's challenged Barnes's 1973 argument that the Macarius 

fragments were from a source other than Porphyry. 5 1 R. Hoffmann then offered a new 

fragment collection, comprised of the Macarius fragments only, translated into 

English, and of a "partial reconstruction of the 'objections' in the Apocriticos, " based 

49 Wilken, Christians, 144-5. 
50 Wilken, Christians, 144 
51 Waelkens, tconomie, Wme, apolog&ique el principe hermýneutique, 117-34; followed by Hoffman, 
Porphyry's Against the Christians, 22-3. 
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51 
on the assumption that only Porphyry could be Macarius' pagan philosopher. While 

Hoffmann's work is debatable, it is concerned with the present discussion as long as it 

is linked with Hamack's work. Indeed, it offers a further example of the lack of 

revision that the German collection received. 

Richard Goulet's 2003 thorough study on the Apocriticos (which he named 

"Monog6n&' or "logos") also revisits Barnes' conclusions as regards the fragments. 53 

According to Goulet, the debate between the Christian Macarios and the anonymous 

Greek is not historical; however, it may well have been based on an anti-Christian 

work. 54 Evidence for this lies in the dialectical link between the objections and 

responses, the two different versions of the New Testament used by Macarios and the 

Anonymous, as well as a literary analysis of the pagan source. " Furthen-nore, Goulet 

established that there is a link between the pagan source in the Monogenes and the 

Western of the New Testament, which he will use in order to identify the 

Anonymous. 56 Goulet also dated the text to before the triumph of Christianity and 

before the development of the Christian iconographic cult - i. e. toward the end of the 

third century (the Anonymous talks about the persecutions in the past, and therefore 

was not a contemporary of Dicocletian's persecution, and mentions Christian 

57 
churches). The last two points are, however, conjectural. The former is based on the 

absence of a criticism on cultural iconography, while the latter is based on a statement 

by Eusebius, in Church History, saying that before the Great Persecution, churches 

52 Note that he included only a little more than a half of what Harnack had selected. See Hoffman 
Porphyry's Against the Christians, 18. 
53 R. Goulet, Macarios de Magn9sie: Le MonogkL. tdition critique et traduction franVaise. Tome I: 
Introduction gin6rale; Tome II: tdition critique, traduction et commentaire (Paris: 2003)* 

54 Goulet, Monoginýs, 66. 
" Goulet, Monogýnýs, 71-89. 
56 Goulet, Monoginýs, 99. 
57 Goulet, Monogkýs, 103. 
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were popping out of the ground in every city. 58 Goulet is following Hamack here, 

and his discussion brings us back to Barnes' 1973 argument. According to Goulet, two 

facts unden-nine any identification between Porphyry and the Anonymous. First, the 

Anonymous refers to Paul and Christ in terms that dates him to the mid-fourth 

century. To counter this problem, Goulet argues that Macarios, who wished to present 

a recent debate, adapted his source to that period. 59 Second, the Anonymous asks his 

Christian adversary to confirm his sayings on pagan sacrifices with the Philosophy 

from Oracles. Here again, Goulet uses the argument that Macarios might not have 

wanted his readers to associate the Anonymous with Porphyry, and had the intention, 

in any case, to transform the text dramatically. 60 His argument, although interesting, 

is, overall, conjectural. It is beyond the scope of this paper to solve the question of the 

Macarios fragments. As will be shown later, there are, however, significant parallels 

between Porphyry's and the Anonymous' treatment of Paul and Peter that may be of 

interest in the debate. 

In short, it is of great interest that Goulet realised a comparative study of all 

the Anonymous passages and Porphyry's works other than Against the Christians, and 

concluded that although there is no definitive evidence that Porphyry is the 

Anonymous, it is certainly probable that Macarios drew his Greek opponent's 

criticism from the lost treatise or on a secondary source - it is even probable, he 

adds, that Porphyry's critique has points in common with other, unknown, pagan 

works. " However, Goulet is adamant that the Anonymous' objections cannot be 

considered as fragments of any work entitled Against the Christians. He also points 

out that Harnack himself had never meant his collection to comprise uncontestable 

" Eusebius, Church Hislory 8.1.5. 
"Goulet, Monoggnýs, 127. 
60 Goulet, Monpgýnýs, 128. 
6'Goulet, Monpg6nýs, 135. 
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fragments, and that researchers have consistently made the mistake to cite the 

Macarios fragments as being Porphyrian without further explanations. 62 

Goulet's Monogýnýs also includes a section on fragments of Against the 

Christians. According to him ....... La compilation d'un corpus des fragments 

,, 63 
authentiques de Porphyre implique une forte dose d'incertitude. Goulet basically 

argues that fragments 39,40, and 41 come from a direct reading of Porphyry by 

Eusebius, while the rest may come from secondary material, such as Christian 

refutations. 64 He established a list of all the treatise's fragments, which he paired with 

their critical value . 
65 The list adds to Benoit's table, in that it includes recently 

discovered fragments - e. g. Michael the Syrian 66 - but is far less handy. Goulet also 

suggests that Macarios and Gregory of Nysa (Discours cat&hitique) both used 

Porphyry as a source. 67 

Recently, R. M. Berchman has published a collection of all of the Against the 

Christians ftagments, arranged chronologically by author (i. e. starting with the most 

ancient author who preserved fragments), including a useful translation of Harnack's 

fragments, and using new editions of texts. This is the major work that has been done 

on the fragments since Harnack, and it further shows how lively the study of the 

discourses against the Christians is, and how much scholars are in need of a usable 

collection. Berchman, unlike Harnack who grouped the fragments thematically, did 

not aim at reconstructing the outline of the lost work's structure, for he agrees with 

62 Goulet, Monoginýs, 13 5; see also Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 10. 
63 Goulet, MonoggnL, 130. 
64 See Cook, New Testament, 134, and Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 7 n. 4: Jerome does 
not provide verbal quotations, but often mentions other refuting authors. 
63 Goulet, Monoggnýs, 131-2. 
66 See 1. G. Cook, "A possible fragment of Porphyry's Contra Christianos from Michael the Syrian" 
LIC 2 (1998): 113-122. 
67 Goulet, Monpggnýs, 136. 
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Barnes that it is an impossible task to perform . 
68This is why, he explains, he decided 

to offer "a collection of fragments according to author; " these are arranged 

chronologically. 69 Berchman argues that this arrangement "makes it possible to 

establish the earliest evidence for Against the Christians, and ... allows for the 

tracing of issues and problems from the earliest fragments through the latest 

testimonies on Against the Christians. , 70 Berchman's translation makes the fragments 

easier to use, and he used recent editions of the texts in which the Porphyrian 

fragments are extant - for these reasons, Harriack's work was outdated and difficult to 

use. He also included Augustine's Harmony of the Gospels, the work having been 

ignored in previous fragment collections. But Berchman also included irrelevant 

fragments as well as fragments that most consider as belonging to Philosophyfrom 

Oracles, and he did not justify this choice. Furthermore, Berchman's method for 

gathering the fragments does not significantly differ from Hamack's. He set himself 

guidelines for the collection, namely "direct quotations from Porphyry, direct 

references to quotes from Porphyry, indirect references to quotes from Porphyry, and 

testimonies that may be derived from the writings of Porphyry. 197 1 As a result, the 

fragments are out of context, and the Harnack fragments retained are exactly the same 

as they originally were. 

In 2006, a Spanish team from the University of Cidiz published yet another 

fragment collection of Against the Christians. 72 Their motivation lay in the fact that 

despite Harnack's good work, it was nearly a century old, and there had since been 

68 R. Berchman, Porphyry Against the Christians (Boston: 2005), 7; see Barnes "Porphyry Against the 
Christians, " 424-42. 
69 Berchman, Porphyry Against the Christians, 7. 
70 Berchman, Porphyry Against the Christians, 7. 
71 Berchman, Porphyry Against the Christians, 119. 
72 A. R. Jurado et al., Porfirio de Dro Contra los Chrislianos. Reconpilacion de fragmentos, 
traduccion, introduccion y notas (CAdiz: 2006). 
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new discoveries, which justify a new collection. 73 More interestingly, they propose to 

use a new method in order to assess the authencity of the fragments traditionally 

ascribed to Porphyry, following the expression of such a need by Benoit in 1978.74 

The team thus re-ordered and re-numbered the fragments. The introduction briefly 

discusses methodological concerns. The main argument of the team is that Harnack 

concentrated all the anti-Christian fragments into one collection, and under one 

author, Porphyry. 75 However, the team thinks it is best to invalidate all fragments 

where Porphyry is not named. As a result, they introduce their own authentIcity scale, 

based on whether Porphyry is named or not. But Harnack, as has been discussed, was 

well aware of authenticity issues 
. 
7' Furthermore, the collection contains the fragments 

deemed "unauthentic" by the team (the fragments from Anastasius Sinaita, Arethas Of 

Caesarea, and some by Augustine, Diodorus of Tarsus, Nemesius, and, more 
77 importantly, Macarius). The team provides its own numeration, which they paired 

with Harnack's to make it clearer, and included the Macarios fragments on the basis 

of Goulet's work . 
78 The researchers also provide a most handy bibliography of the 

ancient authors who preserved Against the Christians' fragments. They do not include 

Augustine's On the Harmony of the Gospels. Seeking to avoid an "arbitrary" 

organization, however, the Spanish team produced a collection, which is not thernatic, 

and, as a result, still difficult to use. There is an attempt at including the context of the 

fragments, but this context is limited to the historical and literary context of the works 

73 Jurado et al., Porfirio, 59. "Y decimos 'supuestamente' porque la hay que ser conscientes de que 18 

meritoria labor del profesor berlin6s ( .... ), aun cuando hoy dia es la edicion de referencia para todos 
los estudiosos, consideramos que necesita una actualizacion y revision, segun se ha puesto de manifesto 
en la seccion dedicada al estado de la cuestion. " 
74 Jurado et al., Porfirio, 59. 
75 Jurado et al., Porfirio, 59. como si 6ste hubiera sido pricticamente el Anico polemist3 
antichristiano del mundo antiguo ... ." 
76 Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 9-10. 
77 Jurido et al., Porfirio, 59. 
79 Jurado et al., Porfirio, 60- 1. 
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in which they are extant; it does not include the textual context in which they were 

inserted. It also fails to take into account methodological studies on fragment 

collecting, for the aim of the work was clearly not to gather new fragments, but to 

reproduce the fragments as found in Hamack, together with later additions. More 

research is thus needed in the field to counteract those problems. But, as A. Quiroga 

argues, the book as a whole is a significant contribution to the debate, for it is not 

limited to a mere collection, but rather to analyzing the wider problem of the 

transmission of the text, and the philosophical background of the fragments. '9 

This work is far more useful than Berchman's for it is an actual compilation of 

all the fragments, namely those identified by Hamack as well as the later ones, and it 

contains both an edition and translation of the fragments. It also represents an effort at 

reorganising and modernising a collection, which is hard to use. In that respect, 

however, Berchman's re-ordering by author date allows for a better understanding of 

Against the Christians' content, as it helps putting the fragments back into their 

historical context, i. e. the ideological debate going on at the time of the references to 

Porphyry's anti-Christian treatise. 

Finally, in 2009, yet another fragment collection was published: that of G. 

Muscolino. 80 It consists in a brief introduction to the work of Harnack, its problems, 

and those raised by Against the Christians, and Harnack's text, as well as the 

fragments from his 1916 collection and the later additions, all in the original 

languages and Italian translation on the facing page. Muscolino's work also includes a 

very useftil, commented bibliography on the historiography on the discourses Against 

the Christians. It is a re-edition of Hamack, and the order of testimonia andfragmenta 

79 A. Quiroga, "Zamora Calvo, Porfirio de Pro contra los cristianos. Recopilaci6n deftagmentos, 
traducci6n, introducci6n y notas, CAdiz: Servicio Publicaciones Universidad de Cidiz 2006, " book 
review, in Vigiliae Chrisfianae, 61.2(2007): 232-234. 
80 G. Muscolino, Porfirio Contro i christiani: Nella raccolta di Adotr von Harnack con fulti i nuovi 
frammenti in appendice (Milan: 2009). 
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81 
was preserved. It is not meant to question the methodology used by the German 

scholar, and there is thus still a need to work on this aspect. 

Fragments in context 

New methodological approaches allow for an expanded and more nuanced 

reading of the discourses against the Christians through the setting of the criteria 

required to study the treatise. First, there is the general problem of survival. As is too 

often the case with works from Antiquity, fragments are the only means for acquiring 

knowledge about lost writings. 82 Indeed, as far as ancient Greek literature is 

, 83 
concerned, "the ratio of surviving literature to lost literature is in the order of 1: 40 . 

Many factors contribute to preservation or destruction of works, and they are not 

always related to the quality of these works, 84 which were therefore not deliberately 

eliminated. According to G. Schepens, "There are difficulties the distribution of 

"books" in Antiquity ... had to face before the invention of typography; the 

preference for easy-to-handle compilations over the often too voluminous (and more 

valuable) originals; ... and, above all, the role of chance. "85 Furthermore, adds 

Schepens, most of the works from that period survived only partially in direct 

81 S. Morlet, "Comment le probl6me du Contra Christianos peut-il se poser aujourd'hui? " (forthcoming 
Collection des budes A ugustiniennes) 
82 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 144. 
83 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 144; furthermore, as A. C. Dionisotti points out, "On Fragments in 

Classical Scholarship, " in Collecting Fragments, 1, only copies of the ancient material survive. 
84 1 in Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 145; according to A. Laks, "Du t6moignage comme fragment, I 
Collecting Fragments, 237, "la fragmentation de Poeuvre peut atre due au support, quand le manuscript 
(parfois) ou le papyrus (toujours) qui I'ont transmise sont incomplets, ou endommagds. " Portions of 

works may also survive in the form of an anthology, i. e. as citations of works without direct tradition. 

85 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 145-6. 
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transmission. Textual distortions are thus very common, he argues, and are due to the 

mode of transmission from Antiquity to the Middle Ages. 

In the case of Porphyry, there are specific problems. The complete version of 

the work that we entitle Against the Christians is unknown. It was deliberately 

destroyed after the Great Persecution (303-311), various emperors having issued 

edicts condemning all of Porphyry's infamous works to the flames . 
86 Some copies 

must have survived, but the principal sources for Porphyry's treatise are Christian 

apologists who aimed at defending their dogmas against any future threat of 

persecution, in the case of Eusebius, or against ridicule in the case of Augustine-who 

writes, for instance, in his letter 102 to Deogratias, that stories such as Jonah in the 

belly of a whale were provoking laughter in pagan circles (102.30). These Christians 

quoted or paraphrased the philosopher when answering his ideas, which, in turn, 

creates a major problem for the fragment collectors. According to Schepens, "the 

methodological key-problem the student of (historical) fragments has to face is 

invariably a problem of context. , 8'Historians must contextualize citations in the texts 

in which they were found in order to be able to understand their meaning fully; but, in 

so doing, they risk distorting Porphyry's original meaning. Consequently, the risk 

with contextualizing is the distortion of the meaning of the discourses Against the 

Christians' original version. " Here, "Contextualization" thus means reading the 

fragment as if it belonged to the context in which it was transmitted. 

86 See Socrates, Church History 1.9.30; see also Gelasius, Church History 2.36.1; the Theodosian Code 
16.5.66; and "Edictum Theodosii et Valentiniani, " 17 February 448 (Collectanea Vaticana_138), 1.1.4 
in Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, 1.1.4, ed. by E. Schwartz (Berlin, 1927), 66.3-4; 8-12, in Smith 
Porphyrfiphilosophifragmenta, 32. 
87 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 166. 
88 Schepens, "Jacoby's Fgrffist, " 166. Schepens further points out that ancient historians preferred an 
anonymous reference to one by name. One by name had a specific purpose: either to show that they 
disagreed or to show off their better knowledge. Schepens proposes to first examine critically the 
reference by name before using it "as evidence for reconstructing the contents of lost works. " He then 
suggests that any study of fragments should ideally be supplemented "by an examination of the indirect 
tradition. " The starting-point of such an investigation should be the named fragments, otherwise the 
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While establishing the required parts of a good, modem, historical fragment 

collection (taking as example the work of the late F. Jacoby), Schepens argues that the 

commentary should "consist of two moments. " These "aim at relocating the fragments 

in the lively political, intellectual and artistic process of intertextual exchange that 

once took place and to which the survival of these very fragments is testimony. " The 

first moment is "an act of deconstruction of the cover-text by which the fragment is 

set free from the potential biases of the text in which it survives. This operation aims 

at establishing the original meaning (if possible also the "wording") of the 

fragments.,, 89 Schepens named as "cover-texts" the works in which the fragments 

survive, for this wording creates, according to him, a distinction from the (con)text "Of 

the later works in which the fragments survive. "90 As he put it, "The notion of cover- 

text conveys -... better than the phrases commonly used (sources of fragments or 

expressions like the citing or quoting later authors)-the consequential and multiple 

functions these texts perform in the process of transmitting a fragment. "91 He uses the 

word "cover" to mean "to conceal, protect or enclose something. " He argues that the 

later authors perform just those three tasks when transmitting a text: 

"They, first of all, preserve (= protect from being lost) texts drawn 

from works that are no longer extant; very often, too, they more or 

less conceal the precursor text (form characteristics such as the 

original wording and style of the precursor text are no longer 

discernible; often also fragments seems to "hide" in the cover-text, so 

work will become speculative. Since Schepens is writing here on Jacoby's Fragmente der griechischen 
Historiker, he is concerned with historians, therefore his argument may well be applied to ancient 
writers such as Christians, especially since it is well-known that they were imitating the classical 
writing style. It may be argued, however, that Christian writers tend to be more precise in giving 
references, perhaps because they had a tradition of quoting official letters or edicts. 
89 See Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 168-9, on the quotations. 
90 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 166-7 n. 66. Schepens uses the words "(con)text" and "con-text, " but 
it remains unclear how these are different from the usual word "context. " 
91 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHisl, " 168. 
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that one can only guess where a paraphrase begins or where a 

quotation ends); and, last but not least, the cover-text encloses the 

precursor text: it is inserted or enveloped in a new con-text, which 

may impose interpretations that differ considerably from the original 

writer's understanding of his text. " 12 

The second moment that should be part of the commentary, according to Schepens, 

"Is an attempt to reconstruct the lost context of the original work and try to re-insert 

the fragment in it.,, 93 

Next, the work of A. Laks exposes the necessity to redefine the word 

'fragment. ' He says that there is a distinction to make between a testimonium and a 

fragment. According to him, "le couple fragment/t6moignage fait partie de I'appareil 

critique primaire de tous les historiens de I'Antiquit6. " Laks explains that a testimony 

is what can be found in the ancient literature about a lost text or its author, whereas a 

fragment is a part of that lost work. A fragment is thus a literal quotation, and a 

testimony is, "Le fait d'un lecteur ... qui ... nous livre une 61aboration secondaire. " 

The difficulty lies in the fact that testimonies can be confused with fragments, or that 

one can hesitate between where a testimony and a fragment start and end, if present 

together. But Laks argues that scholars should go beyond the traditional separation of 

the two categories (commonly made under the letters A- fragments- and B- 

testimonies) in fragment collections, and understand that a testimony may also be a 

fragment, and therefore may be included in the A category. The only reason why a 

testimony should be excluded is when the selection is made according to what is 

literal; only the fragment is literal. But if the selection criterion is changed to 

9' See Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 166-7 n. 66, on the quotations. 
93 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHisl, " 168. Schepens does not provide further explanations for what he 
means by "lost context. " Instead, he refers his readers to R. Vattuone, Sapienza d'Oecidenle. It 
pensiero storico di Timeo di tauromenio, (Bologna: PAtron, 1991) 7-17. 
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"content, " then the testimony should not be excluded from the fragments. Laks says 

that, "Ce dont le t6moignage est tdmoignage--quand il est un t6moignage sur 

l'oeuvre-n'est en effet derechef qu'un fragment. , 94 Laks applies his argument to 

doxographies (works that are collections of opinions), and therefore not to works such 

as Jerome's, however he introduces the interesting notion that fragment collections 

should be more flexible in what they understand as being a fragment. As far as 

methodology is concerned, what an author says about a work before quoting or 

paraphrasing it should also be considered as part of the fragment. 

In the context of a conference held in September 2009 on Porphyry's Against 

the Christians, A. Laks was asked to discuss the problems related to a collection of the 

fragments of Against the Christians. Giving a fresh look at the topic, he exposed an 

error that has been missed by all the scholars who have been studying the treatise: 

Harnack never meant to publish a fragment collection, but of collection of 

(testimonium) fragments and references - "(Zeugnisse, ) Fragmente und Referate. "95 

All of those who worked on the fragments since Harnack have, it seems, forgotten to 

translate part of the title of his work. As a result, our constant references to the 

fragments as, say, Fr. I or 44, are wrong, for Harnack did not attribute a number to 

'fragments, ' but rather to 'Fragmente und Referate. ' Indeed, he himself abstained 

from using the word 'fragment, ' and refers to the passages from his collection as 

follows: 'Nr. ' (Nummer/number) 1,5 or 28, and not 'Fr, ' 1,5, or 28. Laks, therefore, 

does not only suggest a greater flexibility in our definition of 'fragment, 06 but he also 

corrects almost a century of misinterpretation of Harnack's work. This is why I have 

decided to use the abbreviation Nr. myself. 

94 See Laks, "Du tdmoignage comme fragment, " 237-9, for the quotations. 
" A. Laks, "Rdflexions sur quelques mod6les dditoriaux. A propos de I'ddition Harnack du Contre les 
Chrifiens de Porphyre" (forthcoming in Colleclion desbudes Augusliniennes). 
96 Laks, "Du t6moignage comme fragment, " 237. 
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As I wish to demonstrate in this dissertation, the traditional definition of the 

term 'fragment' is inappropriate as far as the remains of the discourses against the 

Christians are concerned. Hamack had already observed this, as has been said, and 

recent studies on the citation technique in Antiquity are ruining any hope in finding, 

among the Church Fathers' corpus, some intact passages from the anti-Christian 

discourses, namely 'fragments. ' 

Finally, one of the methodological issues raised by Schepens is the distinction 

between fragments that survive with or without title and/or book number. 97 Assigning 

a title and book number is very important, because it allows an attempt to reconstruct 

the work, and because the fragments' order necessarily affects their interpretation. The 

title and number of books (fifteen) of Against the Christians are provided by a 

reference in the Souda; it may also derive from Eusebius of Caesarea. 98 This mention 

may be associated with the title Against the Christians found in the Souda-should it, 

of course, be an actual title. After having found the title, the volumes must be 

reconstructed, which is difficult since fragments are related to books 1,3,4,12,13, 

and 14 only. Some fragments, therefore, allow for pairing Porphyry's ideas with a 

book number, and the ones that seem to correspond to the same ideas should thus be 

grouped under the right number. 99 This is how Harnack chose his five headings, as has 

been discussed above. Jerome identifies for us some of the content of book 1: "And 

the wholly unintelligent Bataneot and famous villain Porphyry objects, in the first 

97 Schepens, "Jacoby's Fgrffist, " 165. 
98 Souda, s. v. Porphyrios 2.2098, ed. A. Adler, in Smith (1993), 6. "flop(Pf)PtO; 6 KaT& XPICYTICEVCOV 
ypdya; ... 

KaT& Xpicrriawov k6yolu; it. " The Souda mentions fifteen "logoi" against the Christians, 
not Against the Christians. Eusebius, Church History 6.19.2. flopqbpto; a1uyypdpaTa KOtO' I)A(OV 
6crTqadgE: vo;. " (LCL 265: 56) 
99 Beatrice, "Towards a new Edition of Porphyry's Fragments Against the Christians, " 123. See also J. 
Dillon, "Gathering Fragments: The Case of lamblichus, " in Fragmentsammlungen Philosophischer 
Texle der Antike, ed. by W. von Burkert et al. (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1998), 170, on 
methodology. 
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book of his work against us, that Peter is blamed by Paul. "' 00 The first book may thus 

have been devoted to attacks on the apostles-or it may well have been an 

introductory survey of the incoherence of Christian teaching. Porphyry then gives 

examples of how the evangelists misquoted the Prophets. Eusebius, in the 

Ecclesiastical History (6.19.9), says that Porphyry criticized Origen's use of the 

allegorical method of interpretation to decode Scripture in book 3 of the discourses 

Against the Christians. The book was thus most probably concemed with how the 

Bible should not be read as containing divine revelations aimed at the Christians, 

rather than the Jews. 101 Jerome also identifies some of the content of book 14: ". - 

The famous impious Porphyry, who vomited his rage against us in numerous volumes, 

argues against this passage in book 14 and says 'The evangelists were so ill-informed 

9 "102 ... Book 14 was thus probably on the evangelists. We should, therefore, 

logically try to group all the fragments pertaining to these topics under either book I 

or 14. It is, however, impossible to take for granted that everything written on these 

topics was originally found only in these books. Furthermore, we have admitted 

earlier, following Edwards' conclusions, that Against the Christians might be a 

compendium of discourses against the Christians. If he is right, then either Jerome or 

someone else had already assembled a number of works into a 15-volume collection, 

but this cannot be verified. Finally, since the contents of books 2,15, and 5 to II 

remain unknown, all the fragments of the discourses against the Christians might need 

re-athibution. 
103 

100 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians Prologue -Harnack Nr. 2 Ia. Cited n. 2 1. 
101 See Schott, "Porphyry on Christians and Others, " 303. 

Jerome, On the beginning of Mark 1.1 -2-Hamack Nr. 9. "Locurn isturn impius ille Porphyrius, qu, 
adversurn nos conscripsit et multis voluminibus rabiern suarn evornuit, in XIV volumine disputat et 
dicit: "Evangelistae tam imperiti fuerant homines ........ (CCL 78: 452) 
103 See Benoit, "Contra chrishanos de Porphyre, " 265, on the content of these books. 
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Presentation of afragment collection 

How can we translate these methodological problems into a tangible reality ? 

This is precisely what 1. G. Kidd did when he worked on a redefinition of the tenn 

'fragment' from theoretical methodology. 104 Kidd was interested in the case of the 

philosopher Posidonius (I" c. B. C. ), whose work is entirely fragmentary. His case is 

thus different from Porphyry's, because his fragments were not preserved in a 

polemical and interdisciplinary corpus (from philosophy to theology), but Kidd's 

reflections may be applied to Porphyry's discourses against the Christians. Kidd first 

asks himself what is a fragment, and explains that the Ancient world had different 

standards from ours as regards citation: "We must remind ourselves of the 

unreliability ( ... ) of ancient reporters, in the sense of the freedom in quotation they 

allowed themselves, based often on memory ...... 
105 Kidd proposes a flexible 

definition of 'fragment' by considering it as it actually is. A paraphrase, he says, even 

if it is not an exact passage from a lost work, is still a precious clue as to its original 

content, and thus needs to be taken into account. The fragment collector must analyse 

the quality of a 'citation, ' and use its context in order to better understand its meaning: 

"Context is essential in two ways, both in defining the 'quotational reference' itself, 

and for judging its presentation, validity, bias, etc. " 106 Kidd suggests that the context 

should be included with the fragment into any collection, and that one should look at 

the entire context of a fragment, i. e. the entire work of the citer, in order to identifiy 

his specific literary and intellectual strategies. This will enable the collector to better 

104 I. G. Kidd, "What is a Posidonian fragment? " in Collecting Fragments, 225-36. 
105 Kidd, "Posidonian Fragment, " 227. 
106 Kidd, "Posidonian Fragment, " 228. 
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assess the quality of a citation. Such analysis should be part of the 'commentary' 

section of the fragment collection. ' 07 

Kidd's methodology can be applied to the named fragments. However, 

Porphyry's case is different from Posidonius', for it seems that the anti-Christian 

ideas, which the Church Fathers refer to, incorporate all of the post-Porphyrian anti- 

Christian ideas. I would thus like to suggest that instead of only looking at Against the 

Christians, it would be interesting to also look at the treatise as part of the polemic 

between Chrisians and pagans, as well as the transmission of anti-Christian ideas in 

Late Antiquity. 

Textual complications 

There are other important issues to take into account when it comes to locating 

an "original" text within its (con)text and cover-text, in particular the complexities of 

the citation process. '" In the case of Porphyry and Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustinel 

there are special factors in their relationship. This section of the current chapter will 

thus look at the textual problems raised by a fragmentary text that does not survive 

independently from its cover-text. I will discuss how texts were quoted in Antiquity, 

and how Jerome's reaction to Porphyry, as well as his background, might have shaped 

the fragments into their current form. 

The context in which Christian authors might have read and then used 

Porphyry should first be further analyzed. It has long been established that in 

Antiquity, citations had a very different meaning than in our modem world. Ancient 

107 Kidd, "Posidonian Fragment, " 232. 
log Drawing on Mikha*fl Bakhtin (whose writings were rediscovered by Western writers around 1960- 
see M. Acouturier (trans. ), "Prdface, " Esth9tique et Thgorie du roman by M. Bakhtin (Paris: Gallimard, 
1978), 9, on this) literary theorists started to take into account all the variously-located voices, which 
constitute the writing of any univocal text-see M. Bakhtin, "Discourse in the Novel, " in The Dialogic 
Imagination, ed. and trans. M. Holquist et al. (Austin: 198 1). 
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historians would very much like to take it for granted that when an author claims to be 

quoting and the work is lost, this is a "proper" citation, that is, a passage literally 

reproduced from a work. Unfortunately, this is not straightforward. What is a citation 

in a modem view, if not a fully referenced and clearly identified passage, either in the 

direct or indirect form of speech, which is untouched in that no changes have been 

made to the wording and meaning of the duly acknowledged author? None of the 

allusions made by the Christians to Porphyry live up to this modem ideal. They at 

times name Porphyry, at other times may be referring to him; they either quote, 

summarize, or make passing comments apparently from memory; they may even be 

distorting the meaning of the excerpts they choose. So how can we make sense of 

such a mess and get as close as possible to the lost treatise? 

To begin untangling Christian citations of Porphyry, we must first understand 

the citation process as practiced in Antiquity. First, a quotation-or allusion-depends 

on the reading that the quoting author made of a text, and belongs to a particular 

politico-social context, which invariably interferes with the original text. 

Sabrina Inowlocki took on the task of defining the concept of citation in 

Antiquity, since, as she states, ". .. no comprehensive study on the subject has yet 

been published. "109 Although she focuses on Greek texts, her findings can be applied 

to Latin authors, who shared the common culture. She first notes that there were no 

citation techniques in Antiquity. Rather, the ancients "choose or not to mark the use of 

citation. " When they choose to indicate a citation clearly, they (or their scribes- 

another complication! ) mark it with a sign in the margin, as can be seen in 

9 manuscripts, as well as with linguistic markers (e. g. Iego' 
, etc. ). 110 According to D. 

109 S. Inowlocki, Eusebius and the Jewish Authors: His Citation Technique in an Apologetic Context 
(Boston: 2006), 33. 
110 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 33-36. 
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Delattre and R. Goulet, when an author and/or title are mentioned, it means that the 

writer appeals to the authority of the cited author, in order to back up their own 

argument, for precision might better convince a reader; it is not done for the purpose 

of locating a passage. "' This explains why second-hand sources are almost never 

indicated-unless to show the learning and research of the author who cites them, as 

in Porphyry's On Abstinence: e. g. "Phylarchos reports that. .. ." (2.56.7)1 12 
-and it 

makes it impossible to decide whether or not the Christians may have used others' 

works in order to read the work that we call Against the Christians. There is also the 

practical difficulty of locating a passage, which Inowlocki does not mention: authors 

usually signal the beginnings and ends of books, but books-scrolls or codices- 

didn't have standard subdivisions or pagination. The most difficult problem, however, 

when it comes to recovering fragments from a lost treatise, certainly lies in the fact 

that authors are not always faithful to the text, but make changes to it either 

deliberately or accidentally. Inowlocki, however, explains that the ancients would not 

hesitate to change the wording of a text in order to "express its essence more clearly, " 

not for the purpose of falsifying it. She goes on to list and explain the kinds of 

modifications that can be made to a cited text, and concludes by saying that the line 

between literal citation and allusions is very unclear because it was useless to the 

ancients. The meaning was more important to them than the phrasing was, and, as a 

result, modifications were common as they were an explication of the truth. Inowlocki 

gives, among others, the example of Aristobulus, a Jewish philosopher, who cited 

Aratus, but says he subtracted the word "Zeus" from the poems, and replaced it by 

... Inow1ocki, Eusebius, 39-40. She cites from D. Delattre, "Les titres des oeuvres philosophiques de 
Itpicurien Philod6me de Gadara et des ouvrages qu"il cite, " in J. -Cl. Fredouille, Ph. Hoffmann, P- 
Petitmengin, M. -O. Goulet-Cazd, and S. DdIdani (eds. ) Titres et articulations du lexte dans les oeuvres 
antiques (Turnhout: 1997), 125; and R. Goulet, "Les rdfdrences chez Diog6ne Laarce: sources ou 
autoritds?, "in Thres et articulations A texte, 149-66. 
"' Porphyry, De IAbstinence, vol 2 (Paris: 1979), 119. "Ob?, apXo; ... icrtopel. " 
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"God, " for he thought the meaning of the words refers to God, not to Zeus. He thus 

produced "his own reading of the text, " while not changing its meaning; "in his own 

view, he has only established the truth. "' 13 

One of Inowlocki's most disturbing findings, as far as this study is concerned, 

is the fact that the ancients would make semantic changes for the purpose of adapting 

the meaning of a citation to make it fit with its new context. P. Chiron also underlines 

the problem of the 'decontextualization, ' which, he claims, he far more serious. To 

him, the decontextualization is an action in which the meaning is affected "par 

dlimination d'dldments du texte citd qui ne sont pas impliquýs dans le propos du 

citateur; ce genre de d6formation est de celles qui pourraient condulre A une 

interprdtation tr&s diffirente du texte. "' 14 Only the 'contextualization' (or, in this case, 

the 'recontextualization ') of the fragment can allow to identify such a problem. 

Inowlocki also noted that, "Faithfulness to the text often depend(ed) on the 

feelings of the quoting author towards the quoted author. " 115 It is obvious that 

Porphyry, being a famous anti-Christian author, was not very dear to, say, Jerome, 

who on so many occasions presents him as "barking" rather than arguing. ' 16 This 

suggests another reason why Christians may not have worried very much about 

reporting accurately what Porphyry said. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that an 

opponent would accuse a Church Father of misquoting Porphyry. Therefore, as 

Jerome himself says, for example, he will quote Porphyry when the occasion arises 

113 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 40-47. 
114 J. Chiron, "Tibdrios citateur de Ddmosth&ne, " in Riceptions antiques, C. Ciccolini, C. Gu6rin, S. 
hic, S. Morlet (eds) (Paris : 2006), 123. 
115 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 43-45. 
116 See, for instance, Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 21.21-Harnack Nr. 3. "Latrant contra nos 
gentilium canes in suis uoluminibus. " (SC 2: 122) 
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while writing his commentary on Daniel, for the purpose of his work is not to refute 

him, but to talk about Daniel. 117 

P. Chiron added a further difficulty to the problem of the reliability of a 

citation, namely copyist errors. He reminds us that obstacles do not stop with the 

ancient author, but with those who reproduced their works. While comparing different 

manuscripts, Chiron listed the many difficulties that fragment collectors are regularly 

facing ('mdcoupures, ' misreading, pronounciation errors, additions, omissions, 

transpositions, and, finally, secondary mistakes). ' 18 Furthermore, Chiron says that 

copists, were often copying from a language that they did not master. 119 There thus 

seem to be endless possibilities to making errors and diverging from the original text. 

There are further complications of Porphyry's treatise. First, it is deprived of 

what G. Genette would term a complete "paratexte. " As Genette put it, " (le paratexte 

est) ce par quoi un texte se fait livre et se propose comme tel ý ses lecteurs, et plus 

g6ndralement au public . 99120 Genette means here that texts are accompanied by a 

variety of practices (such as titles, prefaces, etc. ) and discourses (what the world 

would say about a text), which participate in their presentation to the public 

("pr6sentee% as well as their actualization ("pr6senter" as in "rendre pr6sent"). But, 

"ll est... des ceuvres, disparues ou avort6es, dont nous ne connaissons que le titre. " 121 

Against the Christians is thus a text, of which only an obscure "paratexte'9 remains, 

i. e., not only is the title uncertain, but the text was very partially preserved by 

Christian adversaries. As a result, it is very difficult to assess the reception of the 

discourses Against the Christians in late antique circles, both pagan and Christian, and 

117 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Harnack Nr. 43a. 
118 Chiron, "Tibdrios citateur de DdmostMne, " 107-118. 
119 Chiron, "Tibirios citateur de Ddmosth6ne, " 108. 
120 G. Genette, Seuils (Paris: Seuil, 1987), 7-9. 
"' Genette, Seuils, 9. 
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this makes it even harder to know the content of the lost text. Genette further explains 

that, ". .. Un 616ment de paratexte peut ... apparaitre A tout moment, (et) 11 peut 

dgalement disparaitre, d6finitivement ou non, par d6cision de Fauteur ou sur 

intervention dtrang&e, ou en vertu de Pusure du temps. , 122 The discourses against the 

Christians were meant to disappear for good when it was burned on the orders of 

Christian emperors, although it is impossible to confirm whether their edicts were 

respected. 

Ancient conventions of citation are not the only factors, which may have 

contributed to the Porphyry created by the Christians. There is also the subjective way 

in which they might have processed the text in their mind. In a major work entitled La 

Seconde main, Antoine Compagnon takes a philosophical look at citation, and 

explains how a reader systematically selects passages of a text as part of a complex 

reading process formed by the characteristics of memory. He argues that there are 

sentences that readers do not read, and others that they will remember. It is those 

sentences that they will cite. As he aptly put it, "Lorsque je cite, j'excise, je mutile, je 

pr6l6ve.,, 123 Compagnon defines four distinctive features of reading, namely 

"ablation" or "taking out", underlining, accommodation, and solicitation. 124 

122 Genette, Seuils, 12. 
123 A. Compagnon, La seconde main, ou, le traval de la citation (Paris: Seuil, 1979), 17. 
124 Compagnon, La seconde main, 25. Compagnon's work also contains a chapter entitled "Un comble, 
le discours de la thdologie, " in which he analyses the principles governing patristic commentary in Late 
Antiquity, and how it is based on citation. He develops the idea that what he names "theological 
discourse" is a forever expanding repetition in the form of a commentary, which has as its source the 
Bible. Compagnon mainly argues that, "L'argument patristique a(... ) la valeur d'une preuve ou d'une 
confirmation de la doctrine ...... (p. 220) While Compagnon's conclusions could be used to better 
explain the relationship between Porphyry's text and Jerome's commentaries (in that Porphyry cannot 
be a source for Jerome, who was naturally more likely to look for authority in patristic scholars), it is 
not applicable, for Compagnon's argument on patristic authority is not valid. In a recent article, E. 
Rebillard, "A New Style of Argument in Christian Polemic: Augustine and the Use of Patristic 
Citations, " JECS 8.4 (2000): 559-78, reached a different conclusion: "In his use of patristic citations as 
an argument in theological controversy, Augustine makes a clear distinction between the authority of a 
single writer and the authority of the consensus of the largest number of writers. As a consequence, he 
criticizes or rejects the authority of an argument from a patristic citation. " 
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Compagnon argues that when someone reads, "(Sa) lecture proc&de d6jA d'un 

acte de citation qui d6sagr6ge le texte et d6tache du contexte. " He means that someone 

will cite the sentences that seem to them to be summarizing the main idea of a book or 

a paragraph, or other sentences that caught their attention. Reading thus allows one to 

go back to a passage, and reorganize the text, in order to make sure that they are 

following the author's argument. Therefore, "La lecture 
... 

dispose au. souvenir et A 

l'imitation, soit A la citation.... (et) la citation ... est un lieu de reconnaissance, un 

rep6re de lecture. " 125 

The Christians, when they read either the work that we entitle Against the 

Christians or second hand material, must have experienced the reading process as 

explained by Compagnon. In the event that the text was read to them, they would have 

needed to assimilate its content swiftly, and would have memorized the passages that 

made the whole meaningful to them, and others which they found of interest. What 

needs to be understood here is what sort of sentences or passages caught their 

attention, as well as the reason why they either memorized or noted these. What do the 

Porphyrian fragments represent in their work? Do they represent the main ideas of the 

text they cite from, so that they might represent a summary, or were they "thrown" 

into their work simply because they bore a relation to their own argument? The last 

section of this thesis should help to negotiate this question. 

Of interest here is also what Compagnon defines as "sollicitation. ", 26 While 

reading, the reader bumps into certain sentences in particular. For various reasons, a 

specific sentence solicits their attention, and this does not necessarily happen because 

it summarizes an idea. In the same fashion, Jerome must have been solicited by a few 

125 Compagnon, La seconde main, 18 and 23. 
126 Compagnon, La seconde main, 18-23. 
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sentences, which caught his attention either because he especially disliked them or 

because he wanted to correct them. 

It follows that what the Christians retained from Porphyry might have been 

influenced by their opinion of the philosopher. To Jerome, for instance, an ordained 

Christian from the late fourth century, Porphyry's discourse is not legitimate for 

various reasons. First, as a pagan, he does not write from the right social perspective. 

Although at the time he was writing (end of third century) paganism was still the 

official religion, it had been unlawful since 391 (edict of Theodosius 1) when Jerome 

was writing, and therefore Christianity was not under threat. Furthermore, Porphyry is 

not Christian; he cannot talk about Christianity, and even less so on behalf of 

Christians. Jerome writes as a Christian in ftill authority, while Porphyry "speaks 

wrong. " 

Furthermore, Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine's status as Christians-and 

therefore as followers of the official religion in Rome, in the case of Jerome and 

Augustine-might have shaped the way they used the discourses Against the 

Christians. According to Genettel 27 and Compagnon, Plato, in book 3 of Republic, 

identified two narrative genres in poetry, namely pure narrative-when the poet 

speaks on his own behalf-and mimesis (or imitation)-when the poet wants to give 

the illusion that a character is speaking. Plato forbade the use of "oratio recta" (direct 

speech) to the guardians of his ideal city, because it was a mimesis, i. e. an imitation, 

dangerous for their soul in that it consists in imitating the discourse of another, talking 

on their behalf, therefore making one's speech similar to someone else's through 

imitation. In other words, it implied appropriating their discourse. Mimesis is a 

representation through art, and it was used primarily by the poet. The philosopher thus 

127 G. Genette, Figures III (Paris: 1972), 184. 
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forbids poetry for guardians, because it lacks a direct relationship to truth. To Plato, in 

turn, indirect speech is acceptable, since it is deprived of mimesis, and therefore closer 

to truth. 128 

Mimesis is thus the process by which one appropriates the words-or 

discourse-of someone else. However, the Christians, when they cite Porphyry, 

appropriate his discourse, but not for the purpose of imitation. They rephrase it at their 

convenience, remember what either helped them to make sense of the philosopher's 

treatise, or solicited their attention while reading it (Compagnon), and find an 

appropriate space for themselves in the text where they will be able to oppose 

Porphyry and show him under a distasteful light. Furthermore, the Christians may 

well have looked for evidence they could cite against Porphyry by selecting the 

quotation, which do most damage, a standard rhetorical technique. 129 

According to theories of intertextuality, one of the voices, which influence the 

writing of any text is the audience. In this case, Porphyry's audience becomes the 

Church fathers' audience, for his ideas survive in texts that will be read by their 

readers. Genette, in Seuils, explains how the author's original preface is targeting 

specific readers by setting out clearly the purpose and scope of the work .1 
30 To 

Genette, an author cannot put his work forward in its preface, for it would be 

presumptuous, but may at least use it to point out its accuracy, and therefore catch the 

audience's attention. 131 In his Commentary on Daniel (written in 407), Jerome states 

that although Porphyry has written a whole book on Daniel, he does not intend to 

128 Compagnon, La seconde main, 10 1- 105. 
129 See G. Clark, "Augustine's Porphyry and the Universal Way of Salvation, " in Studies on porphyry, 
G. Karamanolis and A. Sheppard (eds. ), (London: 2007), 133, who argues that Augustine, in City Of 
God, selected from Porphyry what would make him sound like a Christian. 
130 Genette, Seuils, 197. 
13 1 Genette, Seuils, 191. 
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answer the philosopher, for Eusebius, Apolfinarius and Methodius have already done 

so extensively. 132 Furthen-nore, by the early fifth century, the work that we call 

Against the Christians was not supposed to be freely circulating and read. Jerome and 

Augustine empower themselves by delivering the unavailable work to posterity, a 

mighty device against the enemy of Christendom, for not only is the treatise meant to 

disappear over time, but its author is no longer alive to defend himself and address his 

own audience. Jerome and Augustine are alone with an inaccessible work, and they do 

as they please with it. In the process, they appropriate Porphyry's audience. The 

Church fathers are in a position to promote truth, and this is what their discourse is 

meant to represent. 

How methodology may influence assumptions 

Not taking into account all the methodological and literary considerations can 

lead to mistaken claims about the discourses Against the Christians. Examples of such 

mistakes made even by an expert, relying on Hamack, rather than on an analysis of 

Jerome's use of Porphyry, can be found in R. Wilken's The Christians as the Romans 

Saw Them. In his chapter on Porphyry, Wilken writes that Jerome answered Porphyry 

on Daniel "verse by verse. " 133 But Jerome himself says that his task was "not to 

answer the calumnies of (their) adversaries, which would require a long discussion, 

but to plant here and there what was said to (the Christians) by the prophet, (he) 

remind(s) in (his) preface, that none of the prophets has spoken so clearly about 

132 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Harnack Nr. 43a. "cui solertissime responderunt 
Eusebius Caesariensis episcopus tribus uoluminibus, octauo decimo et nono decimo et uicesimo, 
Apollinaris quoque unc, grandi fibro, hoc est uicesimo sexto, et ante hos ex parte Methodius. 11 (CCL 
75A: 772) 
133 Wilken, Christians, 138. 
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Christ. "' 34 Further on, Jerome writes: "And whenever the occasion arose in the course 

of the explanation, I attempted to respond briefly to these calumnies. .. . ""' Harnack 

preserved very little of the context, and, as a result, fragments 43a and b are 

misleading. Indeed, the cover-text tells us about the task Jerome had set for himself, 

and how he intended to treat the Porphyrian problem. Jerome clearly did not plan a 

formal refutation, even less a "verse by verse" one. Wilken evidently read Jerome's 

Commentary on Daniel, for he noted that Porphyry's interpretation of Daniel 9 is 

absent from Jerome's commentary on the same passage (this is discussed later in 

Daniel 12.7-11), but seems to have been misled by Harnack when he said that Jerome 

answered Porphyry verse by verse. ' 36 

Later on, Wilken asks: "Why should Porphyry devote such attention to the 

Book of Daniel ... ? 9037 It is from Porphyry's book 12, which he wrote on Daniel, that 

the most extensive set of fragments survives. Wilken rightly notes that this topic was a 

highly sensitive one for the Church at the time, for the book was said to have been 

written by Daniel during the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, and to foretell the coming of 

Christ and the destruction of the temple of Jerusalem. Porphyry, when he claimed that 

the book had been written at a later period (during the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes 

IV) and by different authors, meant that the book was historical rather than 

134 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Hamack Nr. 43a. "Verum quia nobis propositurn est nOn 
aduersarii calumniis respondere, quae Iongo sermone indigent, sed ea quae a propheta dicta Sunt 
nostris disserere, id est Christianis, Mud in praefatione commoneo, nullum prophetarum tam aperte 
dixisse de Christo. " The passage in bold is not in Hamack, but only in Jerome. (CCL 75A: 772) 
135 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Harnack Nr. 43a. "Et tarnen sicubi se occasiO in 

explanatione elusdem uolurninis dederit, calumniae illius strictim respondere conabor, et 
philosophiae artibus, immo malitiae saeculari, per quam subuertere nititur ueritatem, et quibusdarn 
praestigiis clarum oculorurn lumen auferre, explanatione simplici contraire. " (CCL 75A: 772) 
136 See Wilken, Christians, 142-3. 

137 Wilken, Christians, 138. 
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prophetical, and a forgery at that. 138 Without unden-nining the importance of this topic, 

can we say with confidence that Porphyry devoted more attention to it than to others? 

The philosopher clearly succeeded at creating unease within the Church, for, as 

Jerome reports, his criticism on Daniel earned him extensive replies from Eusebius, 

Apollinarius, and Methodius. But a closer look at Jerome's commentary on Daniel 

reveals that he cited lengthy passages from Porphyry on Daniel II only, not on the 

other books. Jerome interpreted the eyes of the small horn of the fourth beast in 

Daniel II as representing the anti-Christ, while Porphyry associated it with Antiochus, 

who, according to him, uprooted all the other horns, or kings, and therefore their 

kingdoms. This means that Jerome concentrated his efforts on answering Porphyry on 

that point only. Less is extant from the rest of Porphyry's commentary on Daniel, for 

the philosopher is mentioned enpassant in relation to Daniel 2,3,5,7, and 9. Jerome 

only felt the need to answer him when it came to the anti-Christ, and it is on Daniel II 

that he reproduces the lengthiest passages. Perhaps Jerome thought that Porphyry had 

not yet been answered in a satisfying way on that point? To contradict his adversary, 

the Church father used the same method, i. e. he performed a historical interpretation 

of Daniel. 139 In sum, Wilken's statement needs to be given more nuances. While it is 

true that devoting an entire book to Daniel is remarkable in that it shows a need to 

downgrade its importance, what is extant of it is not at all representative of its original 

138 Porphyry followed Theodotion's reading, a Hellenistic Jew who translated the Bible into Greek 

c. 180-190. See Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 11.44.45-Hamack Nr. 43u. quia secutus est 
Theodotionis interpretationem. " (CCL 75A: 93 1) 
139 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Harnack Nr. 43c. "Ad intellegendas autem extremas 

partes Danielis, multiplex Graecorurn historia necessaria est: Sutorii uidelicet Callinici, Diodori, 
Hieronymi, Polybii, Posidonii, Claudii Theonis et Andronyci cognomento Alipi, quos et Porphyrius 

secuturn esse se dicit, losephi quoque et eorum quos ponit losephus, praecipoeque nostri Liuii, et 
Pompei Trogi, atque lustini. .. ." 

(CCL 75A: 775) 
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content. Contextualizing the work would allow us to avoid making such assumptions 

as "(Jerome) cites (Porphyry) at length in the commentary. ""' 

140 Wilkcn, Christians, 138. 
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II-Eusebius 

The first Christian author in whose corpus many passages from Porphyry appear 

to be extant is Eusebius of Caesarea, one of the most important Christian writers of Late 

Antiquity. We will first apply the methodology and theories discussed in the previous 

chapter on him, because chronologically, he comes before Jerome and Augustine, and we 

want to get an idea of how Porphyry was preserved at that time. As an eye-witness to the 

Great Persecution and the accession of Constantine to the throne, Eusebius' legacy as the 

father of Church History and his general work on Christianity stand at the forefront of 

important religious transformations in the Roman empire. Porphyry's anti-Christian 

treatise and Eusebius's Church History, Preparationfor the Gospel, and Proofs of the 

Gospels may be closely related in time, as will be discussed. Furthermore, we know from 

Jerome that Eusebius wrote twenty-five books in response to the Neoplatonist 

philosopher's invectives. ' Where does Porphyry stand in Eusebius' corpus? Scholars have 

long seen Porphyry as standing at the centre of Eusebius' apologetic work, 2 but recently 

some have seriously questioned the relevance of such claims not only by challenging the 

authorship of the Eusebeian fragments, 3 but also by arguing against the view that 

Eusebius was ever an apologist at all. 4 Some ftirther argue that it is difficult to claim that 

PE and DE are a refutation of the discourses Against the Christians, for Eusebius does not 

I Jerome, Letter 48.13 to Pammachus. 
2 Since Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " selected Nr. I from Eusebius'PE 1.2.1-5, and argued 
that this passage was extracted from Porphyry's proem. 
3 S. Morlet, "La Dgmonstration &angilique d'Eus&be de Usarde contient-elle des fragments du Contra 
Chrislianos de Porphyre? A propos du frg. 73 Hamack, " forthcoming in Studia Patrislica vol. XLVl 
(Peeters, 2010): 59-64, ed. J. Baun, A. Cameron, M. Edwards and M. Vinzent; A. Johnson, "Rethinking the 
Authenticity of Porphyry, c. Christ. fr. I, " (forthcoming Studia Patristica); J. Cook, The Interpretation of 
the New Testament, (Peabody: 2002). 
4 C. Zamagni, "Porphyry est-il la cible principale des 'questions' chr6tiennes des We et Ve si6cles? " 
(forthcoming in Collection des hudes A ugustiniennes); see also A. Kofsky, Eusebius of Caesarea Against 
Paganism (Brill: 2002), 17, who argues that those who see in Eusebius' apolegetic and polemical work a 
response to Porphyry do so without sufficient proof 
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mention such an intention in either works. 5 We are trying to establish whether or not 

actual 'fragments' of the discourses against the Christians can be found in Eusebius, and 

how far Eusebius' agenda obsucres Porphyry's original arguments during the citation 

process. This is where the "cover-text, " as defined by Schepens, will become a necessary 

tool. We shall therefore test Schepens' methodological approach to the gathering of 

fragments against Eusebius. We shall then test Kidd's views on the presentation of a 

fragment collection, which would include the context of any given fragment, and try to 

establish in which conditions any Eusebian passage can appear in a collection of 

fragments of the work that has been entitled Against the Christians. 

But is there such a thing as a 'Eusebian fragment'? Recent studies have sought to 

demonstrate that one should be doubtful of Eusebius as a source for Porphyry, when the 

latter is not named. The main argument presented as a challenge to advocates of Eusebian 

fragments is that the style of the anonymous Greek in Eusebius' Preparation for the 

Gospel and Proof of the Gospel is closer to that of Celsus than to that of Porphyry. The 

fragments at stake are I and 73 of the Harnack collection. Their association with 

Porphyry is surrounded by a long history of academic debate. Indeed, Harnack viewed the 

content of I as a possible summary of Porphyry's main argument against the Christians 

as it was presented in his treatise. He classified it under the title: "Wahrscheinlich aus der 

Vorrede" (probably from the prologue) .6 Harnack explains that U. von Wilamowitz- 

M61lendorff has proved such an association, and identifies shared vocabulary between 

this passage and 28 and 39, as well as Letter to Marcella 18, among others. 7 The 

5 Kofsky, Eusebius, 250. 
6 Hamack, 'Torphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 45. "Man darf sie dem Eingang des Werks zuschreiben. " 
7 Hamack, 'Torphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 45. N. B.: while Nr. 39 is ftom Eusebius HE 6.19.2, Nr. 28 is 
from Macarius, and therefore doubtful. 
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assumption is, therefore, that the anonymous Hellene, to whom Eusebius addresses his 

answers, could be Porphyry. Nr. I reads as follows: 

"For a start, one might well be seriously puzzled as to who we are that 

have come forward as authors: whether we are barbarians or Hellenes -or 

what could there be between these? -; and what we say we are - not just 

our name, because that is actually clear to all, but our character and way of 

life. For they see that we are not either on the side of the Greeks in our 

ideas, nor of the barbarians in our practices. Therefore what is it about us 

that is foreign, and how have we revolutionized life? How could they not 

be entirely impious and atheistic, these people who have renounced the 

ancestral divinities that guaranteed the cohesion of any people, and of any 

city? Or what good is it reasonable to expect of those who have become 

hostile, and enemies of all that leads to their preservation, and who have 

rejected their benefactors? What is that but fighting against the gods? What 

sort of forgiveness do people deserve who have turned their backs on the 

theologians from all times, all Greeks and barbarians, in cities and 

countryside alike, in all kinds of temples and initiations and mysteries by 

all kings and law-givers and philosophers together, and have chosen 

instead whatever in human affairs is impious and atheistic? To what sort of 

punishment should they not be subjected, those men who have deserted 

ancestral customs to become zealots of the Jews' weird fables, universally 

criticized? Is it not the last degree of perversity, as well as fickleness, to 

abandon their own institutions and calmly to adopt, in unreasoning and 

62 



unconsidered faith those of an impious people who are enemies of every 

nation? And not even to devote themselves to the God honoured by the 

Jews in a way that accords with the Jews'own laws, but to cut for 

themselves a new, lonely path that is no path, and does not respect the 

traditions either of the Greeks or of the Jews?,, 8 

Sdbastien Morlet argues that it is not Porphyry that Eusebius is answering in PE 

and DE, but Celsus. 9 He analysed the style of Harnack Nr. 73 and compared it to the 

manuscript. He found many indications that Harnack had truncated the text, as well as 

parallels between the vocabulary used in Eusebius and Celsus, but not in Porphyry. In his 

book LapologMque cWtienne 6 Vepoque de Constantin: la D6monstration 6vang6lique 

d'Eusýbe de Cgsarge, which is forthcoming, Morlet has shown how Eusebius' source for 

the anti-Christian polemic was Celsus. To him, therefore, only two of the six fragments 

found in PE and DE are Porphyrian, namely Nr. 41 (PE 1.9.2 1) and Nr. 80 (PE 5.1 - 10). 

Morlet cites, for instance, the term "sycophantes", which is conspicuously present in both 

8 Eusebius, PE 1.2.1-5. "rIP(ÖTOV KýV Yäp EiK6T0)ý UM Ttý 8ICtnOpýCrFIE: V, ÜVE9 ÖVTE9 ýA TýV YPct(PýV 
ncLpe), illi)OagEv, lcöTFpov -EUilwý fi ßäpßCtp01, fi Ti EM YÜVOITO TO-ÖT(üV gýcyov, Kai TiVaý ýaUT0i)ý F, '1'VCL'_ 

9(Iýfflg 0'Ü TýV IEPOGIJYOPiCLV, ÖTI K(II TÖ% ICÜCYIV ZKÖTIXOý (LÜTII, älkä TäV TP6nOV KUI TýV npOaiPF-(Y'V Tol) 
ý Iccto, ßio, u- of), rc yäp Tä'EUAv(ov (ppovoßvTctý öpäv ATE ýrä ßctpßäpwv ýniTnöcýöovT(Iý. -ri oi)V iiv ybo'TO "0 

Agäý #VOV KQI Tg 6 VE(OTSPIGgäý TOÜ ßiOU; Ird)ý 5' Olý ltGtVTCLXÖOCV blUGCF£ßE71ý ÜV EIEV Kctl ÜÜFOI Oi T6)V 

MITP(ýCOV 060)V änocrrävTFg, 8t' WV ndV 90VOý KOCI Iräga 1tAtý OUVigT1lKEV; A Ti K(IXÖV ýx71i0U1 EiKäý, rolýý 

TWV CYCOTllpiWV 9X0P0Üý K(II ICOIF- 

giOU; KCLTa(ITäVTCLg Kal TOÜ; CIÜEP'19TCLý Ir(IPO)(YCtkLkV01)ý KOLI Ti TÖLP iiÄ10 A OSOýtGtXO'ÜVTCLý; nOiaý 

KCLTCtgt(OÜAGFGOCtt OMM6)gllg Uffiý TO'Üg « CLUVog pýV ltCtpä ltttCrtV'TU1lC; l Kai ßCtpßäpotý KctT6 TG 7r 

Kal äypOi)ý 7[GtVT0i01ý kpO% K(II TEý£TOL71; KOCI 91)OTIlpiOtý lEpäý &7[äVTO)V 6gof) ßctcrinctvToi01ý isPO% Kat 

TF, )£Ta% Kal gU()TllpiDtý Ilpäý älräVTQ)V 6g015 ß(ICYtleC0V TE Kal V0gO0ET(ÖV K(II (P"06(P(1)V OFOAOYO')gýVo 

älto(YrpCL(pMCtý, 9X0J1bOUg 8t TÜ äGEßfi KUI ÜOEU TG)V tV äV0P6)71019; 710i(Itý 8' OýK ÜV b8iKÜ)ý lýlCoßýlleje 

TI)lWpialý Oi TUN gb naTpiWV glUyäÖ£g, T6W S' 

öovci(t)V Kai irctpä nttcrt ölaßgßkij)Itvcov'l01)8(1iK(OV )ll)OOIO(T1RäT(OV YEV6ýLEVOI gll)ý(OTai; 1Z0)ý 8' Olý 
goXOlpiGtg Etvat Kal EýÜXCP£iütg ýýäT119 TÖ ggrÜt0t(; ÜCLI ktb ElýKÖXWý TOIV OiKFÜOV, äk6-«P St K(XI 6V 

itiCITFI TÜ TG)V 8'U(YCY£ß(bV KGLI ItrICYIV i0V9(Yl 7C0)£ýtiWV kU(YOC(t, Kal ýt118' (AT(b T(ý 7[Upä'IolL)bCtiOtý'rIPÜ)PV(9 
0Ce KOLTÜ TÜ 7[Gtp' CL'ÜTOi; IrPOCCLVtX£IV VÖJAWU, K(IIAV Öt TIV(I Kai ipýkL11V ('ZVO8iG(V eG(UTO% 01)VTEýC'VI ktA"' 

Tä ! XÄAVWV RA-rg ýrä'Iouöaiwv (pi)läTToi)crctv; Taf)Ta RkV OUV EiK6M)ý VT 'EÄÄýv(t)v, gijöäv äxlloýý ýtý, r6 

T(j)v oilcpitt)v gýTe Tiov m0' ýgüg braTiow, irpäg ýgilg änopýestav. " (ed. K. Mras) 
9 Morlet, 'Ta DMonstration ývangýlique d'Eusebe. " 
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Eusebius and Origen (Against Celsus), but absent from Porphyry's corpus. However, 

Morlet also notes that some words, although present in Celsus and Eusebius, are typical 

of Eusebius. He thus concludes that Nr. 73 is not Porphyrian, but mainly Celsian, and 

was tainted by Eusebius' style. However, Morlet's sound analysis of Eusebius', 

Porphyry's, Origen's and Celsus' Greek does not take into consideration approaches to 

citation in Antiquity. As S. Inowlocki has shown, any author was prone to make changes 

to the texts they were citing from, especially in cases where the original text was profane, 

and, as we have shown, even more so in cases of opponents, who are not considered as 

intellectual authorities. Recovering either Celsus or Porphyry means reading Origen on 

Celsus and Eusebius on Porphyry. Therefore, both On True Doctrine and the discourses 

against the Christians are very likely to have been transfon-ned along the way. 

Furthermore, Jerome says that Eusebius wrote a lengthy refutation of Porphyry in 25 

volurnes; ' 0 why, then, would he have repeated his argument in PE and DE? And why 

would he have written the work Against Celsus, and not name him? But Morlet's 

conclusions on how Eusebius adapted Celsus serve to strengthen Inowlocki's ideas on the 

citation process in Antiquity, and also provide good evidence that many passages that 

have been ascribed to Porphyry are only vaguely related to him, and may only belong to 

the broader anti-Christian argument. They are not 'fragments' of Porphyry. Also, 

Morlet's analysis of the language of Harnack gives us further reasons to insist on revising 

his work, and not be content with a mere translation or re-organisation of his Porphyrian 

material. Going back to the 'cover-texts' from which passages from the discourses 

Against the Christians were extracted is thus a mandatory step in the reconstruction of 

Porphyry's ideas. 

10 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue. 
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Following the same lead - and writing, unbeknownst to both himself and Morlet, 

at the same time - Aaron Johnson has questioned the authorship of Nr. I on the basis of 

Eusebius' failure to identify the attacks he mentions with a specific author, the rhetorical 

style (in the form of questions and answers), which is typically Eusebian, and, finally, that 

the vocabulary of the passage was also typically Eusebian rather than Celsian, as Morlet 

argues. " Johnson could also not find a clear correspondence between the ideas put 

forward by Eusebius, and those expressed in Porphyry's works, as regards the notion of 

6apostasy. ' In PE, the anonymous Greek argues that the Christians have rejected their 

previous way of life. But Eusebius, Johnson explains, wants us to think, in HE, that 

Porphyry attacks Origen for being an apostate from Hellenism, when he actually simply 

wants to say that Origen and the Christians in general were not applying Greek learning 

property when they used it to decipher "Jewish riddles. " Johnson argues that the 

vocabulary relating to 'apostasy, ' which is found in both Eusebius and Porphyry, is not 

used to convey the same meaning: Porphyry, when he talks about apostatising from the 

previous life, means withdrawing from the public sphere as a philosopher. Therefore, 

Johnson concludes, it is not because common words are present in both Porphyry and Nr- 

I that the idea expressed is similar: the anonymous Greek means apostatising frorn 

ancestral, religious tradition, while Porphyry, when he uses such a term, refers to either 

withdrawing from society or misusing Greek learning. But Johnson's conclusions are not 

convincing. As J. Cook noted, it seems that Porphyry's assertion actually goes beyond the 

misuse of the allegorical method of interpretation: 

Besides the echoes with HE 6.19.4-8 ("Christians who leave their ancestral 

religion and who become zealots for foreign Jewish mythologies are justly subjected to 

11 Johnson, "Rethinking the Authenticity of Porphyry, " see 53-58 n. 6. 
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any sort of punishment" - Cook's translation), the text from Eusebius is related to 

Porphyry's comments to his lapsed vegetarian friend, Castricius, in On Abstinence 

(1.2.3). There he tells Castricius that he does not scorn his ancestral traditions 

(vegetarianism) because of greed. He also does not have a nature inferior to people who 

accept laws contrary to those by which they once lived and endure the amputation of their 

body parts and refuse to eat the flesh of certain animals. 12 There are thus echoes not only 

of Eusebius, but also of Porphyry. 

The Porphyrian criticisms mentioned in PE fit with arguments in Porphyry's 

extant works, which inavalidates Johnson's thesis. First, in The Proof of the Gospel, 

Eusebius reports that according to Porphyry, "[they - the Christians] cannot at all provide 

anything by way of proof but [they] think that the people who encounter [them] should 

rely entirely on faith, " who shut their eyes to any form of examination, an attitude which 

earned them the title of "faithful. " 13 Second, Porphyry devoted a good part of his On 

Abstinence to documenting ancestral customs of the Greeks and the barbarians, which all 

pointed to a way of life very close to the philosophic way he aspired to. Porphyry says the 

true ancestral custom is vegetarian, both in diet and sacrifice, and that all traditions have 

an ascetic elite; the true philosopher will stay clear of current sacrificial practice, which 

may be necessary for cities to placate daimones. " Porphyry was thus more than interested 

in identity-related questions. As Jeremy Schott argues, he wanted to re-establish the 

difference between Greeks and barbarians. 15 Next, in both On Abstinence and the Letter 

to Marcella 18 22 23, written to his wife, Porphyry makes the link between antiquity and 

12 Cook, The Interpretation of the New Testament, 134. 
13 Eusebius, DE 1.1.12 - Harnack Nr. 73. "68& yol5v ýp6ý Uvao0al ycLcrt 61,6710564M; 7[aptXEW, 7liaTEt 

R p6vfl RPOCItX61V 64WOV T0b; ýýITIV 71P0(716VTa;. " (ed. Heikel) 
14 G. Clark, On Abstinencefrom Killing Animals (London: 2000). 
15 J. Schott, "Porphyry on Christians and Others: 'Barbarian Wisdom', Identity Politics, and Anti-Christian 
Polemics on the Eve of the Great Persecution, " JECS 13 no3 (2005): 277-3 14. 
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truth very obvious. 16 He also explains how the gods should be worshipped, i. e. through 

traditional, pagan channels as far as the ordinary man is concerned, or through an 

assiduous, demanding, and silent discipline in the case of the philosopher. irrational 

thinking is therefore not an appropriate way to the One. 

So Nr. I is not inconsistent with Porphyry's thought in other works, but we can 

conclude from Johnson's analysis that Nr I is not a 'fragment' from Porphyry, but rather 

part of anti-Christian ideas that Eusebius gathered from different pagan sources (e. g. frOn, 

Celsus, Porphyry, Maximinus Daia, and/or Hierocles). It is in that respect only that we 

can consider Porphyry as being related to Nr. 1. After all, as John Cook has noted, there 

are parallels between the ideas expressed by Eusebius' Greek in PE and those expressed 

in a passage from Eusebius' Church History, which is undoubtedly Porphyrian. Cook 

adds that because the "complaint that Christians do not argue for their faith" was also 

found in Celsus and Galen, it continues a tradition. " As a result, we should see Nr. I as 

belonging to the overall argument against the Christians, to which Porphyry certainly 

contributed, more than as a passage per se of the discourses Against the Christians. 

A closer look at Eusebius' rhetorical strategies allows us to doubt seriously that 

we may be holding authentic passages of the work that we may call Against the 

Christians. We shall first look at Eusebius' pattern when referring to secular authors. l1r, 

Eusebius and the Jewish Authors, S. Inowlocki notes that Eusebius' PE and DE consist 

almost entirely of citations -71% in the case of PE, while DE consists mainly in 

16 Porphyry, in book I of On Abstinence, gives credit to the most ancient peoples for their attitude toward 
sacrifice, and their way of life. In Letter to Marcella 18 and 22-3, he explains that the proper way to ho, 1010 
the gods is according to traditional customs. 
17 Cook, New Testament, 134. 
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citations. 18 We have already pointed out the problem of citations in Antiquity; Inowlock, 

argues that Eusebius' method makes him stand out from the other ancient citers. Indeed, 

not only does Eusebius unintentionally change the meaning of the passages he quotes, he 

also uses citations as a rhetorical technique, claiming it will allow his reader to get an 

impartial picture of the Greek arguments he exposes in PE, as opposed to reading his own 

words. In the words of A. Kofsky, this method "allow(s) (the pagans') testimony to speak 

for (them)self rather than quoting evidence from the Scriptures, so as to avoid raising 

suspicion of being biased in favour of Christianity. " 19 Eusebius' aim is to appear as an 

objective and faithful witness. He thus wished to expose "the contradictions (the pagan 

religious and philosophical concepts) presented in every field. ý920 "When Eusebius cites 

opponents such as Porphyry, Inowlocki says, "he aims to shatter the foundations of 

paganism by using their [the opponents'] own testimonies. , 21 In other words, Eusebius 

exposes the pagan doctrines in order to turn them against the pagans. We shall see later 

on that Augustine uses a similar rhetorical technique. To Kofsky, this is a direct response 

to pagan critics of Christianity, namely Celsus and Porphyry, who had also sought to 

show Christian Scripture as being full of contradictions. In sum, the purpose of presenting 
22 

pagan sources is to further Eusebius' argument about the truth of Scripture. The 

consequence of these claims for the present study is that Eusebius would certainly have 

chosen the passages from his opponents that would be most harmful to them. Even if he 

means to offer an impartial account, we may assume that Eusebius made a personal 

selection from Porphyry, which would allowed him to portray the man negatively. 

18 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 54. 
19 A. Kofsky, Eusebius of Caesarea Againsl Paganism (Boston: 2002), 240. 
20 Kofsky, Eusebius, 240. 
21 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 56. 
22 Kofsky, Eusebius, 244. 
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Eusebius' method is therefore treacherous: he claims to be reporting objectively for the 

purpose of exposing the truth (Christianity), which will become evident to anyone from a 

comparison of Greek and Christian doctrines, but he still selected the passages he quoted. 

Moreover, Eusebius is more faithftil to the text than other writers, and, as Inowlocki has 

noted, there is a clear distinction in Eusebius between his words and those of the cited 

authors, for he uses "linguistic markers, " as well as book and chapter titles to mark the 

beginning and end of a passage. However, although he claims to be citing literally, taking 

him at his word would mean understanding citations in a modem way. " 

Furthennore, Eusebius uses 'Targument par autorit65924 as a strategy when citing 

authors and, Inowlocki adds, this is especially the case with PE. That is to say, most Of 

the time, Eusebius will name the authors he quotes from, as well as the reasons why theY 

are famous, so that his argument is reinforced when pagans recognise their authority. 

However, although he will also name the famous authors, he will not explain where their 

reputation comes from, assuming that his readers will be aware of it; Inowlocki cites 

Plotinus and Plutarch as examples of people who "require no introduction. " That is to SO, 

when he talks about Porphyry, he does name him, but he does not mention his name or 

anyone in particular in the introduction to his PE (Hamack Nr. 1). This, again, could 

point to the fact that Porphyry alone was not the author of the attacks Eusebius mentions 

in that book. But one must not forget that Eusebius had refuted Porphyry extensively in 

Against Porphyry. It could be taking for granted that his readers would know about that 

work and its content. 

23 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 68-69. 
24 Inowlocki, Eusebius, 6 1. cf 0. Ducrot, Le Dire et le Dit (Paris-, 1984), 15 8. 
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Beyond these problems related to Eusebius' faithfulness to a text, Inowlocki 

reminds us that the problem of ancient citations and manuscripts must be taken into 

account. Indeed, there are Eusebius' original texts, in which the citations lie in indirect 

transmission, but there are also the medieval manuscripts, directly copied from Eusebius. 

As we have already shown, these can contain errors of multiple types . 
25 Therefore, 

Inowlocki argues, it is difficult to assess the faithfulness of Eusebius by comparing the 

manuscripts that we have of his works with those of the ancient authors hrom which he 

quoted. The problem is further enhanced in the case of Porphyry, for we do not even have 

manuscripts of all of his works. It is thus impossible to establish whether Eusebius 

preserved the literal passages, and whether what we have of Eusebius is faithful to his 

original words. 

Inowlocki used Plato's and Plutarch's texts to understand how Eusebius was citing 

from pagan authors, for, she says, we still have their texts and can compare with 

Eusebius' citations, but this is not the case with most of the authors that he quotes from. 

She notes that although the Church father is considered by modem scholars to be among 

the ancient Christians who cite most faithfully, there is evidence that he tampered with 

the original text. For instance, in Preparation 11.29.4, Eusebius adapted Timaeus 28c 3 -4 

to his "Christian and Neoplatonic credo. 1926 In addition, Eusebius has a reputation for 

being careless with quotations - Bidez has, among others, noted this when working on 
27 Porphyry's fragments in the PE . 

Scholarly opinions vary when it comes to the 

intentionality of Eusebius' tampering with texts, but, according to Inowlocki, we must at 

25 See Chiron, "Tibdrios citateur de D6mosth&ne, " cited in chapter 1. 
26 See Inowlocki, Eusebius, 87-88. cf Favrelle, Eusýbe de Cgsarge. La Pr9paralion ivangilique IX (SC 
292: 383), 
27 B idez, Vide de Porphyry, 144. 
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least be aware that he is modifying the original to a certain degree and that this was 

common practice at the time. This furthers our argument that hoping to find original 

passages from the discourses against the Christians should be abandoned in favour of a 

more all-encompassing approach, i. e. we must understand that what is extant of the 

treatise are ideas, references, and allusions to Porphyry, tainted by Eusebius' own 

concerns, beliefs, and understanding, and most possibly entangled in the existing anti- 

Christian argument. We do not have the actual words of the philosopher. 

Kofsky also argues that considering PE and DE as a refutation of Porphyry is a 

difficult claim to make, for in neither work does Eusebius mentions such an intention. 28 

According to Kofsky, Eusebius used Porphyry as a representative of pagan religion and 

philosophy in order to discredit paganism and promote Christianity. Since he had already 

written Against Porphyry, what he presents to his readers is a summary of his major 

arguments - hence the silence on the discourses Against the Christians. 29 

Eusebius' Porpbyry 

Eusebius is our earliest source for Porphyry (his dates are ca. 275-339). We knOý 

from Jerome's Commenta? y on Daniel that at some point, Eusebius wrote a refutation of 

Porphyry's argument against the Christians, and dedicated books 18,19, and 20 to an 

answer to Porphyry's book 12 on Daniel . 
30 The date of Eusebius Against Porphyry is, 

however, unknown, and its twenty-five volumes are lost, but Kofsky suggests that it MOY 

28 Kofsky, Eusebius, 250. 
29 Kofsky, Eusebius, 275. 
30 Jerome, Commentary in Daniel Prologue: cui solertissime responderunt Eusebius Caesariensis 
episcopus tribus uoluminibus, octauo decimo et nono decimo et uicesimo ... 11 
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be an early Work. 31 The title Against Porphyry is mentioned in the Codex Laurentianus 

(Nr. 8), one of the manuscripts of Eusebius' Church History (I 0_ II 1h C. ). It can be found 

in Florence, at the Medicean-Laurentian library. 32 If Eusebius engaged with the 

discourses Against the Christians in Evangelical Preparation and Proof of the Gospel, 

composed between 314 and 318, he did not do so earlier in Chronicle and Ecclesiastical 

History. L des Places noted in his introduction to the edition of the Evangelical 

Preparation that Porphyry is quoted 96 times in the Evangelical Preparation, and his 

various writings are regularly referred to, whereas Eusebius seems not to have known a 

lot about him when he wrote his Chronicle, presumably around 306 according to R. 

Burgess' dating, and Ecclesiastical History - first version composed around 313/314 

again according to Burgess. 33 Nor does Eusebius in these earlier works seem to see 

Porphyry as a major threat to Christianity. This is, however, most probably due to the 

content of Eusebius' works, since he focuses on specific parts of Porphyry's critique. 

Both the Chronicle and Ecclesiastical History were meant to establish a history of the 

Church and its chronology. We thus find in these two works one fragment on the date of 

Moses, and one on Origen's allegories as part of a biography of Origen. 34 As for the 

Evangelical Preparation and the Proof of the Gospel, which were two parts of a single 

work designed to explain Christianity, we find what may be a synthesis of the pagans' 

thesis on Christianity and its dangers, as well as a few Porphyrian passages related to the 

31 Kofsky, Eusebius, 7 1. 32 Kofsky, Eusebius, 71-72, suggests that the Church historian Socrates might have got the story of 
Porphyry's youth as a Christian (HE 3.23) from Eusebius'Againsi Porphyry. He also notes that two Greek 
catalogues from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries mention Eusebius' manuscript (on this, he refers 
his readers to Hanarck, Chronologie 11,118, and Stevenson, Studies, 36). 
33 See L des Places, Eusebýbe de Cesaree. La Preparation ývangilique. I SC 206 (Paris: 1974); R. W. 
Burgess, "The Dates and Editions of Eusebius' Chronici Canones and Historia Ecclesiastica. " JAS 48 
0997): 486. 
34 Eusebius, Chronicle Preface - Harnack Nr. 40; Eusebius, HE 6.19.1-9 - Harnack Nr. 39. 
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date of Moses, Daniel, and the evangelists. 35 The choice of passages appears, at first 

sight, to depend on the subject matter of the books. 

Let us now look at Porphyry in Eusebius as represented by the Hamack collection. 

According to Harnack, Eusebius allowed three categories of passages to be preserved: 

attacks on dogma; attacks on the New Testament, and the evangelists and apostles; and 

attacks on the Old Testament. Eusebius is also our primary source for the content of two 

books that Porphyry wrote "against us (the Christians), " namely books 3 and 4, since he 

refers to them by their number. We have already looked at the content of Nr. 1, from 

Eusebius' preface. It seems to summarize the pagans' general critique, or at least the 

reason why Eusebius answered the questions of the Greeks. Nr. I mainly says that the 

Christians have abandoned the common religious tradition. What seems to be at stake are 

Christian identity and fideism - are the Christians Greeks or barbarians, or both? 36 Their 

way of life seems like neither, and sounds especially new, in addition to being impious 

and divorced from traditional religion. It is even just to punish those, who refuse to 

placate the gods and therefore endanger the safety of the community for Jewish myths. 

The pagans also accuse Christianity of being an irrational religion based on mere belief, a 

religion that deserted the old laws of the Jews. 

Where Porphyry is clearly identified, we learn that he was very sceptical about the 

stories reported in the Gospels. He said that the evangelists falsified the record of what 

Jesus actually did, while providing no evidence for their claims. Their writings are 

obviously full of lies, for Jesus never performed any miracle. The disciples thus failed tO 

35 Eusebius, PE 1.2.1-5 - Hamack Nr. 1; PE 1.9.20-1 - Harnack Nr. 41; PE 5.1.9 - Harnack Nr. 80; PE 
1.10.44 - P. Nautin, "Trois autres fragments du livre de Porphyre Contre les Chr6liens. " Revue Biblique 57 

(1950): 409-16; DE 1.1.12-15 - Harnack Nr. 73; DE 3.5.95 - Harnack Nr. 7; DE 6.18.11.1 - Harnack Nr- 

47. 
36 Fideism is a doctrine which concedes to a revelation an access to truth that is considered as superior to 
that of reason. 
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37 
report honestly the actions of their master, a major form of disrespect. As for the 

evangelists, they are unable to provide rigorous arguments for what they claim. 

According to Porphyry, "how could they [the Christians] not justifiably agree that these 

people [the evangelists] have made themselves free from all self-interest and lying, and 

furthermore admit that they have provided clear and transparent proofs of a truthloving 

disposition? 5538 It follows that Porphyry taxes them with lies and blasphemies, and 

accuses them of being the enemies of truth itself, and mere sophists. "Made themselves 

free from all self-interest and lying, " is not just heavy irony; Porphyry means that 

Christians would have to say this about the evangelists. The followers of Christ falsified 

the words of their master to their own satisfaction, and Porphyry even went as far as 

questioning whether they also lied about the sufferings of Jesus. 39 

Eusebius accounts for a few points that Porphyry made in relation to the Old 

Testament. In the third book of the work composed against the Christians, we know from 

Eusebius' Ecclesiastical History, Porphyry especially criticised Ongen among others. 

The philosopher relates how he had met with Origen in Plotinus' classroom, and how he 

was devoted to philosophical teachings, having studied with Plotinus' master, Ammonius 

Saccas. The Christian apologist, however, became an apostate from these teachings, and 

made use of the allegorical method of interpretation, that he borrowed from the Greeks, in 

order to find deeper meanings in the crude narratives of the Jewish myths. And in so 

doing, he had Scripture say things that were very inconsistent with the original content of 

Scripture. Therefore, "Origen, who was educated a Hellene among Hellenes, fell 

37 Eusebius, DE 3.5.1. Note that this passage is not in Hamack or in any other collection, and is a personal 
addition. 
38 Eusebius, DE 3.5.95. 
39 Eusebius, DE 3.5.95. 
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disastrously into barbarian temerity. He prostituted himself and his intellectual 

capabilities, living illegally as a Christian, but as far as his opinions about reality and the 

divine were concerned, he was behaving like a Greek and subjecting what belonged to the 

Greeks to despicable story-telling. 9A0 

In the preface to Eusebius' Chronicle, translated into Latin by Jerome, Eusebius 

says that Porphyry dated Moses to 850 years before the Trojan War. In Evangelical 

Preparation, Eusebius wishing to promote the antiquity of Moses, says that Porphyry 

established, in the fourth book that he wrote "against us, " the Christians (K(IO' hýtrov), the 

validity of Jewish sources; in this passage, he does name Porphyry. On history, 

Sanchuniathon of Beirut "was inquiring into the truest things of the Jews" (i. e. their 

history), according to the philosopher. He was thus the most reliable historian of the 

Jews .41 This Porphyry establishes by using the writings of Philon of Byblos, which 

discuss the ancient religion of the Phoenicians, and which are, in turn, based on 

Sanchuniathon's Phoenician chronicle. The latter lived under Semiramis, queen of 

Assyria, and had access to the Phoenician records of Hierambalus, priest of the god 

IEUO. According to A. Meredith, Porphyry wished to demonstrate that the Jewish 

religion was derived from the Phoenician one, and was therefore not older, hence the 

resemblance in name to the Jewish god YHWH. 42 Crafer assumes that after having dealt 

with interpretations of the Old Testament interpretations in his third book, Porphyry 

40 Eusebius, HE, 6.19.7 - Hamack Nr. 39.8t'RXjv Jv'Rky1crw nal6eveci; k6yot;, npb; T6 

pdppapov t46)KeiXev T6Agilga- (ýp 6ý 99pwv aýT& Te icalrýv & Toit; ), 6yot; 94tv &airýýCrEv, KaTa ýL& Tbv 
piov Xptcntavej; ý(bv Kai 7rctpav6p(o;, KaT& 81 T&; g6v T6v Pfov XpuyTtavo); ý6v Kal napav6g(o;, KaTd 81 

T&; Upi TOV I[PCLYg&T(0V Kcd TolD OFiou 864a; iUTjviý(ov TE KOti Th 7EXXflvWv T61; 60veiol; i)noPaxx6R&Vo; 
00or, " (LCL 265: 54-60). 
41 See Nr. 41. This passage was also quoted by Theodoret (Nr. 38); see T. W. Crafer, "The Work of 
Porphyry against the Christians, and its Reconstruction, " JThS n. s. 15 (1914): 486 on this; see A. Benoit, 

"Contra Christianos, " 265, who lists all the quoted anti-Christian books. 
42 A. Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian, " 1132; see also Wilken, Christians, 137, who says that Porphyry's 

aim was to show that Judaism was not older than other religions. 
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43 turned to the history of the Jews in his fourth book . He may thus have compared 

Sanchuniathon's history with the Old Testament in order to show all the inconsistencies 

between the two accounts, since Eusebius says that Porphyry condemned the Christians, 

the Jews, and their prophets altogether. 44 This argument is further enhanced by a 

reference, in Eusebius's Chronicle (Nr. 40), to a passage from Porphyry's book 4, in 

which Moses and Semiramis are used for dating purposes. In this passage, Porphyry 

argued that Semiramis "lived 700 years after Moses and 150 before Inachus, '4' which 

allows him to date Moses to 850 years before the Trojan war. 46 Crafer concludes that, 

"Porphyry had made an elaborate computation and comparison of dates, and had drawn 

conclusions with regard to the place of the Jews in the world's history which had to be 

seriously considered. 947 We may thus deduce that Porphyry, in his fourth book, 

established the chronology related to Moses, and, in order to prove his points, used what 

he considered to be the best of all sources on Jewish history (according to the passage, 

Sanchuniathon was from Beirut, but used Jewish information), and his credibility was 

based, according to Porphyry, on his antiquity and veracity, following his usual way of 

thinking. Dating Moses was most probably meant to establish the credibility of the history 

Of Moses as found in the Old Testament, so that Porphyry could show that Moses - and 

Judaism 
- was not as ancient as the Christians claim. 

When Eusebius demonstrates how Christ was announced in the OT, he makes 

mention of a passage which is more complete in Jerome's Commentary on Daniel, 

43 Crafer, "The Work of Porphyry, " 486. 
44 Crafer, "The Work of Porphyry, " 487. 
45 Eusebius, Chronicle Preface: ". -. post Moysen Semiramin fuisse adfirmat. .. 46 Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian, " 113 1. 
47 Crafer, "The Work of Porphyry, " 487. He also points out that Theodoret made similar allusions to 
Against the Christians' fourth book, and that this confirms, in his view, his thesis about Porphyry making 
an argument on the Jews and the Old Testament. 
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namely that the prophecy of Daniel regarding the uprooted little horn refers to Antiochus 

Epiphanes, not to Christ (DE 6.18). 48 Eusebius is commenting on Zechariah 16.1 -10, in 

which it is said that the Hebrew race will experience the destruction of Jerusalem and 

captivity at the hands of the Gentiles. According to Eusebius, Porphyry attributed those 

events to the persecution of the Jews under Antiochus Epiphanes IV. We know from 

Jerome that Porphyry based his critique of the Book of Daniel on his dating of the text to 

the years 165-4 B. C., i. e. to Antiochus Epiphanes' reign. According to Porphyry, the 

sacred text is a mere forgery, written in different languages - he identified wordplays 

typical of Greek - by many anonymous writers to support the morale of the Jews during 

the persecution, and Antiochus is depicted metaphorically as the persecutor of the one 

that Christians identified with Christ . 
49 The Book of Daniel is therefore not prophetic, as 

it tells the past rather than the future. Before Eusebius, then, Porphyry had matched the 

biblical story with history, but with different results. Eusebius certainly refers here to the 

well-known interpretation that Porphyry had made of this passage, but without the 

information provided by Jerome, readers would be tempted to think that if Eusebius 

referred to Porphyry in this passage, then Porphyry dated Zechariah, rather than Daniel, to 

the period of Antiochus Epiphanes. Porphyry might in fact have used his dating of Daniel 

to interpret this passage of Zechariah and without the context the passage alone taken out 

of the Proof of the Gospel is meaningless. It is very daunting to extrapolate this thought tO 

any other fragment that we have from one source only, without being able to compare 

different authors. In this case, Jerome paraphrased Porphyry extensively, because he 

wanted to promote his thesis that Daniel was referring here to the second parousia, vvheil 

48 Eusebius, DE 6.18.11.1 - Hamack Nr. 47. 
49 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue. 
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the Son of Man will come back at the end of times to fight the Antichrist. " This 

interpretation is not in line with Eusebius, who had answered Porphyry at length in his 

lost Against Porphyry, and therefore Jerome felt the need to answer Porphyry on that 

specific matter. 

The Hamack collection can thus allow for these conclusions. But how can the 

passages selected by Hamack be reconciled with the work in which they belong, namely 

Eusebius' corpus? In other words, what sort of knowledge can we acquire on the content 

of Porphyry's thought by reading Eusebius? 

Harnack's collection cannot allow for an overview of Porphyry's books against 

the Christians, because it does not fully recognise that Eusebius' own concerns shape his 

selection from Porphyry. One of the main preoccupations of Eusebius was to demonstrate 

that Christianity had a long, established tradition, and therefore was not a new religion. " 

This aspect is very present in his Ecclesiastical History, a work devoted to the History of 

the Christians as a nation. The Ecclesiastical History is based on the material gathered for 

52 the Chronicle. As H. Drake puts it, Eusebius argues in these two books that the Roman 

peace is part of God's plan for the spread of Christianity. 53 The Great Persecution is 

therefore not a good sign of the fulfilment of the will of God. As for the Evangelical 

Preparation and the Proof of the Gospel, they are both part of one single work, aiming at 

answering the adversaries of the Christians - both Jewish and Greek - and written in a 

time of major change in the religious politics of the Roman empire. Both the PE and the 

DE were designed, as Eusebius puts it, to explain what Christianity is to those who do not 

so Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 11.21 - Harnack Nr. 43m and n. 51 Eusebius's Ecclesiastical History is devoted to showing just that. 
52 Burgess, "The Dates and Editions of Eusebius, " 482-3. 
53 H. Drake, Constantine and the Bishops: The Politics ofInIolerance (Baltimore: 2000), 363. 
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know about it, and who would be tempted to listen to the detractors of the Christians. 

According to Kofsky, Eusebius would have completed the writing of those works 

between 312 and 324, therefore well after HE. 54 Eusebius sets as his first step an 

explanation of what the Gospels are. 55 He thus seeks to establish that the events 

accounted for in the Gospels had been predicted long before taking place, namely during 

the time of the Hebrews. If we recall Eusebius' concept of the world as presented in the 

Ecclesiastical History, the Ancient Hebrews were the ancestors of the Christians, and 

were the true worshippers of the Son of God, although not yet ready to receive the Word 

of God. The Evangelical Preparation is thus meant to answer any question that a pagan 

or a Jew might have regarding Christianity, and, in turn, to prepare someone to receive 

the demonstration, i. e. higher teachings. 56 We shall not forget that the attacks on fideisn' 

and Christianity in general had led to a cruel form of punishment, namely the Great 

Persecution. Eusebius did certainly have in mind Porphyry on the punishment that 

Christians deserve for denying the gods when he wrote his Preface to the Evangelical 

Preparation. 

In the introduction to his Proof of the Gospel, Eusebius makes a passing comment 

most probably referring to Porphyry and other Greeks, whom he says he has answered in 

the Evangelical preparation. While he is summarizing the arguments developed in 

Evangelical preparation, as well as the purpose of the work, he ironically says that: 

.. Together it [his book] is demonstrating the divine quality of the "th 

according to us and its freedom from falsehood, and simultaneously also it 

is even gagging the tongues of those making false accusations through 0'0 

54 Kofsky, Eusebius, 74. 
" Eusebius, PE 1.2; see also Kofsky, Eusebius, chapter 3, on PE and DE, and Johnson, Ethnicity, On P'C' 
56 Eusebius, PE 1.1.12. 
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logical proof, which our malicious prosecutors insist we have no part of at 

all, pounding away very well day after day as hard as they can on their 

slanderous accusations against us. Because they say that we cannot at all 

provide anything by way of proof. ... "" 

He then refers to the Greek opponents, who condemn Christian followers for their lack of 

ability to think about their religion and the teachings they receive. While the passage 

sounds very much like an indirect quotation of Porphyry's words, it is obvious that the 

context alone is responsible for its occurrence in the text. Eusebius is thus more 

concerned with being ironic than with preserving Porphyry's treatise. 

As for his point of view on Daniel, that he developed extensively in three lost 

books, the reference in Proof of the Gospel to Porphyry's disturbing thesis on the 

chronology of Daniel may only allow us to think that it was an obvious criticism to 

mention. Eusebius says that, "According to [his own] interpretation, [the books] are 

fulfilled both literally and also in another sense. s, 58 The passage, which follows, may well 

be a mere summary of the argument that he elaborated in Against Porphyry. Without the 

extensive fragments preserved by Jerome on Porphyry and Daniel, it would be very 

difficult for us to realise the extent of the importance of the supposed Eusebian fragments 

to Porphyry's thesis, since according to Jerome, Porphyry wrote all of his twelfth book on 

57 Eusebius, DE 1.1.12. Iläptiöai: te 5' dv Kai naiaiv'EUAvwv, ei cÜyvwgovoicv, Stä Tjý irapa864010 T(U 
IIEXXÖVTü)V lrpOYV6)GEO)ý TIg TE T OIV IrpaypäTÜN KaTä Täý I[POPPACrEtý 
iKßdoc(i)ý, 6P0f) 14b TÖ 9v060v Kai äYCI)stý Tjý Ka0' flgäý äÄllOciag ýntöctKvuýtbl, ögolü U Kai Täý T(7)v 
YEI)811yÖpü)V YX6Maý ilrlCFTOPKOUCya Stä TAý lOytKO)Tkpag ält08Ei4£0)ý, Ilg OÜ5aPG)g flg-tV Oi GUKO(p VT t 
gETEiVat 8ICtTFiVOVTat, 915 gäka 6(FllgýpCtl Tai; Ka0' AjAv (pävTat geTEivat ätaTcivovTat, ei") gäka öaggipat 
Taig Ka0' Ag(ZV StOtßOla-tý KaTä KpäTOg i7[EVTptpÖýLEVOI. oüötv yoüv Agäý SlüvacrOai gotat öt' ä7roöci4c(oý 
irctpgXztv, Iri(yTet & gövln irpocyýXgtv ä4toüv Toi)ý Ag-tv npocrtövTaý. " (ed. Heikel) 
58 Eusebius, DE 6.18.12 - Hamack Nr. 47: "Ka0' ýpäý Öt TOCÜTa Kai Irpäý U4IV ýt& 
ält()5tÖOTCtt, Kai KOLG' iTtpaV Öt ÖtäVOI()LV* " 
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the prophecies of Daniel. This allows us to deduce that the dating of Moses may well 

have been as important, although only a few sentences remain. 

Eusebius uses the pagan authors, especially Porphyry, as authorities in arguing his 

own case . 
59To Porphyry, or the Greeks who attacked Christianity for being irrational, 

Eusebius answers, in Evangelical Preparation, with an overview of the beliefs as found 

in pagan cosmogony and mythology, as well as Greek philosophy, going back to very 

ancient times. 60 He thus wishes to demonstrate how the Greeks are mistaken, and how 

their insults are unfounded. Eusebius' discussion resembles the standard arguments of 

Porphyry in On Abstinence; the Church father provides a list of various ancient religions, 

which were not polytheistic, citing the oldest traditions as evidence, just as Porphyry cited 

the oldest traditions to support abstinence from animal food. Eusebius then turns to what 

he calls the "polytheistic mistake. " His source for the "polytheistic mistake" is 

Sanchuniathon, whose credibility was attested by Porphyry himself, as has been 

discussed. It is in this context that Porphyry is cited on Sanchuniathon's Jewish history. 

Eusebius was not interested here in telling us more about the content of the discourses 

Against the Christians. 

In book 5 of Evangelical preparation, Eusebius argues that bad demons were the 

instigators of all the pagan oracles and so-called prophecies. The world therefore owes tl'e 

destruction of the demons to the Gospel and to Christ. According to Eusebius, the Greeks 

themselves acknowledge the disappearance of their oracles since the advent of ChriSt. 61 

This world has become a better place in which to live, free of successive tyrants and of 

59 Kofsky, Eusebius, 253, makes a similar observation. 
60 Eusebius, PE 1.6.5. 
61 Eusebius, PE 5.2. 
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the power of the bad demons . 
62 When Porphyry is likely to have been arguing that the 

city has been sick since men have ceased worshipping the gods, and since Jesus has been 

adored, Eusebius merely retains what is of interest to his thesis, namely that Porphyry 

himself witnesses that Jesus is adored. To Eusebius, the best evidence of the superiority 

of Christ over the gods is the fact that they are unable to triumph over him. 63 

If we look at the Ecclesiastical History, Porphyry's anti-Christian treatise is 

mentioned in the same fashion. Eusebius, who, as part of his History of the Church, wrote 

the history of the Christian writers, devoted much of his 6th book to OrIgen. On the topic 

Of Origen's success among the Greek philosophers, and his relation to the classical 

heritage, which he considered useful but yet dangerous, Eusebius mentions what 

Porphyry wrote about him. The Neoplatonist criticised the method employed by Origen to 

decipher Scripture. But according to Eusebius, although Porphyry tried to ruin Origen's 

reputation as a thinker, he also provided the world with valuable information regarding 

his vast knowledge of Greek learning, as well as his renown among the Greek elite. As 

Eusebius put it, Porphyry "is trying to slander him, but did not realise that he was actually 

commending him. 9964 

As for the reference to Porphyry's thesis on the origin and significance of the 

Book of Daniel, Eusebius comments in Proof of the Gospel (6.18) on a passage from 

Zechariah (14.1 -10), in which it is announced that from the coming of the Lord onwards, 

the Jews will suffer calamities at the hands of the Gentiles, and that Jerusalem, especially, 

62 Eusebius, PE 5.6. 
63 Eusebius, PE 5.12. 
64 Eusebius, HE 6.19.1-9 - Hamack Nr. 39. " ÖV KCCTä TýV VtaV ýkMiUV iyV(OKbat qýCaý, SIOLpäÄÄCIV IlýV 
UlPdTat, cyuvtcyT@v St &pa T6V 6tv6pa WAam 
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will be plundered, and its people forced into captivity. 65Eusebius reads the passage as 

referring to Jesus, and he interprets the Gentiles as being the Romans. Matching history to 

prophecy, he concludes that his interpretation makes perfectly good sense, since "what 

the present prophet means by foretelling the second siege of Jerusalem [after its 

destruction and desolation by the Babylonians] is the one that it underwent at the hands Of 

the Romans, only after its inhabitants had carried out their outrage on our Saviour Jesus 

Christ. Thus the coming of our Saviour and the events connected therewith are very 

,, 66 
clearly shown in this passage .... He notes that, indeed, as soon as Jesus came and the 

Jews mistreated him, we observe that they have suffered under Nero, Titus, and 

Vespasian. Eusebius says he consulted Flavius Josephus, the famous Jewish historian, on 

this matter . 
6' He then mentions that anyone who supposes that this prophecy - 

announced 500 years ago, he says - was fulfilled at the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, Can 

only be mistaken as regards the rest of the prophecy, for they would be unable to explain 

the captivity of the Jews, the standing of the Lord on the Mount of Olives, and His 

(Christ) becoming King of all the earth in that day, and His name encircling all the earth 

and the desert. " Kofsky suggests that one explanation for the writing of a number Of 

refutations to Porphyry is that authors may have felt that Porphyry had not been 

satisfactorily answered. This would be the case with Eusebius, who wrote a refutatiOll 

65 Zecharia 14.1-10. 
66 Eusebius, DE 6.18. "ö irotpd)v npo(pAT% op, (MigF-1, TflV ýtFTä TOLZT(I ÖEI)TtpaV 7rOktopKiaV TAý'IFPO'UG(XXýý 
algaiVü)V, fiV nkl[OVÜEV ýIrb 'P(üilCti(t)V OýK ZLUOTF, A ýLETä Tä KCLTÜ TOZ OfflIpoý ýll(bV'l900Ü XPIGTOZrdt; 

OiKýTOPGIV hT% TC'CO), plqgtVOL. kVapye(YTaTa TOtyap0f)V KCLI eVTUýOa TO'Ü O(OTIPOý ýýMW, 10i) @£of) 
66 

.. (ed. A. Heikel) 
67 Eusebius, DE 6.18. 
68 Eusebius, DE 6.1 g. 
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after Methodius did, and of Apollinarius and then Philostorgius, who wrote after 
69 Eusebius. 

To conclude, Eusebius was concerned with the general ideas expressed in the 

work that we have entitled Against the Christians to the extent that they interfered with 

his vision of the Christian community, and threatened the Christians' identity and 

security. The attacks made by Porphyry destabilized Eusebius' conception of the History 

of the Christian race, as well as the thesis he elaborated in his Ecclesiastical History. The 

consequences of the attacks circulating in the empire were far too serious to be ignored; 

after he had finished the first edition of the Ecclesiastical History, where Porphyry is 

barely mentioned, Eusebius decided to educate the Greeks and the Jews about Christian 

identity, the content of the Old and New Testaments, as well the teachings of Christ, and 

how Christ participates in a very complex system. 

One must not forget, however, that Eusebius' Against Porphyry is no longer 

extant. It is in this book that the Church father might have extensively quoted and 

paraphrased his enemy. This further explains why he was not concerned about redoing the 

quotation work in his Evangelical preparation and Proof of the Gospel, and why the 

quality of the Eusebian fragments is so limited. 

The new collection of 'fragments' should help us to better understand that these 

Eusebian passages were preserved according to Eusebius' interests: we may have less 

fragments on topics other than the ones we have discussed above, but that does not mean 

that Porphyry wrote less extensively about them, rather, it means that Eusebius was less 

interested in them. This is an aspect which does not stand out from the Harnack 

collection. Even if we do not have sure parts of the discourses Against the Christians, we 

69 Kofsky, Eusebius, 71. 
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do learn about what kind of ideas would have been preserved at the time, and about the 

general argument against Christianity contemporary to Eusebius' time. The arguments 

preserved by Jerome almost a century later, however, are presented very differently, as 

we will next see. 
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111-Jerome 

The Porphyrian material preserved in Jerome is very scattered in his corpus, 

but of the three authors studied here, he is the one who will most benefit from the 

contextualization of the remains of the discourses against the Christians. If the 

Macarius fragments are discarded, Jerome is, as has been said, the author who 

preserved the most important part of Harnack's first heading, namely the critique of 

the evangelists and apostles, as a basis for the critique of Christianity. ' Books I and 14 

are two of the very few books the Christian authors mentioned by book number. 2 

Jerome says that book I of the discourses Against the Christians dealt with the dispute 

3 between Peter and Paul. As for book 14, it was concerned with the evangelists' 
4 

mistakes about the Old Testament. According to Benoit, Harnack's decision to put all 

the attacks on the New Testament under the first heading testifies to the problem of 

reconstructing the lost work. ' Indeed, books I and 14 are rather distanced from one 

another in the series, and putting them together can hardly be justified 
.6 This is why, 

to Benoit, Harnack's plan sounds rather arbitrary, and it would have been more 
7 

appropriate to classify the fragments according to the Christian authors. As has been 

previously said, scholars waited until 2005 before anyone ftilly undertook such a 

task .8 For the sake of the present study, however, the Jerome fragments pertaining to 

the New Testament attacks will be discussed as an entity, since their content is related 

1 There is one fragment only from Eusebius, The Proof of the Gospel 5.95 - Harnack Nr. 7, and one 
from the Lawrentian Code (Athos) 184. B 64 saec. X- Harnack Nr. 8, 
2 Only books 1,3 (Eusebius, Church History 6.19.2 - Hamack Nr. 39), 4 (Eusebius, Chronicle Preface 

- Harnack Nr. 40; and Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 1.9.20 - Harnack Nr. 41), 12 (Jerome, 
Commentary on Daniel Prologue - Hamack Nr. 43a), 13 (Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 24.16s - 
Harnack Nr. 44), and 14 (Jerome, From the beginning of Mark - Harnack Nr. 9a) are directly referred 
to by book number. 
3 Jerome, Commentat: v on Galatians Prologue - Harnack Nr. 21a. 
4 Jerome, From the beginning of Mark 1.1 - 12 - Harnack Nr. 9a. 
5 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 266. 
6 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 266. 
7 Benoit, "Contra christianos de Porphyre, " 266. 
8 Berchman, Porphyry Against the Christians. 
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in themes and concerns; issues linked to the Old Testament fragments will be 

addressed in another work. 

Scholars have tried to reconstruct the content of the attacks on the New 

Testament. This is why the difference between the knowledge acquired by historians 

from the Harnack fragments and the knowledge that can be acquired from a 

contextualized reading of the Porphyry fragments needs to be established. It is thus 

necessary to understand what can be grasped of Porphyry's critique of the New 

Testament - according to Jerome's testimony - from the existing literature. The 

literature pertaining to the content of the fragments does not show any major 

disagreement, and it further shows that everyone relied heavily on Harnack. 

The attacks on the heads of the Church, Peter and Paul, will be used as an 

illustration of what scholars have done with Harnack's fragments. As has been said, 

Porphyry claimed that Peter and Paul did not even agree on proper Christian doctrine, 

as exposed in Galatians. 9 According to Wilken, this argument was advanced in order 

to show that the Apostles, who were authority figures to the Christians, were not 

reliable. ' 0 As G. Boys-Stones says in Post-Hellenistic Philosophy, non-Christians 

argued that the great tradition of philosophy was consistent, whereas the New 

Testament contradicted the Old Testament and Christian teachers contradicted each 

other. " CrafeT believes that Gal 1.16 - where it is said that Paul preached among the 

Gentiles, but did not condescend to 'flesh and blood' - was possibly discussed in 

detail by Porphyry, although his intentions remain the same, namely to highlight the 

9 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 483. According to Crafer, Jerome addressed the 
issue of the disagreement in book 2 of his Commentary on the Galatians in order to discard the theory 
that the Cephas mentioned in Gal. is not Peter, an argument advanced by Christians to refute a 
porphyrian critique. Porphyry says that Paul is blaming Peter - see Harnack Nr. 21 c; see also Labriolle 
"Porphyre et le christianisme, " 411-14 on Porphyry, Peter and Paul. 
10 Wilken, Christians as the Romans saw them, 146; see also Anastos, "Porphyry's Attack on the Bible, " 
429, and Hoffman, Porphyry's Against the Christians, 172. 
11 G. Boys-Stones, Post-Hellenistic Philosophy (Oxford: 200 1 
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discord between the two chief apostles. " Crafer does not, however, demonstrate his 

point of view. 13 Porphyry argued that Paul also demonstrated his "impudence" as he 

claimed that "he received a special revelation from the Lord (Gall. 16), and didn't 

want to share this revelation with 'flesh and blood'. ýý14 According to Anastos, the 

passage simply illustrates that Paul was jealous of Peter, 15 and Meredith ftirther 

pointed out that for Porphyry this meant that Peter was in error. 16 The philosopher also 

says that Paul did not owe his success to moral or intellectual excellence, but to 

magic, and in this respect, Apollonius of Tyana and Apuleius did better., 7 Wilken 

argues that all these various examples were used by Porphyry to show that the Church 

had never been united. " Porphyry further blames Peter for the death of Ananias and 

Saphira, whom he had executed. '9 Since all these attacks are related to Peter, and 

since Jerome explicitly says that book I was concerned with criticizing Peter, Crafer 

argued that all of the related attacks on the followers of Christ may have been made at 

the beginning of the discourses against the ChristianS. 20 

As will be shown, the existing fragment collections do not allow us to fully 

grasp the meaning of the extant fragments; what is missing is the content of the 

conversations between Jerome and the Neoplatonist philosopher. Since Jerome's 

primary purpose was not to write formal refutations of Porphyry's ideas, he can most 

probably be trusted. If he had written a refutation of Porphyry, however, it would have 

12 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 483-4. 
13 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 484. 
14 Wilken, Christians, )46. 
15 Anastos, "Porphyry's Attack on the Bible, " 429. 
16 Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian against the Christians, " 113 1. 
17 Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian against the Christians, " 1130. 
18 Wilken, Christians, 146-7. Wilken further says that Porphyry used other examples to demonstrate 
that there were contradictions and inconsistencies between the disciples, however these pertain to the 
Macarius fragments, and he thinks we can not attribute them with certainty to the Neoplatonist; see also 
Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian against the Christians, " 113 1, on the lack of harmony within the early 
Church. 
19 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 484; Labriolle, "Porphyre et Ic christianisme, " 
411. 
20 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 484. 
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been very difficult to trust him on what Porphyry argued. Jerome, indeed, is not 

writing Against Porphyry and selecting quotations as Origen does in Against Celsus: 

in fact, he makes a small number of comments en passant. This implies, in turn, that 

Jerome is not interested in transmitting the fifteen books. Nevertheless, Jerome 

regularly quoted and paraphrased the philosopher, thus conveying to us important 

points of Porphyry's attacks. These issues will be discussed more fully later in the 

chapter. 

According to Wilken, Porphyry's criticisms of Christianity had a central 

concern, namely the reliability of the Christian accounts of the history of ChriSt. 21 

After a minimal examination, it was clear to Porphyry that the Christians had based 

their claims on falsified accounts and incompetent writers. It is, however, difficult to 

evaluate the content of books I and 14 from numbered fragments only, since these do 

not indicate the place they actually occupied in the works in which they are extant. As 

a result, the methodological conditions in which the gathering of the discourses 

Against the Christians can be realised need to be established. 

Porphyry in Jerome 

It is Schepens's first step, deconstructing the cover-text, which is of interest 

here, and it requires an investigation of Jerome and his motives for citing Porphyry. 

Although Porphyry was a philosopher, it is clear, as will be shown, from the 

remaining fragments that Porphyry's anti-Christian discourses constituted a historical 

and philological analysis of the Bible. Most et al. grouped their essays on fragments 

into three different categories: literary, historical, and finally philosophical, 

philological and medical. Porphyry's lost treatise does not exactly fit in any of these 

21 Wilken, Christians, 147. 
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categories. Schepens's method, which is concerned with reconstructing lost histories, 

will thus be applied to a different literary genre to see whether it can add to the 

previous fragment collections, and to our knowledge of the discourses Against the 

Christians. 

it should first be remembered that Jerome cites or paraphrases Porphyry for a 

defensive purpose. Furthermore, if we are to take Jerome at his word in the prologue 

to his Commentary on Daniel, his attack on the Neoplatonist philosopher is not the 

principal aim of his work. He tells us that, ". -. Because in truth it is not proposed by 

us to answer the calumnies of an adversary, which demand a long discourse, but to 

discuss what was said by the prophet to our people, that is to Christians, I declare in 

1 '22 
my preface that none of the prophets spoke so openly about Christ. We owe to 

Jerome's Commentary on Daniel the most extensive fragments of the discourses 

against the Christians. Jerome is our only remaining source for book 12, since the 

other works written in response to Porphyry are lost. Fragments from other works of 

Jerome are so scattered that Jerome's statement may be applied as a general rule in 

regard to his attitude toward Porphyry. Porphyry's attacks on the Book of Daniel came 

in book 12 of the discourses, which he wrote to deny Christian claims that Daniel was 

a prophet who had accurately predicted the advent of Christ. This critique especially 

disturbed the early Church fathers, Jerome among them. It explains why Jerome 

devoted so much attention to the philosopher's criticisms. Jerome says in the prologue 

to his Commentary on Daniel that Apollinarius, Eusebius, and Methodius have 
23 

already answered the philosopher on Daniel. There is thus no need for him to fully 

perform such a task. Who is Porphyry anyway, other than a "blasphemous, ignorant, 

22 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Hamack Nr. 43a. "Verum quia nobis propositurn est non 
aduersarii calumniis respondere, quae longo sermone indigent, sed ea quae a propheta dicta sunt nostris 
disserere, id est Christianis, illud in praefatione commoneo, nullurn prophetarum tam aperte dixisse de 
Christo. " (CCL 75A: 772) 
23 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Harnack Nr. 43a. 
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and impious" philosopher? 24 Jerome will refer to Porphyry's work when he treats 

specific topics only. Furthermore, in the prologue to his Commentary on Daniel, 

Jerome states very clearly for his readers that, "Whenever the opportunity offers in the 

cause of this work, (he) shall try to reply briefly to (Porphyry's) allegations and to 

counter with a simple explanation the arts of philosophy, or rather the worldly malice 

with which he (Porphyry) tries to undermine truth and to remove clear light from the 

eyes with deceptions . "25 But that does suggest that Jerome was writing a commentary 

on Daniel, not an "Answer to Porphyry, " and answering Porphyry was only a 

secondary concern. 

As far as the fragments' "cover-text" is concerned, Jerome's assertion creates 

major methodological problems. First, the fragments will represent only the 

threatening aspect of the treatise to which Jerome could not help alluding. The 

fragments are thus merely a metonymy for Porphyry's discourses as Jerome saw 
26 27 

them. Second, Jerome's own interests were mainly textual . Following the steps of 

the apologist Origen, he studied Scripture by comparing all the versions of the sacred 

texts, and himself translated some of the Bible into Latin in his Vulgate, thus being 

fully aware of the problems linked to translation and edition. 28 So he may have 

focused on Porphyry's critique of texts and disregarded other aspects of his argument. 

Third, he may have read Christian refutations of Porphyry rather than the full text of 

24 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians Prologue-Hamack NT. 21 a "Quod nequaquarn intelligens 
Bataneotes et sceleratus ille Porphyrius ... ." (PL 26: 334) ; Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.2.11 - 
13-Hamack Nr. 21 c. ". ,. Porphyrio blasphemanti .-. ." (PL 26: 366); Ahridged commentary on the 

psalms 77-Harnack Nr. 10. "Inpius ille Porphyrius proponit aduersum nos. .. ." (CCL 78: 66) Jerome 
stated, however, in the prologue to his Commentary on Galatians, that the critiques of the debate 
between Peter and Paul would deserve a proper answer on his part, "in alio, " i. e. in another book. 
25 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Hamack Nr. 43a. "Et tamen sicubi se occasio in 
explanatione eiusdem uoluminis dederit, calumniae illius strictim respondere conabor, et philosophiae 
artibus, immo malitiae saeculari, per quam subuertere nititur ueritatem, et quibusdarn praestigiis clarum 
oculorum lumen auferre, explanatione simplici contraire. " (CCL 75A: 772) 
26 H. U. Gumbrecht, "Eat your Fragment! About Imagination and the Restitution of Texts, " in 
Collecting Fragments, 319. 
27 E. Plumer, Augustine's Commentary on Galatians (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2003), 38. 
28 See J. N. D. Kelly, Jerome: his life, writings, and controversies (London: 1975), for a lengthy 
discussion of Jerome's writings. 
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Porphyry. The full text may not have been available, and according to his own 

testimony, Jerome once had a dream, ca. 374, in which he is told by a divine judge: 

"You are lying: you are a Ciceronian, not a Christian 
. -29 Afterwards, Jerome swore to 

himself that he would never possess or read any secular literature. 3 OAlthough the 

importance of this dream for understanding Jerome's scholarship can be challenged, 31 

it is most revealing in terms of the complexity of using Jerome as a source for 

Porphyry. E. Plumer reminds us that when Jerome wrote his Commentary on 

Galatians, he mentioned this dream in the preface to book 3. At that time, 15 years 

have passed since he presumably opened a secular book. 32 While Jerome's regular 

allusions to the pagan world give reason to doubt this, he might have well used 

secondary material to read Porphyry-for instance, the lost works of Apollinarius, 

Methodius, and Eusebius-instead of Porphyry himself 
. 
33 Jerome himself says that 

anyone who would like to read those refutations (concerning the Antichrist) could do 

so. 34 Furthermore, if we are to believe Jerome's statement in his commentary on 

Galatians, the references to Porphyry were made from memory, which, in turn, 

explains why most of them are so scattered. Jerome also, however, quotes directly 

29 Jerome, Letter 22.30 to Eustochium. "Mentiris, ait, Ciceronianus es, non Christianus. " see also Kelly 
"Jerome, " 41-4 and Plumer Augustine's Commentary on Galatians, 40. 
30 Jerome, Letter 22.30 to Eustochium: "Domine, si umquarn habuero codices saeculares, si legero, te 
negavi, " in Saint Jjr6me, Lettres, ed. and trans. J. Labourt, vol 1, Collection Bud6 (Paris: Belles 
Lettres, 1949), 145. 
31 And Jerome himself tells Ruflnus not to take his dream too seriously (Against Rufinus 1.3 1) 
32 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.2.1-2; see Plumer, Augustine's Commentary on Galatians, 40. 
"(Jerome) reminds Paula and Eustochiurn that he has not read Cicero, Virgil, or any pagan writer for 
more than fifteen years. " (PL 26: 358) 
33 According to Harnack, "Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen, " 7, Jerome relied on these responses. 
"Nachweisbar selbst gesehen hat das Werk des Porphyrius ... sonst niemand, ja es ist sehr 
warhscheinlich, dass auch Hieronymus es nicht selbst in Händen gehabt hat: denn so häufig, wenn er es 
zitiert, nennt er zugleich die Gegenschriften des Methodius, Eusebius und Apolinarius, dass der 
Verdacht, sie seien seine einzigen Gewährsmänner für den Inhalt des Werkes, nicht unterdrückt werden 
kann"; but according to Beatrice, "Trait6 de Porphyre contre les chr6tiens, " 120, the Arian Philostorgis 
answered Porphyry in 420, which means that the treatise was possibly still circulating in the early 5th 
century. Beatrice also says that Libanius, Oration 18-cited by Socrates, Church History 3.23-refers 
to Porphyry when he writes "the old Tyrian, " and that John Chrysostorn De S. Babyla II wrote ca. 380 
that the pagan writings against the Christians, if still extant, are to be found in Christian writings; see 
also Bidez (1913), 130; see Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue-Harnack Nr. 43a, on the 
responses of Eusebius, Apollinarius, and Methodius. 
34 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 5.13. 
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from Porphyry, but in a very erratic fashion, which allows us to deduce that he may 

have had other Christians' responses in front of him while writing. The extent to 

which we can rely on Jerome is not obvious. It is thus very important to distinguish 

between the secondary elaboration made by Jerome on Porphyry's ideas and these 

ideas, i. e. to contextualize the fragments. 

Added to these complications is the fact that Jerome, when he uses Porphyry, 

is translating his words from Greek into Latin. He himself says, in a letter to 

Parnmachius, that since his youth he has been translating ideas rather than words (ep. 

57.6). He explains that a translator has to be an interpreter, and should never translate 

a text word for word, but focus on rendering its meaning in another language. What is 

left of Porphyry in Jerome has therefore been altered by both the translation process 

and by his intentions. 

There is also the question of how important Porphyry's treatise was to Jerome. 

Jerome betrays his interest in a few points he may have considered major to his 

argument. The greatest amount of existing fragments was excerpted from book II of 

his Commentary on Daniel. Passages from Porphyry's book 12 on Daniel" survive 

extensively to the point where the Church father and the philosopher disagree on the 

prophecy about the fourth beast's little horn, which Jerome ascribed to the Antichrist, 

while Porphyry claims it was meant to represent Antiochus Epiphanes 4. Jerome says 

that he will answer adversaries point by point: "Sequamur igitur expositionis ordinem 

et iuxta utramque explanationem, quid aduersariis, quid nostris uideatur, breuiter 

annotemus. "Stabit" inquiunt" in loco Seleuci, frater eius" (Dan. I 1.24-Harnack Nr. 

43p). He later states that he has been exposing Porphyry's argument, thus providing a 

concrete identity for those "adversaries, " and, more significantly, that he has been 

35 See Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue on this. 

93 



summarizing: "Haec, Porphyrius sequens Sutoriurn sen-none laciniosissimo prosecutus 

est, quae nos breui compendio diximus" (Dan. 11.24-Harnack Nr. 43p), which 

further points to the fact that it is impossible to tell whether or not Jerome is either 

paraphrasing or quoting Porphyry elsewhere in the work. 36 

Jerome's style may thus merely vary according to the text he is composing, or 

to his argument. If Inow1ocki's line of argument is to be followed, then Jerome may 

be both citing the text and modifying it by making semantical, grammatical, or lexical 

changes; he does not recognize Porphyry as an authority, for he was a famous anti- 

Christian, and therefore does not worry about respecting his thoughts, and summarizes 

at his own convenience (and discretion). 

The "cover-text" will now be "deconstructed" by exploring why and when 

Jerome refers to Porphyry. The key question is how and why Jerome cited or 

responded to Porphyry. Attention will be given to the fragments of the discourses 

Against the Christians which are extant in various letters and commentaries of 

Jerome, namely his commentaries on Matthew, on Joel, on Isaiah, on Mark, on 

Daniel, on the psalms, and more importantly on Galatians, and his letters to 

Pammachus, Augustine, and Demetrius. Jerome's fragments are a case study of how 

new methods might change our interpretation of Porphyry. Porphyry's ideas on the 

evangelists and the apostles are inscribed in a very large debate, which incorporates 

not only Porphyry the philosopher, but also Jerome's understanding of how to read 

Scripture, as well as his contemporary opponents. 37 

36 According to A. Cameron, "The Date of Porphyry's KaTa XpiaTtavow, " Classical Quarterly 18 
(1967), 3 82, "Callinicus Sutorius, (is) a sophist and historian from Petra who taught with great success 
in Athens in the late third century. " 
37 See also Cook, Interpretation of the New Testament, who comments on all the New 
Testament fragments and their context in Porphyry's philosophical works. He also includes Jerome's 
answers, but has less discussion of the cover-text than this study proposes to do. 
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Porphyry's arguments from Books I and 14 will first be presented. The 

fragments as gathered by Hamack may allow us to get a general sense of the 

philosopher's intent. By looking first at the content of those fragments alone, it 

appears that three main groups are targeted by Porphyry, namely the apostles and 

disciples of Christ, the evangelists, and the heads of the Church, Peter and Paul. First, 

Porphyry has special charges against the apostles, namely they were poor wretches 

from the countryside, 38 who stupidly followed Christ "as if they had irrationally 

followed someone or other who called them. "'9 They boasted about their quite 

ordinary miracles, when there was nothing so extraordinary about performing magical 

art, for Apuleius and Apollonius were also skilled in that discipline: Jerome concedes 

that many people had successfully done magic-in order to attract the money of rich 

women whom they duped . 
40 The apostles, according to Porphyry, used the antiquity of 

Scripture as a source of authority and abused by their teachings "the simplicity and 

,, 41 ignorance of the listeners. Porphyry also mocks the lack of faith of the apostles, as 

they proved unable to perform the miracles ordered by Jesus-like moving mountains, 

for instance. 4' As for the disciples, they irrationally interpret signs, taking for granted 

that an easily predicted solar eclipse is directly linked to the Resurrection. 43 

39 Jerome, Ahridged commentary on the psalms 81-HamackNr. 4. "Hominesrusticanietpauperes.. 

. ." (CCL 78: 89) 
39 Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 9.9-Harnack Nr. 6. "Arguit in hoc loco Porphyrius et lulianus 
Augustus uel stultitiarn eorurn qui statim, secuti sunt Salutorem, quasi inrationabiliter quemlibet 
uocantem hominem sint secuti ... ." (SC 242: 170) 
40 Jerome, Ahridged commentary on the psalms 81 -Harnack Nr. 4. "Homines rusticani et pauperes, 
quoniam nihil habebant, magicis artibus operati sunt quaedam signa. Non est autem grande facere 
signa. Nam fecere signa in Aegypto magi contra Moysen. Fecit et Apollonius, fecit et Apuleius. Infiniti 
signa fecerunt. Concedo tibi, Porphyri, magicis artibus signa fecerunt, ut divitias acciperent a divitibus 
mulierculis, quas induxerant: hoc enim tu dicis. " (CCL 78: 89) 
41 Jerome, Commentary on Joel 2.28-Harnack Nr. 5. "Ut quidquid utile audientibus esse cernebant, et 
non repugnare praesentibus, de alterius temporis testimoniis roborarent, non quod abuterentur 
audientium simplicitate et imperitia, ut impius calumniatur Porphyrius. " (PL 25: 975) 
42 Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 21.2 1 -Hamack Nr. 3. "Latrant contra nos gentilium. canes in suis 
uoluminibus quos ad impietatis propriae memoriam reliquerunt, adserentes apostolos non habuisse 
fidem quia montes transferre non potuerint. " (SC 259: 122) 
43 Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 27.45-Harnack Nr. 14. 
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Porphyry does not spare the evangelists. As mentioned above, Jerome says that 

he criticized their mistakes in his book 14, presumably of the discourses against the 

Christians. 44 They are guilty of "falsity, " according to Porphyry, in that they are not 

able to cite properly the Bible on which they rely. 45 In one instance, Mark cites Isaiah 

only and forgets Malachi '46 and Matthew confuses Isaiah and Asaph 4' and forgets one 

generation in the Book of Daniel. 48 

As for the influential Peter and Paul, on whom Jerome preserved the most 

fragments, Porphyry highlights their dispute in his first book-as Jerome says in his 

Commentary on Galatians 49-stating that Peter was wrong, creating great 

disturbances within the Church '50and that Paul, led by jealousy, 51 had boldly refuted 

him, while they both pretended to agree, 52 thus actually making the same mistake. 

44 Jerome, On the beginning of Mark 1.1 -2-Harnack Nr. 9. "Locurn isturn impius ille Porphyrius, qui 
adversurn nos conscripsit et multis voluminibus rabiern suarn evornuit, in XIV volumine disputat et 
dicit: "Evangelistae tam imperiti fuerant homines 

........ 45 Jerome, Letter 57.9 to Pammachius-Harnack Nr. 2. "Haec replico, non ut evangelistas arguarn 
falsitatis-hoc quippe impiorurn est, Celsi, Porphyrii, lutiani 

... ." 
(Bud6 3: 67) 

46 Jerome, On the beginning of Mark 1.1- 1 2-Harnack Nr. 9. Jerome, quoting directly from Porphyry: 
"Evangelistae tam imperiti fuerunt homines, non solum in saecularibus, sed etiarn in scriptures divinis, 
ut testimonium, quod alibi scripturn est, de alio ponerent propheta. " (CCL 78: 452). Jerome, 
Commentary on Matthew 3.3-Harnack Nr. 9. "Porphyrius istum locurn Marci evangelistae principio 
comparat in quo scripturn est: ... 

Cum enim testimoniurn de Malachia Esaiaque contexturn putemus 
adsumptum. " (SC 242: 90) 
47 Jerome, Abridged commentary on the psalms- 77-Harnack Nr. 10. " 'Aperiarn in parabola os meum 

Hoc Esaias non loquitur, sed Asaph. Denique et inpius ille Porphyrius proponit aduersurn nos hoc 
ipsum, et dicit: "Euangelista uester Matthaeus tam inperitus fuit, ut diceret, quod scripturn est in Esaia 
fropheta, Aperiarn in parabola os meurn (CCL 78: 66) 

Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 1.1. I-Harnack Nr. 11. "Et ob hanc causam. in euangelio secundurn 
Matthaeurn una uidetur desse generatio (Matth. 1.11.12), quia secunda tesseriscedecas in loachim 
desinit filiurn losiae et tertia incipit a loiachin filio loachim; quod ignorans Porphyrius, calurnniarn 
struit ecclesiae, suarn ostendens imperitiam, durn evangelistae Matthaei arguere nititur falsitatem. " 
(CCL 75A: 777) 
49 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians Prologue-Harnack Nr. 21 a. Cited n. 24. 
50 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.1 0-Harnack Nr. 22. "Sed nec Paulus tam procaci maledicto 
de Ecclesiae principe loqueretur, nec Petrus dignus qui conturbatae Ecclesiae reus fieret. " (PL 26: 430- 
1) 
51 Jerome, Letter 112.6 and II to Augustine -Harnack Nr. 21b. "Immo exarsisse Paulurn inuidia 
uirtuturn Petri ...... 

(Bud6 6: 23) 
52 See Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.2.1 I-Harnack Nr. 21c. "Maxime cum Lucas scriptor 
historiae, nullarn hujus dissensionis faciat mentionem; nec dicat umquarn Petrurn Antiochiae fuisse cum 
Paulo, et locurn dari Porphyrio blasphernanti; si autern Petrus errasse, aut Paulus procaciter 
apostolorurn principern confutasse credatur. " (PL 26: 358); Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 14.26-- 
Harnack Nr. 21 d. "Qui dispensatoriarn inter Petrum et Paulurn contentionern (Gal 2) vere dicunt 
iurgiurn fuisse atque certamen, ut blasphemanti Porphyrio satisfaciant. .. ." Reference follows 
Commentaires de Jgr6me sur le proph&e Isaie, R. Gryson, C. Gabriel et al. (eds. ), 4 vols. (Freiburg: 
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Furthen-nore, Paul proclaimed himself apostle, 53 refused to share his revelation with 

the people, 
54 

and his teachings are violent, in comparison with those of ChriSt. 55 Peter 

proved to be even more violent when he sentenced to death two people who had not 

gotten rid of all their money. 56 

Hamack's collection provides us only with these hints, which require either a 

very good knowledge of the subjects criticized by Porphyry-e. g. the debate between 

Peter and Paul as found in the epistle to the Galatians and the Acts of the Apostles- 

or a very good knowledge of Jerome's discussion of these topics. Going back to the 

66cover-text" allows us to get a very different sense of the fragments and of the way 

they are inserted in a debate with Jerome, who has his own views on the biblical texts. 

When it comes to answering Porphyry's charges against the evangelists, 

Jerome makes the point that the errors are not due to the evangelists but to translation 

issues. In the paragraphs preceding Porphyry's charge, in the Letter 57 to 

Pammachius, Jerome exposes the textual discrepancies between the Hebrew text, the 

Septuagint, the Vulgate, and the evangelists. He gives precise examples, and attributes 

the differences to the problem of translation. For instance, Jerome mentions a text 

from Zachariah that the evangelist John cites: "they will look at the one they 

pierced. 9957 The Septuagint says rather: "and they will look at me, the subject of their 

Verlag Herder Freiburg, 1998); Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.1 O-Hamack Nr. 22. "Occulte, 
inquiunt, Petrum lacerat, cui supra in faciem restitisse se scribit, quod non recto pede incesserit ad 
Evangelii veritatem. Sed nec: Paulus tam procaci maledicto de Ecclesiae principe loqueretur (Galat 2), 
nec Petrus dignus qui conturbatae Ecclesiae reus fieret. " (PL 26: 430-1) 
53 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1. I-Hamack Nr. 19. "Potest autem et oblique in Petrum et in 
caeteros dictum accipi, quod non ab apostolis ei sit traditum Evangelium. " 
54 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1.16-Hamack Nr. 20. "Plerosque de apostolis hoc (Continuo 
non acquievi carni et sanguini. Sive ut in Graeco melius habet: Non contuli cum carne el sanguine. ) 
dictum arbitrari. Nam et Porphyrius objicit, quod post revelationern Christi non fuerit dignatus ire ad 
homines, et cum eis conferre sermonem: ne post doctrinam, videlicet Dei, a came et sanguine 
instrueretur. " (PL 26: 351) 
53 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.12-Hamack Nr. 37. 
56 Jerome, Letter 130.14 to Demetrias-Hamack Nr. 25. 
37 Jerome, Letter 57.7 to Pammachius. "Videbunt in quem conpuxerunt. " (Budd 3: 63) 
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insults 10 8 The Latin versions translated: "and they will look at me, the subject of their 

games. "'9 Jerome discusses many other discrepancies, and these examples could well 

mean that Porphyry discussed exactly these issues. Without the context of the 

discussion, the "falsities" noted by Porphyry remain unidentified. This highlights a 

major problem of the Hamack collection, e. g. his fragment 2 on the evangelists who 

falsified the Old Testament writings is impossible to understand without the context. 60 

As for Matthew, charged with having forgotten one generation of the Book of Daniel, 

Jerome explains that the error is that of Porphyry, who confused Jehoiakim with 

Jehoiakin, the former being the father of the latter. There are thus two men mentioned 

in Matthew. 61 Jerome alluded to Porphyry while discussing, at the beginning of his 

Commentary on Daniel, the two kings. 62 

Next, the other mistakes that Porphyry noted are not due to the evangelists 

themselves, but rather to the copyists, according to Jerome. Porphyry had mocked the 

fact that Mark had misattributed the following passage only to Isaiah when he used it 

in his Gospel: "The prophet Isaiah was talking about him when he said: The voice of 

the one who was shouting in the desert: Pave the way of the Lord, make his paths 

58 Jerome, Letter 5 7.7 to Pammachius. "Kai ýntPkýYOvTat RP6; 9E dLVO' 66 Ivo)pXýcravTo. " (Budd 3: 63) 
59 Jerome, Letter 57.7 to Pammachius: " 'et aspicient ad me pro his quae inluserunt' siue 
'insultauerunt'. " (Bud6 3: 63-4) 
60 Jerome, Letter 57.9 to Pammachius-Hamack Nr. 2. 
61 See Jerome, Commentary on Daniel I-I-I- See also Harnack Nr. 11. "Anno terlio regni loachim 
regis Judae, uenit Nabuchodonosor rex Babylonis Hierusalem, et obsedit earn. loachim filius losiae, 
cuius tertio decimo anno prophetare orsus est Hieremias, sub quo etiarn Holda mulier prophetauit, ipse 
est qui alio nomine appcllatur Heliachim et regnauit super tribum luda et Hierusalem annis undecim, 
cui successit in regnurn filius eius loiachin cognomento lechonias, qui tertio mense regni sui, die 
decima, captus a ducibus Nabuchodonosor ductusque est in Babylonem, et in loco eius constitutus est 
Sedecias filius losiae patruus eius, cuius anno undecimo Hierusalern capta atque subuersa est. Nemo 
igitur putet eundern in Danielis principio esse loachim, qui in Hiezechielis exordio Joiachin scribitur : 
iste enim extremarn syllabarn "chim" habet, ille "chin"-et ob hanc causain in euangelio secundum 
Matthaeum una uidetur deesse generatio, quia secunda tesseriscedecas in loachim desinit fllium 
losise et tertia incipit a Machin fflio loachim; quod ignorans Porphyrius, calumniam struit 
ecciesiae, suain ostendens imperitiam, dum euangelistae Matthaei arguere nititur falsitatem. 
Quodque "traditus" scribitur loachim, monstrat non aduersariorurn fortitudinis fuisse uictoriarn sed 
Domini uoluntatis. (CCL 75A: 776-7) [bold passage corresponds to Nr. II in Harnack] 
62 See Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 488. He discusses, here and elsewhere, some 
of the context of Porphyry's fragments in Jerome, but neither extensively, nor exhaustively. 
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straight. , 63 This passage is in fact also from Malachi. Relying on the authority of "the 

churchmen"-"ecclesiastici'ý-Jerome claims that Mark did not make any mistake. 

The error is that of the copyists who added the name of Isaiah in order to make one 

whole out of different bible quotations. 64 The next occurrence provides clues as to the 

presence in Jerome of other possible fragments. In answer to Porphyry's critique on 

the ignorance of Matthew, who wrongly attributed a passage to Isaiah-"and I would 

open my mouth in parables'ý--Jerorne explains that the passage is from Asaph, but 

that a copyist, not recognizing this name, changed it to Isaiah, which sounded more 

familiar to him. 65 Jerome goes on in his text with so many examples that it is possible 

to infer that he is actually answering Porphyry's points-e. g., the hour of the death of 

Christ, set to three hours by Matthew and to six hours by Mark. 66 This, of course, 

remains unnoticed without the context. 

As for the charges against the apostles, Jerome uses arguments based on his 

faith. To Porphyry, who claims that the apostles lured rich women by magical art, 

Jerome asks why, then, were the apostles crucified, if their ultimate goal was making 

money? The apostles, Jerome insists, shed their blood so that the Christians' faith 

63 Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 3.3. "Initium evangelii lesu Christi filii Dei, sicut scriptum est in 
Esaia propheta: Ecce mitto angelurn meum ante faciern tuam qui praeparabit viam tuam. Vox clamantis 
in deserto: Parate viam Domini, rectas facite semitas eius. " (SC 242: 88) 
64 Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 3.3. "Nos autem aut nomen Esaiae putamus additurn scriptorum 
uitio quod et in aliis locis probare possumus, aut certe de diuersis testimonies scripturarum unum 
corpus effecturn. Lege tertiurn decimum psalmurn et hoc idern reperies. " (SC 242: 90) 
65 See, Abridged commentary on the psalms 77-Harnack Nr. 10. "Aperiarn in parabola os meum. 
(CCL 78: 66). See also Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 13-35, where he discusses psalm 77. "Quod 
quia minime inueniebatur in Esaia, arbitror postea a prudentibus uiris esse sublaturn. Sed mihi uidetur 
in principio ita editum, quod scriptum est: per Asaph prophetam dicentern ... et primum scriptorem 
non intellexisse Asaph et putasse scriptoris uitium atque emendasse nomen Esaiae, cuius uocabulum 
manifestius erat. " (SC 242: 284). See Jerome, Abridged commentary on thepsalms 77, where he 
justifies some discrepancies between the Gospels' accounts of Jesus' death. "Quomodo illud in 
Euangelio scriptum est, scripturn est in Matthaeo et lohanne quod Dominus nosier hora sexta crucifixus 
sit, rursum scripturn est in Marco quia hora tertia crucifixus sit. Hoc uidetur esse diuersum, sed non est 
diuersum. Error scriptorurn fuit: et in Marco hora sexta scriptum fUit, sed multi pro ýXlailll(p graeco 
putauerunt esse gamma. Sicut enim ibi error fuit scriptorum, sic et hic error fuit scrptorum, ut pro 
Asaph Esaiam scriberent. " (CCL 78: 67) 
66 Jerome, Abridged commentary on the psalms 77 (quoted above). 
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would be deemed good . 
67 In what concems the apostles' lack of faith-as they did not 

move mountains-Jerome again provides a religious explanation when he states that 

the holy men actually performed miracles, but these are not to be found in any 

account, for Christians would have been highly criticized on that point by the non- 

believers. Indeed, when God performed His miracles, the world was so skeptical that 

Jerome thinks accounting for the apostles' miracles would have done them no good. 68 

As for stupidly following Jesus to gain salvation, Jerome says that Matthew, who 

obtained the status of apostle, actually achieved salvation, and Jesus' call was 

preceded with signs. 69 With regard to the eclipse of the sun which, according to 

Porphyry, is wrongly associated with the Resurrection because the ignorant disciples 

did not know that it could have been easily predicted from moon cycles, Jerome 

argues that since it is specified in the Gospels that the event lasted three hours, it 

cannot be taken as a mere eclipse of the sun, and the prophecy was accomplished. 'O 

As regards the apostles abusing their hearers, Jerome offers an answer of his 

71 
own in Commentary on Joel . Porphyry seems to have criticized the fact that a psalm 

was cited in order to strengthen Peter's argument. Jerome is commenting on Joel. 

67 See Jerome, Abridged commentary on the psalms 81 -and Harnack Nr. 4. "Fecerunt et a1ii signa 
magicis artibus: sed pro homine mortuo non sunt mortui, pro homine crucifixo. Sciunt isti hominern 

esse mortuum, et moriuntur sine causa. Felix ergo nostra uictoria, quae in sanguine apostolorum 
dedicata est. Fides nostra non probatur, nisi per illorurn sanguinem. " (CCL 81: 89-90) 
68 See Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 21.2 1 -and Hamack Nr. 3. "Quibus nos respondebimus multa 
facta esse signa a Domino, iuxta lohannis euangelistae tcstimonium, quae si scripta essent mundus 
capere non posset, non quo mundus uolurnina capere non potuerit quae potest quarnuis multiplicia sint 
unurn armariolurn uel unurn capere scrinium, sed quo magnitudinern signorurn pro miraculis et 
incredulitate ferre non possit. lgitur et haec credimus fecisse apostolos, sed ideo scripta non esse nc 
infidelibus contradicendi maior daretur occasio. " (SC 259: 122) 
69 See Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 9.9-and Harnack Nr. 6. "Nullurn debere salutern desperare si 
ad meliora conuersus sit, cum ipse de publicano in apostolurn sit repente mutatus ... Cum tantae 
uirtutes tantaque signa praecesserint quae apostolos ante quarn crederent uidisse non dubiurn est. " (SC 
242: 170) 
70 See Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 27.45-and Hamack Nr. 14. "Nulli autem dubiurn est paschae 
tempore lunarn fuisse plenissimam. Et ne forsitan uideretur umbra terrae uel orbis lunae soli oppositus 
breues et ferrugineas fecisse tenebras, triurn horarurn spatiurn ponitur, ut omnis causantiurn occasio 
tolleretur. " (SC 259: 296). See also Cook, Interpretation of the New Testament, 146, on this. "Jerome 

clarifies (Porphyry's) somewhat cryptic comment by arguing that an eclipse of the sun only happens at 
a new moon and not at the full moon of the passover feast. " 
71 Jerome, Commentary on Joel 2.28-Hamack Nr. 5. 
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2.28-3 1, namely on the Joel prophecy quoted by Peter on the day of Pentecost. 72 

Jerome goes on and explains that the apostles are not abusing their audience's 

ignorance and stupidity, as Porphyry claimed, but that, "Whatever the Apostles judged 

to be useftil to those listening and not inimical to the present, they strengthened with 

,, 73 
the witness of another time .... This they did, as Paul said, in order to preach 

"fittingly, and unfittingly. , 74 As Crafer judiciously noted, the place of the fragment in 

the text implies that the philosopher was referring to that event too, and it "suggests 

that his attack on the Gospels was followed by a series of objections to the Acts of the 

Apostles. ý975 What Porphyry means in fragment 5-as preserved by Harnack-is thus 

very unclear, and rather misleading, without the context of Jerome's Commentary on 

Joel, since neither Peter, nor the Acts are mentioned. Going back to the context 

allowed Crafer to make his inference. It is clear that these critiques are targeting the 

Christian faith of the followers of Christ, which, in turn, explains why it attracted 

Jerome's attention. 

Finally, the Christian apologist deemed it very important to give attention to 

Porphyry's attack on the heads of the Church. The main subject of tension is the 

epistle to the Galatians. It will become clear, from the following arguments, that to 

fully grasp the content of Porphyry's points as represented in Harnack's collection, 

Jerome's explanations are required, as well as the context in which he inserted the 

72 Jerome, Commentary on Joel 2.28. "Et erit post haec, effundam de spiritu meo super omnem carnem, 
elprophetabuntfifii vestri etfiliae vestrae, et senes vestri somnia somniahunt, etjuvenes vestri visiones 
videbunt; et super servos meos et super ancillas meas in diebus illis effundam de spiritu meo, el dabo 
prodigia in caelo, et super terram sanguinem, ignem et vaporemfumi. Sol converielur in tenebras, el 
luna in sanguinem, anlequam veniat dies Domini magnus et illustris. Et erit, omnis qui invocaverit 
nomen Domini, saivus erit. Hunc locum beatus apostolus Pettus impleturn tempore Dominicae 
passionis exposuit, quando descendit die Pentecostes Spiritus sanctus super credentes ... ." (CCL 
76: 192); see also Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 487-8 who briefly discusses both 
the passage and fragment. 
73 Jerome, Commentary on Joel 2.28-Harnack Nr. 5. Cited n. 39. 
74 Jerome, Commentary on Joel 2.28. "Sed juxta apostolum Paulum, praedicarent opportune, 
importune. " (CCL 76: 194) 
75 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry against the Christians, " 487-8. It is, however, less clear what Crafer, in 
his brief comment, means when asserting that as regards Paul's above-quoted words, Jerome does not 
refer to Peter's speech, but does not mention the Acts-besides Acts 19 on Peter and Paul's baptism. 
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fragments. The problems between Peter and Paul really bothered Jerome, especially 

since Porphyry accused Paul of challenging Peter. The apostle Paul was in charge of 

teaching the Gospel to the uncircumcised (the gentiles), whereas the apostle Peter was 

in charge of the circumcised (the Jews) (Gal 2.7). Paul explains in the epistle to the 

Galatians that he "withstood to Peter's face, 1976 because he would eat with the gentiles 

only when members of the circumcision were not present, for fear of their judgment 

(Gal 2.12). 77 This conduct was not, according to Paul, in line with the Gospel, for 

Jews who are faithful to Christ should not live according to the manners of the Jews, 

but of the Christians, who include non-sinner gentiles (Gal 2.14-16). Paul clearly 

meant to define the Christian community here. Paul's disagreement with Peter's 

behaviour makes an easy target for Christian opponents such as Porphyry; it allowed 

Porphyry to show both that the foundations of the Christian community are not solid 

and that the teachings of Christ are unclear, for even the heads of the Church cannot 

agree on definition and conduct. 

E. Plumer says that Jerome systematically attacked all those who accepted that 

there was a disagreement between the two chief apostles, even the Christian Marius 

78 
Victorinus. He also answered Augustine extensively in his famous letter 112. Jerome 

wants to promote his own explanation of the problems surrounding Jewish Christian 

and Gentile Christian practices, Peter and Paul having regularly compromised their 

teachings by promoting abstinence from Jewish Law, but then acting in conformity to 

the Law. Jerome's explanation is that Paul isn't actually blaming Peter (for eating 

with the Gentiles and then turning away when he realized it was shocking the Jewish 

76 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians Prologue -Harnack, Nr. 2 Ia. Petrum a Paulo objecit esse 
reprehensum. .- ." 77 It is interesting to note that Macarios (3,22.4) reproduces very closely the passage discussed by 
Jerome : "KaTtYV(D KCti rl(IiJXO; rUTPOU ), 40)v- '710 Tof) Y&P WCfv daWlaic6pou Tw6t;, gET& T(bV 
jOV6jV aUVýCFOtEV. 6TE 89 i7l), Oov, &(pd)ptýev tai)T& 90POf)MOq TOb; & RePITOgj;. Kai aUvEKPiO1lCFaV 
Ctf)TO ROUOVIOU8CROL" (Goulet Le Monogjnýs 2: 15 1). See Goulet, Le MonogWs, 93-4 and 144. 
78 Plumer, Augustine's Commentary on Galatians, 44. 
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Christian community), but that the two men only pretend to be in conflict in order to 

please both communities. 79 Jerome, in his Commentary on Galatians, says that the 

Christians' answer to Porphyry's attack on Paul is not satisfying. Christians tried to 

work out a solution to the problem by claiming that Paul was answering another 

Cephas no one knows of. "The first answer to these people is that we do not know the 

name of some other Cephas than the one who in the Gospel, in other Letters of Paul, 

and in this Letter, is sometimes written "Cephas" and sometimes "Petrus. " Not 

because "Petrus" means one thing and "Cephas" another: but what we call petra in 

Latin and Greek, Hebrews and Syrians name cephas because of the closeness of their 

language .,, 
80 The place of Porphyry's fragments in the debate further shows that the 

philosopher also had a problem with Paul faking obedience to the Law from fear of 

the Jewish Christians, for example, when he circumcised Timothy, a Gentile. Both 

81 
men are thus guilty of the same crime. Porphyry also accused the two men of 

79 Jerome, Letter 112.8 to Augustine Jerome on Peter: "Prius enim quam uenirent quidam a lacobo, cum 
gentibus edebat: cum autem uenissent, subtrahebat se, et segregabat, timens eos qui cx circumcisione 
errant. " (Budd 6: 27); Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.2.11. "Sed ut ante jam diximus, restitit 
secundum faciern publicam Petro et caeteris, ut hypocrisis observandae Legis, quae nocebat eis qui ex 
gentibus crediderant, correptionis hypocrisi emendaretur, et uterque populus salvus fieret, dum et qui 
circumcisionem laudant, Petrum sequuntur; et qui circumcidi nolunt, Pauli praedicant libertatem. " (PL 
26: 364); see Plumer, Augustine's Commentary on Galatians, 46, on Jerome and how he dealt with the 
conflict between Peter and Paul; see also Anastos (1966), 429, who also explains that Paul and Peter 
only pretended to disagree "in order to facilitate the conversion and and rehabilitation of the Jews. " 
Jerome is answering Augustine who, in his Letter 28.3, said that the leaders of the Church actually 
disagreed as towhether Gentile Christians were required to observe Jewish law. 
80 See Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.2,1 I-and Harnack Nr. 21c. "Quibus primum 
respondendum, alterius nescio cujus Cephae nescire nos nomen, nisi ejus qui et in Evangelio, et in aliis 
Pauli Epistolis, et in hac quoque ipsa modo Cephas, modo Petrus, scribitur. Non quod aliud significet 
Petrus, aliud Cephas: sed quod quam nos Latine et Graecepetram vocemus, hanc Hebraei et Syri 
propter linguae inter se viciniam, Cephan nuncupent. Deinde totum argumenturn epistolae quod oblique 
de Petro, Jacobo, et Joanne dicitur, huic intelligentiae repugnare, Nec mirum esse si Lucas hanc rem 
tacuerit, cum et alia multa quae Paulus sustinuisse se replicat, historiographi licentia praetermiserit: et 
non statim esse contrarium, si quod alius ob causam dignum putavit relatu, alius inter caetera dereliquit. 
Denique primum episcopum Antiochenae Ecclesiae Petrum fuisse accepimus, et Romam exinde 
translaturn, quod Lucas penitus omisit. Ad extremurn si propter Porphyrii blasphemiam, alius nobis 
fingendus est Cephas, ne Petrus putetur errasse, Inflnits de Scripturis erunt radenda divinis, 
quae file, quis non Intelligit, criminatur. " (PL 26: 366) [the bold passage corresponds to Harnack's 
Nr. ] 
8' Jerome, Letter 112.9 to Augustine-see also Harnack Nr. 21b, and Leiter 112.6.11. Jerome, quoting 
from Acts 2.17.20-24 and 26, "et ecce discipulus quidam erat ibi nomine Timotheus, filius mulieris 
iudaeae fidelis, patre gentili ... Hunc uoluit Paulus secum proficisci. Et adsumens circumcidit eum 
propter ludaeos, qui erant in illis locis. " (Budd 6: 28) 
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violence: Peter for having cursed two disobedient Christians, and Paul for ordering the 

" cutting off'-in both sense of the expression, i. e. circumcision and shutting up-of 

those who are causing troubles in the Church of Galatia, 82 To answer Porphyry, 

Jerome says that Peter did not kill the men, as their punishment would come with the 

judgment of God. Peter was thus merely responsible for prophetically announcing 

their punishment. " As Jerome had stated elsewhere in On Galatians, after all, Peter 

was the head of the Church in Rome. 84 It follows that he might have been right, in 

Jerome's view. As for Paul, Jerome reports that he says he is condemned to death, 

which rather shows that the violent ones are the adversaries, whereas love is in the 

Churches of God. 85 On Paul's refusal to share his revelation "with flesh and blood, " 

Jerome explains that Paul means by this expression that he will only teach their spirit; 

he does not mean that he will not share it with human beings. 86 

Let us now look at a further example: the passages that are extant in Jerome 

from Porphyry's critique on Jesus. The fragments as they appear in the Harnack 

collection will first be presented. Jerome preserved passages from Porphyrys anti- 

Christian discourses relating to Jesus in Against Vigilantius, Against the Pelagians, 

Hebrew Questions on Genesis, and Commentary on Matthew. In Against the 

82 Jerome, Letter 130.14 to Demetrias-Hamack Nr. 25. "Apostolus Petrus nequaquam inprecatur cis 
mortem. " (Budd 7: 185); Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.12-Hamack Nr. 37. 
83 Jerome, Letter 130.14 to Demetrias-see also Hamack Nr. 25. "Sed Dei iudicium prophetico spiritu 
adnuntiat, ut poena duorum hominum sit doctrina multorum. " (Budd 7: 185); here, however, Jerome 
goes as far as contradicting himself, as Hamack (1916), 55 noted, since in another text-Letter 109.3- 
he clearly admits that Peter killed the men. 
84 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians (PL 26: 366). "Primum episcopum Antiochenae Ecclesiae Petrum 
fuisse accepimus, et Romam exinde translatum"-see Plumer, Augustine's Commentary on the 
Galatians, 45, who discusses this. 
85 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 3.5.12-see also Hamack Nr- 37. "Tradidit autem se morti 
condemnatus. " (PL 26: 432-3) 
86 Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1.1 6-Hamack Nr. 20. " 'came et sanguine' instrueretur 

... Cum talibus qui caro et sanguis erant, quae Petro quoque non revelaverunt Filium Dei, non contulit 
Apostolus Evangelium quod ei fuerat revelaturn, sed paulatim eos de came et sanguine vertit in 
spiritum: et tunc demum cis occulta Evangehi sacramenta commisit. Dicat quispiam: Si statim non 
contulit cum came et sanguine Evangelium, tamen subintelligitur, quod postmodurn. cum sanguine et 
came contulerit: et sensus hic, quo apostoli excusantur, ne caro et sanguis sint, stare non poterit: dum 
nihilominus qui in principio cum came et sanguine non contulit, postmodum, ut dixi, cum came et 
sanguine contulerit. " (PL 26: 3 5 1) 

104 



Pelagians, Porphyry is said to have accused Christ of "Inconsistency. " As has already 

been mentioned, we know from Jerome's Letter 57 to Parnmachus that Porphyry 

criticised in his book 14 the mistakes of the evangelists, who, he says, are guilty of 

"falsity, " for they are unable to cite properly the Bible on which they rely. We also 

know -- as has been mentioned above -- from Jerome's Commentary on Matthew that 

Porphyry discussed discrepancies between the Gospels' narratives. Therefore the 

point that Porphyry wanted to make is that the evangelists could not get their story 

straight, either by agreeing with each other, or by presenting Jesus as acting 

consistently. As evidence for his claims, Porphyry recalls an episode from John 7.10, 

where Jesus told his brethren that he will not yet go up to the feast of Tabernacles 

(7.8). However, it is also said that after his brethen went up to the feast, Jesus also 

went up, "not openly, but as if it were a secret. "8'As Jerome reports it, Porphyry 

"barks [and] accuses [him] of inconsistency and change of heart. , 88 Same issue over 

the Samaritan woman: Jesus had said that he would not go to her, but then did. The 

wording used by Jerome, namely that Porphyry "barks, " tells us a lot about Jerome's 

opinion of Porphyry, who is portrayed as being no more than a yapping dog. As for 

the charge of "inconsistency, " it certainly targeted Christ's intelligence and ability to 

be a Master. A Eusebian fragment of Porphyry says that the evangelists falsified the 

record of what Jesus actually did, since Jesus never performed any miracle (DE 3.5.1). 

The disciples thus failed to report honestly the actions of their master, which is a 

major form of disrespect. Porphyry clearly wished to discredit their claimed 

relationship as master and disciples. 

87 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17. "Ut aulem ascenderuntfratres eius, func et ipse ascendit ad 
sollemnitatem, non manifieste, sed quasi in abscondito. " (CCL 80: 76) 
89 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17-Hamack Nr. 70 

...... 
latrat Porphyrius, inconstantiae ac mutationis 

accusat. " (CCL 80: 76) 
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Porphyry also takes every opportunity to ridicule Jesus. Jerome reports that the 

philosopher, among others, is of the opinion that the Gospels are full of scandals, i. e. 

obstacles to belief In Matthew 15, there is a passage where Jesus answers the scribes 

and Pharisees who accuse his disciples of transgressing the tradition of the ancients by 

not washing their hands before eating. To this charge, Jesus answered that they were 

themselves doing worse by transgressing the commandment of God "Honour thy 

father and mother. " Jesus reminds them of a prophecy from Isaiah which says that 

their people would honour God with the lips, and not their heart. He argues that "all 

that enters into the mouth, goes into the belly, and is then rejected into the privy, "89 

and can thus not defile a man; whereas evil thoughts do come directly from the heart 

and can defile a man. Porphyry jumped on the passage and claimed that Jesus was 

thus experiencing physiological processes Oust like any human being), and Jesus 

himself acknowledges this. The argument is most probably meant to reduce Christ to a 

mere human being, and therefore to contest the Christian claim that he is a god. 

Next, Porphyry, in an effort to downgrade the miracles performed by Jesus, 

explains that the Lord cannot have walked on a sea, since the surface he walked on 

was not a sea, but a lake, namely the Lake Genezareth. Porphyry here does not mean it 

is easier to walk on a lake than on the sea : he means that the evangelists did not even 

realise that the "sea" - "maria" - was a lake. It follows that, "The evangelists 

fashioned a miracle for the ignorant. "90 Here Porphyry targeted both the evangelists 

and Christ, reducing the latter to his human condition, and accusing the former of 

crafting stories in order to delude. This accusation should be associated with other 

charges made against the apostles, who, according to Porphyry, boasted about their 

89 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 15.17-Harnack Nr. 56. "Non intelligitis quia omne quod intrat in os 
in uentrem uadit et in secessum emittitur? " (CCL 75A) 
90 Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis 1.1 O-Harnack Nr. 55b. evangelistas ad faciendum 
ignorantibus miraculum eo ...... (CCL 72: 3) 
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quite ordinary miracles in order to attract the money of rich women whom they 

duped, 91 and abused by their teachings "the simplicity and ignorance of their 

listeners. "9' 

Nr. 49 from Against Vigilantius also pertains to Christ's miracles, and its 

content is unclear without both the biblical context and the context of Jerome's work. 

This fragment says: "In the same manner as the Gentiles and the impious, Porphyry 

and Eunomius, (said that) you pretend that these portents came from demons, and that 

the demons were not really shouting aloud, but were simulating their torments. 9993 

What we are missing here in the Harnack collection is the referent of "these"- "has". 

We understand that Porphyry might have paired an aspect of Christianity with 

cosmogony and the daimones. We can also deduce that heretics, such as Eunomius, 

have made this kind of association. The passage's meaning, however, is blurred, and it 

becomes useless. Harnack, however, clearly retained this fragment because it named 

Porphyry and could be paired with a passage from the Apocriticos of Macarius 

94 Magnes. According to Hamack, there are allusions to passages from Matthew (8.29) 

and Mark (5) that the Anonymous of the Apocriticos ridiculed. Matthew says that two 

people possessed by demons came out of tombs to meet Christ. They called out "Have 

you come to torment us? " The demons asked Jesus to send them away to a herd of 

pigs, which leapt from a cliff into the sea. In Mark, the demon says "My name is 

Legion, for we are many, " and there are two thousand pigs. According to the 

Anonymous, these stories and their different versions do not show the might of Christ, 

but that the demons actually got what they were after, namely disturbing the sea and 

91 Jerome, Abridged commentary on the psalms 81-Harnack Nr. 4. 
92 Jerome, Commentary on Joel 2.28-Harnack Nr. 5. audientium simplicitate et imperitia ... tCCL 76: 194) 
3 Jerome, Against Vigilantius 10-Harnack Nr. 49b. "Nisi forte in morern gentilium impiorumque, 

Porphyrii et Eunotnii, has praestigias daemonurn esse configas, et non vere clamare daemones, sed sua 
simulare tormenta. " (PL 23) 
94 See Nr. 49 and Mak. 3.4.1 -5. 
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earth, and creating a deadly show. So the connection with the fragment of Porphyry is 

that the demons said that they were being tortured. 

Just as with the NT passages discussed above, Harnack's collection provides 

us only with these hints, which require either a very good knowledge of the subjects 

criticised by Porphyry, or a very good knowledge of Jerome's discussion of these 

topics. Let us now re-insert these passages into their 'cover-text' in order to better 

understand Jerome's motivations for referring to Porphyry in the way he did. 

The allusions to Porphyry that I mentioned are the only clues preserved by 

Jerome as to what Porphyry wrote about Jesus in his discourses, i. e. that Christ was a 

mere inconsistent human being, who never performed the miracles attributed to him, 

and who was fooled by daimones. But what are those allusions and references doing 

in Jerome's corpus, and can their meaning become different when they are put back 

into their original context? One reference to Porphyry in each of the texts does not 

make a strong case for a refutation. It is clear that these are therefore passing 

comments. Indeed, Jerome never wanted to formally refute Porphyry, although he 

does answer some of Porphyry's points against Christianity in passing. As a reminder, 

Jerome, in his Commentary on Daniel, said that his main purpose was to interpret 

Daniel, not to answer Porphyry. " We are thus applying this rule to Jerome's other 

works, and assuming that his primary purpose was not to write formal refatations of 

Porphyry's ideas. We also remember that Jerome has no intention to transmit the 15 

books of the discourses that we call Against the Christians, especially since extensive 

responses have already been written by competent Church fathers. 96 

Here again, we observe that the texts in which the passages on Jesus were 

preserved belong to the specific agenda of Jerome. Jerome associates his opponents 

"Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue. 
96 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue. 
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with bad people. Against Vigilantius was written in 406,97 and Jerome tells us that he 

wrote it in one night, following the reading of Vigilantius' treatise. 98 In 404, Jerome 

had received a letter from Riparius, a priest of Aquitaine, warning him that Vigilantius 

was condemning the cult of the martyrs in the South-West of Gaul. It had already 

come to the attention of Jerome that Vigilantius had been spreading rumours about 

Jerome being an Origenist. Therefore, as soon as he managed to get hold of 

Vigilantius' writings, two years later, Jerome composed a vitriolic reply, in turn 

charging the man with heresy. Jerome says that, "Many monsters have been generated 

in the world. "99Vigi lantius is among them. Jerome relates how he is driven by "a 

filthy spirit, "100 for he maintains, among other things, that "no religious honours 

should be paid to the tombs of the martyrs, that vigils should be condemned, that 

Alleluia should never be sung except at Easter, that continence is a heresy, and that 

chastity is a hot-bed for pleasures. "101 To Vigilantius, who denies the signs and 

miracles that happen in the basilicas of martyrs, Jerome answers that unclean spirits 

force people like him to write such things, for they suffer from the signs and 

miracles. 102 It is in this context that Porphyry and Eunomius, the renowned heretic, are 

97 See J. N. D. Kelly, Jerome: His Life, Writings and Controversies (London: 1975), 286 n. 14, on the 
date of composition, and 286-90 on Jerome and Vigilantius. 
98 Jerome, Against Vigilantius 1.3. "Riparius, Desiderius et Sisinnius. Imperitia Vigilantii. ---Sed jam 
tempus est, ut ipsius verba ponentes ad singula respondere nitamur. Fieri enim potest, ut rursum 
malignus interpres dicat fictarn a me materiam, cui rhetorica declarnatione respondeam: sicut illam 
quam. scripsi ad Gallias, matris et filiae inter se discordantium. Auctores sunt hujus dictatiunculae meae 
sancti presbyteri Riparius et Desiderius, qui paroecias suas vicinia istius scribunt esse maculatas, 
miseruntque libros per fratrem Sisinnium, quos inter crapularn stertens evornuit. Et asserunt repertos 
esse nonnullos, qui, faventes vitiis suis, illius blaspherniis acquiescant. Est quidem imperitus, et verbis 
et scientia, ct sermonc inconditus; nc vera quidem potest defendere: sed propter homines saeculi et 
mulierculas oneratas peccatis, semper discentes et numquarn ad scientiam veritatis pervenientes, una 
lucubratiuncula illius naeniis respondebo, ne sanctorum virorum qui ut haec facerem me deprecati sunt, 
videar litteras respuisse. " (PL 23) 

99 Jerome, Against Vigilantius 1.1: "Multa in orbe monstra generata sunt. " (PL 23) 
100 Jerome, Against Vigilanlius 1.10. "Spiritus ... immundus. " (PL 23) 
101 Jerome, Against Vigilanlius 1.1. "Exortus est subito Vigilantius, seu. verius DorTnitantius, qui 
immundo spiritu pugnet contra Christi spiritum, et Martyrum neget sepulcra veneranda; damnandas 
dicat esse vigilias: numquarn nisi in Pascha Alleluia cantandum: continentiam, haeresim; pudicitiam, 
libidinis seminarium. " (PL 23) 
102 Jerome, Against Pelagius 1.10. "Spiritus iste immundus qui haec te cogit scribere. .. ." (PL 23) 
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named, since they said that the demons are only pretending to suffer. Jerome is thus 

pairing their ideas with Vigilantius' ideas in order to discredit him. He does not tell us 

in what context Porphyry talked about the tormented daimones; rather, he uses a 

general idea that Porphyry expressed in a totally different context. Harnack tried to 

trace back this context by associating it with the Anonymous Greek of the 

Apocriticos, as we have said, and his complaints about the story of the dead pigs; but 

this context cannot be garanteed if we remember that the Macarios fragments are 

contested, and that Jerome did not necessarily use these ideas with the same meaning 

in mind. 

Jerome also used Porphyry and the Arians against his adversary Pelagius. 

Jerome wrote his work against Pelagius in 415.103 According to him, Pelagius was an 

impious heretic, and Jerome even associated him with Origenism and Rufinus. 

Pelagius and the Pelagians argued that a man could live without sin if he wills it, 

which was, to Jerome, a non-sense as men are not ruled by their free will, but by the 

grace of God, our original nature, which was needed in every act. In the discussion On 

the sinlessness of Christ, Jerome quotes Jesus in John 5.30 : "By myself I can do 

nothing; I judge only as I hear. "' 04 Jerome then tells us that according to the Arians, 

who are committing a sacrilege, Jesus is referring to his human condition. 105 

According to the Pelagian interpretation it means that if we want to, we can be sinless. 

To Jerome, however, the sentence rather means that Jesus, when he wants to show that 

he made himself a man, says that he cannot do anything by himself 106 Jerome then 

recalls John 7.10, where it is said that Jesus attended the feast of Tabernacles even 

103 Kelly, Jerome, 319, on the date of composition, and chapter 26 on Jerome and the Pelagians. 
104 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17. "Non possum, ait, egofacere a meipso aliquid; sicut audio, iudico. " 
(CCL 80: 75) 
105 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17. "Arriani obiciunt calumniam, sed respondet Ecclesia ex persona 
hominis hoc dici, qui assumptus est. " (CCL 80: 75) 
106 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17. "Tu e contratrio loqueris: Possum sine peccato esse, si voluero. Ille 
nihil ex se potest facere, ut hominis indicet veritatem: tu potes omnia peccata vitare, ut adhuc in corpore 
constitutis dtVTi@cov esse te doceas. " (CCL 80: 75-6) 
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though he had said he would not. 107 Porphyry "barks" that Jesus was inconsistent. But 

Jerome has his own explanation for the change of heart of Jesus: Porphyry clearly 

does not know that "all stumbling-blocks bring (us) back to the flesh, "' 08 i. e. that 

when we find a problem in what Jesus says and does, for instance when he weeps or is 

angry, this is because he is behaving as a human being. Jerome, in order to argue 

against Pelagius, puts him in the same boat with Porphyry and the Arians, obvious 

opponents who were wrong about Scripture; Jerome thus throws in a reference to the 

Arians because they were thought to teach that Christ was not fully divine, and a 

reference to Porphyry because he was known to accuse the Christian scriptures of 

inconsistency. He has no intention to answer Porphyry here. 

Jerome also uses Porphyry to show his own knowledge in front of Church 

opponents. In his Commentary on Matthew 15.17, Jerome mentions how Porphyry 

and others used a declaration made by Jesus regarding the process of food in the body 

in the hope to prove his human condition. Jerome, who certainly has in mind all the 

attacks that Porphyry made on the ignorance of the evangelists, apostles, and 

disciples, since he has himself preserved many passages on this topic in his letters and 

commentaries, is pleased to have an opportunity to point out Porphyry's own 

ignorance. He answers him that "wanting to point to another's ignorance, men like 

him show their own ignorance. "109 Indeed, according to Jerome, the actual food 

process is as follows : once in us, our food is scattered through our members, veins, 

marrows, and nerves. Evidence for this is that some keep throwing up after their meals 

and still remain overweight. Jerome argues that upon the first contact with the body, 

107 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17. "Negat fratribus ac propinquis ire se ad scenopegiam, et postea 
scripturn est: 'Ut autem ascenderuntfratres eius, iunc et ipse ascendit ad sollemnitatem, non manifeste, 
sed quasi in abscondito. " (CCL 80: 76) 
'08 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17 ...... Nesciens omnia scandala ad carnem esse referenda. " (SC 80: 76) 
109 Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 15.17: "Sed istiusmodi homines, dum uolunt alterius imperitiam 
reprehendere, ostendunt suam. " (CCL 242: 328) 

III 



the food is liquefied and scattered in the members. Once assimilated and digested in 

the veins and members, following secret circuits in the body that the Greek call 

"pores, " the food goes down toward the privy. The whole argument is not very 

logical, but Jerome probably means that Jesus simply did not describe the whole 

process. What we need to understand is that the brief reference to those who "unfairly 

criticised Christ""o and to the Gospels are made in the context of the commentary on 

Matthew 15, not in the context of a refutation of the discourses Against the Christians. 

As for the passage on the Lake Genesareth, which was not a sea, it is part of 

the work Hebrew Questions on Genesis written, as Jerome explains himself in the 

prologue, in order to refute the mistakes that create suspicion toward the Hebrew 

texts, i. e. to reduce the mistakes of the Latin and Greek versions of the sacred texts. 

The aim is to make clearer the meaning and origins of things, places, and men that are 

not familiar to the Latin speakers. Jerome's interests, as has been said above, were 

mainly textual. While he is commenting on Genesis I- 10 on the Creation and 

specifically on the sentence: "And he called sea the gathering of the waters, "'" he 

explains that any gathering of waters, either salted or fresh, is called a sea in the 

Hebrew language. Jerome takes the opportunity to mention that, therefore, Porphyry 

vainly criticised the evangelists of crafting a miracle when they said that Jesus walked 

on the sea. Any lake or gathering of waters, he adds, is called a sea., " This allows 

Jerome to show superior knowledge of idiom and to point out that "sea" was also used 

for lakes. The reference to Porphyry is thus made, once again, in passing, and has little 

11 () Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 15.17: "Et ex hac sententiola quidam calumniantur quod 
Dominus.... " (SC 242: 3 28) 
11 Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis 1.10: "Et congregationes aquarum vocavit maria. " (CCL 

72: 3) 
112 Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis 1.10. "Notandurn quod omnis congrcgatio aquarum, sive 
salsae sint sive dulces, iuxta idioma linguae hebraicae maria nuncupentur. Frustra igitur Porphyrius 
evangelistas ad faciendurn ignorantibus miraculum eo, quod dominus super mare ambulaverit, pro lacu 
Genesareth mare appellasse calumniatur, cum omnis lacus et aquarum congregatio maria nuncupetur. " 
(CCL 72: 3) 
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to do with the subject matter, which is the Creation, not Jesus' miracles. 

As can be understood from this final point, the fragments as they appear in 

Harnack's collection do not allow for full comprehension of Porphyry's allusions, or 

the core of his subject matter. It may also be suspected, from the special attention that 

Jerome gives to Porphyry's attack on the heads of the Church, that the philosopher 

was effective in disturbing the Church, and that he clearly wished to ruin the 

foundations of Christianity. 

To conclude, from what he preserved of Porphyry, we can see what concerned 

Jerome, but that does not tell us what concerned the philosopher. Porphyry probably 

did engage with texts, but we cannot claim that Porphyry did a verse-by-verse 

commentary. The contextualization of the anti-Christian discourses' fragments shows 

to what extent these are embedded in the broader work of Jerome, based on his 

interest in textual analysis, his concern for defending Peter, Paul and his Christian 

faith. The length of the fragments dedicated to the heads of the Church indicates that 

Jerome considered it more important to cite Porphyry on this topic than on the attack 

on the apostles and evangelists. The new collection of fragments should help us better 

to understand this aspect, by demonstrating that there are fewer fragments on other 

topics, but that does not prove that Porphyry wrote less extensively about them. The 

new collection will also help to make inferences as to the content of the books that 

may have consisted of detailed comparisons of the Gospels. It will certainly make 

Porphyry more accessible than he is in the pioneering work of Harnack. 

But while some fragments need to be re-inserted in their "cover-text, " others 

need serious re-assessment, as is the case with the Augustinian fragments. We shall 

thus next concentrate on the Letter 102, which, although in great part challenged by 
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several scholars, continues to be an integral part of any collection of Porphyry's anti- 

Christian discourses. 
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IV-Augustine's Letter 102 

The case of the Augustinian fragments is not as straight-forward as actual 

fragment collections would have us believe. Upon looking closely at Augustine's letter 

102 to Deogratias, as well as his On the Harmony of the Gospels, it appears that no 

fragments, or passages, in Augustine are explicitly from a lost work of Porphyry, 

although the letter, and, since recently, On Harmony, have been considered as sources for 

fragments of Against the Christians. Even the most extensive passage of Augustine - in 

which Porphyry is (possibly) cited on the oracles pertaining to the dinivity of Christ (City 

of God 19.23) - is explicitly not from the discourses Against the Christians, but from 

Philosophyftom Oracles. And if those oracles were used by Porphyry in his discourses 

Against the Christians as well as in Philosophyftom Oracles, or if Augustine was aware 

of the discourses (which, as we will see, cannot be proved), then why would he not say 

that in a work against the Christians, Porphyry's gods acknowledge Christ? Because this 

is precisely what the entire passage is about: Hecate and Apollo are both expressing their 

views on Christ, but nowhere in his corpus does Augustine acknowledge the existence of 

Against the Christians. The aim of the next two chapters is to re-evaluate the fragments 

ascribed to Porphyry in Augustine by giving a fresh look at them and by studying the 

bishop of Hippo's rhetorical strategies, as well as his use of Porphyry. 

The Augustinian fragments, which Harnack included in his collection of the 

discourses Against the Christians, are from a letter that Augustine wrote to his friend 

Deogratias (ep. 102) in late A. D. 408 or 409, i. e. about one year prior to the famous sack 
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of Rome by Alaric. ' In the introduction to the letter 102 to Deogratias, Augustine 

mentions a letter written by a common acquaintance of himself and Deogratias, whom he 

says he loves, and in which the anonymous author asks Deogratias a series of questions 

pertaining to fundamental questions on Christianity. But Deogratias referred those 

questions to charismatic Augustine, who, in turn, argues that the anonymous author of the 

questions, having neglected to reply to his last letter for a reason which, as Augustine put 

it, "he knows best, 112 is unlikely to want him to be in touch again. Augustine will thus 

advise Deogratias, so that he can answer the man in question himself From what 

Augustine says, we can deduce that the unnamed man may have been somewhat offended 

by the proselytizing content of Augustine's letter, for the bishop says "how great is (his, 

i. e. Augustine's) grief that he should not yet be a Christian. "' We remember that 

Augustine also expressed grief towards Porphyry it in the City of God. 4 And it is precisely 

from the anti-Christian writings of Porphyry that the Anonymous drew his questions 

about Christianity - the Porphyrian authorship will be discussed later, for it has been 

much debated. 

1 See 1. Bochet, "Les quaestiones attribu6es A Porphyre dans la Lettre 102 d'Augustin, " (forthcoming in 
Collection des Ektudes Augustiniennes, proceedings from the international colloquium "Le traitd de 
Porphyre contre les chrdtiens. Un si6cle de recherches, nouvelles questions, " held at the Sorbonne, Paris, 8- 
9 September 2009 ) on the date. 
2Augustine, Letter 102,1 : ". .. viderit quarn ob causam. " Note that all Latin quotations for Augustine are 
from: Sant'Agostino: http: //www. augustinus. it/latino/lettere/index2. htm. 
3 Augustine, Letter 102,1 : ". .. quantoque mihi dolori sit, quod nondum christianus est. 
4 Augustine, City of God 10,28: "Mittis ergo homines in errorem certissimum, neque hoc tanturn malum te 
pudet, cum virtutis et sapientiae profitearis amatorem; quam si vere ac fideliter amasses, Christum Dei 
virtulem et Dei sapientiam cognovisses nec ab eius saluberrima humilitate tumore inflatus vanae scientiae 
resiluisses. " 
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Porphyry is said to be the fiercest opponent to Christianity, but Augustine's 

portrayal of the man in City of God gives us the impression that he was one step short of 

being a Christian himself, if only he had been less proud. ' 

The format of Augustine's letter 102 follows a series of questions - six in total - 

asked by the unnamed pagan. What needs to be addressed here is how are authors 

normally citing from their sources when it comes to questions and answers. The questions 

from letter 102 seem to be drawn from the discourses against the Christians, but this is 

controversial. A statement made by Augustine himself is the root of the polemic. In his 

Retractationes, the bishop of Hippo writes: 

"Meanwhile, six questions were sent to me from Carthage. A friend whom 

wanted to be Christian put them forward, so that they could be resolved 

in answer to the pagans, especially as he said that several of them had been 

put forward by Porphyry the philosopher. But I do not think that this was 

Porphyry the Sicilian, whose reputation is very well known. "' 

5 Augustine, City of God 10.28; see also, for instance, Augustine, City of God 10.23, where Porphyry's 
ideas are presented as though he was describing the Trinity: "Dicit etiam Porphyrius divinis oraculis fuisse 
responsurn nos non purgari lunae teletis atque solis, ut hinc ostenderetur nullorurn deorum teletis hominem 
posse purgari. Cuius enim teletae purgant, si lunae solisque non purgant, quos inter caelestes deos 
praecipuos habent? Denique eodem dicit oraculo expressurn principia posse purgare, ne forte, cum dictum 
esset non purgare teletas solis et lunae, alicuius alterius dei de turba valere ad purgandurn teletae 
crederentur. Quae autern dicat esse principia tamquam Platonicus, novimus. Dicit enim Deum Patrem et 
Deum Filium, quem graece appellat patemum intellecturn vel patemarn mentem; de Spiritu autem Sancto 
aut nihil aut non aperte aliquid dicit; quamvis quern aliurn dicat horurn medium, non intellego. Si enim 
tertiam, sicut Plotinus, ubi de tribus principalibus substantiis disputat, animae naturarn etiarn iste vellet 
intellegi, non utique diceret horurn medium, id est Patris et Filii medium. Postponit quippe Plotinus animae 
naturarn paterno intellectui; iste autern cum dicit medium, non postponit, sed interponit. Et nimirurn hoc 
dixit, ut potuit sive ut voluit, quod nos Sanctum Spiritum, nec Patris tanturn nec Filii tantum, sed utriusque 
Spiriturn dicimus. Liberis enim verbis loquuntur philosophi, nec in rebus ad intellegendurn difficillimis 
offensionern religiosarum aurium pertimescunt. Nobis autern ad certarn regularn loqui fas est, ne verborum 
licentia etiarn de rebus, quac his significantur, impiarn gignat opinionern. " 
6 Augustine, Retractationes 2.3 1: "Inter haec missae sunt rnihi a Carthagine quaestiones sex, quas proposuit 
amicus quidam, quem cupiebarn fieri christianum, ut contra paganos soluerentur, praesertim quia nonnullas 
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A. von Hamack included the six questions in his fragment collection. The questions go as 

follow (briefly summarized): 

1) Will the promised Resurrection be in the form of that of Christ or Lazarus? (Hamack 

Nr. 92) 

2) If Christ is the only way to salvation, then what about all those who were bom before 

him? (Hamack Nr. 8 1) 

3) Why do Christians reject sacrificial rituals, when this is what the God of the Jews, who 

is also theirs, dictates? (Hamack Nr. 79) 

4) Why is Christ contradicting himself when he both threatens the unfaithful with eternal 

punishment and with punishment according to measure? (Harnack Nr. 9 1) 

5) Did Solomon say or not that God has no Son? (Harnack Nr. 85) 

6) How can the story of Jonah, who spent three days in the belly of a whale, be true? 

(Hamack Nr. 46) 

Since Harnack, some scholars have argued that almost all of the questions were 

Porphyrian (with, in most cases, the exception of question 6), while P. Labriolle argued 

that only questions 1,2,3 should be attributed to Porphyry, and R. Goulet that question 2 

should be classified as from a disciple of Porphyry, and question 5 as an allusion to 

Porphyry. ' 

earum a Porphyrio philosopho propositas dixit. Sed non eum esse arbitror Porphyrium Siculum illum, cuius 
celeberrima est fama. " (CCL 57: 115) 
7 See P. Vaguanay, "Porphyre, " Dictionnaire de TWologie Catholique 22,1935, col. 2569; P. Courcelle, 
Les Lellres grecques en Occident De Macrobe 6 Cassiodore (Paris: 1943), 175 n. 8 and 197 n. 2; P. 
Courcelle, "Propos antichr6tiens rapport6s par saint Augustin, " Recherches Augustiniennes 1,1958,185-6 
n. 190; J. Pipin, ThOologie cosmique el thiologie chritienne, p. 460 n. 3; G. Madec, "Augustin et Porphyre. 
tbauche d'un bilan des recherches et des conjectures, " 104)IHX M41HTOPE. E. Hommage ti Jean Pipin, 
M. -O. GOULET-CAZt, 0. MADEC, D. O'BRIEN (eds. ), (Paris: 1992), 376-377; La Bibbia di Pagani, 2. 
Tesli e Documenti, Bologne, EDB, 1998,383-9,392-6,165-7,409-10,191-2,244-6; P. Labriolle, La 
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Meredith does not reject the quaestiones from his analysis of the content of 

8 Porphyry's discourses. He even outlines parallels between a few passages and other 

Porphyrian criticisms, as well as earlier Christian views. For instance, Porphyry 

underlines, in Nr. 91 and 92, a contradiction between Mark 16.6 and Matthew 7.2, for 

Mark speaks of eternal punishment, while Matthew rather speaks of punishment 

proportional to crime. "Here we can trace again the Porphyrian technique of trying to 

discredit the gospel by discovering within its text minor discrepancies and apparent 

contradiction. "9 Meredith also sees a parallel between fragment 92 on the Resurrection 

and Porphyrian ideas on the question as reported by Augustine in The City of God 12.27, 

namely that the Resurrection of the body is in contradiction with the entirely spiritual life 

of the soul after death. However, he does not further develop his argument about the 

authenticity of the fragments from Letter 102 traditionally ascribed to Porphyry. 

1. Bochet, in a forthcoming article, scrutinised the language of the Latin text and 

looked for occurrences of the questions' themes in the City of God. She thinks that Many 

arguments in City of God respond to Porphyry, so if they also respond to the quaestiones, 

that suggests that the quaestiones are from Porphyry. She thus concluded that all of the 

six questions should be considered as Porphyrian: "Les quaestiones transmises par Fami 

palfen d'Augustin me paraissent donc avoir d6termind des ddveloppements importants de 

la Citj de Dieu et les r6ponses qu'Augustin leur donne dans la Lettre 102 esquissent sans 

riaction pa)lenne- budes sur la polimique anfichr&ienne dU jer au Vr si&le, Paris, L'artisan du livre, 1934, 
250 n. 3,277 and 440-2; R. Goulet (ed. and trans. ), Macarios de Magnesie. Le Monogenýs (Paris: 2003) 
vol. 1,132 and vol. 2,380. On this, see 1. Bochet, "Les quaestiones attribu6es i Porphyre dans la 
Leure 102 d'Augustin. " Less recent, Anglo-Saxon literature shows the same level of disagreement. See, for 
instance, Wagenmann (accepts four questions); Kleffner (questions 2,3,4, and perhaps I and 6); 
Georgiades (2,3,4), and Crafer (accepts all six questions, although he admits that question I is less likely 
to be from Porphyry). 
8 Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian, " 1134-1136. 
9 Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian, " 1135. 
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aucun doute dejä des thýmes majeurs de la Citý de Dieu. "lo 

However, Augustine himself seems to have thought otherwise. Bochet exposed the 

main difficulty as follows: The letter 102 has been catalogued under two different names, 

Quaestiones contra Porfyrium expositae sex (Six questions set forth against Porphyry) in 

the Indiculus 11 and Quaestiones expositae contra paganos, numero sex (Six questions set 

forth against the pagans), in the Retractationes. 12 The first title attributed to the letter is 

found in an earlier version of the Indiculus (from 420; there were two versions), 13 which 

is conspiciously full of mistakes, and a statement made by Augustine in Retract. 2.41 

prompted Bochet to conclude that it was the work of a secretary, not of Augustine. In 

Retractationes, Augustine has corrected the title to "against the pagans, " and said he did 

not think those questions were from Porphyry the Sicilian. Furthermore, Bochet's 

translation for "item alia proposuerunt, quae dicerent de Porphyrio contra Christianos 

tamquam ualidiora decerpta" 14 is: "ils disaient [ces objections] tirdes de Porphyre Contre 

les chr9tiens comme pour les rendre plus fortes" (they - the opponents to Christianity - 

were saying that (these objections) were from Porphyry's anti-Christian discourses so as 

to make them stronger). She thus suggests that opponents took each of the six questions 

from a treatise that they claimed was by Porphyry in order to make their objections 

stronger. But because Augustine did not think they were actually from Porphyry, he 

changed the title of his treatise to "Six questions set forth against the pagans, " the former 

title having been attributed by a secretary earlier on. Bochet concludes that Augustine 

10 Bochet, "Les quaestiones, " 16. 
1 Augustine, Indiculum 1.2 1. 
2 Augustine, Retractationes 12.3 1. :3 

See F. Dolbeau, "La survie des ceuvres d'Augustin. Remarques sur I'Indiculum attribud A Possidius et sur 
la bibliotMque d'Ansdgise, " Du copisle au collectionneur. M91anges d'histoire des lextes el des 
bibliotUques en Phonneur dAndrg Vernet, D. Nebbiai-Dalla and J. -F. Genest (eds. ) (Turnhout: 1999), 3- 
22, cited by Bochet, "Quaestiones ". 
14 Letter 102.2-8. Her translation is very satisfying, although there are other possible ones. 
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could not recognise the philosopher whom he admired so dearly in these objections, and, 

therefore, chose to downgrade their value by not crediting Porphyry as their author. 15 

But this is only an assumption. From the material that we have, it seems more 

likely that Augustine was directly responding to a text, which he knew only in extracts 

made by someone else. Furthermore, it also seems that he disagreed with that person on 

the authorship of the text - he did not think it was by Porphyry. What then is left of 

Porphyry in the Letter 102? 

Numerous studies have been written on the intellectual relationship between 

Porphyry and Augustine, but most of them are mainly interested in Porphyry's 

Neoplatonic influence on Augustine's portrayal of paganism, and, therefore, Christianity, 

especially in City qf God. 16 The other studies are concerned, as has been said, with the 

authenticity of the so-called Porphyrian fragments in the epistle 102. However, no-one 

seems to be primarily interested in looking at Augustine's citation method in that letter. 

We are facing here a type of intertextuality, which is different from the ones we 

have studied so far. Eusebius was using Porphyry to give more credit to his claims, while 

Jerome was citing Porphyry en passant, in the midst of his corpus. Augustine is 

answering questions that have been sent to him as excerpts of a work, and he presents 

them in the form of questions/answers, or 4 quaestiones, ' a genre used by the early 

'5 Bochet is thus giving credit to A. von Hamack's argument in Porphyrius, "Gegen die Christen, " 39 : 
"Seine Bemerkung : "Non esse arbitror Porfyrium Siculum", ist daher wertlos und aus seiner 
HochschAtzung des Philosophen Porphyrius zu erklAren, " and agrees with G. Bardy, 'Vindulgence de saint 
Augustin A F6gard de Porphyre, " BA 34,632; but she disagrees with J. Pdpin, Th6ologie cosmique el 
thiologie chretienne, 460, n. 1. 
16 See, for instance, G. Madec, "Augustin, disciple et adversaire de Porphyre, " REA ug 4 (1964); P. Hadot, 
"Citations de Porphyre chez Augustin, " RE Aug. 6 (1960): 205-44; D. O'Meara, "Porphyry's Philosophy 
from Oracles in Augustine (Paris: 1959); O'Connell, Porphyrianism in the Early Augustine: Olivier du 
Roys's contribution, From Augustine to Eriugena Fesischriftfor John J O'Meara (Washington, 199 1), 
Richey, "Porphyry, Reincarnation and Resurrection in de Civitate dei "De civitate Dei", " A uSt 26 (1995): 
129-142; W. Theiler, "Porphyrios und Augustine" (Halle: 1933). 
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Christians, which has its own literary pattern. 17 As far as our methodological approach is 

concerned, Bochet did not take into consideration Augustine's citation practices, nor did 

she consider the quaestiones as a literary genre, when assessing the authorship of the 

Letter 102. What is of interest to us is whether Augustine reproduced the questions 

exactly as they were presented to him. Did he transcribe the quaestiones without 

alteration, and did the man who sent them to him also transcribe them from Porphyry, or 

even a translation of Porphyry? Or did either Augustine, or Deogratias's correspondent, 

shape them into quaestiones? To answer such questions, we shall first look at the 

4quaestiones' as a genre, because we need to identify the rhetorical strategies it employs, 

in order to link passages to the discourses Against the Christians. 

The first Christian to use that method was Eusebius of Caesarea with his 

Questions and Answers on the Gospels. " Innovating here as in other fields - such as 

History - Eusebius took into account the Greek heritage. Zarnagni insists that defining 

the quaestiones as a genre is a hefty task, and that one should speak of a questions and 

answers literature rather than of a specific literary genre. The problem is that many 

Christian works include a series of questions and answers, while belonging to another, 

specific genre. Zamagni suggests that we should differentiate between the literary genre 

and the literary process, the former requiring that we only include those texts which 

consist in a series of questions and answers, and the latter comprising all the texts whose 

17 C. Zamagni, "Porphyry est-il la cible principale des 'questions' chrdtiennes des We et Ve si&cles? " 
forthcoming in Collection desbudes A ugustiniennes, proceedings of the international colloquium "Le 
traiti de Porphyre contre les chrdtiens. Un si6cle de recherches, nouvelles questions, " held at the Sorbonne, 
Paris, 8-9 September 2009 [cf. C. Zamagni, "Is the Question-and-Answer Literary Genre in Early Christian 
Literature a Homogeneous Group? " (forthcoming), and A. Volgers and C. Zamagni (eds. ), Erotapokriseis. 
Early Christian Question-and Answer Literature in Context Proceedings of the Utrecht Colloquium, 13-14 
October 2003 (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology, 37) (Leuven: 2004), 7-24]. 
18 C. Zamagni, "Une introduction m6thodologique i la litt6rature patristique des questions et r6ponses: le 
cas d'Eus6be de Cdsarde, " in A. Volgers and C. Zamagni (eds. ) Erotapokriseis (Paris: 2004), 7. 

122 



rhetorical structure comprises a question and its answer, but belonging to a specific genre. 

R. J. Teske, in a paper on the quaestiones, exposes the problems with identifying 

the Augustinian works that belong to the 'genre. ' Some of Augustine's works clearly 

belong to it, given their title; Quaestiones expositae contra paganos is thus among 

them. " This work is also known as epistula 102, but Augustine listed it as a separate 

work in Retractationes (2.31.58). Teske argues that to the nine works identified as 

questions and responses in Augustine's corpus (eight - Expositio quarumdam 

propositionum ex Epistula ad Romanos, De diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus liber 

unus, De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum, Quaestiones Evangeliorum, 

Quaestiones sedecim in Matthaeum, De octo quaestionibus ex Veteri testamento, 

Quaestiones in Heplateuchum, and De octo Dulcitii quaestionibus liber unus - by G. 

Bardy and the ninth - Quaestiones expositae contra paganos - by Pollastri), we should 

add a further nine, namely Ad inquisitiones Januarii, De gratia Novi Tevamenti, Contra 

Faustum, Letters 135,136, and 137 (which constitute, according to him, a book of 

responses to pagans), Letter 199 Define mundi, De cura Pro mortuis gerenda, De 

peccatorum meritis et remissione et de baptismo parvulorum, De spiritu et fittera, and 

Contra Priscillianistas et Origenistas ad Orosium. In order to include more works to G. 

Bardy's and Pollastri's list, Teske has had to rethink the rules of the questions and 

answers genre, which he thought had not been clearly defined. According to him, the 

questions can come from "one single person at one time, " as is the case with Deogratias. 

They may also come from various persons over an extended or unspecified period of 

time, from a group of people at one time, or 'by the author himself over an extended 

19 R. J. Teske, "Augustine of Hippo and the Quaestiones et Responsiones Literature, " in A. Volgers and C. 
Zamagni (eds. ) Erowpokriseis (Paris: 2004), 127. 
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period of time .,, 
20 Teske further argues that, "some of the 'questions' are not really 

questions, that some of their answers are syllogistic arguments or short treatises, and that 

some of the questions are simply questions without answers. Some of the questions are 

simply quotations from other authors, and many scriptural responses can be traced to 

earlier commentators on the Bible 
.,, 

2 1 Teske suggests that Augustine may have kept 

copies of these works and listed them in the Retractationes, knowing that they would or 

could be used in the future as "theological textbooks for the next generations. q122 But he 

is also concerned about the rules he proposes for the questions and answers genre, stating 

that it will become possible to include more and more Augustinian works into that 

category if a more rigorous definition than his is not established. 23 

C. Jacob has looked into the reasons why an author will choose to use the 

questions and answers literary method. 24 Going back to Plato, he explains that Plato opted 

for the use of the 'dialogue' - or dialectical method - to communicate his philosophical 

ideas. Plato argued, via Socrates (Phaedrus 275D), that the text, being fixed in time, 

could never defend itself against or provide further explanations to its readers. The 

solution was thus, according to him, to set in place a dialogue, in which all aspects of an 

argument would be explored, and which would answer the reader's interrogations. The 

point is to mime an oral dialogue. This implies, therefore, that the author of such a 

dialogue has set the questions in order to confound opponents before they could raise any 

objection. As we shall see in the next section of this chapter, Augustine uses this strategy 

extensively in De consensu; it ensues that one should not identify the questions he asks 

20 Teske, "Augustine, " 142. 
21 Teske, "Augustine, " 142. 
22 Teske, "Augustine, " 143. 
23 Teske, "Augustine, " 144. 
24 C. Jacob, "Questions sur les Questions, " in A. Volgers and C. Zarnagni (eds. ) Erotapokfiseis (Paris: 
2004), 33. 
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with a specific opponent. In epistula 102, Augustine gives every indication that he is 

answering the questions sent to Deogratias and forwarded to him. However, the technique 

of questions and answers demands that an author should both expose and defend his 

views. In this case, the questions asked are clearly polemical, and, in some cases, have 

incurred laughter at the expense of Christians (question 6 on Jonah). It is thus impossible 

to tell the origin of such questions in the first place - where did the anonymous pagan 

find them? In a specific anti-Christian work? Were they hearsays? Or were they a 

combination of questions regularly asked by the unfaithful? We have every reason to 

think that both Deogratias and Augustine are seeking to answer just what they were 

asked, for it is here, in the end, a matter of gaining possible converts. But we cannot 

assume that any of them has reproduced the questions as they were presented to them, 

without adapting their wording to an argument, which was meant to defend Christianity 

against fundamental attacks. In that case, considering these as 'fragments' from a work, 

whichever it is, is simply wrong. 

Since scholars have established that there were no strict 'rules' for the quaestiones 

that would allow us to classify it as a proper genre, we shall look at Augustine's style 

when he uses the question and answer method of arguing, in order to determine whether 

or not he might have shaped the six questions that were sent to him to make them fit his 

usual structure. Zamagni has determined that Eusebius had his own style when writing his 

questions, it would thus be interesting to verify whether this is the case with Augustine. 25 

Zamagni has noted that all of Eusebius' questions start with either M Ti or mb;. He 

traced back their use to classical authors such as Plato, Philo of Alexandria, Aristotle, and 

25 C. Zarnagni, "Existe-t-il une tenninologie technique dans les questions d'Eus6be de Cdsarde? " in A. 
Volgers and C. Zarnagni (eds. ) Erotapokriseis (Paris: 2004), 81-98. 
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Plutarch, 26 and noted that other Christians also used these words to introduce their 

27 
questions in their dialogues (&& Ti in the case of Diogenes). He conludes that the words 

used by Eusebius in his questions may belong to the question and answer genre, and 

represent a tradition in the Church fathers' corpus. It would, however, be beyond the 

scope of the present study to make an exhaustive research on similar wording used in the 

Latin world. This question is of course complicated by the fact that the genre, if there is 

one, originated from the Greeks. Furthermore, A. Volgers has observed in relation to the 

answers section of various Latin fathers that there does not seem to be much consistency 

within them, which might mean we must rule out the existence of a specific set of rules 

traditionally used in the Latin corpus . 
2' But let us look at Augustine's style. If it is 

consistent within his work, then we might be inclined to think that he has reformulated 

the questions presented to him. 

In letter 102, Augustine appears to be enlarging on each of the six general 

questions he received from Deogratias. For instance, the first question is set as follows: 

"It (the resurrection) bothers certain people, and they ask which of 

the two kinds of resurrections corresponds to the one promised to us, is it 

that of Christ, or that of Lazarus? If it is Christ's, they say, (then) how can 

that resurrection be the same for those who were born from seed, when He 

was not born from any seed? But if the resurrection of Lazarus corresponds 

to ours, it too seems not to fit: (since) the resurrection of Lazarus was 

realised from a body not yet decayed, but from the body in which he was 

26 Zamagni, "Questions, " 88-97. 
27 Zarnagni, "Questions, " 93. Note that we do not have evidence that Diogenes was a Christian. 
28 A. Volgers, "Ambrosiaster: Persuasive Powers in Progress, " in A. Volgers and C. Zamagni (eds. ) 
Erolapokriseis (Paris: 2004), 109. 
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said to be Lazarus; ours, however, is put back together after many 

centuries out of the things with which it has been mingled. Then, if after 

the resurrection our state is going to be fortunate, in that there are no 

injuries to the body, no necessity for hunger, what does it mean that Christ 

took food, and showed his injuries? For if he did this for the unbelieving, 

he was deceiving them: if, however, he displayed the truth, the wounds we 

have received will remain in the resurrection. 1529 

First, this reasoning reminds us of that of the Anonymous from Macarios' 

Apocriticos: 

"In fact, anyone who is willing to reflect on what follows will find out that 

this Resurrection is mere silliness: many, indeed - and this is often the 

case! - perished at sea and their body was eaten by fishes; many others 

were eaten by wild beats and birds of prey. How is it possible, then, that 

their body should come back? Ah! Let's look at this assertion in detail; for 

instance, someone has been shipwrecked, and sea swallows have eaten 

their body; fishermen have then caught them and consumed them; dogs 

have then killed and devoured those men; ravens and vultures enjoyed the 

dead dogs without leaving any remains. How, then, will the body of the 

shipwrecked man be re-assembled after being decomposed in so many 

29 Augustine, Letter 102.2 - Harnack Nr. 92: "Movet quosdam, et requirunt de duabus resurrectionibus quae 
conveniat promissae resurrectioni, utrumnam Christi an Lazari? Si Christi, inquiunt, quomodo potest haec 

convenire resuffectioni natorum ex semine, eius qui nulla seminis conditione natus est? Si autem Lazari 
resuffectio convenire asseritur, ne haec quidern congruere videtUT: siquidern Lazari resurrectio facta sit de 

corpore nondurn tabescente, de eo corpore, quo Lazarus dicebatur; nostra autem multis saeculis post ex 
confuso eruetur. Deinde si post resurrectionern status beatus futurus est, nulla corporis iniuria, nulla 
necessitate famis, quid sibi vult cibaturn Christurn fuisse, et vulnera monstravisse? Sed si propter 
incredulum fecit, finxit: si autem verum ostendit, ergo in resurrectione accepta futura. sunt vulnera. " Please 

note that the editor marked the passage starting from "Si Christi ...... as if it were a citation, but there is no 
evidence for this. 
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animals? And let's imagine another body consumed by fire, and another 

one eaten by vermin; how could they come back to their original 

substanceT 
00 

The Anonymous does not refer to Lazarus anywhere. If, however, both the Letter 102 and 

the Apocriticos have the discourses as their source, then why is the content of the attacks 

not similar? The resurrection was a common target for Christian opponents, for it was at 

the center of the Christian belief system, but yet it was very easy to display its lack of 

rationality. Objections to a crude resurrection of the body also stem from Origen. It 

ensues that whatever the source of the polemic, whether it be Porphyry or Origen, none of 

these passages should be deemed as 'fragments' per se. 

Next, let us look at the method used by Augustine for setting the questions. In De 

consensu evangelistarum, as we shall see in the next section, Augustine incorporates a 

series of questions into his argument, as though he were anticipating them. He introduces 

them by common interrogatives, such as quid, an, si, quae, qualia, quomodo, cur, qui, 

nunquid, quodlibet (cons. 7.12-13; 8.13; 14.22,15.23,16.24). Let us take, as an example, 

the following passage, in which there is a series of conditional sentences: 

"Verumtamen diligentius ab istis quaerendum est, quemnam putent esse 

Deum Israel. Cur eum colendurn non receperunt sicut aliarum gentium 

deos, quas Romanum subegit imperium, praesertim cum eorum sententia 

sit omnes deos colendos esse sapienti? Cur ergo a numero ceterorum iste 

30 Macarios, Apoeriticos 4.24.3-4: "Ei 8e KäKeiv6, rt<ý> 90klot KaTaV0etV, EýpýGet 14aaTbV äße), Tilpiaý 
npdyýta tö Tlg ävacrTäaeo)ý rloÄlol yäp 9V OaläTT'n lrOUäKtý ält6)IOVTO Kai ýültö iXoüü)V äVlqxd)Oll TÜ 

7 F, ad)ýtaTct, icoIXol 8'lünä Oilpi(ov Kai öpvk(t)V Aßpd)OllCFaV lrü)ý OUV Tä 0(; )IIUTU alW3V gnavEA, 0eiv o'tvov T; (Npe 
'yäp TÖ ÄFX0kV 41[Tdäg ßaCaVi0(. ügFV OTOV, kvai)ä-filce ný, c't"ra Tpiykat TOÜ 96)gaTOý ýy£ýCaVTO, 

Eto'ä, tEý6(YOLVTtg TIVB9 Kai lpaT6VT£g icgäyllCrO1V KCLI'Ültä KIN(OV ýßpd)0I1CraV, TOýÜg KlÜVaý ältO0C1V6VTaý ,r 

Köpauý napgW Kai yÜns; deotvAaavTo nöjg oluV CrUVCLXOACFETCLI TÖ (Aýta TOZ VCCUayACYCLVTOý Ötä TOCFOÜTU)V 

94avak(ü0& güýü)v; Kai Sý (zUo iräliv -ýirb irUp69 äVüt), (üÜkV Kai iTEPOV ciý aKd», ilKag 114aV, 7rO)g OIÖV TE Eiý 
Týv d4 äpXlg glictvEkOEiv ýnöcrTaaiv; " (Goulet 316: 6) 
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reiectus est? Si plurimum valet, cur ab eis solus non colitur? Si parum aut 

nihil valet, cur contritis eorum simulacris ab omnibus gentibus solus pene 

iam colitur? Nunquam huius quaestionis eximi vinculo poterunt, qui cum 

maiores et minores deos colant, quos deos putant, hunc Deurn non colunt, 

qui praevaluit omnibus, quos colunt. Si enim magnae virtutis est, cur 

existimatus est improbandus? Si parvae nulliusve virtutis est, cur tantum 

potuit improbatus? Si bonus est, cur a ceteris bonis solus separatur? Si 

malus est, cur a tot bonis unus non superatur? Si verax est, cur eius 

praecepta respuuntur? Si mendax est, cur eius praedicta complentur? "31 

These conditionals are used to survey all possibilities of a given problem. Augustine has 

set the first question of Letter 102 in a similar fashion: 

"Si Christi, inquiunt, quornodo potest haec convenire resurrectloni natorum 

ex semine, eius qui nulla seminis conditione natus est? Si autem Lazari 

resurrectio convenire asseritur, ne haec quidem congruere videtur: 

siquidem Lazari resurrectio facta sit de corpore nondum tabescente, de eo 

corpore, quo Lazarus dicebatur; nostra autem multis saeculis post ex 

31 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels, 1.17.2 5: "This is, however, a problem that should be 
evaluated more carefully by them; namely, what they take for the God of Israel, and why have they not 
admitted him into the pantheon of the deities that they Worship, just like they have done with the other 
nations' gods that they have subjected to Rome's imperial rule? This must be answered, especially since 
they think that all the gods should be worshiped by the man of wisdom. Why, then, has He been excluded 
from this pantheon? If He is very powerful, why is he the only god, who is not worshiped by them? If He 
has little or no power, why are all the nations smashing the images of other gods, while He is now almost 
the only god worshiped by those nations? These men will never be able to escape the toils of this question, 
they who worship both the greater and the lesser divinities, that they consider to be gods, while, at the same 
time, they refuse to worship the God of Israel, who has proved to be stronger than all the gods they worship. 
If He is very virtuous, why would he only be rejected? And if He is a God of little or no power, how come 
he has managed to accomplish so much, even when rejected? If He is good, why is He the only divinity not 
worshiped with the other gods? If He is evil, why is He not, being alone, subjected by the other good 
divinities? If He is truthful, why are His precepts ignored? And if He lies, why are His predictions 
fulfilled? " (my translation] 
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confuso eruetur. Deinde si post resurrectionem status beatus futurus est, 

nulla corporis iniuria, nulla necessitate famis, quid sibi vult cibaturn 

Christum fuisse, et vulnera monstravisse? Sed si propter incredulum fecit, 

finxit: si autern verum ostendit, ergo in resurrectione accepta futura sunt 

vulnera. 902 

It is thus reasonable to infer that Augustine has shaped the way the pagan question was 

reproduced according to his own argumentative style. And, as a result, there is no 

evidence that the whole passsage should be seen as an authentic fragment from a lost 

work. Augustine's method is more efficient than a mere rehash of the old anti-Christian 

argument: by reformulating it, he can enlarge on the original interrogation in a way that 

announces the kind of responses he will provide, and he also appropriates it fully, thus 

showing his level of understanding of the problem and his superiority. 

This question of translation from Greek to Latin is not new to the debate on 

Porphyrian authorship. Scholars who have attributed the questions of Letter 102 to 

Porphyry have already raised concerns about the wording of the quaestiones. Crafer 

argued a long time ago that the questions were not his actual words, because of their 

brevity (except for question 2, which is lengthy). 33 He even went as far as suggesting 

that, "Perhaps the statement that it is scarcely his (Porphyry's) only means that it is part of 

the stock in trade of every heathen opponent. , 34 Crafer, who was interested in 

reconstructing the discourses Against the Christians, notes that the six questions cannot 

32 Augustine, Letter 102.2 (see n. 29 for a translation). 
33 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry, " 49 1. 
34 Crafer, "Work of Porphyry, " 492. 
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be from the same part of the treatise, for their content is not at all homogeneous. 35 

Not only does the genre quaestiones makes it improbable that Augustine 

reproduced faithfully the words of his source, it is not even possible confidently to 

identify one single source. As A. Meredith already noted, the content of Nr. 81 (Letter 

102.8) - which it asks what will happen to all those born before Christ, since they are not 

eligible, according to John 1.7, for Salvation - can also be found in Celsus and Julian. " 

This echoes Courcelle's argument about the attacks presented in De consensu: they could 

consist in a melting-pot of ideas originating from different sources. 37 

Porphyry is named three times in the letter, and, as has been said, there were six 

questions asked. Only question 6 is explicitly not from Porphyry. Augustine did not name 

the work Against the Christians. The content of the Quaestiones leaves little doubt as to 

the intention of their author; they were either meant to be purposely vexing to Deogratias, 

or genuine interrogations. What Augustine says in 102.38 implies that the man wants to 

become a Christian, but is hesitating because of certain Scriptural difficulties: ". .. let the 

person who proposed them (the questions) now become a Christian, unless if he delays 

until he is done with discussing all the difficulties related to Scripture, before he finishes 

his life, and passes from death to life. 08 Augustine also confronts stories, such as Jonah 

and the whale, which are, according to him, widely ridiculed among pagan circles. A 

thorough and convincing answer was thus required, so that Deogratias was neither losing 

a possible convert or losing face in his community. Either way, Deogratias opted for a 

very common habit in the clergy of that time: he sought Augustine's advice. 

35 Crafer, , work of Porphyry, " 492. 
36 Meredith, "Porphyry and Julian, " 1134; see also Origen, Against Celsus 4.7; Julian, Against the 
Galilaeans, 106 A-E. 
37 p. Courcelle, "Propos anti-chrdtiens, " Recherches Augustiniennes vol. 4 (1958): 184-85. 
38 Augustine, Letter 102,102.38: "sed ille qui proposuit, iarn sit christianus, ne forte cum exspectat ante 

Librorurn sanctorum finire quaestiones, prius finiat vitam istam, quarn transeat a morte ad vitam. " 
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Augustine is, according to Bochet, aware of the work Against the Christians, and 

is answering Porphyry at the same time as he is answering the pagan's questions . 
39Those 

questions further show that at the time of Augustine, pagans were using the same old 

arguments against the Christians, and that Porphyry's attacks were most probably still 

read. Only question 6 is not from Porphyry, says Augustine : "The last question proposed 

is on Jonah, and this one is not as from Porphyry, but as from pagan jokes. 1940 

Furthermore, as the style of other remaining Porphyrian fragments, extant in 

Eusebius and Jerome shows, there is no indication that Porphyry has himself used the 

question-and-answer method when formulating his attack on Christianity. However, the 

letter 102 is misleadingly presented as such by Augustine. 

The questions are centered around important, central Christian themes: the 

Resurrection, the Revelation, apostasy from Judaism, eternal punishment, Christ as the 

Son of God, and miracles. Let us look at the quaestiones and look for corresponding 

passages in extant pagan works in order to decide whether they could have been drawn 

from different sources than the discourses against the Christians. 

It is on the Resurrection that the pagan asks his first question. The question is 

twofold: Will the Resurrection occur in the form of that of Christ or of that of Lazarus, 

and what about all those who died ages ago and whose bodies have already perished? 41 

As has been said, it is well-known that objections to this type of resurrection come from 

Origen. The same questions were also addressed by the anonymous Hellene in fragment 

39 Bochet, "Quaestiones. " 
40 Augustine, Letter 102.30: "Postrema quaestio proposita est de Iona, nec ipsa quasi ex Porphyrio, sed 
tamquam ex itrisione Paganorum; " see also Bochet, "Quaestiones, " who questions the fact that Augustine 
did not think that question 6 was not from Porphyry, on the grounds that the sentence sounds like a 
deduction that Augustine is making about that question. 
41 Augustine, Letter 102.2. (cited n. 29) 

132 



94 from Macarius Magnes' Apocriticos, and Methodius' On the Resurrection. 42 The 

questioning thus sounds either like a rehash of the usual pagan complaints about the 

Resurrection, or like the the issues raised by Origen. They should therefore be considered 

as part of contemporary objections raised against the Resurrection. Celsus also expresses 

his views on Resurrection, when he ridiculed the Christians' teaching on this topic. He 

argues that the Christians derive their doctrine from what they have misunderstood of 

Plato, thinking that it will allow them to know God and even to see Him. 43 The 

philosopher has also asked what forrn the resurrected body would take, in case of a 
44 

reconstitution of body parts . 

Next, according to Augustine, the anonymous author of the questions uses, 

according to Augustine, a selection of the more powerful arguments of Porphyry against 

the Christians to formulate his question 2, which pertains to the Revelation and fideism, 

i. e. how can men who lived prior to Christ be saved, when they did not have the chance to 

hear his word? (102.8). "Rome itself was for no less time, for a long succession of 

centuries, without knowing the Christian word. What, they asked, happened to the 

innumerable souls, who were not at all guilty? If only they had been able to believe in 

42 According to Benjamins, "Methodius von Olympus, 'Ober die Auferstehung': gegen Origenes und gegen 
Porphyrius? " 97, passages of On Resurrection are from Porphyry. 
43 See Origen, Against Celsus, 7.31-33: ̀Qaw 51 a6T6qrýv Btilyrlatv 6vaTfOETat TOO 71ap6 
maTowt pi)001), K6jg&O'U <&> Tý fti&DVI, MYG)v T&SE, Ti 6t 6id robrojv tp(paviCEi, oO iravri yv&, ai 
0061ov. cipý&Tiq brateiv Uvaiw, Ti7ror'iariv bcETvo 6(plaw- '(IT' da0evEiaq Kaifipa6vroro; oCýr oTov; rE 
ckai 6wýCAOETV br'loXarov r6v &pa'- 'KaW4 (pbai; hravý ch 6vaoXýaOaj OccopoOaa, yv&vai 6v 6ri 
646ý taTtv 6 &)70@; 0L)PaV6; Kak6 &)70iv6v (p(Z; '- ... 

6Tt o6X, 6); olerat MIcro;, r& 
pErcvao)parcborE(t); 7rapaWboravreq r6 ircpi &airrdorccb; (Papev .... 

016lievo; 6' ýVd; 5ib T6 yvG)val Wi i6EIV 

T6V Oe6v j[pEcjpef)cjv T6 a6pi Tý; 6va(YT6tcYf: w; 0I)VCiPFI hft)Tlý a POWXTCtI KCd TOIaOT& (PTICFlv' Vrav 64 

7rcjVr0&V Jýcjpycovrat KaMwAiyXcovrai, 7raiv d)=cp oWtv 6K)jKo6rEq. 6raviaaiv i6r) r6 a&6 ip6rqua- HiA; 
71 o0v yv&pEv Ka) AC0, UEv r6v O. -6v; Kai Nk kOPEV 7rpk a&6v; " (SC 150 : 82-88) 

44 Origen, Against Celsus 5.14 and 8.49. 
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him, not yet arrived to favour his men. 945 Men were very pious towards their gods in 

Rome and Latium, but the Romans only received their Revelation at the time of the 

Caesars. 46 What about all these souls, he asks? Again, we find similar views expressed in 

Celsus' On the True Doctrine, when the philosopher asked why Christ's advent happened 

at a particular place and time, as well as in Julian's Against the Galilaeans, who asks why 

God only cared about the land of the Jews. 47 

Question 3 blames the Christians for condemning pagan sacrifices and worship in 

temples, when they too practise a religion which has its roots in ancient times, revering a 

God requesting exactly this type of worship "and first-fruits " (Latin 'primitiae' - Greek 

667rapXý9). 48 The anonymous writer is here repeating a well-known attack, which states 

that Christianity originates from Judaism, but does not even respect the Laws of Moses. 

Augustine says that those first-fruits are mentioned in the story of Cain and Abel; we 

could infer that someone referring to it would have a good knowledge of Scripture, and 

therefore recognise Porphyry as the author of the question. However, it was also a word 

commonly used in Antiquity to designate offerings to the gods, and thus would have been 

present in any pagan work. There are no known mentions of the "first- fruits" in the 

Eusebeian fragments, when he accounts for the philosopher's attack on apostasy from 

Judaism, but then Eusebius does not mention the attack on sacrifices. When we look at 

Celsus, on the other-hand, we do find very similar grievances in relation to sacrifice. 

45 Augustine, Letter 102.8. "Non paucioribus saeculis ipsa Roma, longo saeculoruni tractu sine christiana 
lege fuit. Quid, inquit, acturn de tam innumeris animis, qui omnino in culpa nulla sunt. siquidem is cui credi 
E osset, nondurn adventurn suum horninibus commodarat? " 

Augustine, Letter 102.8. "Quid igitur acturn de Romanis animabus vel Latinis, quae gratia nondum 
advenientis Christi viduatae sunt, usque in Caesaruin tempus? " (So what happened to the Roman or Latin 
souls, which were bereft of the grace of Christ who did not yet come, until the time of the Caesars? ) 
47 Celsus, On the True Doctrine 4.7 and Julian's Against the Galilaeans 106D and 141 C. 
48 Augustine, Letter 102. "Accusant, inquit, ritus sacrorum, hostias, thura, et caetera, quae templorurn cultus 
exercuit; cum idern cultus ab ipsis, inquit, vel a Deo quern colunt cxorsus est temporibus priscis, cum 
inducitur Deus primitiis eguisse. " 

134 



Celsus puts his criticism in the mouth of the Jews: "[His] Jew continues to talk to those 

of his people who have become believers: 'It was yesterday or the day before, when we 

punished the man who was leading you like a flock, that you have deserted the law of our 

fathers. ' ', 49 Further on in the text, Celsus reminds the Christians that the divine must be 

honoured with proper rituals, for they must be grateful for the things over which it 

50 
presides. In Julian's Against the Galilaeans, the emperor insists that Christians ought to 

sacrifice to their God: "Moses knew all the ways to make a sacrifice, and in order to 

prove that they were not polluted, according to him and contrary to what you think, listen 

to what he himself says: 'But the soul that eateth of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace- 

offerings that pertain unto the Lord, having his uncleanness upon him, even that soul shall 

be cut off from his people. ' 01 There is therefore no clear indication that Porphyry is the 

sole author of the charge of Christian apostasy and refusal to sacrifice. 

When the anonymous detractor asks his fourth question, he again displays 

knowledge of Scripture, this time of the NT (102.22). Augustine tells us his question 

refers to passages from the Gospels of John and Matthew. The pagan questions the threats 

49 Origen, Against Celsus 2.3-4: "ETTa k6yet 6 7rap' aOTG) Jol. )8di"o; np6; Too; 6. n6TOO 
), (100 7[tcjTE16(YaWaý 6Tt XOi; Kai IrPd)qV Kai &jviKa roU-r'ov 60A61COPEV POVKOAOCPVTa 6pj5;, &re0-T)7TC T019 
; raTpiov 

., 6pov .,. ." (SC 132 : 288) 
5(brigen, Against Celsus 8.55: " r: 4ý; 5i TObTOt; (pildiv 6 Mkao; - Avorv ffirepov aipcT 
Adyo;. Eigiv &raýioDýi Oyaimbuv T6E&dTa TOLý TOV6E &MdTaý,, 0r'Ek &6p6; kvai p0r'6yEa0ai 
yvvarKa, UOT' 6vatpda0m dKva pýr' 6AAo rptimm pqbb & To fiiýo, XcopErv 6' ! 

v0Ev ; ravrcv6ipj766 urýppa 
tUenropivovc, 6; dv 4opco&iq r6, p; Tav briyd; r6roto&rov ykvo(;, E16tKaiyvvaTkaý; 6ýovrat KahraAaý; 
Irolocovrai Kai Kap7r& yEborovral Kai r(Dv iv To fliQ) PEWOV61 Kai KaK&)V T& &ITETayptv(I)v 6Ve&vral- 
(pbmý piv ydp a0rj x6vraq 6v0p6rom; retp&r0al KaKOV* Ekai piv y6p 

6petyK), 
KaKj, X6pav 6,6, Uj7v 06C jXEI-, &060rjoV 64 T6; XPOOnK06oraq 

TOk TaCtr'6rjrErpq1j)UkV0Iq TIY6ý Kai Tofii(p AEITOVPY)? TiOV T6zpixowa, pIi &I T&V 6EUP(7)V &OADOC591, 
-OXP 

144 Kai CýdPIUTOI 7rpk T060* Jai 
450KC50. Kai y6p 661KOV PCTkXOVra; & obc 4ovortyijM, a0rok 

o-vvTEAETv. " (SC 150: 298) 
51 Julian, Against the Galilaeans book 1: "6); ýL& OUV TOO; TGN DWICOV ýMCMTO 

Tp6noiu; Mcovaý;, 
E6611X& 

JGTi nOU 516 TCOV 07106VT(OV. 6Tt St 06X 6; 67tE71; 600apTa 'V6pI(YEV ATd, n6011V & T(7)V &EiVOU 
011p6TOW &aKOf)CTaTE* ' ýi 61 YL)A, krt; i6v (payn 67r6 TIZV KperOV Tý; 01UGia; TOO MOT11piOD, 6 &FTI 

Kj)pjOIU, Kai ý 6Ka0apcia a6ToO kn'(1641 6noXC'Tal ý WVX6 &EMI & TOO XaOOATý;. ' a6T6q 00TU); 

EOkapý; 6 MWUCYý; Upi TýV TCOV ! EpCov t8w6ýv. " (LCL 157: 404) 
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of eternal punishment which are inconsistent, according to him, for punishment for sin 

ought to be made according to measure, and this measure is based on time, and is, in turn, 

limited by the end of time. Here there are no corresponding passages that seem available 

in other pagan sources. 

Augustine presents the fifth question raised by the anonymous man as follows: 

"After these questions, which were proposed as from Porphyry, he added: "Will you 

please tell me, he asked, whether Solomon truly said or not that God had no Son?,, 52 This 

problem was treated extensively by Celsus, who raised, among others, the following 

question: "You (Jesus) pretend that, during your baptism by John, a bird appeared from 

sky and flew towards you ... ; What credible witness saw that appearance? Who heard a 

voice from the sky adopting you as Son of God? Who other than you and one of your 

torture companion can you offer as a witnesS? 9953 Julian also addresses this issue in 

Against the Galilaeans: ". .. But if the Word is God, was bom from God and was 

produced from the substance of the Father, then why would the Virgin be the mother of 

God? Indeed, how could she, as a human being, conceive a god? And when God says 'I 

am he and no other god can produce except me, ' are you still calling her son the 

Saviour? "54 

Finally, Porphyry himself, in Philosophyftom Oracles, has challenged the divinity 

of Christ: "Hecate, it is said, also said about Christ, when asked whether he was a god: 

32 Augustine, Letter 102.28. "Post hanc quaestionem, qui eas ex Porphyrio proposuit, hoc adiunxit: 'Sane 
etiam de illo, inquit, me dignaberis instruere, si vere dixit Salomon, Filium Deus non habet. ' 
53 1 Origen, Against Celsus 1.41: "Aovqpgv(P, yqai, troixa; p6 rO loidivvi7ga(Tya OpvIOo; tý &poq Akycl; 
briaTtIvai. EI-ra nuvoctORevo; 6 nap' a6rrp lov8dib; (pTlat- Ti,;, roOrO ElbEv 6ý16XPECOý pdpTI); 'r6 (Pdapa, 4 
d; týrovarcv 4 o6pavoO pcov& daxwo6ajq ac vi6v ro Ocip; Mt)v 6ri a& plk Kai riva Iva brdyn r&v pEr6 
aoOKeKoAaar, uývcovr&vpcr6drOOKCKoAaergivcov. "(SC 132: 186) 
54 Julian, Against the Galilaeans book 1: "6U' el Oe6; & OEoO Kao' Opaq 6 MYO; t=i K(XI Tý; 06aia; 
tV(p'u'roO 7raTp6;, OeoT6KOV 6WI; 6VO'6TOI) TýV 7[ap0tvov ETvai (PaTE ; 7[@; 76p aV T&OI OE6v 6VOPWRO; 

ouaa Kao' 64; ; Kai irp6; ye TOi)T4) MyovTo; tvapy&; OCOG ' ty6) CiRt Kai 06K fart ndpE4 klioO a6)ýwv, ' 

6peTq cra)Tjpar6v 14 aOTýq CIRETVTETOX[LýKaTC ;" (LCL 157: 400) 
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Gyou actually know the condition of the soul after leaving the body, and also that when it 

breaks away from wisdom it is always in error. That soul (you mention) is the soul of a 

,, 55 
superiorly pious man, they worship it for they are wrong about the truth. There is thus 

no evidence that the problem of the divinity of Christ was raised by Porphyry in his 

dicourses Against the Christians. 

Augustine tells us that the last and sixth question asked by the pagan is not put as 

being from Porphyry, but as being "a pagan joke, " and therefore can be considered as a 
56 

rehash of existing charges. It pertains to the story of Jonah, who would have spent three 

days in the belly of a whale, fully clothed, and was then vomited up by the 

'fish' ('piscis'). Meanwhile, a gourd sprang up above his head. Augustine says that he has 

heard that story surrounded by laughter in many pagan circles. It is therefore not 

interesting to look for cross-references in other texts in this case. 

As for our interest in the methodology of fragment gathering, it appears useless to 

attempt to preserve the context in which these anti-Christian attacks were preserved. 

Indeed, the content of the criticisms are clearly identified by Augustine, who set them 

apart for the purpose of presenting a dialogue in the tradition of the question-and-answer. 

Here the context does not add to our understanding of the charges raised against 

Christianity. Let us look at the contexts of question I and 2, for instance. In response to 

the first question on Resurrection, Augustine points out that that which is promised is the 

Resurrection of Christ, for Lazarus died twice; "The way in which you were bom does 

55 Augustine, City of God, 19.23. "De Christo autem, inquit, interrogantibus si est Deus, ait Hecate: 
Quoniam quidern immortalis anima post corpus ut incedit, nosti; a sapientia autern abscissa semper errat. 
Viri pietate praestantissimi est ilia anima; hanc colunt aliena a se veritate. " 
56 Augustine, Letter 102.30. (cited n. 39) 
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not make a difference to the way in which you will die or resurrect. "5' He further explains 

that in nature, some bodies are not generated by parents (102.4), and that as for our bodies 

resurrected after a long time from an undistinguishable mass, " both these things are 

impossible to man, but are also very easy to divine power. , 58 Christ had the power to eat 

even though his body wasn't real (same for angels) (102.6) and Christ also had the power 

to create illusion of wounds to convince the unfaithful (102.7). "What reason could be 

invoked to say (this). That if he did this to convince the incredulous, he faked it? "59 To 

which Augustine replies that a perfectly healed wound cannot be a deception. 

Upon responding to question 2, which questioned the universalism of Christianity 

via the Revelation, appearing at a certain time and place, and therefore probably not 

including past generations, Augustine points out that Christianity is actually very close to 

paganism. Augustine first replies to his opponent that the same reasoning applies to 

paganism, for many novelties have been witnessed over time: "If they say that the gods 

themselves have in fact always existed, and that they were able to liberate worshippers in 

every place equally, but wanted service to be offered to them differently in different times 

and places, in accordance with the diversity of temporal and earthly things which they 

ýM knew to be suitable for certain times and places 

Augustine does not miss an opportunity to warn the pagans against false belief 

The only difference with paganism, he says, is that the Christians are guided in their 

37 Augustine, Letter 102.3. "Sicut autem ad mortis sic nec ad resurrectionis differentiam valet diversa 
nativitas. " 
38 Augustine, Letter 102.5. "Humanae facultati utrumque impossibile est, divinae autem potestati utrumque 
facillimum. " 
59 Augustine, Letter 102.7. "Quid est ergo quod dicitur. Si propter incredulum fecit, finxit? 
60 Augustine, Letter 102.10. "Hic si dicunt deos quidem ipsos semper fuisse, et ad liberandos cultores suos 
pariter ubique valuisse, sed pro varietate rerum temporalium ac terrenarum, quae scirent certis temporibus 
locisque congruere, in his alias atque alias, alibi atque alibi, aliter atque aliter sibi voluisse serviri. . ." 
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worship by the True God, and are therefore on the right side. 
61 Christ was announced by 

the prophets, so the Christians now believe in Him as flesh, and previous men believed in 

62 Him as coming into flesh 
. 

Quite adroitly, Augustine suggests that the Christians do not 

raise objections to any Roman religion - thus pointing to the multitude of cults - even 

those which appeared at a certain time and place, such as Pythagoranism Oust like 

Christianity). What bothers the Christians is "whether these gods are true (gods), or 

should be worshiped, and whether that philosophy benefits the salvation Of SOUIS.,, 63 

Augustine explains that this is this very reasoning, which is uprooting the pagan 

"sophistries, " for time and the universe are ruled by divine Providence, and we should 

worship the divinity, which transcends the ages. Pythagoras' philosophy cannot save 

souls, because he was a man. He does not have Christ's power; "Can they even say that at 

the time when he lived, and in the places where that philosophy flourished, all those who 

were able to hear him chose to believe and follow him? , 64 Those who refuse to believe 

are resisting divine authority, as well as what is so clear and conspicuous, for the message 

is clearer to us now than at the time of the prophets, Augustine warns. 

Augustine also uses Porphyry's arguments themselves to counter his opponent. To 

the third question, in which the anonymous pagan blames the Christians for rejecting 

sacrifices, Augustine replies that sacrifices to God are for our own good, not His. He adds 

that the Jews, ". .. who have discussed the divine oracles before we did, have spoken 

abundantly about the symbols of sacrifices in the Old Testament as shadows and figures 

61 Augustine, Letter 102.10. 
62 Augustine, Letter 102.11-12. 
63 Augustine, Letter 102.13. "sed utrum illi dii, veri, aut colendi sint, et utrum illa philosophia animarum 

saluti aliquid prosit. " 
64 Augustine, Letter 102.14. "numquid hoc etiam dicere possunt, eo ipso tempore quando fuit, et terrarum 
locis ubi illa philosophia viguit, onmes qui cum audire potuerunt, etiam credere sectarique voluissc? " 
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of things to come. " 65 it follows that Christians are not blaming pagans because they have 

priests, temples, and sacrifices, but because they are aware of the Old and New 

Testaments, but still continue to worship "idols and demons" ("idolis et daemoniis" - 

which are false gods and lying angels), instead of directing their worship towards the true 

66 God . This argument is in accordance with Porphyry's argument on bad demons and 

proper worship in On Abstinence. 67 

To conclude, contextualization may not always be relevant to fragment collectors. 

In the case of letter 102, we learn more about the rhetorical strategies used by Augustine 

when countering his opponents than we learn about the content of the attacks themselves 

However, as my argument has shown, it was necessary to identify these strategies in order 

to argue against the Porphyrian authorship of the fragments. 

As a broader conclusion, the closest we can get to Porphyry's discourses is thus 

the Quaestiones from letter 102, which may derive from Porphyry, even though 

Augustine thought they did not. But the problem here is twofold: Augustine (or a copyist) 

has probably reshaped the questions, and these may be standard anti-Christian arguments 

ascribed to Porphyry. Therefore, the questions are not 'fragments, ' though they may 

illustrate the kind of arguments Porphyry would have used. We can thus say that the anti- 

Christian ideas presented by Augustine in letter 102 are part of the general criticism still 

addressed to the Christians in the early 5th c. A. D., and because we have ruled out the 

possibility of preserving authentic passages from the discourses Against the Christians, 

65 Augustine, Letter 102.17. "Et qui ante nos Dei eloquia tractaverunt, de similitudinibus sacrificiorum 
Veteris Testamenti, tamquam umbris figurisque futurorum copiose locuti sunt. " 
66 Augustine, Letter 102.18. 
67 Porphyry, On Abstinence 1. 
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we can include the letter 102 into our contextualized collection, for the attacks it 

preserves belong to that category of criticism. 
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V- Augustine's On the Harmony of the Gospels 

Letter 102 has been linked to the discourses against the Christians in the 

scholarship since Harnack. It is included in all of the fragment collections so far 

published. Porphyry is named in chapters 8,28, and 30 only, but this seemed 

satisfying to fragment collectors. However, there is another work by Augustine, which 

also mentions Porphyry by name, but which has been generally ignored by fragment 

collectors: On the Harmony of the Gospels. 

Just as in the previous section, it will be shown that the context - or "cover- 

text" - of fragments is necessary to any discussion on the authorship of fragments. 

Indeed, a closer look at Augustine's De consensu evangelistarum, his intentions, the 

reasons why he wrote, and what he tried to achieve - the "cover-text" - will allow us 

to rule out all of the Porphyrian fragments that have been recently ascribed to the 

discourses against the Christians. It will also be shown that contrary to other contested 

fragments, such as those from the Letter 102, it will actually not be possible to include 

any part of De consensu into the broader anti-Christian argument to which Porphyry 

contributed. First, only a few passages can be linked with what we find elsewhere in 

Augustine (City of God) - as will be discussed - but these have already been linked to 

the Philosophyftom Oracles. Second, a study of Augustine's rhetorical style will 

show that the bishop intentionally presented his work as a possible dialogue between 

pagans and Christians. Those who consider On the Harmony as being a source for 

Porphyry's discourses take for granted that it belongs to the genre of the quaestiones. 

However, as C. Zamagni argued, this is a false assumption, as is too often the norm as 

regards the genre, he argues. ' Instead, looking at Augustine's rhetoric and the way he 

asks and answers the questions put forward, should make it clear that the bishop of 

1 C. Zarnagni, "Questions, " 81. 

142 



Hippo mainly uses a common Christian exegetical literary genre; that is, most of the 

questions present in the text are his own, and he is merely anticipating the questions 

from pagans or the shaken faithful. 

De consensu evangelistarum and Porphyry 

Let us look at the reasons why De consensu looks like a good source of 

Porphyrian fragments. R. Wilken noticed that, "Augustine mention(ed) Porphyry 

992 several times ... in On the Harmony, and suggested that Augustine was answering 

Porphyry's discourses against the Christians in that work, while R. Berchman 

included several passages from De consensu in his recent fragment collection of the 

discourses. Augustine does actually mention Porphyry by name, but only in the 

following passage: 

"But what shall be said to this, if those vain eulogizers of Christ, and 

those crooked slanderers of the Christian religion, lack the daring to 

blaspheme Christ, for this particular reason that some of their 

philosophers, as Porphyry of Sicily has given us to understand in his 

books, consulted their gods as to their response on the subject of [the 

claims ofl Christ, and were constrained by their own oracles to laud 

Christ? Nor should that seem incredible. tý3 

However, the above-mentioned excerpts refer to the oracle, which in City of 

God 19.23, is clearly ascribed to the Philosophyftom Oracles. In The City of God, 

2 Wilken, "Christians, " 145 
3 See also Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.15.23. 
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Augustine preserved the same Porphyrian ideas as in De Consensu, but he paired them 

with a book title :4 

"Finally, he is the God whom Porphyry himself, the most 

knowledgeable philosopher, but the bitterest enemy of the Christians, 

acknowledged as the greatest god, even through the oracles of those he 

thinks to be gods.... For in his book, which is entitled The Philosophy 

from Oracles, in which he interprets and writes about the supposedly 

divine responses on matters pertaining to philosophy. .. . "5 

Further on in the text, Augustine goes into details about the content of these oracles, 

and how Porphyry used them: 

"To the person who was asking about what god he should appease to 

recall his wife from Christianity, Apollo said these lines ... : 'You will 

be more able to write letters impressed on water or to fly through the 

air as a light bird, wafting light wings, than to recall your impious wife 

to her senses once she has been polluted. She should go on in what 

manner she wants, persevering in void fallacies and singing mournfully 

in error the death of her God, who was rightly sentenced by judges and 

died a bad death, in public view, bound by iron. ' Then, after these lines, 

(porphyry) said: 'In these words Apollo made clear the incurability of 

their belief, saying that the Jews uphold God, rather than the Christians. 

.. .' 
This same philosopher also said good things about Christ... : 

'What we will say, he said, will certainly seem unexpected to some 

4 According to Madec, "Augustin et Porphyre. tbauche d'un bilan des recherches et des conjectures, " 
X00JH, rMAlHTOPEX. Hommage Li Jean Pipin, M. -O. Goulet-Cazd, G. Madec, D. O'Brien (eds. ) 
(Paris: 1992), 371, the first mention of Porphyry in Augustine was made in 400 in On Harmony. 
5 Augustine, City of God, 19.22-23: "Postremo ipse est Deus, quem doctissimus philosophorum, 
quamvis Christianorum acerrimus inimicus, etiam per eorurn oracula, quos deos putat, deurn magnum 
Porphyrius confitetur... Nam in libris, quos Ex logionfilosoflas appellat, in quibus exequitur atque 
conscribit rerum ad philosophiam pertinentium velut divina responsa.... 11 
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people. The gods declared that Christ, indeed, was very pious, and they 

said that he became immortal, and they mention him in favourable 

tenns; but (he says) they say that the Christians were polluted, 

contaminated, and involved in error, and they make use of many other 

such blasphemies against them (the Christians). . .' He also said that 

Hecate, when asked about whether Christ was a god, said: 'You know 

that the immortal soul goes on its way after the body, but when it is 

broken off from wisdom it wanders for ever. That soul is of a man 

outstanding in piety, but (the Christians) worship it because truth is 

996 estranged from them .... 
Just as in The City of God, in On Harmony, Augustine reiterates that, "They 

think, indeed, that he should be honoured like the wisest of men, but they also deny 

that he should be worshipped as a god.... They do not keep silent that He (Christ) 

was even said to be the wisest of men by the testimony of their [the pagans'] god 

Apollo. 997 Therefore, it is clear that Augustine is referring to the Philosophyfrom 

Oracles in On Harmony, although both Wilken and Berchman's conclusions suggest 

otherwise. Berchnian is the first scholar who included On the Harmony of the Gospels 

6 Augustine, City of God 19.23. "Interroganti, inquit, quem deurn placando revocare possit uxorem 
suam a Christianismo, haec ait versibus Apollo.... Forte magis poteris in aqua impressis litteris 
scribere aut adinflans leves pinnas per aera avis volare, quam pollutae revoces impiae uxoris sensum. 
Pergat quornodo vult inanibus fallaciis perseverans et lamentari fallaciis mortuum Dcum cantans, quem 
iudicibus recta sentientibus perditurn pessima in speciosis ferro vincta mors interfecit. Deinde post hos 
versus Apollinis, ..., subiunxit atque ait: In his quidern irremediabile sententiae eorum manifestavit 
dicens, quoniarn ludaei suscipiunt Deurn magis quam isti.... Dicit etiam bona philosophus iste de 
Christo.... : praeter opinionern, inquit, profecto quibusdam videatur esse quod dicturi sumus. 
Christurn enim dii piissimum pronuntiaverunt et immortalem facturn et cum bona praedicatione eius 
meminerunt; Christianos vero pollutos, inquit, et contaminatos et errore implicatos esse dicunt et multis 
talibus adversus eos blasphemiis utuntur. .. .' De Christo autem, inquit, interrogantibus si est Deus, ait 
Hecate: Quoniam quidem immortalis anima post corpus ut incedit, nosti; a sapientia autem abscissa 
semper effat. Viri pietate praestantissimi est illa anima; hanc colunt aliena. a se veritate ...... 7 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.11-12. "Honorandum enim tamquam sapientissimum 
virum putant, colendum autem tamquarn Deum negant.... ita ut testimonio quoque dei sui Apollinis 
omnium sapientissimum pronuntiaturn esse non taceant. " 
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in a fragment collection. However, as will be shown, he does it in a very arbitrary 

manner. 

Augustine's agenda 

A single mention of Porphyry by name is not sufficient to show that Augustine 

uses the discourses Against the Christians (whether directly or indirectly). We should 

thus dig into Augustine's agenda in order to better understand what was the aim he 

had set up for himself when writing De consensu; as will be shown, the bishop was 

not writing a refutation of Porphyry. 

On the Harmony of the Gospels was written ca. 399-400, and is thus an early 

work of Augustine, whose dates are 354-430, and who converted to Christianity in 

386. It is also earlier than letter 102 and the City of God, in which Porphyrian attacks 

are preserved. The Porphyry presented here is a serious enemy, for though he "dares 

not blaspheme Christ, "' his aim is "to destroy the Christian faith. "9 

However, Augustine explains that that he wrote On Harmony to defend the 

evangelists and to protect Christians from anxiety. It is in book I that Augustine 

couched the criticisms against which he wishes to defend the evangelists. He says that, 

". .. some people assault them with calumnies, in impious vanity or ignorant temerity, 

to deprive them of trust in their truthful account. -. . "10 Augustine argues that the at 

the core of the attacks on the gospel writers lies the charge that they "are not in 

harmony with each other. "" As a result, opponents to Christianity are preventing 

8 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.15.23. "non audent blasphemare Christurn. " 
9 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospel 1.16.24. "ita volentes christianam fidern Christurn ... 
convellere. " " Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.10. "quidam vel impia vanitate vel imperita terneritate 
calumniis appetunt, ut eis veracis narrationis derogent fidern. " 
1 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.10. quod ipsi evangelistae inter se ipsos 

dissentiant. " 
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some from converting, and challenge the faith of the those converted. " This is why, 

Augustine says, "We have undertaken to show in this work the error or the temerity of 

those who think they are advancing clever accusations against the four books of the 

Gospels, which the four evangelists wrote separately. " 13 In order to achieve his goal, 

Augustine explains that he must prove that these four writers "are not in disharmony 

with each other. 9914 To do so, he will, in books 2,3, and 4 of On Harmony, proceed to 

group all four gospels and write one, single narrative out of them. Augustine, 

therefore, does not say that he wrote this work to answer one specific challenge, such 

as Porphyry's attacks as found in the work that we call Against the Christians. 

What are those "apparent" contradictions identified by the pagans? In order to 

read the Gospels properly, Augustine points to the evangelists' method. Once one is 

acquainted with it, he argues, then their faith will remain unshattered. The issue here 

is obviously over the well-known discrepancies between the four Gospels that are part 

of the canon. Pagans used them at their convenience in order to discredit the Church. 

To Augustine, those who believe that the Gospels are not truthftil will easily think that 

the evangelists actually contradict each other. " However, there are excellent reasons 

for what should only be seen as "apparent contradictions. " First, let us look at the 

problem of omissions and chronology. When the deeds of Christ differ in the 

accounts, namely when one evangelist records something, while another accounts for 

a different event that would have taken place at the same time, Augustine argues that 

both incidents actually took place, but were recorded separately. 16 When incidents are 

recorded in the same order by any number of evangelists, these should never be 

2 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.15.23. 
3 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.10 ...... hoc opere demonstrare suscepimus errorem 

vel temeritatern corurn, qui contra Evangehi quattuor libros, quos evangelistae quattuor singulos 
conscripserunt, satis argutas criminationes se proferre arbitrantur. " 
14 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.10. "quam non sibi adversentur idem scriptores 
uattuor. 
Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.65.126. 

6 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.50.105. 
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suspected of "a want of harmony, " i. e. they did so naturally, without consulting each 

other. " It may also be the case that when Jesus said the same things at varying 

moments, according to different evangelists, the explanation is that He actually 

repeated Himsel - 
18 

Variations among the Gospel stories may also be attributable to "order of 

recollection, " according to Augustine. " By that he means that an evangelist has 

introduced an event into his account whenever he recalled it while writing. One 

example of such apparent error can be found in Mark: 

". .. No one should think that Peter received that name at the time when 

he said to him: 'You are Peter, and on that rock I will build my 

Church. ' Indeed, he did not receive that name except where John 

records that it was said to him : 'You will be called Cephas, which is 

translated as Peter. ' So it should also not be thought that Peter received 

that name in the passage where Mark, naming the twelve Apostles, says 

that Jacob and John were called the sons of thunder : he said there that 

[Christ] gave him that name, so that he should be called Peter, because 

he recalled it, not because it happened on that occasion. 1920 

Again, Augustine has found a convenient way to explain the discrepancies between 

the Gospel stories. Following his line of argument, we should not conclude that Mark 

17 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.58.116. 
18 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.61.119. 
19 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.53.109. 
20 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.5 3.109. ne quis arbitretur quod hic Petrus nomen 
accepit, ubi ait illi: Tu es Petrus el super hanc petram aedificabo Ecclesiam meam. Non enim accepit 
hoc nomen, nisi ubi loannes commemorat ei dictum esse: Tu vocaberis Cephas, quod interpretatur 
Petrus. Unde nec illo loco, ubi Marcus duodecim discipulos nominatim commemorans, dixit appellatos 
Jacoburn et loannem filios tonitrui, arbitrandurn est nomen accepisse Petrum, quia dixit illic quod 
imposuerit ei nomen, ut vocaretur Petrus; hoc enim recolendo dixit, non quod tune facturn sit. " 
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and John are contradicting each other and crafting stories, but that the differences 

between their accounts are due to the normal functioning of their memory. 

Most importantly, Augustine argues that the meaning remains the same even if 

the order of events differs in the accounts .2' For instance, Matthew and Mark do not 

have the same sequence of actions in the story of the Pharisees claiming that Jesus had 

cast out devils in the power of Beelzebub, the prince of the devils. Indeed, Mark does 

not mention this charge right after the story of the blind and dumb man possessed with 

the Devil, but after other matters, that he alone recorded. Augustine explains that this 

may be due to Mark mentioning the charge at that point in connection to other 

matters: "he recalls it in another place and adds it, or he omitted something and then 

returns to this sequence. 9%22 As for Luke, here his account is very close in language to 

that of Matthew, except that he calls the Holy Spirit the "finger of God, "23 which 

Augustine argues, does not convey a different meaning to the passage, but rather 

enlightens us as to how we should interpret the expression 'finger of God' when we 

come across it elsewhere in Scripture. Any discrepancy, in this respect, only appears 

to be one; in fact, the sense remains the same, and the evangelists have not diverged 

"in the sequence itself, even though one differs somewhat from another, ', 24 and are 

therefore not in contradiction. 

Augustine raises the following question, which was most probably inspired by 

both contemporary and older critiques: How can all the matters recorded in the four 

21 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.38.85. 
22 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.38.85. "sed post alia quaedam quae solus commemorat 
hoc quoque subnectit sive alio loco id recolens et adiungens, sive aliquid praetennittens et deinde ad 
hunc ordinem rediens, " 
23 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.38.85. "digitum Dei. " 
24 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.41.88. "Nec in ipso ordine, quamvis aliquanto diversum 
alius alium teneat ...... 
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Gospels be truthful if they differ from one another? 15 Augustine answers this by 

pointing out that what is important is the intention of the speaker, not the words 

recorded. There is a genuine harmony between the Gospels, 26 and those who are not 

paying sufficient attention to the text are attacking the evangelists inconsiderately. " In 

any case, the authority from which the Gospel accounts have been spread throughout 

the world is the Word of God, which is unchangeable and eternal, and therefore 

cannot be unreliable. 28 Only those who believe that Gospels are unveracious will 

easily think that the evangelists really contradict each other. 29 It is morally important, 

to Augustine, that we understand this, so that our faith is not troubled and so that we 
30 do not believe in false things. The theme is more important than the words. When a 

difficulty is encountered, therefore, the instinctive response from a believer should be 

to always remember that the evangelists meant to speak the truth, not to be dishonest 

". .. provided the truth of the Evangelists is agreed. 1%31 

Apparent discrepancies may also be explained by what Augustine calls 

"recapitulation" ("recapitulatio" - e. g. 3.6.24,3.9.36,3.13.50,3.19.56,3.25.7 1) When 

the evangelists account for a series of events in varying orders, Augustine argues that 

they are going back to some events from a given starting point: 

"So, he says, six days before the Passover, Jesus came to Bethany, 

where Lazarus had died, whom Jesus had resurrected. In that place they 

made him dinner. This is what Matthew and Mark remember by 

recapitulating, because they have said that Passover would be after two 

25 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.46.96. 
26 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.46.97. 
27 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.46.98. 
28 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.12.28, 
29 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.65,126. 
30 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.66.128. 
31 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.5.17. ". .. dum tamen Evangelistarum veritas constet. " 
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days. As a result of their recapitulation, they return to the day in 

Bethany, which was six days before Passover, and narrate what John 

said about the dinner and the ointment. 502 

In the example above, the process of recollection is used to show how the Gospels are 

not in contradiction. 

The evangelists may also skip a few events for the sake of brevity, as in: "But 

if we accept that this was included in what the evangelist in person said, the saying 

will necessarily be a little obscure because of its brevity, but intact, 903 or: "It is 

obvious that Matthew and Mark, who recall his (Jesus') exit, have not mentioned his 

return, for the sake of brevity. 9934 

Augustine sometimes goes to great lengths to make sense of apparent 

discrepancies between the Gospel versions. Some contradictions may be attributable 

to figures of speech, according to him. For instance, Augustine says he is facing "a 

question which is not to be despised, "" namely the exact hour at which the women 

came to Jesus' sepulchre. The bishop is struggling here, for Matthew clearly says "on 

36 
the evening of the Sabbath" (therefore when it is dark), whereas the other 

evangelists use different expressions to mean early in the morning, when it is still 

dark, at dawn. There is thus an obvious and problematic contradiction between the 

texts. As usual, Augustine comes up with a clever explanation: "it is a mode of speech 

32 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.78.153. "Iesus ergo ante sex dies, inquit, Paschae venit 
in Bethaniam, ubifuerat Lazarus morluus, quem suscilavit Iesus. Fecerunt autem ei cenam ibi. Hoc est 
illud quod commemorant recapitulantes Matthaeus et Marcus, cum iam dixissent post biduum futurum 
Pascha. Recapitulando ergo ad iflurn them redeunt in Bethania, qui erat ante sex dies Paschae, et narrant 
uod loannes de cena et unguento ... " 

31 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.80.157. "Quod si ex persona dictum evangelistae illud 
interpositum acceperimus, erit quidem necessitate brevitatis subobscura locutio, sed tamen integra. " 
34 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels, 3.6.24. ". .. Matthaeum autem et Marcum, qui 

laoraverunt exisse eum foras, regressurn eius brevitatis causa tacuisse. " 
35 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.24.65. ". .. non contemnenda exoritur quaestio. " 
36 Augustine, On the Harmony ofthe Gospels 3.24.65. " Vespere ... sabbati, " 

151 



often used in divine Scripture, to signify the whole by the part , 37 (Augustine will use 

the same mode of explanation in 3.24.66 when dealing with the problem of the three 

days before Resurrection). Matthew chose the word "evening" ("vespere") when he 

actually meant the whole night, which solves the problem of a possible contradiction. 

The women thus came to the sepulchre at some point during the night, when it was 

dark. 

Not only does Augustine not say that he wrote to answer one specific 

challenge, but he also refers to opponents in the plural, and we know that writers other 

than Porphyry advanced some of the same criticisms. There are clear instances where 

Augustine refers to one or more pagan opponents. When he mentions oppositions to 

the Gospels, he uses the same wording. The expressions he uses are: "certain persons . 

.. 
impious ... or ignorant; "" "But first we must remove a problem which upsets 

some people: why the Lord Himself did not write anything; "'9 "some of their most 

celebrated philosophers ; 1940 6& these persons" (e. g. 1.8.13 and 1.9.14) ; 41 "if there are 

people who claim that they have read such books written by Christ 
.... ;, 42 "these 

gods of the Gentiles, whom the philosophers of the pagans may have consulted; 943 

"As a result, let those evil eulogizers of Christ say... ;, A4 , the perverse eulogizers of 

Christ and the detractors of Christians. "45A word of caution is necessary here, for 

37 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.24.65. "Et usitatus loquendi modus est divinae 
Scripturae est, a parte totum significare. " 
38 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.10. "quidarn ... vel impia ... imperita. " 
39 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.11. "Sed illud prius discutiendurn est, quod solet 
nonnullos movere, cur ipse Dominus nihil scripserit ...... 40 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.12. "de quibusdarn nobilissimis philosophis. " 
41 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.9.14. ". .. isti desipiunt. 

.. ." 42 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.8.13. "Et certe qui tales Christi libros legisse se 
affirmant ...... 43 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.15.23. quod illi dii gentium, quos philosophi 
ýaganorurn consulere potuerunt ....... 4 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.31.47, "Desinant ergo dicere mali laudatores Christi. .. 
45 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.32.49. perversi laudatores Christi et christianorum 
obtrectatores. " 
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Augustine does sometimes use a plural when he has one person in mind, e. g. he will 
46 

say "most acute and learned men" when talking about Varro. However, it cannot be 

implied here that he is addressing Porphyry only. 

What is misleading is that Augustine only mentions Porphyry by name once, 

but it may sound as if he is used as a spokesperson for the group that Augustine calls 

the "philosophers": "some of their philosophers, such as Porphyry of Sicily revealed 

in his books, .. . "4' There is also evidence of the aim of the attackers: ". .. these 

persons (some of their philosophers - see 1.15.23), ... thus want to tear Christian 

faith to pieces by honouring and praising ChriSt. 'A' Although the "device" mentioned 

is from the Philosophyfrom Oracles, tearing the Christian faith to pieces is precisely 

what Porphyry meant to do with the discourses against the Christians. 

Augustine mentions the opponents in the plural form even if he may mean 

'Porphyry'. But why would Porphyry be named in chapter 15 of book I only? It could 

be that Augustine uses the same method as the evangelists, i. e. "(they) have reached 

these stories according to what each had recollected, "49 and that he only remembered 

to name him at that point of his writing. it is also possible that Augustine did not wish 

to present his work as being "Against Porphyry, " thus giving too much importance to 

the man. But it remains difficult to attribute the authorship to Porphyry only, for, as 

Augustine points out, "it is agreed that by these things [i. e. the acts and words of 

Christ reported by his disciples) the Christian religion is opposed to these few 

[pagans]. .. . 'O'o The pagans Augustine refers to may have been simply rehashing old 

46 Augustine, City of God 6.2: "hominem acerrimum ac peritissimum. " 
47 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.15.23. quia quidam philosophi eorum, sicut in 
libris suis Porphyrius siculus prodit ...... 48 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.16.24. ita volentes christianam fidem Christum 
honorantes laudantesque convellere ...... 49 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.12.28. cui recordanti tale aliquid acciderit. " 
50 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.16.24. quibus constat religio christiana adbuc istis 
iam paucissimis ...... 
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attacks against Christianity, as well as including more recent ones. P. Courcelle made, 

in 1958, a survey of all anti-Christian attacks found in Augustine. Courcelle's work 

not only includes the Letter 102 and On the Harmony, but also many of Augustine's 

sermons. Although he does not formally identify the pagan criticisms from On 

Harmony with any particular source, he concluded that all attacks were not necessarily 

dating from Augustine's time. 51 

Finally, because we know that writers other than Porphyry advanced some of 

the same criticisms, it is impossible to argue that Augustine would have been 

responding to him only. Celsus did not directly attack the evangelists, but expressed 

concerns that later Christians had changed the content of the Gospel: "Some believers, 

just like people who are drunk and hit themselves with their own hands, modified the 

original text of the Gospels three or four times, or even more, and altered it so that 

,, 52 they would be able to answer its critics. But Celsus was more preoccupied with 

issues of diverging meaning between the OT and the NT - thus blaming the 

evangelists for misinterpreting the OT - than he was with the lack of harmony 

between the Gospel writers: 

"Are they not going to think about that point too? If the prophets of the 

God of the Jews had predicted that Jesus would be His child, how come 

God, through Moses, is giving them for laws to grow rich, to fill the 

earth, to slay their enemies without sparing the youth, to exterminate 

their entire race, which is what He Himself is doing in front of the 

Jews, according to Moses' testimony? And if they do not obey, He 

threatens to treat them as enemies? While His Son, the man from 

51 P. Courcelle, "Propos anti-chr6tiens, " Recherches Augusliniennes vol. 4 (1958): 184-85. 
52 11 Origen, Against Celsus 2.27. "MeT& TaiJTdL rivaq r&v mom6mov (PIICYIV 05q IK Ptoýý#KOVraq EIq TO 
I(pEoTdvai a6roTC pEraXapdMIV & rqq 7rp6znq ypa(pqq rb e6ayytAtov rpi; ffl Kai rerpaX# Kai 7roAAaXfi Kai 
perarAdmiv, fv'! XotEv xp6q ro6i; &Oxov; dpvcTdOdi. " (SC 132: 356) 
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Nazareth, professes laws that are in contradiction to these, namely that 

the rich man will have no access to the Father, nor will the one who 

pretends to be wise and successful; we should not be more concerned 

with food and the granary attic than the crows are, and be less 

concerned with clothes than the lily and we must offer the person who 

struck us to strike again! Who, then, is lying, Moses or Jesus? Has the 

Father, when He sent Jesus, forgot what He had commanded to Moses? 

Has He denied His own laws, changed His mind, and sent His 

messenger for a contradictory purpose? '953 

The emperor Julian raised the same concerns as Celsus as regards the OT 

versus the teachings of the NT: 

"You have now heard Moses himself and the other prophets. Moses 

declares many things about this in many places: 'Thou shalt fear the 

Lord thy God and him only shalt thou serve. ' How come the Gospels 

say: 'Go ye therefore and teach all nations, baptising them in the name 

of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, ' unless they were 

supposed to serve Him as well?, 954 

53 Origen, Against Celsus 7.18: "E41q 69 Toihotq Totalkdt (pilatv 6 K&aoq- EKETVO 6'06K 
Mvp)? Oýaovrai =Uiv; Ei rpoeTrov oi roff Yov6afcov Oco6 irpo(pqrai Toftov &Eivov 7raT6a ga6pevov, irCoý 
&cIvoq p& Mi Mwboriwq vqpo&rc7; rAov-re7v Kai 6vvaoTE6vv Kai KarampxAdvaj TýV Y#V Kai 
Kara(pove6civ To6i; xo)xpiovq 4,8166v Kai irayyEvEi KreivEiv, 6; r9p Kai a6T6q 9v 6(POG. AUoTq r&v Yovbaio)v, 
65ý p7m McviDa#q, 7roict, Kai 7rpbq Taffra, avpý ird0wvrai, 6tqpp46i7v a6ro6; T&. rcDv xoAEpicov 6pdcavv 
6xvdxT, 6 6'vik apa a6roO, 6 &Na(6)paToq" AvOpwroq, 6vvvqpo6ýTE7p)76g; rap"T6V Eivat rp6q r6v 
Yraripa rip rAmoffm # (piAapXid$vv # ao(piaq # 66ýjq avv7rotovyivqj, 6E7V U Olir(OVU& Kai rqpdovpý 
p&U6v v (ppovri(m # wrobq K6paKaq ", &61#roý & Irrov # (mi Kpiva ", To 6'67raý rvmýcavri irqpýXvv 
Kai av'&q r6irretv; 176Tcpov MwbaqC # Ytjoro6q yleb6srai; 'H 6 xarýp ro6rov 176repov M(0604q ý 716ooq 
Web6crai; 7-16 xarýp Togrov ziurcov 97rEA60m, riva Mcobad 6xrci&ro; 'H Karayvobi; rcov WO)v v6pcov 
tertym Kai r6v ItyyeAov Ixi rotc 9vavrioiq 67rocTWxt; " (SC 150: 52-4) 

Julian, Against the Gafflaeans book 1. "a6TOX) TE MORMUk); Kai TOV &XWV 6111KOfMaTFS npO(PqT(bV. 6 
OU'v Momyj; noXI& TotaOTa Kai xokkapf) Myer 'Mptov T6v OE6v aou (popTIOhcrn Kai a-&TO R6v(p 
XaTpe0azt;. ' 118; o& 6'liqaoD; dv T611; e6ayyEkiot; napaWoTat nPOCT&TTIOV 'rIOPEI)OkVTF-; 
PaoilTe6craTe XdLVTQE T& go", PaXT40VTE; abTob; el; T6 6voga TOD 7raTp6; Kai TOO I)iOZ Kai TOD 6tyi0l) 

7(VCf)jLaTO;, '6nEp ph Kai a6TO XaTpebEtv "geWv ;" (LCL 157: 402) 
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Even if these passages seem dissimilar in content from the questions raised by 

Augustine, we must bear in mind that what remains of Celsus comes from Origen and 

what remains of Julian from Cyril of Alexandria. As Wilken pointed out, Cyril does 

say that Julian attacked the Gospels, but does not specify how. 55 It is therefore 

difficult to completely rule out Celsus and Julian as possible sources. On the other 

hand, it is an entirely different story in the case of Macarios' Apocriticos. The 

Anonymous Hellene preserves most of the points mentioned in Augustine: "The 

evangelists were the inventors and not the historians of the deeds accomplished 

around Jesus. Indeed, each of them composed a story of the Passion, which, instead of 

agreeing, is completely contradictory; "" "All the details that they gave about his 

(Jesus') death were mere conjectures ;, 957 

"These words, uttered likewise for a long time, are, as it is often the 

case, very unpleasant, and each point brought forward create against 

itself a fight on contradiction. indeed, if a man in the street want to 

explain the other word from the Gospels that Jesus addresses to Peter, 

when he says: 'Get thee behind me, Satan, thou art an offence unto me, 

for thou mindest not the things that be of God, but the things that be of 

men, 'and then in another place: 'Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I 

will build my Church, and I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom 

of heaven' .... 9958 

Wilken, "Christians, " 178. 
Macarios, Apocrificos 2.23.1-2. " 1) & 6pipu4a; Kai kfav PXOUUP6V EkYaOPýCfa; 7FXIjKTIK6)TEPOV ýPTIV 

'(pqcyg vgf)cya; Tolb; Ebayyektmd; t(PEI)PET&; 
) ObX lCTTOPa; TQ)V 7EFpi T6V'IqCFODV yey"(YOat irpd4e(ov. 

Tw=; y&p ai)T(OV 6 (7611(P(OVOV &W ftEP&P(MV 9611CYTa T6V k6yov nEpt T6 n0ou; 'ypayev. " 
(Goulet: 34) 
57 Macarios, Apocriticos 2.24.1. " 'OTt T& icep! TOf) TtkOl); aýTOO 716=a KaTccrroXdcyavTo, 14 WPOU 

MpW aiou TOOT'67COUIXOýCYEVII. 11 

" Macarios, Apocriticos, 3.19.1. '76m gkV Xý811V OýT(O gaKP117064CM 7EOUýV, 6; EiKO;, EXEI TýV 
6Lv6iav. Kai &GnEP aýT& np6; taur& Tj; 6vTiXoyiaq 6tvaicaict Týv gdLX71v. Ei y&p 60xt Tt; 6); k 

Tpt68olu KdLIC ETtVOV TGN 6ayyEkl())V 6911YýOaCftl T6V k6YOV, 6V 611100f); Tq) 1UTP(p 6tagOt"ETat (Pdt; ' 
'-YnayE 67tiM gO'U, ZaTaVd, olcdvSak6v golu Elt, 6TI Oi) (PPOVE-1; T& TOf) OEOiJ, &W T& T(OV &VOPd)n(OV-' 
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We have already discussed the controversy surrounding the Macarios fragments; both 

he and Augustine may be using the same source(s), but, as we shall demonstrate, it is 

more likely that Augustine raised himself many of the issues he mentions. 

The problem of Augustine's rhetorical practice 

In De consensu, Augustine uses several rhetorical devices, and understanding 

them will allow us to acquire a better knowledge of Porphyry's place in Augustine's 

work. One of those devices is the "forensic technique, " which consists of challenging 

one's opponent. Caroline Humfress explains that mastering the practice of forensic 

rhetoric was a necessary skill for educated, late antique Churchmen wishing to have 

influence on imperial politics. " The technique involved citing opponents out of 

context in order to turn their works against themselves. As Hurnfress's work shows, 

the forensic argument could be used to settle a case by an advocate before it goes to 

court, but before the charges are made . 
60 This may explain why so many passages in 

De consensu sound like answers to actual charges; what Augustine is actually doing is 

foreseeing possible accusations, and responding to them before they are formally 

raised by an opponent. 

Other studies suggest that Augustine could be following the sequence of 

argument of one opponent, but without acknowledging it. G. Clark pointed out that 

Augustine used a tactic established by Christian apologists, "of citing authorities that 

non-Christians did accept. "61 In City of God, he may be using Porphyry in the same 

way as he uses Varro, namely as authorities whose writings present a hidden religious 

eTT'& kTip4), r6xcp- ' Zib el nk-rpo;, ical int Taiftinrfl xkTpqt oiKoSopýaw POU Týv'Elclckijaicrv' 
WoUlet: 146) 
9 C. Humftess, Orthodoxy and the Courts in Late Antiquity (Oxford: 2007), 140-4. 

60 Humfress, Orthodoxy, 97. 
61 G. Clark, "Augustine's Varro and Pagan Monotheism, " in Monotheism in Late Antiquity Between 
Christians and Pagans, S. Mitchell and P. van Nuffelen (eds. ) (Leuven: 2010), 183. 
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truth. The question further raised by Clark is whether Augustine uses Porphyry 

because he was an acknowledged authority, or whether Augustine found him a 

convenient opponent (a Platonist in Latin translation). Clark argues that Varro's 

account of Roman polytheistic religion suited Augustine's purposes, because he 

wanted to show that pagans were actually monotheists; Porphyry could be used as an 

example of Platonist philosophy, but Augustine also portrayed him as almost 

Christian. Ultimately, Augustine wished to demonstrate that pagan religion was not 

irreconcilable with Christianity, and that Christianity could guarantee salvation to all. 

Varro was commonly studied at school, not for his written style, but because he 

provides explanations of traditional Roman cults. Therefore, those reading Augustine 

would have been familiar with Varro. Furthermore, he wrote in Latin, and Augustine 

could not read Greek very fast, although he was getting better at it over time. 62 As for 

Porphyry, some of his works had been translated into Latin and were thus accessible 

to Augustine (De regressu animae), and in Milan, he would have heard a lot about the 

philosopher on Platonism. Using the most famous anti-Christian thinker and 

presenting him as a Christian is certainly a powerful rhetorical tool. In both the cases 

of Varro and Porphyry, scholars have to rely on Augustine for Varro on religion, and 

Porphyry's De regressu anima, hence the importance of understanding Augustine's 

citation method. 

Theory in practice 

How do these ideas apply to On the Harmony of the Gospels? Let us look more 

closely at the work in order to decide whether we should consider any of the questions 

put forth as being actually part of the general anti-Christian argument. In On 

62 On Augustine and Greek, see J. LoessI, "Augustine in Byzantium, " Journal ofEcclesiastical History 
51 (2000): 267-95. 
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Harmony, Augustine shows that pagan beliefs are really very close to Christian beliefs 

(even though the pagans are confused about this), and in City of God he uses exactly 

the same strategy for Porphyry. Could Augustine have Porphyry in mind when writing 

On Harmony? 

First, following Hurnfress's and Clark's views on how Augustine cites his 

opponents out of context and turns their ideas against them, it can be observed that in 

On Harmony, Augustine presents Porphyry's philosophical views as being consistent 

with those of Christians. 

Augustine was out to do more in book I than defend the evangelists. He 

demonstrates how God is not only a god, but also the supreme God, and proves how 

He asked to be worshipped, i. e. alone and without idols. 63 According to Augustine, the 

Roman treatment of the God of the Hebrews was unusual. The Romans normally 

propitiated the deities of the nations they conquered by worshipping them, and by 

undertaking the charge of their sacred rites. However, they always refused to do 

likewise with the God of the Hebrews, who have, according to Augustine, sinned 

when they put Christ to death, for they had been commissioned to prophesy Christ). 

Augustine argues that the reason lies in the nature of the worship required by God: I 

believe that they perceived that, if they admitted the devotion to this God, who 

ordered that He only should be worshipped, and that images should be destroyed, they 

would have to reject all that they had fonnerly taken up for worship; and to these cults 

they think they owe the growth of their empire. 
9964 

Not only did the Romans believe that their empire had grown because of their 

worship of the gods, but they also believed that they needed to placate the gods for 

63 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.12.18. 
64 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.12.18. "Credo quod videbant, si eius Dei sacra 
reciperent, qui se solum deletis etiam simulacris coli iuberet, dimittenda esse omnia quae prius colenda 
susceperant, quorum religionibus imperiurn suum crevisse arbitrabantur. .. ." 
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their protection. 65 Worshipping only one of them in the province of Judaea was 

therefore too risky. The usual view is that the Romans decided to leave the Jews alone 

on the basis of the antiquity of their religion, which inspired respect. But Augustine 

offers a better explanation. He is actually helping us to understand the incompatibility 

of paganism and Christianity. As S. Mitchell and P. van Nuffelen argue in the 

introduction to Monotheism in Late Antiquity Between Christians and Pagans, the 

main question that late antique people had to struggle with was "Who do I 

worship ? 9966 To the bishop of Hippo, the answer certainly lies in God, and proving 

this is part of his agenda in On Harmony of the Gospels. The evidence for God's 

supremacy is to be found in the ftilfilment in the New Testament of the prophets' 

sayings. 67 In contrast the pagan prophecies were never fulfilled, and this testifies to 

the power and authority of the God the Christians. 68 

In order to properly answer all the above-mentioned attacks, Augustine 

interprets the idea that the pagans might have of God. Augustine starts with an 

investigation of pagan ideas on the God of the Jews. He reports that to some unnamed 

pagans, God is simply Saturn, possibly, Augustine infers, because the Sabbath day is 

on the day of Saturn . 
69 To the philosopher he famously uses in The City of God, 

Varro, the God of the Jews is Jupiter, but "the name which is used is not important, 

provided that the same thing is understood. t0o The philosopher Varro's dates are 116- 

27 B. C. E., therefore he was never in contact with Christians, and is not commenting 

on thern. Augustine interprets Varro's view in the light of Roman theogony: Jupiter 

being the supreme God, equating God with him betrays how respectful Varro was and 

65 See Porphyry, On Abstinence 1. 
66S. Mitchell and P. van Nuffelen, "Introduction, " in Monotheism in Late Antiquity Between Christians 
and Pagans, S. Mitchell and P. van Nuffelen (eds. ) (Leuven: 2010), 9. 
67 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.20.28. 
68 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.20.28. 
69 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.22.30. 
70 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.22.30 ...... quo nornine nuncupetur, durn eadern res 
intellegatur ...... 
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how impressed the philosopher was with Him .71 Here Augustine follows his usual line 

of argument, for he uses Varro, an eminent pagan philosopher, in order to make a 

point against the pagans, just in the same way as he uses Porphyry in City of God. 

Next, it would make sense, says Augustine, to identify Jupiter with God, in that, as 

,, 72 Virgil writes in Eclogues 3.5.60, "All things are full of Jove. This is also true of 

God who "fills heaven and earth. 1173 Augustine then asks himself who Virgil names as 

Ether in Georgics 2.325, for he is said to be "the omnipotent father descended (from 

the sky) into the bosom of his happy wife, with fruitful showers. 9974 The pagans say, 

according to Augustine, that Ether is not spirit, but a "body they say is lofty and in 

which the sky is stretched out above the air. "75 Therefore, the bishop of Hippo 

concludes, Virgil is at times following Plato, who says that God is spirit, and at times 

following the Stoics, who say that God is a body. Augustine uses the example of 

Jupiter in order to underline the contradictions in paganism as to the nature of the 

gods: "If (what they worship in the Capitol) is a spirit, or if it is in fact the corporeal 

sky itself, then what is the shield of Jupiter doing there, which they call the AegiS? "76 

Augustine later explains that this shield was made of the skin of a she-goat in honour 

of Jupiter's nurse. 77 Here he certainly implies that if the pagans are not clear about the 

nature of their gods, this is because it is twofold. Jupiter thus has two natures. 

Augustine argues that the pagans appear to be drawing their ideas on the gods from 

the books of philosophers, but worshipping them in temples according to their poets. 

Augustine pushes the argument even further by demonstrating that the pagans are 

71 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.22.30. 
72 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.3 1. "Iovis omnia plena. ... 73 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.3 1. "Caelum et terram ego impleo. 
74 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.3 1. pater omnipotensfecundis imbribus 
aether, coniogis in gremium Idetae descendit. " 
75 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.3 1. sed coxpus esse dicunt sublime, quo caelum 
super aerem distenditur. " 
76 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.3 1. "Si spiritum, si denique ipsum caelum 
corporcum, quid illic facit scutum illud lovis, quod appellant Aegida? " 
77 Augustine, On the Hannony of the Gospels 1.23.34. 
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worshipping deities that once were men. He uses the example of the Egyptian priest 

Leon, "who revealed to Alexander of Macedon an account of the origin of those gods 

which differed from the opinion of the Greeks. "" This implies that they are indeed 

worshipping dead men. 

After having shown how the pagans, just like the Christians, worship dead men 

who have a divine spirit - which implies that pagans do in fact share Christian beliefs 

and cannot blame Christians for worshipping a dead man with a divine spirit - 

Augustine comes back to Saturn. By a very skilled analogy and by using Virgil's 

Aeneid 8.320-4, he manages to demonstrate that the pagan gods are temporal, and 

emanated from a main deity, Time. He first equates Saturn with Chronus, who is 

64universal Time" in Greek, and "Saturn" in Latin, "as though filled with years. 979 

Augustine thus adroitly shows that the pagans' main deity is Time, and therefore that 

all the gods, who issued from him are temporal. But Augustine's argument does not 

end here. He pushes it even further in a bid to demonstrate that the pagans, too, 

worship a holy trinity similar to the Christians'. He first explains how the 

Neoplatonists, disagreeing with the interpretation of the major deity as Time, say that 

Chronus is actually "the fulness of intellect, " 'koros' meaning 'satiety, ' and 'nous' 

meaning intellect. 80 It follows that Saturnus is a combination of the Latin 'satur' and 

the Greek 'nous. ' This implies that Jupiter, the son of Saturn, is the spirit engendered 

by the supreme intellect, "the soul of this world, .. -, filling all heavenly and earthly 

bodies, " in the words of Augustine .81 The bishop of Hippo then brings back the words 

of Maro, "all things are full of Jove, " and interprets them as meaning that Jove is the 

78 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.33. ". 
.. qui macedoni Alexandro diversam quidem 

a Graecorunt opinione istorum deorum originem verumtamen ita prodit. " 
79 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.34. quasi saturetur annis. " 
80 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.35. velut a satietate intellectus ...... 
81 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.35. animam mundi huius ornnia caelestia et 
terrena corpora implentern. " 
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soul of the world. He concludes that the pagans are wrong to worship Jupiter as a 

supreme deity, when they should be worshipping Saturn as such, for he is the source 

of all souls. Instead, they place Saturn at the level of the stars as an evil deity'82 as 

though they had no understanding at all of their own theogony. In sum, Augustine 

showed that the pagans were worshipping a mortal soul, issued from the supreme soul, 

and having been part of a world filled with Jove. Besides, they are adding to the insult 

against their main deity by downgrading it to a far lesser rank. The Christians, as a 

result, naturally emerge as a religiously superior group. However, Augustine thinks 

none of these gods could correspond to God, for they never forbade the worship of 

other deities. " 

The pagans, in turn, are very close to being Christians, says Augustine. Their 

only mistake lay in not worshipping Saturn as their main deity, as their interpretations 

logically require. 84 Augustine maintains that although the pagans worship all the gods, 

they deny Christ, "because their pride made them ashamed to be humble under Christ 

about the remission of their sins . "85 This argument reminds us of the point that 

Augustine made in City of God (10.32) as regards Porphyry's own religion. The 

pagans seem to be ambivalent in their choice of deity. Even though they claim to be 

worshipping all gods, since they do not worship the God of the Hebrews, then this 

claim is false. But if they were worshipping God, because he forbade the worship of 

other deities, they cannot be also worshipping other gods. It follows that their 

religious claims are wrong, one way or another, for as long as they refuse to become 

Christians. 

92 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.23.36. 
3 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.22.30. :4 
Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.24.37. 

85 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.24.37. cum eos superbos puderet pro peccatoruni 
rernissione humilari sub Christo. " 
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A great part of Augustine's evidence for God being the true God lies in his 

interpretation of the relationship between various deities. Saturn and Jupiter cannot 

exclude the worship of one another: 

"If indeed Jupiter does not prohibit the worship of Saturn, because he is 

not a man, who expelled another man, his father, out of his kingdom, 

but is either the body of the sky, or spirit filling both heaven and earth, 

and therefore he cannot prohibit the worship of the supernal mind, from 

which he is said to have emanated; if, in the same way, Saturn cannot 

prohibit the worship of Jupiter, because he was not conquered by his 

rebellion, as the man Saturn was by some Jupiter or other, whose 

weapons he fled when he came to Italy, but the first mind favours the 

soul which originated from it. ý, 86 

This gives further support to Augustine's previous argument; Saturn and Jupiter are 

inter-dependent, just like the Christian God and Christ. But as far as the other gods are 

concerned, they should logically not approve of other gods being worshipped. For 

instance, Diana the virgin should not accept Venus or Priapus, for these deities can 

only undermine her influence. " Since all these contradictory deities co-exist, 

Augustine concludes that none of them can be considered as true. 

Augustine points to a familiar pagan attack: the pagans do not give credit to all 

of God's works. He cites examples taken from the Old Testament, such as the Flood 

88 
and the Creation, which hints at the pagan's denial of the God of Israel. In his letter 

86 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.25.38. "Si enim luppiter non prohibet Saturnum coli, 
quia non est ille homo, qui illum hominem patrem de regno expulit, sed aut caeli corpus aut spiritus 
implens caelurn et terram, et ideo non potest prohibere coli mentern supernam, ex qua dicitur emanasse, 
si ea ratione nec Saturnus lovern coli prohibet, quia non ab eo rebellante superatus est, sicut ille a love 
nescio quo, cuius anna fugiens venit in Italiam, sed favet prima mens animae a se genitae ...... 87 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.25.38. 
88 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.25.39. 
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102, Augustine notes the same kind of problem as regards the story of Jonah and the 

whale, which was mocked in his time in pagan circles . 
89 To Augustine, however, 

God's miraculous works, and especially the fulfilment of the prophecies of the OT, 

are evidence that God is the true One. 

Another point raised by Augustine implies that some pagans considered the 

God of Israel as not being theirs, but the Hebrews'. Augustine explains that the God of 

Israel is called such, because Abraham received the following promise: "In your seed 

all races will be blessed, " and so did his son, Isaac, and then his grandson Jacob, who 

was also called "Israel, " but adds, "Not that he is not also the God of the Gentiles 

himself, ..., but because in this people he wanted the excellence of his promises to 

appear more manifestly. "90 The greater implication here is that the God of Israel is 

also not the God of the Christians, most of whom come from the Gentile community. 

Augustine reports that the pagans are accusing the Christians of not worshipping the 

God of Israel appropriately, for they are not worshipping idols like the Jews do. 9' 

According to Augustine, the point of such attacks is to argue that the Christians claim 

that God had promised to rid the earth of superstitions and idol worship, i. e. paganism, 

in order that Christianity can rule. 92 By giving more credit to the Jews for their respect 

of God's commands, the pagans are thus downgrading the Christians. In sum, the 

pagans were clearly distancing themselves from the God of Israel, and further 

discredit the Christians for not knowing how to placate Him. Augustine thus needs to 

89 Augustine, Letter 102.30. 
90 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.25.39. "In semine tuo benedicentur omnes Genies... 
non quod ipse non sit Deus omnium gentium ..., sed quia in isto populo voluit manifestius apparere 
virtutem promissorum suonun. " 
91 Augustine, On the Harmony ofthe Gospels 1.26.4 1. 
92 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.26.4 1. 
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explain that in the OT, God actually forbade that a likeness of Himself be 

worshipped. 
93 

Augustine mentions a philosopher who wrote that he had come to know what 

God the Jews worshipped. He does not provide a reference or name for that writer. 

The latter said that, "[they must be subordinate to] him who holds authority over all 

the elements and the mass of the universe. c694 Once again, Augustine uses a 

'philosopher' - whoever he is the title bears authority - against the pagans to argue 

that if the God of Israel is such, than he should be considered as the supreme God. He 

therefore questions why the pagans have decided, for their sakes, not to worship Him, 

thinking that if they did so, they would lose the protection of other deities, however 

lesser. Next, Augustine uses the pre-Christian poet Lucan, who, failing to discover 

who the God of the Jews was, did not deny his divine status, when he called Him the 

"uncertain God. "95 Augustine has thus demonstrated that one may find in the pagan 

books the evidence for God's existence, and what deity He is, and that, as a result, it 

does not make sense to deny Him over lesser divinities. In sum, Augustine does not 

ascribe these arguments to Porphyry; sometimes he ascribes them to other sources; 

sometimes, arguments are similar to arguments ascribed elsewhere to Porphyry, but it 

does not follow that he is the source. 

Since Augustine may well be challenging one opponent, while following his 

sequence of argument without acknowledging it, how many of the arguments he 

counters in De consensu evangelistarum are known to have been used, or likely to 

have been used, by Porphyry? In order to answer this question, we need to identify the 

93 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.26.41. 
94 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.29.45. 
universae huius molis praeposituram gerit. " 
95 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.29.46, 

". .. ut sub illo sint qui omnium elementorum et 

"incertum Deum " 
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passages in which a response to an opponent was made, and see whether or not they 

can be attributed to Porphyry. As we shall see, this is not at all straight-forward. 

Wilken's insight was sound, for we have evidence that Porphyry's criticisms 

as found in De consensu have points in common with his criticisms preserved 

elsewhere, namely the evangelists being inconsistent and misleading. Wilken paired 

some of the criticism found in On Harmony with fragments traditionally ascribed to 

the work that we call Against the Christians. I am proposing here to develop his 

argument by looking at the text in greater detail. Although Porphyry is named - in 

relation to the Philosophyfrom Oracles - and is the only Christian opponent ever 

named in the entire work, and although the nature of the attacks accounted for in 

Augustine resemble the kind of attacks that are usually found in Porphyry, there are 

important clues in Augustine's rhetoric that do not allow us to conclude Porphyrian 

authorship. 

According to existing fragment collections, Porphyry made four main charges 

against the evangelists. He accused them of being ignorant, of lying and falsifying the 

historical record, of presenting Jesus as an inconsistent man, and of adapting the story 

of Jesus to their own needs in order to make him appear as divine (in Philosophyfrom 

Oracles). We know from Jerome that, ". .. The famous impious Porphyry, who wrote 

against us and vomited his rage in numerous volumes, argues in book 14: 'The 

, 996 evangelists were such ignorant men ...... We also know from Jerome that 

Porphyry said the evangelists claimed that Jesus had walked on the sea, when he 

actually walked on the Lake Genezareth. They were thus confusing a sea with a lake, 

either out of ignorance or because they wanted to exaggerate the deeds of Jesus. To 

96 Jerome, From the beginning qfMark 1.1-2 - Harnack Nr. 9. "Locum istum impius ille Porphyrius, 
qui adversum nos conscripsit et multis voluminibus rabiern suam evornuit, in XIV volumine disputat et 
dicit: 'Evangelistae tam imperiti fuerant homines .. . '. " (CCSL 78: 452) 
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Porphyry, the gospel writers proposed a miracle for ignorant people. 97 Next, Porphyry 

equates "miracles" with "magical art. 9198 The gospel writers are also guilty of 

"falsity, " for they could not even cite the Bible properly. 99 In one instance, Mark cites 

Isaiah only and forgets Malachi, 100 and Matthew confuses Isaiah and Asaph, 'O' and 

forgets one generation in the Book of Daniel. 102 A Eusebian fragment of the 

discourses against the Christians goes even further and says that the evangelists 

falsified the record of what Jesus actually did, since Jesus never performed any 

miracle. 'O' Finally, we know from Jerome that the evangelists could not get their story 

straight, either by agreeing with each other, or by presenting Jesus as acting 

consistently. In John 7.10, Jesus told his brethren that he will not yet go up to the feast 

of Tabernacles (7.8). However, after his brethen went up to the feast, Jesus also went 

up, "not openly, but as if it were a secret. " According to Jerome, Porphyry "barks 

[and] accuses [him] of inconsistency and change of heart. " 104 

97 Jerome, A bridged commentary on the psalms 81 -Harnack Nr. 4. 
98 Jerome, Abridged commentary on the psalms 81 - Hamack Nr. 4. "Homines rusticani et pauperes, 
quoniam nihil habebant, magicis artibus operati sunt quaedam signa. Non est autern grande facere 
signa. Nam fecere signa in Aegypto magi contra Moysen (Exod 7). Fecit et Apollonius, fecit et 
Apuleius- Infiniti signa fecerunt. Concedo tibi, Porphyri, magicis artibus signa fecerunt, ut divitias 
acciperent a divitibus mulierculis, quas induxerant: hoc enim tu dicis. " (CCSL 78: 89) 
99 Jerome, Letter 57.9 to Pammachius - Harnack Nr. 2. "Haec replico, non ut evangelistas arguam 
falsitatis - hoc quippe impiorum est, Celsi, Porphyrii, luliani 

... ." (Budd 3: 67) 
100 Jerome, From the beginning of Mark 1.1 - 12 - Harnack Nr. 9. Jerome, quoting directly from 
Porphyry: "Evangelistae tam imperiti fuerunt homines, non solum in saecularibus, sed etiarn in 
scriptures divinis, ut testimonium, quod alibi scriptum, est, de alio ponerent propheta. " (CCSL 78: 452). 
Jerome, Commentary on Matthew 3.3 - Hamack Nr. 9. "Porphyrius istum. locurn Marci evangelistae 
principio comparat in quo scripturn est: Cum enim testimoniurn de Malachia Esaiaque contexturn 
putermis adsumptum. " (SC 242: 90) 
101 Jerome, Abridged commentary on the psalms 77 - Harnack Nr. 10. "'Aperiarn in parabola os meum 
.. .' Hoc Esaias non loquitur, sed Asaph. Denique et inpius ille Porphyrius proponit aduersurn nos 

hoc ipsum, et dicit: 'Euangelista uester Matthaeus tam inperitus fuit, ut diceret, quod scripturn est in 
Esaia propheta, Aperiarn in parabola os meurn .. --'" (CCSL 78: 66) 
102 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 1.1.1 - Harnack Nr. 11. "Et ob hanc causarn in euangelio secundurn 
Matthaeurn una uidetur desse generatio (Matth. 1.11.12), quia secunda tesseriscedecas in loachim 
desinit filium losiae et tertia incipit a loiachin filio loachim; quod ignorans Porphyrius, calumniarn 
struit ecclesiae, suarn ostendens imperitiam, durn evangelistae Matthaei arguere nititur falsitatem. " 
(CCSL 75A: 777) 
103 Eusebius, Proof of the Gospels 3.5.1. Note that this passage is not in Harnack, but is an addition that 
I have made. 
104 Jerome, Against Pelagius 2.17-Harnack Nr. 70. latrat Porphyrius, inconstantiae ac mutationis 
accusat. " (CCL 80: 76) 
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Against the link between Judaism and Christianity, we know from Eusebius 

HE 6.19 that Porphyry did not think highly of the Old Testament, whose content he 

calls "Jewish riddles". It has been long established that the pagans wished to 

undermine Christianity by presenting it as a new religion, therefore Christians had 

been trying to identify themselves with the older, Jewish religion in order to gain 

recognition with the pagan community. One strategy to counter that claim was thus to 

criticize the Jews themselves. As a result, the Christians are left with no legitimacy. 

Therefore, Porphyry praised the Jews for worshipping their God appropriately, but 

maintains that the Christians have gone astray from their peers in their understanding 

of what their God requires. 105 

Augustine, in On Harmony, reports exactly the same general criticism on many 

occasions. We read that, "Although they (the evangelists) appear to have each kept 

their own order of narration, this does not mean that each of them chose to write as if 

in ignorance of what their predecessors had done. .... 99106 Next, the pagans have 

accused Christ of performing miracles by magical art: ". .. Those who are deranged 

enough to say that He was able to accomplish that much by magical arts, and that by 

this art he made his name sacred for the conversion of peoples to himself, should 

s9107 consider this .... 

Augustine tells us how he undertook that project in order to counter the claim 

that "the evangelists do not agree between themselves. "' 0' It is clear from many 

passages of On Harmony that the evangelists were criticised for presenting 

'05 See Augustine, City of God 19.22, on oracles. 106 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.1.4. "Et quarnvis singul i suum quemdarn narrandi 
ordinern tenuisse videantur, non tamen unusquisque eorurn velut alterius praecedentis ignarus voluisse 
scribere reperitur ...... 107 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.11.17. "1 Ilud quoque attendant, qui magicis artibus 
tanta potuisse et nornen suum ad populos in se convertendos arte ipsa consecrasse defirant 

...... log Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.10. quod ipsi evangelistae inter se ipsos 
dissentiant. " 
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contradictory accounts of Jesus' life and sayings. For instance, Mark claims that Jesus 

was crucified at the third hour on the Sabbath day, while the other three evangelists 

claim that he was crucified at the sixth hour. Augustine reports their interrogation: "If 

Jesus, therefore, was delivered to the Jews for crucifixion at about the sixth hour, 

while Pilate sat on the tribunal, how come he was crucified at the third hour, as some 

have thought because they did not understand the words of Mark? "' 

The evangelists are also ignorant men, who cannot cite the Bible accurately. 

This is, for instance, the case with Matthew: 

". .. 
it has been acutely observed that Matthew ... named forty men in 

the series of generations with the exception of Christ himself. He 

(Matthew) began with Abraham, and enumerated forty men.... He 

distinguished four times ten generations, dividing them into three 

groups, saying that from Abraham to David there were fourteen 

generations, from David to the migration to Babylon another fourteen, 

and yet another fourteen generations until the birth of Christ, but he did 

not add them up and say: they make forty-two in total. ""O 

Matthew thus enumerates forty men, but the total count, according to his calculation, 

should be 42. But Augustine does not say who "acutely observed" that, so we cannot 

assume that it was Porphyry. In another instance, Matthew attributed to Jeremiah a 

passage which is actually in Zechariah: "If anyone is disturbed by this, that the 

109 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.13.40. "Si igitur hora quasi sexta Pilato sedente pro 
tribunali traditus est crucifigendus ludaeis, quomodo hora tertia crucifixus est, sicut verba Marci non 
intellegentes quidam putaverunt? " 
110 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.4.8- 10. "Acute quippe animadversum est Matthaeum . 
.. excepto ipso Christo quadraginta homines in generationum serie nominasse.... Cum enim quater 
denas generationes tribus distinxisset articulis dicens ab Abraham usque ad David generationes esse 

quattuordecim et a David usque ad transmigrationern Babyloniae alias quattuordecim totidemque alias 
usque ad nativitatern Christi, non tamen eas duxit in summam ut diceret: fiunt omnes quadraginta 
duae. " 
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evidence is not found in the writings of the prophet Jeremiah, and thinks for that 

reason that faith in the evangelist is to be lessened 
... . "'" According to Jerome, 

Porphyry pointed out a similar mistake in Matthew, who, according to the 

philosopher, confuses Isaiah and Asaph. 112 

Augustine says that, "These persons (the pagan philosophers) are thus so 

deluded as to claim that these books they reckon that he wrote contain the arts by 

which they think he perfon-ned those miracles, the fame of which spread 

(everywhere). "' 13 The evangelists are thus not accounting for Jesus' miracles, for he 

performed none. What he was performing was actually magic. Again, this attack is 

attested, as has been mentioned, in Jerome and Eusebius. 

The only mention by Augustine of the feast of Tabernacles is the following: 

"But, where they (the other evangelists) are silent, he (John) said that he (Christ) went 

up to Jerusalem on the day of the feast, and there performed a miracle on a man, who 

had been ill for thirty-eight years. "' 14 Augustine is not concerned with answering 

Porphyry on Jesus' inconsistent behaviour here, but with explaining why John only 

recounts this event, and not the others. In the text, no passage meant to defend Christ 

against the charge of inconsistent behaviour could be found, because Augustine is 

more concerned with harmony between the gospels. Porphyry used the event of the 

feast of Tabernacles to mock Jesus, and certainly would have noticed that all other 

111 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.7.29. "Si quis autem movetur, quod hoc testimonium 
non invenitur in scriptura lererniae prophetae, et ideo putat fidei Evangelistae aliquid derogandurn ... 
112 Jerome, Abridged commentary on thepsalms 77 - Harnack Nr. 10. " 'Aperiarn in parabola os meurn 
.. .' Hoc Esaias non loquitur, sed Asaph. Denique et inpius ille Porphyrius proponit aduersum nos 

hoc ipsum, et dicit: Tuangelista uester Matthaeus tam inperitus fuit, ut diceret, quod scripturn est in 
Esaia propheta, Aperiarn in parabola os meum ....... (CCSL 78: 66) 
11 3 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.9.14. "Ita veto isti desipiunt, ut illis libris quos eum 
scripsisse existimant, dicant contineri eas artes, quibus eum putant ilia fecisse miracula, quorum fama 
ubique percrebruit ...... 114 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.45.94. "Sed sane, quod illi tacuerunt, dicit ascendisse 
eurn in die festo Hierosolymis et fecisse ibi miraculum illud de homine, qui triginta octo annos habebat 
in infirmitate ...... 
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three evangelists omitted to mention it. The nature of the attacks found in the 

traditional fragment collections certainly have parallels with the attacks mentioned by 

Augustine, although similar points are not addressed. 

Augustine also reports on an attack, which we know very well: That the 

fulfilment of the Old Testament prophecies in the New Testament is a Christian 

invention. Jerome's Commentary on Daniel is the best reference to use, for it 

preserved what might have been the thesis of Porphyry's twelfth book of the 

discourses that we call Against the Christians. In this book, Porphyry challenged the 

Christian claim that Daniel was an actual prophet by demonstrating how the Book of 

Daniel had actually been written in the second century B. C. E. by contemporaries of 

Antiochus Epiphanes IV's Jewish persecution. Porphyry did so by matching prophecy 

and history to date the text, and by analysing the language in which the book was 

written, concluding that two stories (Suzanna and Bel and the Dragon) had been 

written in Greek rather than in Hebrew, like the rest of Daniel. Augustine, in On 

Harmony of the Gospels, reports that the Christians are being blamed for holding 

illegitimate views on their religion: 

"I omit to mention that the things which are read in their books, which 

they say are testimony on behalf of our own, that is, the Christian, 

religion, they could have heard from the holy angels and from our 

prophets .... But I omit these things, which they say are fictions when 

we produce them from our books. "' 15 

IIS Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.20.28. "Ornitto enim dicere quod ea quae in illorurn 
libris leguntur pro nostra, hoc est, christiana religione testimonium dicunt, quod a sanctis angelis et ab 
ipsis Prophetis nostris audire potuerunt ... Sed haec ornitto, quae cum proferitnus a nostris ficta esse 
contendunt. " 
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This accusation certainly brings back to memory the argument found in Jerome, where 

it is more developed, namely that the Old Testament prophets were false prophets. ' 16 

It can also be paired with Porphyry's complaint about how Christians misused the 

allegorical method of interpretation to decipher their sayings, 117 and ended up reading 

Scripture in a self-interested manner. 

The pagans also claim that the Christians are wrong to pretend that what was 

prophesied in the Old Testament was actually fulfilled in the name of Christ. "But I 

omit these things, (says Augustine), which they say are fictions when we produce 

them from our books. "' 18 This accusation thus parallels the opponents' idea that the 

disciple of Christ forfeited history. 

Finally, Augustine seems to be answering old attacks on Christian identity: 

"But who says that Christ and the Christians have nothing to do with Israel? "' 19 The 

pagans -just as Porphyry did - want to set apart Christians and Jews, in an effort to 

discredit Christianity as an ancient religion. This is an accusation of fideism with 

which Eusebius was already confronted when he wrote Evangelical Preparation. 

The pagans would also not credit the early work of God as depicted in Genesis, nor 

would they credit "that he took away Enoch, eradicated the impious with the flood, 

and freed the righteous Noah and his house from the flood with the ark of wood. " 121 

Other attacks can be traced back to Porphyry. First, Augustine mentions that 

Jesus is criticised. by the pagans for not having recorded his deeds himself, and for 

116 Jerome, Commentary on Daniel Prologue. 
117 See Eusebius, HE 6.19. 
118 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.20.28. "Sed haec omitto, quae cum proferimus a 
nostris ficta esse contendunt. " 
119 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.26.4 1. "Quis autem dicat Christurn atque christianos 
non pertinere ad Israel. .. 120 Eusebius, PE 1.2.1-5. 
12 1 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.25.39. "Quod Enoch transtulit, quod impios diluvio 
delevit, quod Noe iustum domumque eius per lignum inde liberavit. " 
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leaving us only with the testimony of other people that we must accept., 22 This was 

clearly a means to further downgrade the evangelists, and show that they were free to 

adapt the record of Jesus' history at their own convenience. This was certainly done 

by Porphyry, for Augustine, in 1.7.11, refers to the Philosophy from Oracles, as has 

been discussed, and in 1.7.12, mentions that this attack was done by "certain of their 

most excellent philosophers" (note also that, as has been said, Augustine uses the 

example of Pythagoras' biographers, and that Porphyry was one of them). In City of 

, 1123 God, Augustine also calls Porphyry "the most learned of the philosophers, which 

ftirther allow us to equate him with the philosopher of On Harmony 1.7. 

Other attacks, however, cannot be traced back to Porphyry. Augustine suggests 

that some even went as far as asserting that they possessed books written by Jesus. "' 

Because the bishop of Hippo challenges those retaining such books "to reveal them to 

(the Christians), " 125 it would be reasonable to assume that he is referring to 

contemporaries here, and not to Porphyry; however, because Augustine is not clear, 

for he also says that, "They assert that be is the wisest of men. 9026 The same persons, 

says Augustine, allege that in those books Jesus would have written about the magical 

art he used to perform miracles - an art which is illegal, as Augustine adds _127 and 

even worse, that the books "are addressed to Peter and Paul as with the heading of a 

letter. "' 28 Again, the bishop asks Christ's detractors to submit those books, 129 and 

therefore the authors of such accusations are not clearly identified. We know from 

122 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.11-12. 
123 Augustine, City of God 19.22. "doctissimus philosophorum. 11 
124 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.8.13. 
125 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.8.13 uos eum scripsisse asserant, prodant eos 
nobis. " 
126 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.8.13. "Deinde dicant, unde saltern quod sapientissimus 
fuerit nosse vel audire potuerunt. " [Tet them say how they could know or hear that he was the wisest 
of men. '] 
127 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.9.14. 
128 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1,10.15 ...... ut eosdem libros ad Petrum et Paulum 
dicant tamquam epistulari titulo pracnotatos. " 
129 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.9.14. 
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Jerome, however, that the chief apostles Peter and Paul were discredited by 

Porphyry. 130 As far as magic is concemed, we already knew that Porphyry had 

accused Jesus of using magic - and Celsus did so famously in The True Doctrine - 
131 

but Augustine adds that the same opponents claimed that, ". .. he had been able to do 

so much by magical arts and by that art had made his name sacred to make people 

ý032 convert to him. ... This assertion implies that Jesus's reputation as a miracle- 

worker and a divine man was a creation of his disciples, for they wrongly recounted 

his deeds. 

Another question raised by the opponents is that of why the Romans, who 

would usually adopt the deities of the land under their dominion, never adopted the 

God of the Hebrews, the nation that was meant to announce the coming of Christ? 133 

On this topic, Augustine offers us his insight as to how the pagans perceived the God 

of the Christians. According to him, if the Romans had admitted God into their 

pantheon, they would have needed to give up the worship of all their other gods and to 

destroy all images, for God has to be worshipped alone. In the Romans' view, they 

could only do so at the expense of their own safeguard, for that meant losing the 

130 Jerome, Commentary on the Galatians (see the chapter on Jerome). Berchman's selection is not 
logical. Opponents to Christianity argue that Christ did not teach that the pagan gods had to be 
abandoned, as well as their images destroyed (1.31.47). The passage reads: "Neque enim temporibus 
christianis, sed tanto ante praedicturn est quod per christianos impletur. lpsi ludaei qui remanserunt 
inimici nominis Christi, de quorum etiarn futura perfidia in illis propheticis litteris taciturn non est, ipsi 
habent et legunt prophetarn dicentern: Domine Deus meus el refugium meum in die malorum, ad fe 
Genies venient ab extremo terrae et dicent: Vere mendacia colueruntpaires nostri simulacra el non est 
in illis utilitas. Ecce nunc fit, ecce nunc Gentes ab extremo terrae veniunt ad Christurn ista dicentes et 
simulacra frangentes. Et hoc enim magnum est, quod Deus praestitit Ecclesiae suae ubique diffusae, ut 
gens Judaea merito debellata et dispersa per terras, ne a nobis haec composita putarentur, codices 
Prophetarum nostrorurn ubique portaret et inimica fidei nostrae testis fieret veritatis nostrae. Quomodo 
ergo discipuli Christi docuerunt quod a Christo non didicerunt, sicut stulti desipiendo iactitant, ut 
deorurn gentilium et simulacrorurn superstitio deleretur? Numquid et illas prophetias, quae nunc 
le untur in codicibus inimicorurn Christi, possunt dici finxisse discipuli Christi? " 
13F See Origen, Against Celsus 1.28. 
132 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.11.17 ...... qui magicis artibus tanta potuisse et nomen 
suum ad populos in se convertendos arte ipsa consecrasse defirant. " 
133 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.12.18-19. 
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protection from their gods. But the pagans went further in showing their lack of faith 

and trust in God, and here Augustine seems to report the authentic question asked: 

"Why, then, has the God of the Hebrews, whom you claim to be the 

highest and true god, not only not subjected the Romans to them, but 

also not helped the Hebrews so that they would not be subject to the 

Romans? " 134 Christian detractors clearly did not think they would get 

appropriate protection if left alone with God, "but they dare not deny 

that he is (a) god. 95135 

Attacks on religious practice also seem new. The pagans argue that the God of 

the Old Testament never expected people to give up the making of idols and the 

worship of the gods, according to opponents: "So these wretched men, in vain, wish to 

estrange from him that teaching by which the Christians dispute against idols and 

eradicate all those false religions whenever they have the power (to do so). ", 36 But as 

Augustine points out, Christ instructed Christians to abandon the gods and idols 

through the record of his teachings in the writings of the evangelists. 137 And the fact 

that the pagan deities are not forbidding the worship of God is further evidence that 

these know very well who is the master. ' 38 

Other charges are directed against Christ himself Why did he not record his 

life and sayings himself, but rather let others do it for him? Augustine answers that 

surprisingly, the pagans seem to be prepared to believe anything Jesus would have 

134 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.13.20, "Cur ergo Deus Hebraeorum, quern surnmurn et 
verurn Deurn dicitis, non solurn Romanos eis non subiugavit, sed nec; ipsos Hebraeos, ne a Romanis 
subiugarentur, adiuvit? " 
'" Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.25.39 ...... Deurn tarnen esse negare non audent. " 
136 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.26.4 1: "Frustra ergo miseri, ... volunt ab eo doctrinarn 
istarn facere alienarn, qua christiani contra idola disputant easque ornnes falsas religiones, ubi potuerint, 
eradicant. " 
137 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.31.47. 
138 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.21.29. 
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said himself, but nothing that others said about him. 139 He also points out that most 

Greek philosophers did not leave their own writings. Here he uses the example of 

Pythagoras. 

Augustine also reports that the pagans "more than any" claim that Christ, 

although they only consider him to be a man, and therefore were denying his divine 

nature, was the wisest of men (see matching passage in City of God), but that his 

disciples "conferred greater things on their master than he actually was. " 140 We have 

already linked this passage with Porphyry, based on a fragment from the Philosophy 

from Oracles. But when Augustine carries on with his argument in book I and refers 

to "they" who question "why he has not written himself, " and later on "those 

persons, " 14 1 and then again in 1.8.13, for instance, it cannot be inferred that he is 

referring to Porphyry's criticism. 

Furthermore, pagans allege that Christ wrote books on magic, and that he was 

the wisest of men precisely because he was practicing "illicit arts . 59142 His so-called 

miracles were actually performed by the means of magic. On this point, we can pair 

the attack with fragments found in Jerome and Eusebius, in which the miracles 

performed by Jesus are seriously questioned. 

Berchman and De consensm evangelistarum 

In the light of the ideas presented above, it is quite surprising that Berchman 

should think he has identified several Porphyrian fragments in De consensu. Although 

his work certainly adds to our knowledge of early fourth-century religious debates 

between Christians and pagans, it is very difficult to consider the passages he included 

39 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.11. 
40 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.11. discipulos vero eius dicunt magistro suo 

amPlius tribuisse quam erat. .. " 
141 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.7.12. "quare ipse non scripserit"; "quibusdam. " 
1 42 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.9.14. "artes ". .. "illicita. " 
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in his collection as having been directly drawn from Porphyry's discourses against the 

Christians. However, as argued earlier, there is certainly a case to be made as to its 

influence on Augustine's selection of accusations, which may have been drawn from 

various pagan critics. Therefore, the problem is twofold: Berchman's Augustinian 

collection is unconvincing, and Augustine's style is misleading. 

First, Berchman's work should be assessed for he does not explain clearly why 

he thinks De consensu is a good source for Porphyry's anti-Christian discourses. 

Berchman identified lengthy passages as being Porphyrian (and, being faithful to his 

method, does not justify his choice). In all, he added twenty-one new fragments to the 

ones traditionally ascribed to Porphyry in Augustine's other works. 143 However, there 

are a number of problems related to his choices. In addition to misleading numerical 

errors, we note, for instance, that fragments from book I were not selected according 

to a logical, consistent pattern. It is hard to tell whether the first three fragments 

(1.1.1,1.1.2 and 1.1.3) are really answering some general criticism of Christianity. 

They are addressing the fact that the gospel writers did not witness a great part of 

Jesus' life, and so their testimony must be based on other sources than themselves. 

The fragments also outline the problems of Luke and Mark who were not direct 

witnesses. Although similar attacks are commonly found in pagan literature, it is not 

clear whether Augustine was actually answering them, or whether his observations are 

the result of his own reasoning. His aim is to demonstrate to both pagans and 

Christians alike that the evangelists are trustworthy and as a result every time he 

encounters a problem which might affect any intelligent reader, he addresses it. In this 

case, Christians are relying on the Gospel writers as witnesses to Jesus' life, and 

143 Berchman, Porphyry 1.1-1,1.1.2,1.1.3,1.1.4,1.7.10,1.7.11 (which he wrongly relists and partially 
retranslates as 1.11.3 - and 1.11.3 does not exist), 1.7.12,1.8.13,1.16.24,1.31.47,1.31.48,1.32.50, 
1.34.52 (which he mistakenly refers to as 1.33.52), 1,35.54,2.1,2.17.34,3.2.8,3.7.29,3.7.30,3.11.28, 
3.17.54. 
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Augustine notes that not all of them were actual witnesses. Therefore, he provides his 

audience with evidence of their faithfulness. The apostles, who aimed at recording 

Jesus' deeds and words, and those who wrote about Jesus' early life, were careful 

when reporting anything. Mark and Luke were instructed by the Holy Spirit, which is 

a reasonable source, and many apocryphal texts were rejected from the canon, because 

their record failed to convince the Church. The selection of the gospels was thus of 

great quality, and so are the four that were retained as canonical. In any case, 

Augustine's main point is dominant throughout the work, namely that the gospel 

writers were filled with good faith when recording the words and deeds of Jesus, and 

therefore their effort should be recognised as trustworthy. 144 As a result, it is not 

possible to ascribe anything from 1.1.1 to 1.1.3 to Porphyry with certainty, both 

because the content of the passage is found in other pagan sources, and because of 

Augustine's argumentative style. 

Berchman's collection does not contain all the obvious passages that could be 

ascribed to Porphyry. For example, 1.7.13 mentions pagans who pretend to hold 

copies of books written by Jesus, 1.9.14 pagans who claim that Christ wrote books on 

magic - containing a superscription with the names of Peter and Paul (1.10.15), and 

1.11.17 tells us how pagans claim that Christ converted people by using magical art. 

Jerome also mentions the criticism on the two chief apostles. In 1.14.22, it is said that 

Jesus used magical arts in order to fulfil the Old Testament's prophecies. This 

accusation, pertaining to magic again, is not found in identified Porphyrian fragments 

or in Celsus. It is unclear why Berchman ignored all these passages, for arguments for 

assigning the texts to the discourses against the Christians are more cogent than in the 

144 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 1.1.2. 
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case of any citation from the Philosophyfrom Oracles. Berchman's method is thus 

erratic, for there is no consistent selection pattern for the fragments. 

Berchman's methodology should also have been further developed. It is 

unclear why he included 3.7.30, which consists of Augustine's explanation for 3.7.29. 

In 3.7.29, Augustine says that one may charge Matthew for misquoting the Bible, for 

we find in his gospel words that he ascribed to Jeremiah, when they were actually 

spoken by Zechariah. 3.7.30 reads (Berchman's selection is in bold): 

"How, then, is this to be understood, unless it was done by the hidden 

plan of the Providence of God, by which the minds of the evangelists 

were governed? It could have happened, as it often happens, that 

when Matthew was writing his Gospel Jeremiah came to mind 

instead of Zechariah. He would undoubtedly have corrected such an 

error, assuming that others who could have read it while he was still 

alive in the flesh had told him about it, unless he had thought that it was 

not without purpose that the name of one prophet had come to his 

memory, which was guided by the Holy Spirit, instead of another, 

unless the Lord had decided it should be so written ..... 99145 

Here Berchman has thus included part of the context of 3.7.29. This is not a 

Porphyrian fragment, but it is rather part of the cover-text. Berchman should set fixed 

rules for his methodology. 

145Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.7.30: "Quid ergo intellegendurn est, nisi hoc acturn 
esse secretiore consilio providentiae Dei, qua mentes Evangelistarum sunt gubematae? Potult enim 
flerl, ut animo Matthel Evangelium conscribends pro Zacharfa feremias occurreret, ut flerl solet, 
quod tamen sine ulla dubitatione emendaret saltem ab affis admonitus, qui ipso adhuc in came vivente 
hoc legere potuerunt, nisi cogitaret recordationi suae, quae Sancto Spiritu regebatur, non frustra 
occurrisse aliud pro alio nomen prophetae, nisi quia ita Dominus hoc scribi constituit. " 
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The reason why Berchman included 3.11.38 is obscure. The fragment reads: 

"Next the same Matthew adds: 'And they gave him wine to drink 

mixed with gall, and when he had tasted it, he would not drink. ' This is 

presented by Mark as follows: 'And they gave him wine mixed with 

myrrh to drink, and he took it not. ' We may understand here that 

Matthew conveyed the same meaning as Mark when he says the wine 

was 'mingled with gall. ' For gall is mentioned to convey the potion's 

bitterness. And wine mingled with gall is renowned for its bitterness. 

Again, when Mark says: 'He received it not, ' we understand the phrase 

to mean he did not receive it so as to actually drink it. However, he 

tasted it, as Matthew verifies. Consequently Mark's words 'He received 

it not' yield the same meaning as Matthew's version 'He would not 

drink. ' However, Mark said nothing about his tasting the potion. " 146 

Here Augustine finds himself in the obligation to explain why Matthew's and Mark's 

versions differ as far as Jesus was being given or not a mixture of wine and gall or 

wine and myrrh to drink. His conclusion is that whatever happened, the important 

point is that he did not drink the potion, therefore the evangleists are in unison here. 

This kind of comparision, between the texts can be found in so many places in De 

consensu. Let us look at 2.37.84, for instance, on the story of the dumb demoniac: 

146 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 3.11.38. "In hoc loco apertissitne consentiunt. Deinde 
adiungit idern Matthaeus: El dederunt ei vinum bibere cumfelle mixtum, et cum gustasset, noluil 
b1bere. Hoc Marcus ita narrat: Et dabant ei bibere myrratum vinum et non accepit. Hoc intellegendurn 
est Matthaeum dixisse: Cumfelle mixtum. Fel quippe pro amaritudine posuit, et myrrhaturn enim vinum 
amarissitnum est, quamquam fieri possit, ut et felle et myrrha vinurn arnarissimurn redderent. Quod 
ergo ait Marcus: Non accepit, intellegitur: non accepit ut biberet. Gustavit autem, sicut Matthaeum 
testis est; ut quod idem Matthaeus ait: Noluji bibere, hoc Marcus dixerit: Non accepit; tacuerit autem 
quod gustaverit. " [English trans. Berchman: 183] 
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"Matthew then goes on with his recital in the following fashion: Then 

was brought unto Him one possessed with a devil, blind and dumb; and 

He healed him, insomuch that he both spoke and saw. Luke introduces 

this narrative, not in the same order, but after a number of other 

matters. He also speaks of the man only as dumb, and not as blind in 

addition. But it is not to be inferred, from the mere circumstance of his 

silence as to some portion or other of the account, that he speaks of an 

entirely different person. For he has likewise recorded what followed 

[immediately after that cure], as it stands also in Matthew. " 147 

Here too Augustine wishes to provide an explanation for differing versions. However, 

this passage, and many others similar in nature, do not appear in Berchman's 

collection. Furthermore, 3.11.38 does not contain any reference or allusion to a 

specific opponent, such as Porphyry. It is in line with Augustine's rhetoric in On 

Harmony. It is thus not possible to justify selecting 3.11.3 8 before any other excerpts, 

and even selecting it at all. 

In conclusion, there are, in On the Harmony of the Gospels, two references to 

Porphyry, one explicit and the other implicit. The implicit reference, however, is to De 

regressu (which might be part of the discourses against the Christians). Furthermore, 

on Harmony cannot be considered as a response to Porphyry; arguments from 

apparent contradictions might come from Porphyry, but need not. In addition to this, 

Augustine himself uses the forensic technique of answering likely objections. And 

147 Augustine, On the Harmony of the Gospels 2.37-84. "Matthaeus ergo sequitur et dicit: Tunc oblatus 
esi ei demonium habens, caecus el mutus, et curavit eum i1a ul loquerewr et videret. Hoc non isto 

ordine, sed post alia multa Lucas commemorat et mutum dicit tantum, non etiam caecum. Sed non ex 
eo quod aliquid tacet de alio dicere putandus est, ea enim sequentia etiam ipse contexit quae 
Matthaeus. " [English trans. S. D. F. Salmond. From Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, First Series, Vol. 
6, ed. P. Schaff. (New York: 1888. ) Revised and edited for New Advent by Kevin Knight] 
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even if he is citing Porphyry in the process, it probably is not word for word. As a 

result, it is impossible to conclude that there are 'fragments' per se of the discourses 

against the Christians in that work, or even passages, for that matter. De consensu has 

therefore been wrongly associated with the discourses by Berchman, whose argument 

is, in any case, unconvincing. 

183 



Upon using Schepens' method of contextualization to look at Eusebius, 

Jerome, and Augustine, it becomes evident that the methodology for fragment 

collecting needs to be adapted to each individual author, and that there is no straight- 

forward approach to the problem of recovering a lost work, which survive in a 

polemical context - or "cover-texts. " In that respect, Kidd's views add a necessary 

dimension to contextualization: a fragment collector must identify the immediate 

context of a fragment, for this is what will appear in section B of the fragment 

collection; but collectors must also consider the entire context of a fragment, namely 

the work in which it is embedded. The commentary section of the collection, section 

A, must, therefore, consist of an analysis of the wider context, not just the immediate 

one. This allows to assess the quality of a fragment. 

In the case of the three authors studied here, the type of context needed for 

section B varies according to their individual style and motivations for quoting, 

paraphrasing or referring to Porphyry's attacks on Christianity, as evidenced by the 

commentary. Eusebius did answer Porphyry at length, we simply do not have his 

Against Porphyry anymore. He writes at a time when Christianity must be defended 

against its detractors, for failure to do so efficiently could result in further fatalities. 

Eusebius' corpus is dedicated to explaining Christianity to the non-believers, as well 

as detailing the history of the Christians as a legitimate race. Against Porphyry was 

embedded in that context, and so are the passages from Porphyry's anti-Christian 

discourses, which are still extant in Eusebius. Because we cannot read Against 

porphyry, it is difficult identify the kind of ideas that Eusebius felt he had to answer. 

We know from Jerome that Eusebius wrote extensively in response to Porphyry's 

book 12 on Daniel. And Jerome has preserved Porphyry's main argument: Daniel was 

not written by a prophet, but by several individuals recording history, rather than 
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announcing the future. Such a thesis, if well-argued, would have no doubt destabilised 

the Church, for its foundations rested on the fulfillment, recorded in the New 

Testament, of the Old Testament's prophecies, and one of the pivotal books used was 

precisely Daniel, for it predicts the second coming of Christ. We also know, from 

what is extant in Eusebius, that he reported how Porphyry criticised Origen for 

apostatising from Hellenism, and living contrary to traditional customs and ideas. In 

that passage, Porphyry expresses contempt towards the Jews, whose sacred text is 

comprised of 'riddles, ' and especially towards the Christians, who are trying to give 

meaning to those riddles by using the Greek allegorical method of interpretation. But 

here, he uses Porphyry only to show how he commended the man, saying how 

educated and well-reputed he was. The same is true of the passage on Sanchuniathon, 

the historian of the Jews: Porphyry is brought up, because he credited the work of that 

historian, and Eusebius needs him for his argument. When he discusses the obvious 

victory of Christ over the demons, again, he needs Porphyry's testimony. And when 

Eusebius mentions Porphyry's dating of Moses in his Chronicle, he is trying to 

establish that Christianity is not a new religion. These are the main ideas that Eusebius 

transmitted to us via his work. 

As a citing author, Eusebius is probably the most reliable one when it comes to 

the quality of the passages from Porphyry's anti-Christian discourses. However, this is 

very difficult to prove. Those who have looked at the way he cites from extant works 

have found that he was not always the impartial writer he claims to be; therefore, if he 

is not always reliable on purpose, it is in a very subtle manner. We do not have the 

discourses against the Christians, so we cannot tell. Taking for granted that his 

citations are faithful to the original, and that the passages that he preserves were of 

prime importance to Porphyry is misleading. These are mistakes that have been 
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commonly made both by fragment collectors (as Johnson and Morlet's studies on Nr. 

I and 73 have shown), and that are, in turn, reproduced by those who are using the 

fragment collections. Contextualization has, in this case, allowed us to nuance our 

understanding of the Eusebian fragments, because it reveals Eusebius' agenda, and 

identifies his rhetorical strategies. As far as the fragment collection is concerned, it 

will be sufficient to add the immediate context of each 'fragment, ' for it contains, as a 

general rule, the reasons why Eusebius needs to refer to Porphyry (see examples in 

appendix). 

As for Jerome, he is credited with being the author who preserved the most 

extensive parts of Porphyry's discourses - with the exception of Macarius, who has 

not been discussed at length here. When we look at any fragment collection of Against 

the Christians, it sounds like a perfectly reasonable assumption to make: for instance, 

in the 2006 collection of the Spanish team, the Jerome fragments occupy about 

nineteen pages, while the Eusebian ones occupy only eight, and that is when we 

included the very long, controversial Nr. 1. However, when we read Jerome further, 

i. e. when we look at the context of each passage where he refers to Porphyry, we 

realise that contrary to Eusebius, he never wrote a refutation of Porphyry: "But we 

shall fight against Porphyry in another work, if Jesus Christ commands it. "' How 

could he, then, be considered as one of the best sources for Porphyry's anti-Christian 

writings? Although he might have read either the discourses themselves, or one of the 

refutations (or both), he certainly did not put great efforts on the problem, like 

Eusebius did. Jerome's situation is also different from Eusebius': his work does not 

have to be apologetic, but to participate in edifying the canon, and to ensure that 

Scripture is interpreted correctly and made accessible to the Latin world. Jerome also 

Jerome, Commentary on the Galatians, 2.11. "Sed et adversurn Porphyrium, in alio, si Christus 
jusserit, opere pugnabimus. " 
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has many detractors; his interest in languages have led him toward the Hebrew 

versions of Scripture, and he needs to distance himself from Origen, whose work he 

used extensively. In other words, he needs to show that he is no heretic. Indeed, at the 

time when he writes, Christianity must be defended against heresy more than against a 

pagan philosopher, whose anti-Christian ideas have already receive careful attention 

from eminent members of the Church. Upon looking closely at Jerome's Porphyry on 

the New Testament, it thus becomes evident that he did not preserve much of the 

discourses against the Christians. He is useful, because he indicates a few book 

numbers and part of their contents. However, we can mainly find passing comments in 

Jerome. The attacks on the evangelists, apostles, disciples, followers and on Christ 

himself are clearly part of a wider argument. Jerome writes from the perspective of a 

man, who is well-versed in languages, therefore, a lot of the material he preserves 

from Porphyry is present in his work, because it provides him with an opportunity to 

show his ability to explain all the different versions of the Bible, and the consequences 

of copying manuscripts. Furthermore, Jerome's main task is to comment on Scripture, 

verse by verse, and in so doing, he answers a variety of personal opponents, not just 

one adversary of Christianity. 

While Jerome writes (or dictates), he seems to experience what Augustine 

would call "recollection, " i. e. several sacred passages are reminiscent of Porphyrian 

attacks, and he mentions them in the course of his composition. Not only are the New 

Testament fragments quite rare in his impressive corpus, but they are also misleading. 

Jerome never even say that he is quoting from Porphyry, like Eusebius would do; he 

contends with reporting what looks like a summary of some of his attacks (for 

instance, "I'm going over these things, not to accuse the evangelists of falsity; this 
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indeed is the argument of the impious Celsus, Porphyry, and Julian"). 2 It is therefore 

very difficult to draw conclusions on the quality of the fragments found in Jerome. On 

one hand, because he almost always names Porphyry, he does provide us with 

testimonia; this is evidenced by the absence of scholarly debates on the Porphyrian 

authorship of the Jerome fragments. On the other hand, the theoretical problems raised 

in the New Methods chapter apply very well to Jerome. With Jerome, we do not have 

authentic 'fragments' of the anti-Christian discourses, for we do not even have what 

could possibly be intact passages, as is the case with Eusebius. This is where 

contextualization becomes a necessary tool. Jerome seems to simply expect his 

readers to have read Porphyry's discourses, or refutations of it, and to know what he is 

talking about. What he preserves are 'samples' of ideas. A fragment collection such as 

those existing right now cannot offer that perspective. The advantages of the 

methodology developed by Schepens et al. are thus more evident in the case of Jerome 

than in the case of Eusebius and Augustine. The immediate context (or 'cover-text') 

of each reference to Porphyry actually adds to our understanding of the 'fragment' as 

found in current fragment collections, because Jerome is always very clear about his 

motivations. I am illustrating this point with a few examples in the appendix. 

Last, but not least, is the case of Augustine. It is not a coincidence that he 

should occupy such a vast amount of space in this dissertation, only to be challenged 

as a source for Porphyry. With Augustine, the immediate context of a reference cannot 

be sufficient to assess the quality of a fragment, or even to decide that we have a 

fragment at all. Augustine is by far the most subtle and treacherous of the three 

authors discussed here. His agenda is well-hidden. He obviously wants to promote 

Christianity, explain the faith to the unfaithful, and reinforce the faith of those who 

2 Jerome, Letter 57.9 to Pammachius - Harnack Nr. 2. "Haec replico, non ut cvangclistas arguarn 
falsitatis, hoc quippe impiorurn est, Celsi, Porphyrii, luliani. 1, 
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may have been shaken by pagan detractors, who are still scornfully mocking the 

Christians in intellectual circles (as evidenced by the sixth question Augustine 

received about Jonah in the belly of the whale and the laughter the story would cause). 

Augustine therefore writes in good faith and in the hope that he leads souls toward 

salvation. But Augustine's skillful use of the rhetorical art makes him misleading 

when it comes to recovering the fragments of a lost work. Not only does he tamper 

with the original text, he also consciously plays with its meaning in order to make fit 

his argument. He establishes Porphyry's credibility by presenting him as the wisest of 

men, and then twists his ideas to the point that he makes him sound almost Christian. 

As far as the sixth questions of the anonymous pagan are concerned, we have 

established that because of the rhetorical style that Augustine chose, namely the 

question and answer genre, as well as the doubts he himself expresses as regards the 

Porphyrian authorship of question 6 and his general lack of interest in the discourses 

Against the Christians, which he never mentions in his corpus, it is impossible to 

determine whether Augustine is preserving actual passages from the anti-Christian 

discourses. At best, he may be preserving ideas, but he is certainly not citing 

Porphyry. This challenges all the scholarship on Porphyry since Hamack. The Letter 

102 should be part of a fragment collection of the discourses against the Christians, 

because of its content, but it should be noted that the five questions that have been 

unquestionably associated with Porphyry in the literature may need a more nuanced 

approach, and far less enthusiasm, for they are more likely to belong to the wider anti- 

Christian argument, encompassing other authors than Porphyry alone. 

As for On the Harmony of the Gospels, unfortunately, it is not a source for 

new fragments. However attractive the idea may sound, upon closer examination the 

work merely confirms the content of City of God's 19.23 on pagan oracles and the 
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divinity of Christ, as well as Augustine's admiration for Porphyry as a philosopher. 

This passage (1.15.23) is actually the only one in which Porphyry is named in On 

Harmony. We have established with Eusebius that a passage did not need to include 

Porphyry's name to allow us to link it with Porphyry, even if remotely, for the 

reference to an attack against Christianity can be considered as part of the wider anti- 

Christian argument to which Porphyry contributed. But in this case, it is impossible to 

link any passage other than 1.15.23 (which pertains to Hecate and Apollo on Christ) 

of On Harmony with a specific work of Porphyry, or with Porphyry at all. Augustine 

uses a generic vocabulary to mention those who criticised the Gospels, and most of 

the attacks that he refers to can be found in a variety of Christian opponents, such as 

Celsus and Julian. On many occasions, Augustine also uses the question and answer 

genre, and seems to be anticipating the questions that could be raised by some passage 

that he comments on, rather than reporting and responding to a specific challenge. In 

sum, many have been questioning the historical reliability of the Gospels, including 

Porphyry, and the entire work is devoted to proposing a new perspective on what 

Augustine argues are 'apparent contradictions' between the evangelists. Indeed, 

Augustine goes to great lengths to detail the various reasons why we can find 

discrepancies between the four writers. Differences may be due to a divine factor - the 

Holy Spirit dictated the word of God to each individual evangelist - and to a human 

factor - the complexities of memory and the processes involved in the composition of 

a text. While Compagnon describes the biases interceding with the reading and 

processing of a text, Augustine describes those related to writing. Did Augustine have 

Porphyry in mind when writing On Harmony? It is possible, just as he had him in 

mind when writing City of God. But before a refutation of his arguments, Augustine 

was skillfully using the main views of various pagans on the gods against themselves, 
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in order to show that Christianity was not as foreign to paganism as they pretend it to 

be. On Harmony cannot be read as a response to one single view. 

How can we explain Augustine's lack of interest in Porphyry's discourses 

against the Christians? One theory that could be put forward is that the Letter 102 was 

written in 409, just before the sack of Rome of 410. It was thus written before the 

pagans had renewed their anti-Christian discourse, blaming the Christians' rejection of 

the gods for Rome's calamities. It ensues that Augustine did not need to pay much 

attention to Porphyry before writing The City of God. Another theory is that there 

were no Latin translation of the discourses Against the Christians, and Augustine was 

slow when reading Greek The best source for Augustine would have been Jerome, 

but he himself never wrote a refutation of Porphyry, and we know all too well by now 

how his work does not convey much information about Porphyry's discourses against 

the Christians. Therefore, it is possible to deduce that although Augustine must have 

known Porphyry's main points against Christianity as well as his reputation as a 

Christian opponent, he had simply not read them, and therefore did not engage with 

them. Augustine is an important author, because he chooses Porphyry as an opponent 

in City of God, but it is very unclear which works of Porphyry he has read. 

What does this thesis add or subtract from the current discussion of Porphyry 

and of the pagan-Christian debate? First, the traditional methodological approach to 

fragments is not sufficient to highlight all the nuances exposed here. The benefits of 

contextualization are twofold: it allows us to better understand what a specific 

fragment means to the citing author, and also why it may be present in their work. As 

a result, not only does contextualization illuminate the fragment, but it also sheds light 

on the citing author. Authors used to be completely ignored by fragment collectors 

until recently, when the importance of studying their rhetorical style was put forward 
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by Schepens et al. The method is already being used on various ancient texts but it had 

yet to be tested on Porphyry's anti-Christian remains. The appendix section should 

serve to illustrate how the new collection that I wish to work on will be presented. It 

consists of a selection from Eusebius, Jerome, and Augustine in bold, and the 

immediate context surrounding the fragments. Second, the Porphyry emerging from 

such an analysis seems even further away than he ever was. Literary theories and a 

new methodology have made the debate on Porphyrian authorship far more complex 

than it used to be, but we are still left in a position where we do not know exactly 

what we are dealing with. The evolution of responses to Porphyry over time tells us, at 

least, that the discourses against the Christians were no longer important in the early 

fifth century. Lastly, the argument proposed here also exposed the extant of our lack 

of knowledge of the anti-Christian argument, and the literary and rhetorical tools used 

by the Christians to appropriate the pagans' discourse. 

Were the "fragments ... set free from the potential biases of the text in which 

[they] survive, " as promised by Schepens? 3 There is one simple answer to that 

question: no - at least as long as polemical contexts are concerned. The only way we 

could set a fragment free from its "cover-text" would be by comparing it to the 

original, word by word. For the subjectivity of each citing author brings in too many 

biases, related to their cultural, intellectual, and religious backgrounds, as well as their 

language and motivations for tampering or not with the original text, and, quite 

importantly, the human factor, namely memory and reading. So what can the "cover- 

text" tell us about a 'fragment' (or passage)? In the case of Porphyry, unfortunately, it 

tells us how little we actually know about his lost treatise. To conclude on a more 

positive note, however, it also prevents us from making wrong and enthusiastic 

3 Schepens, "Jacoby's FgrHist, " 168-9. 
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assumptions, and it certainly illuminates the work of those Christian authors, who 

have used Porphyry, and the way in which a polemical, pagan text was transmitted in 

the Christian literature throughout Late Antiquity. 
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Appendix 

Passages in bold correspond to the fragments as found in Harnack. 

Eusebius of Caesarea 

Eusebius, PE 5.1.9-11 (Hamack Nr. 80) 

Mpi ft TOf) gTlKgTt 6f)VC(CF00ti TI KGET- 

taXf)F, tV TObq (P(lb), 01)9 MiýIOVaq [LET& TýV TOf) aonýpoq ýgCav dq AvOp6wrouq 
7E6tpoSoV KCLI CEi)Tbq 6 KC109 hIld; TCOV Sctttt6vfj)v 7rpoA-lopo; jv Tfl KctO9 ýp6)v 

(MCFKVUfl TO'BT6V 7rOU )vk'f(J)V IlCtPTI)PC-t T6V TpO2rOV* 

"Nvvi tV OavjjdCo, )ffv -61 c ' Toao, 3TOV 'Tir7jv KardAilfev 4 vAcroi; T#v aciliv, 

, 4, ff KAtprjobpýv bubtlyim; Kai T(5v &U(ov OctF)v plKin o6utlq. blaob 741p 
. 
U(t)pjvov oV 17 'deuid(; 6qpock; n(; Oa5v Mpeldag fiaOcTo. " 

Taf)TcE 0ýýtacrtv oti)TOT9 6 rIOP(Pf)Ptog. d 6ý ol)V icoah Tývk Týv 6go), o-yiav 
'ITI(yof) Ttp(. O[L&01) 0-666ýttdq Tt; OF-6V 671POGiaq 6)(PF-Wa; fiCFOETO, PqlctT' 
of)cr, q; ýtýTc AarjX7j7rtOiJ' bn8flRiCt; [týTET6V (XXX(OV OP-6)v, 7r60Ev 8ý 
kotn6V T6 6); 7CEpi 06(bV K(A ýP6)(J)V 86YRa; 

On the destruction of the power of the bad demons since our Saviour has come 
amongst men, it is again the author who is, in our times, the advocate of demons 
himself, and who, in his writings against us, thus testifies: <(We wonder why 
today disease has ravaged the city during so many years, when Asclepios and the 
other gods have left. Indeed, since Jesus has been adored, no one has witnessed 
any assistance to the people from the gods. 
These are, word for word, Porphyry's sayings. If, then, according to this admission, 
since Jesus has been adored, no one has witnessed any assistance from the gods, when 
Asclepios and the other gods have left, how is there still any belief that these were gods 
and heroes? 

[The passages added provide more precision as regards the topic discussed by Eusebius; 
he questions the very existence of gods and heroes, and gives an indication on how he 
judges his citing method: "word for word". ] 

Eusebius, DE 6.18.11-2 (Hamack Nr. 47) 

Ei ök ). ilot Tig lKeTä AvTtoxov TövExi(pavA ruoTa ffEffIll. 

pt%a0«t, cyr-Eyd«Om Ei o14 -ri kaTiv alroöl, &övul Kul Tü kolnü Tqg 

«pÖvol)ý- (jýOV Tü UiZp"Cri«V X£. icpO(pq'TE(Uý KUTÜ 1rOtý, AV1r96Z0U 1 
iroV0iVUl TÜV ÄGtÖV, Kütt TÖ aMVCLI TOÜ; lr68(Ig KI)pi01) knl ýrÖ ýraV 
aalffiv 6poc, Kai ei leY0VEV ll"plog EW punjug i211 näcav AV YAV 
kv Tü Apkpq kKFivin, " Kal EI Tö "ovopall K-1)piol) 66j")&(. üty£V AV YAV 

ItdOrGtV KUI AV £wPqgOV, " ÖTE Tig EIDP(Uý AVTJOXO; iKp&, rE&. IKUI TÜ 
). otitä ök Ag lipoppierEcog ÖICO(01) T1U01)ý j"Zev Avir16x01) pütet4-tov- 

irog, Icag ný ülroö(bccl; icao, ýgäý M TaÜTa Ical npäg ug1v gb 
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dMOUSOTat, M! KaO' gTtpaV & 8tdVOtaV ' 

Now if any one supposes that this was fulfilled in the time of Antiochus 
Epiphanes, let him inquire if the rest of the prophecy can be referred to the times 
of Antiochus -1 mean the captivity undergone by the people, the standing of the 
Lord's feet on the Mount of Olives, and whether "the Lord became King of all 
the earth in that day", and whether "the name" of the Lord "encircled the whole 
earth and the desert" during the reign of Antiochus. What sort of fulfilment of 
the remainder of the prophecy can be asserted in the days of Antiochus? But, in 
our times,, they are fulfilled both literally and also in another sense. 

[Here it is clear that Eusebius mentions Porphyry's book 12 on Daniel because he 
wants to provide his own interpretation of the passage; we need the last sentence in 
order to understand this. ] 

Jerome of Stridon 

Jerome, Commentary on Galatians Prologue (H amack Nr. 21 a) 

Sed ad Galatas hoc proprium habet, quod non scribit ad eos qui ex Judaeis in 
Christum crediderant, et paternas putabant caeremonias observandas: sed ad eos qui 
ex gentibus fidem Evangelii receperant, et rursum retro lapsi, quorumdam fuerant 
auctoritate deterriti, asserentium Petrum quoque et Jacobum, et totas Judaeae 
Ecclesias, Evangelium Christi cum lege veteri miscuisse. lpsum etiam Paulum aliud in 
Judaea facere, aliud nationibus praedicare: et frustra. eos in Crucifixum credere, si id 
negligendum putarent quod Apostolorum principes observarent. Quamobrem ita caute 
inter utrumque et medius incedit, ut nec Evangelii prodat gratiam, pressus pondere et 
auctoritate majorum, nec praecessoribus faciat injuriam, dum assertor est gratiae: 
oblique vero et quasi per cuniculos latenter incedens: ut [Al. et] Petrum doceat pro 
commissa sibi circumcisionis plebe facere, ne ab antiquo repente vivendi more 
desciscens, in crucem scandalizata non crederet, et sibi praedicatione gentium credita, 
aequum esse id pro veritate defendere, quod alius pro dispensatione simularet. Quod 
nequaquam intelUgens Bataneotes et sceleratus Ille Porphyrius, in primo operis 
sul adversum nos libro, Petrum a Paulo objecit esse reprehensum, quod non 
recto pede incederet ad evangelIzandum: volens et illi maculam erroris inurere, 
et buic procacitatis, et In commune flcti dogmatis accusare mendacium, dum 
inter se Ecclesiarum principes discrepent [AL discreparent]. 

... Sed jam tempus 
est, ut ipsius Apostoli verba ponentes, singula quaeque pandamus. 

But the epistle to the Galatians is particular, for Paul did not write it to the Jews who 
believe in Christ, and who thought that their fathers' ceremonies had to be observed; 
he was rather writing to the Gentiles who had received the faith, and who went 
backward under the leadership of certain people who claimed that Peter himself, 
James, and the Churches of Juadea had mixed the Gospels of Christ with the ancient 
Law. Paul himself, they were saying, preaches to the Gentiles in a manner different 
from the way he behaves amongst the Jews, and it is in vain that they believe in the 
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Crucified if they think that they can neglect what the first apostles observed faithfully. 
Paul therefore cautiously operates between these two spheres, he ensures that he does 
not betray and deliver the Grace of the Gospel, being pushed by the authority of the 
ancients; and on the other hand he defends his preaching of grace in order not to 
offend those who have preceded him. He thus walks on two opposed paths, like in a 
secret passageway. He thus wills to teach Peter to behave in a certain manner with the 
Circumcision, of whom he is in charge, so that he avoids offending this people, forced 
all of a sudden to relinquish their traditional way of life, in case they would refuse to 
believe in the cross of Christ. And for him who is in chare of the predication of the 
Gentiles, he thinks that it is just, for it is done for truth, to defend what another was 
hiding for his ministry. And the wholly unintelligent Bataneot and famous villain 
Porphyry objects, in the first book of his work against us, that Peter is blamed by 
Paul, because he starts off on the wrong foot in evangelizing; he wants to brand 
Peter with the mark of error, and Paul with that of insolence, and to accuse both 
of the falsehood of feigned teaching, while the chiefs of the Churches disagree 
with one another .... But it is about time that setting out the words of the Apostle 
himself, we should explain each separate question. 

Jerome, Commentary on Galatians I-I-I (Hamack Nr. 19) 

Paulus apostolus, non ab hominibus, neque per hominem: sedper Jesum Christum et 
Deum Patrem, qui suscitavit eum a Mortuis. Non superbe, ut quidarn putant, sed 
necessarie, neque ab horninibus, neque per horninern, se Apostolurn esse proponit: sed 
per Jesurn Christurn, et Deurn Patrern, ut eos qui Paulurn extra duodecim apostolos 
ventilabant, et nescio unde subito prorupisse, vel a majoribus ordinaturn astruebant, 
hac auctoritate confunderet. Potest autem et oblique in Petrum et in caeteros 
dictum accipi, quod non ab apostolis ei sit traditum Evangellum.... 

paul, Apostle notftom men, nor through any man, but through Jesus Christ and God 
the Father who raised himfrom the dead. It is not because of pride, as some think, but 
by necessity that Paul declared that he was Apostle not from men, nor through any 
man, but through Jesus Christ, and God the Father, so as to confound with such 
authority those who published everywhere that Paul was not one of the twelve 
apostles, and that he had suddenly come out of nowhere, or who claimed that he was 
ordained by the elders. This can be understood as spoken indirectly against Peter 
and others, because the Gospel was not transmitted from the apostles to him. 

Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 1.1.16 (Harnack Nr. 20) 

Fragment 20 Hieron, Comm. in Gal., 1.1.16: "Continuo non acquievi carni et 
sanguini. Sive ut in Graeco melius habet: Non contuh cum carne et sanguine. Scio, 
plerosque de apostolis hoc dictum arbitrari. Nam et Porphyrius objlcit, quod 
post revelationem Christi non fuerit dignatus ire ad homines, et cum eis conferre 
sermonem: ne post doctrinam videlicet Del, a carne et sanguine instrueretur. Sed 
absit ut ego, Petrum, Joannem et Jacoburn carnern et sanguinem putem; quae regnurn 
Dei possidere non possunt. Si spirituales apostoli, caro et sanguis sunt, quid de Xdbcol; 
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arbitramur? Non contulit plane Paulus post revelationem Christi cum came et 
sanguine, quia noluit margaritas projicere ante porcos, nec dare sanctum canibus. Vide 
quid de peccatoribus scripturn sit: Non permanebit spiritus meus in hominibus islis, 
quia caro sunt. Cum talibus qui caro et sanguis erant, quae Petro quoque non 
revelaverunt Filium Dei, non contulit Apostolus Evangelium quod ei fuerat revelaturn, 
sed paulatim eos de came et sanguine vertit in spiritum: et tunc demum eis occulta 
Evangelii sacramenta commisit. Dicat quispiam: Si statim non contulit cum came et 
sanguine Evangelium, tamen subintelligitur, quod postmodurn cum sanguine et came 
contulerit: et sensus hic, quo apostoli excusantur, ne caro et sanguis sint, stare non 
poterit: durn nihilominus qui in principio cum came et sanguine non contulit, 
postmodurn, ut dixi, cum came et sanguine contulerit. Quae praepositio nos coarctat, 
ut sic distinguamus, ne statim, sive continuo, cum came jungamus et sanguine; sed 
cum superioribus haerere faciamus, et legatur: Cum autem placuit ei qui me segregavit 
de utero matris meae. Ac deinde: Ut revelaret Filium suum in me. Et ad extremum: Ut 
evangelizarem illum in gentibus continuo: ut a proprio incipiat exordio: Non contuh 
cum carne et sanguine; magisque arbitrandurn est sic stare sensum: quia qui statim 
missus sit, post revelationern Christi Evangeliurn gentibus annuntiare, non steterit: nec 
moris quibusdarn tempus produxerit eundo ad apostolos, et revelationern Domini cum 
hominibus conferendo: sed abierit in Arabiam, et rursus reversus Damascum, post tres 
annos Evangeliurn praedicaverit: et tunc demum Jerosolymam veniens, Petrum, 
Joannern et Jacobum viderit. 

'Immediately I did not acquiesce in flesh and blood', or, in the better Greek version, 'I 
did not confer with flesh and blood. ' I know that most people think this was said about 
the apostles. Porphyry too attacks [Paul] for not deigning, after his revelation of 
Christ, to go to people and confer with them, so as not to be instructed by flesh 
and blood after the teaching of God. But Heaven forbid that I should think Peter, 
John and James to be flesh and blood, which cannot possess the kingdom of God! If 
the spiritual apostles are flesh and blood, what are we to think of the earthly? 
Obviously Paul, after his revelation, did not confer with flesh and blood, because he 
did not want to cast pearls before swine or give what is holy to dogs. See what is 
written about sinners: 'my spirit shall not remain in those people, because they are 
flesh. ' The Apostle did not confer the Gospel that was revealed to him on people like 
that, who were flesh and blood (and flesh and blood did not reveal the Son of God to 
Peter either), but little by little he changed them from flesh and blood to spirit, and 
then he entrusted to them the hidden mysteries of the Gospel. Someone may say: if he 
did not immediately confer with flesh and blood, this implies that later he did confer 
with them, which would rule out the interpretation that exempts the apostles to avoid 
making them flesh and blood, because even though he did not at first confer with flesh 
and blood, later (as I said) he did confer with them. But the prior placing of 
'immediately' constrains us not to take it with 'flesh and blood' but to attach it to 
what precedes. We should read 'When it pleased Him who separated me from my 
mother's womb', then 'to reveal His Son in me', then 'so that I should spread his 
gospel among the nations immediately. ' Then 'I did not confer with flesh and blood' 
has its own beginning, and that is the interpretation we should prefer, because the man 
who was immediately sent, after the revelation of Christ, to announce the Gospel to 
the nations, would not have stood still, or extended the time with delays by going to 
the apostles and conferring with people about the revelation of God. He would have 
gone to Arabia, then come back to Damascus and preached the Gospel three years 
later, then at last he would have come to Jerusalem and seen Peter, John and James. 
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Jerome, Commentary on Galatians 2.11 (Hamack Nr. 21 c) 

Et dicunt nequaquam Petrum a convictu. gentium se potuisse subtrahere, qui et 
centurionern Cornelium baptizarat. Et cum ascendisset Jerosolymam, disceptantibus 
adversus se qui erant ex Circumcisione, et dicentibus: Quare introisti ad viros 
praeputium habentes, et manducasti cum illis? post narrationern visionis, tali 
responsionern suam fine concluserit: Si ergo eamdem gratiam dedit illis Deus, sicut et 
nobis qui credidimus in Dominum Jesum Christum: ego quis eram qui possem 
prohibere Deum? Quibus auditis, tacuerunt, et glorificaverunt Deum, dicentes: ergo 
et gentibus Deus poenitentiam ad vitam dedit; maxime cum Lucas scriptor 
historiae, nullam hujus dissensionis faciat mentionem; nec dicat umquam 
Petrum Antiochiae fuisse cum Paulo, et locum dari Porphyrio blasphemand; si 
autem Petrus errasse, aut Paulus procaciter apostolorum principem confutasse 
credatur. Quibus primurn respondendum, alterius nescio cujus Cephae nescire nos 
nomen, nisi ejus qui et in Evangelio, et in ahis Pauli Epistolis, et in hac quoque ipsa 
modo Cephas, modo, Petrus, scribitur. Non quod aliud significet Petrus, aliud Cephas: 
sed quod quam nos Latine et Graece petram vocemus, hanc Hebraei et Syri propter 
linguae inter se viciniam, Cephan nuncupent... Ad extremurn si propter Porphyrii 
blasphemiam, alius nobis fingendus est Cephas, ne Petrus putetur errasse, 
infinita de Scripturis erunt radenda divinis, quae ille, quia non intelligit, 
criminatur. Sed et adversum Porphyrium, in alio, si Christus jusserit, opere 
pugnabimus: nunc reliqua prosequamur. 

Peter, they say, was never able to part from the way of life of the Gentiles, he who had 
baptized the centurion Cornelius. Indeed, when he arrived to Jerusalem, the faithful 
Circumcised were disputing against him and saying: "Why have you been with the 
Uncircumcised and eaten with them. " But after telling them about his vision, he 
concludes his story with these words : "If God gave them the same grace than he gave 
us, who have believed in the Lord Jesus Christ, who was I to oppose Him ? Upon 
hearing these words, they remained silent and glorified God by saying : God has 
therefore given penitence to the Gentiles too to lead them toward life? " But more 
especially Luke, the writer of History, does not make any mention of this 
disagreement, nor at any time does he say that Peter was at Antioch with Paul 
and gave occasion for Porphyry's blasphemy, if either Peter was believed to have 
gone astray or Paul to have insultingly refuted the chief of the apostles. The first 
answer to these people is that we do not know the name of some other Cephas than the 
one who in the Gospel, in other Letters of Paul, and in this Letter, is sometimes 
written "Cephas" and sometimes "Petrus. " Not because "Petrus" means one thing and 
"Cephas" another: but what we call petra in Latin and Greek, Hebrews and Syrians 
name cephas because of the closeness of their language... On the opposite, if on 
account of the blasphemy of Porphyry, we have to invent another Cephas so that 
it might not be thought that Peter had gone astray, infinite things must be erased 
from the divine Scripture, which he condemns because he does not understand. 
But we shall fight against Porphyry in another work, if Jesus Christ commands it; we 
shall now explain the rest of the epistle. 

[In the chapter entitled "New Methods, " we discussed these passages, and how the 
context of the fragments is essential to our understanding of their content. ] 
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Augustine of Hippo 

Augustine, Letter 102.2-3 to Deogratias (Hamack Nr. 92) 

Movet quosdam, et requirunt de duabus resurrectionibus quae conveniat 
promissae resurrectioni, utrumnam Christi an Lazari? Si Christi, inquiunt, 
quomodo potest haec convenire resurrectioni natorum ex semine, eius qui nulla 
seminis conditione natus est? Si autem Lazari resurrectio convenire asseritur, ne 
haec quidem congruere videtur: siquidem Lazari resurrectio facta sit de corpore 
nondum tahescente, de eo corpore, quo Lazarus dicebatur; nostra autem multis 
saeculis post ex confuso eruetur. Deinde A post resurrectionem status beatus 
futurus est, nulla corporis iniuria, nulla necessitate famis, quid sibi vult cibatum 
Christum fuisse, et vulnera monstravisse? Sed A propter incredulum fecit, finxit: 
A autem verum ostendit, ergo in resurrectione accepta futura sunt vulnera. 
Quibus respondetur, ideo non Lazari resurrectionem, sed potius Christi congruere 
promissae resurrectioni, quia Lazarus ita resurrexit ut iterum moreretur: Christus 
autem, sicut de illo scripturn est, surgens a mortuis, iam non moritur, et mors illi ultra 
non dominabitur. Quod etiarn promissum est resurrecturis in fine saeculi, et cum illo 
regnaturis in aeternum. Sic autem non pertinet ad resurrectionem differentia nativitatis 
Christi et nostrae, quod ille sine virili semine, nos autern ex viro et femina creati 
sumus, sicut etiarn non pertinet ad ipsius mortis differentiam. Non enim propterea 
illius non vera mors fuit, quia sine virili semine natus est; sicut nec ipsius primi 
hominis aliter exorta caro quam nostra (quandoquidem ille sine parentibus de terra 
creatus est, nos vero ex parentibus) aliquid attulit ad differentiam mortis, ut aliter ille 
moreretur, aliter nos. Sicut autem ad mortis sic nec ad resurrectionis differentiam valet 
diversa nativitas. 

It (the resurrection) bothers certain people, and they ask which of the two kinds 
of resurrections corresponds to the one promised to us, is it that of Christ, or that 
of Lazarus? If it is Christ's, they say, (then) how can that resurrection be the 
same for those who were born from seed, when He was not born from any seed? 
But If the resurrection of Lazarus corresponds to ours, it too seems not to fit: 
(since) the resurrection of Lazarus was reallsed from a body not yet decayed, but 
from the body In which he was said to be Lazarus; ours, however, is put back 
together after many centuries out of the things with which it has been mingled. 
Then, if after the resurrection our state is going to be fortunate, in that there are 
no Injuries to the body, no necessity for hunger, what does it mean that Christ 
took food, and showed his injuries? For if he did this for the unbelieving, he was 
deceiving them: if, however, he displayed the truth, the wounds we have received 
will remain In the resurrection. To this I answer, that the resurrection of Christ and 
not of Lazarus corresponds to that which is promised, because Lazarus was so raised 
that he died a second time, whereas of Christ it is written: "Christ, being raisedfrom 
the dead, dies no more; death has no more dominion over Him. " The same is 
promised to those who shall rise at the end of the world, and shall reign for ever with 
Christ. As to the difference in the manner of Christ's generation and that of other men, 
this has no bearing upon the nature of His resurrection, just as it had none upon the 
nature of His death, so as to make it different from ours. His death was not the less 
real because of His not having been begotten by an earthly father; just as the 
difference between the mode of the origination of the body of the first man, who was 
formed immediately from the dust of the earth, and of our bodies, which we derive 
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from our parents, made no such difference as that his death should be of another kind 
than ours. As, therefore, difference in the mode of birth does not make any difference 
in the nature of death, neither does it make any difference in the nature of resurrection. 
[what is not in bold is a translation by J. G. Cunningham. From Nicene and Post- 
Nicene Fathers, First Series, Vol. 1. ed. Philip Schaff (Buffalo, NY: Christian 
Literature Publishing Co., 1887) Revised and edited for New Advent by K. Knight] 

[In the case of Augustine, we can see that the immediate context does not add much to 
what we aready knew about the fragment; it is necessary to study the entire letter 102, 
as well as other Augustinian works, in other to make a decision as to the quality of the 
passage as a fragment. ] 
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