Xenophanes Christianus?

M. J. Edwards
HISTORIES OF PHILOSOPHY typically include chapters on the

period ‘from Thales to Plato’ which obscure the fact that

Plato’s writings are the carliest extant in Greek philos-
ophy. Most of our information about his predecessors dates
from the Roman Empire, and is apt to receive the most
uncritical treatment in such histories. At times the sources
paraphrase, at other times they quote, but even then not with
sufficient notice of the context to permit the redressing of error
or prejudice in their interpretations. Philosophers quote their
predecessors to illustrate the antiquity of their own opinions or,
if the predecessor is unfriendly, to dispel the authority of his
august name with such instruments as rhetoric can procure. If
some readers were content with obloquy and ridicule, there
were others whom citation, even if partial and unseasonable,
was more likely to persuade.

When Christians take up an ancient author, they know that a
Christian audience will suspect him, while a pagan will applaud.!
In the first case, the purpose is to reveal to other Christians that
an unbaptized philosopher is at the root of some prevailing
heresy; in the second, pagans are required to learn that what
they most abhor in Christianity was anticipated by the best of
the Greceks.? The latter case is attested by citations of the sixth-
century B.C. Xenophanes of Colophon in the Stromateis of the
late second-century apologist Clement of Alexandria. I shall
argue here that although these quotations serve their purpose,

' See ]J. P. Hershbell, “Hippolytus’ Elenchus as a Source for Empedocles
Reconsidered,” Phronesis 18 (1973) 97-114, 187-203; C. Osbourne, Rethinking
Early Greek Philosophy (Cambridge 1987). For appraisals of pagan
doxography cf. e.g. J. P. Hershbell, “Plutarch as a Source for Empedokles, Re-
examined,” AJP 92 (1971) 156-84; G. E. L. Owen, “Philosophical Invective,”
OxStAncPhil 1 (1983) 1-26.

? On the character of Alexandrian Christianity sec S. Lilla, Clement of
Alexandria (Oxford 1971); on the aims and resources of the apologists see .
Daniélou, Gospel Message and Hellenistic Culture, tr. J. A. Baker (London
1975).
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220 XENOPHANES CHRISTIANUS?

they are unlikely to be genuine. The case rests first on the
records of Xenophanes in the least impeachable sources, then
on inquiry into the consistency of Clement’s citations with
these gndings, and finally on the doubtful contexts of these tes-
timonies.3

I

If Xenophanes can be shown to have believed anything, it was
that gods are in all respects superior to men. Even to talk of
gods would seem to be only a concession to the idiom of
contemporaries, for, although Xenophanes can allude to ‘gods’
who have hidden certain things from human speculation (B18;
cf. B34.2), the doxographies of pagans, such as Aristotle, Cicero,
Diogenes Laertius, Sextus Empiricus, and Plutarch, make him
monolatrous and in some sense pantheistic.* “He sees, he
thinks, he hears as a whole,” according to a line prescrved by
Sextus (B 24; ¢f. D.L. 9.19=A19); gazing at the firmament with a
sublime intuition of unity, says Aristotle, Xenophanes declared
that “the All is God” (Metaph. 986b=419).

Among his remains is a statement that God shakes all things
by the phren of his nous (B25): dAN" drdvevBe ndvoro véov
gpevi navto kpadoaivel. This motion is like that caused by the
nod of Zeus in the Iliad, for, while the minds of gods and men
in Homer are also instruments of feeling, that of Zeus is set
apart by its power to give immediate execution to his will.?
Even if, as Darcus holds, the phren stands for the effective
operation of the intellect, while the nous is its cognitive faculty, ¢

3 The fragments of Xenophanes will be cited from Diels-Kranz, Vorsokr.® 1
(Berlin 1951). This text is employed with little apparatus by M. Untersteiner,
Senofane, Testimonianze e frammenti (Florence 1956).

* On the conventionality of the plural form see e.g. Guthrie, Hist. Gk. Phil.
I (Cambridge 1962) 375f. Most uses simply take up words of others (e.g. in
epic or festivals), and where this is not obviously the case (as in 818), we do
not know whether the poet wrote in propria persona. The evidence of the
doxographers is unanimously in favor of one god.

5 See K. Reinhardtr, Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen
Philosophie (Bonn 1916) 112ff; J. Warden, “The Mind of Zeus,” JHistIdeas 32
(1971) 3-14. G. S. Kirk and ]. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers, rev. M.
Schofield (Cambridge 1983) 170f, declare that Xenophanes alludes to Homer
only by negation, but this seems to me too strong. His monotheism is rather,
as they also say, a “bold development” of the old belief.

¢ S. M. Darcus, “The Phren of the Nous in Xenophanes’ God,” SymbOslo
83 (1978) 25-39.
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Xenophanes’ notion of the deity is clearly a refinement of the
epic onc; nevertheless, he is at some pains to say that Zeus is
not this deity. For to Zeus and the other gods Homer and
Hesiod had imputed every kind of vice and injury, which could
not be predicated of a god (B 11):

névta Beols’ dvéBnkav “Ounpdc 8° ‘Holoddc e,
boca mop’ dvBpamolsty Oveidea xal ywoyog éotiv,
KAERTEWV PHOLLEVELY TE KOl AAANAOVS AMOTEVELV.

The story that Xenophanes was a rhapsode need not, even if it
were verified, be inconsistent with his criticisms.” The ancient
notices of Xenophanes and the invention of allegory by his
contemporary Theagenes of Rhegium both suggest that such
protests were incipient in this period, since all known allegorical
writing proposes or implies the defence of myth.® Thus, so far,
the poet of Colophon believed in only one god, who surpassed
the epic Zeus in power and did not share his faults.

IT

With this pagan evidence the Christian sorts well, yet not so
perfectly as modern scholars often imply. The following
citations are consecutively attributed to Xenophanes in
Clement, Strom. 5.109.1 (=23, 14):°

(1) eig Bedg v 1e Beolg kol dvBpdnoiot péyistoc,
ot &épog Bvnroiowy dpoilog 00dE vonpua.

(2) &AL’ ot Bpotol doxéovot yevvaoBal Beotg
v cetépny &’ éabnita Exev povAy te Sépog Te.

Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 13.13.36) attempted to turn the first

line, an iambic trimeter, into an hexameter without success.!®

7D.L. 9.18=419; R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship T (Oxford 1968)
8f.

8 On Theagenes see Pfeiffer (supra n.7); for recent bibliography see H.
Schibli, Pherekydes of Syros (Oxford 1990) 99 n.54.

% Text from the edition by O. Staehlin, Clemens Alexandrinus (Berlin 1960)
11 399t.

1% Euseb. Praep. Evang. 13.13.36: dAld Bpotoi Soxéovor Beodg yevvaohar,
which Bergk supplements with 6uoiwc.
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Bergk did better, but as the trimeter also appears in Theodoret’s
Curatio (3.72), it evidently stood in Clement’s text. Diels—Kranz
and Stachlin, in editing Clement, therefore ignored the emen-
dation.

(3) &AL’ €1 o xelpag ¥’ eixov Bdec e Aéovieg
| YpQyal xelpeoot kal £pyo TeAelv omep GvOpEC,
{nrot pév 0 inrolor Bésg O€ 1€ Bouo‘w 6uoia<;
Kol {xe) Bsmv 100 ¢ eypa(pov Kol ccou(xt g¢nolovv
101000’ 01dv mep kadTOl Sépag elyov.

Stachlin’s version (Strom. 5.109.3=B 15), reproduced here, in-
cludes the particle ye in the first line. Eusebius offers a some-
what different reading, for which various emendations (perhaps
unnecessary) have been suggested.!!

At Strom. 7.22 Clement paraphrases an otherwise unknown
couplet!? stating that men of different races and different
features are always apt to make their deities like themselves.
The Christian apologist can thus infer an attack upon idolatry,
but the portion of the text that is most clearly a quotation does
not refer to painting, and what use Xenophanes made of his
observation remains uncertain.

Clement is the first to cite these testimonies but omits those
preserved by others. Among the traits peculiar to this little
Christian library three arouse doubt of its origin in the archaic
period:

(1) It is difficult to imagine how the first line of fragment 2
(above) could have become an iambic trimeter by accident, yet

" Praep. Evang. 13.13.36: GAL’ ei xeipag £xov Poeg, nE Aéovrec. This will pass
as a fragment of a hexameter, though Diels—Kranz, assuming that the
beginning of the quotation is the beginning of a line, write GAX’ i xeipag #xov
Bdeg < Tnmor 1> 7NE Afovteg, in which they have been followed by numerous
scholars.

12 The original wording is: tag popedg adtdv Opoiag tavtoig ¥kactot
dalwypagodoy, B¢ enow O E. Aiblonéc 1e péhavog oipodg te Opiixég te
nuppovg kal yAavkovg. Diels-Kranz, Untersteiner, and others have Xenoph-
anes say:

AiBionég te (Beobg ogetépovg) orpodg pélavag te
Opfikéc te yAavkolg xal nuppols (poct néiecBan).

Aristotle’s observation that men make the gods resemble themselves in
manner as in feature (Pol. 1252b25ff) need not depend upon Xenophanes,
whom he does not name.
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if these lines are by Xenophanes, it cannot have been one in
origin. Xenophanes’ fragments are all in elegiacs or in uniform
hexameters; and even if he, like Solon and Archilochus, wrote
iambics, no poet of this age or any other uses alternatmg
trimeters and hexameters as a regular form of verse.!?

(2) The locution eig Bedg is otherwise unattested in Xenoph-
anes or in any other of the most ancient Greek phllosophcrs,
and, to judge by his other doxographers, Xenophanes was not
sO partlal to £i¢ as to #v.'* He would appear to have employed
the definite article to denote the God who was both One and
ALY If it is indeed ancient, this is perhaps the only usc of €i¢ to
indicate, not absolute singularity, but only superiority to other
beings in a numerous class. It would also contradict the
philosopher’s axiom, which more than one authority ascribes to
him, that no god can be subject to the power of any other; for
such a principle makes it inconceivable that one among the gods
should rule the rest.1¢

(3) The word 8épag, though attested only here in the remains of
this philosopher, occurs on all three occasions when his words
are quoted in meter. The intent is to proscribe the use of
images, a practice that philosophers of the archaic and classical
periods were not accustomed to condemn, although they can
hardly have applauded it. Heraclitus scorned the mysteries, and
was followed by both Plato (e.g. Rep. 364C —-65A) and the
Derveni commentator; !’ Plato, as indignant as Xenophanes to
hear of Homeric gods whose passions led them into adultery,
mendacity, and murder (e.g. Euthphr. 6B—C), does not single out

13 The attested works of Xenophanes include his Silloi and On Nature: see
Kirk and Raven (supra n.5) 166f. Diogenes Laertius (9.18) attributes to him
epic, elegiac, and iambic compositions.

14 A30 (=Arist. Met. 986b), 31 (=Simpl. in Phys. 22.22), 34 (= Cxc Acad. 2.118),
35 (=Timon fr.59), 36 (=Theodoret, Curatio 4.8). Both ¢i¢ and §v appear
frequently in the De Xenophane, Melisso et Gorgia (hereafter ‘De XMG’),
but this is agreed by all to be too late and too tendentious to be a source of
ipsissima verba. W. Jaeger, The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers
(Oxford 1947) 52, notes that this tract demonstrates the existence of one
Being, not one God. In view of what is argued here, we cannot rely on
A33=Hippolytus, Refutatio 1.14.

15 Frequent in De XMG; see also Arist. Met. 986b; Timon fr.60.

' De XMG 977a24-32; a31 (=Simpl. in Phys. 22.22), 32 (=Plutarch ap.
Euseb. Praep. Ewvang. 1.8.4). For an attempt to make a formal argument of

these asseverations see J. Barnes, The Presocratic Philosophers 1 (Oxtord 1979)
86-89.

17 See Heraclitus 85 D.-K.; P.Derv. col. xvi, as in the appendix to ZPE 47
(1982).
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the plastic representations of divinities as a fraud proving the
blindness of the artist, and it seems that no one in the archaic
and classical periods denounced the civie images because they
claimed to depict the physiognomy of gods.

Heraclitus can indeed be cited on the insanity of addressing
prayers to images, but it is uncertain whether the anthropomor-
phic character of these images was important to his argument.'8
Epicureans later opined that the proper features of the gods
appeared in images, but endorsed no cult of either. In the
strictures confirmed as authentic, the acts, not the visual
representations of the gods, engage Xenophanes; and Homer
never describes Zeus’ face, only his nod, ambrosial locks,
thunderbolt, and declamations.

III

These considerations induce a suspicion only intensified by a
study of Clement’s source. A long inventory of passages
ascribed to other philosophers and dramatists testifying to the
unity of the godhead follows the citations from Xenophanes
peculiar to Clement. Many of these also occur in the De
Monarchia once assigned to Justin,'” and thus the conclusion 1s
that both witnesses used a Christian or Jewish florilegium. Such
COHCCtlonS arc rcgularly pOSIted When the same Cltatlons from
ancient texts occur in a number of authors of only moderate
learning;?° this one must have been copied under indifferent
supervision, since couplets of one testimony in Clement will
belong to another in the De Monarchia, and in a sequence of
quotations of the same passages from New Comedy scarcely
one is attributed to the same hand. Some could not be at-
tributed with confidence to any classical author: the homiletic
fustian laid at the door of Aeschylus and Sophocles is as
spurious as the songs that a pure and monotheistic audience is
made to intone to the Deity in these and other apologetic
texts.?!

18 E. Bevan’s citation of Heraclitus 85 D.-K. in Holy /mages (London 1940)
65 therefore secems incautious.

1% Text edited by C. Otto, S. Justini Opera Addubitata (Jena 1879) 126-58;
De Monarchia 104b—09c corresponds to Clem. Al. Strom. 5.119.2-126.1.

2 See H. Chadwick, “Florigelium,” RAC 7 (1969) 1144f.

21 De Monarchia 104e-105b (=Kern, Orph. fr. no. 245), 104af (=[Aesch.]
fr.464 Nauck), 104cf (=[Soph.] {fr.1025 Nauck). On the citation attributed to
Euripides sce now C. Riedweg, “TGrF 2.624—A Euripidean Fragment,” CQ
Ns. 40 (1990) 124-36.
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A similar collection is employed in the Cobortatio ad
Gentiles, also falsely attributed to Justin.?? Many Jewish or
Christian impostures were clad with the name of Orpheus, and
that of the Sybil covered even more than the fourteen books
that now survive.?? In these fraudulent lucubrations the traits
noted above as untypical of Xenophanes and his period can be
illustrated, even to excess:

(1) The trimeter was one of the tools most frequently
employed in Christian forgery, since tragedy and comedy were
among the most freely imitated models. Hexameter, on the
other hand, was the staple of Sibylline and Orphic poetry, and
had been the only meter permitted to philosophers (i.e.,
Parmenides, Empedocles, and Lucretius).?* A forger with little
skill in composition might have aimed to write hexameters, yet
would be obliged to let trimeters stand in place of the line that
his abilities dxc%not equip him to construct.

(2) The formula €ic 0edc was the cornerstone of many Christian
and Jewish fabrications of late antiquity:?*

(a) £ic Toic dAnBeionowy, eic éotiv Bedc

(b) eTLg got’ m’noyevr’]g, £VOG ’e'Kyova TAVTO TETUKTOL

(c) el 11¢ epsx Bedg SLuL naps§ evog ourog ocpz-:LKSL
koopov {oov 100Te otnoog einelv "Epodg ovtog.

All these specimens differ from fr.1 above in declining to
allow the existence of another deity. The florilegium was,
however, prepared to admit such genuine examples of Greek
piety as a passage from the Jon of Euripides, commending
sincere devotion to “the gods” (452ff ap. De Monarchia 108bf),

and Clement transcribes a passage in which Orpheus pays his

22 Text in Ouo (supra n.19) 18-127 at 15¢-18d (=chapters 15-19).
23 See the editions by J. H. F. Friedlieb (Leipzig 1852) and C. Alexandre

(Paris 1841) with commentary (Paris 1856); for translation and commentary,
R. H. Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament 1I:
Psendepigrapha (Oxford 1913), remains the most informative. On the
composition of the Sibylline Oracles see now D. Potter, Prophecy and History
in the Crisis of the Roman Empire (Oxford 1990) 94-140.

24 Xenophanes is the exception, if indeed his elegiac fragments can be called
philosophical.

2> For the following see De Monarchia 104c (=Cobortatio 18a=Clem. Al
Strom. 5.113.1=[Soph.] fr. 1025 Nauck), 105a (=Cobortatio 15d=Orph. fr.
245.8), 105c. I cite only texts appearing in the common florigelium; examples
from the Sibyllina are barely numerable.
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devoirs to “the greatest of the gods,” who causes earth and
heaven to tremble (Strom. 5.125.1=Orphica fr. 248.3 Kern).
When Moses speaks at Exodus 7.1 of his being made a god to
the Pharaoh, Philo remarks that the sacred Word is not so
superstitious as to withhold from man a title that was not, in any
case, a truc appellation of the Deity; and even in the Old
Testament a celebrated psalm (82.1, 6) described a parliament of
the elohim in which Yahweh was supreme.

In the Roman era it would have been thought legitimate to

speak of God as single, yet conceive him as one of many. As
seen from the acclamations showered upon the hero of
Lucian’s Death of Peregrinus, to style a man ‘the one’ of his
kind might signify that he possessed a certain property, not
uniquely, but in an unusual measure.?®* The One God and the
many, as we have seen, appear to have been alternative
formulations in Xenophanes but in a later period, the formula
el Bedg would allow a man to retain belief in many gods, while
asserting the supremacy of one.
(3) The attacks on the use of images came from all quarters
during the Roman Empire, when Dio of Prusa, Maximus of
Tyre, and Philostratus were all required to devise new
arguments in its defence.?’ As the chief concern here is with
forgeries, the sarcasms of Christians and Jews (not the sole
accusers) may be illustrated from Orpheus and the Sibyl:

Bvntol 8¢ moAAol xapdiav nAavduevol
1dpvodpecfa mnudtev mopoyvydc
(De Monarchia 104c=[Soph.] fr.1025 Nauck).

Epya 8¢ yepomointa yepaipopev dgpovi Buud
eidwAio Eodvav e xatoeBuévav dvBpanwy
(Sibyllina, Proem. 1.6=Cobortatio 16e).

Such examples are indeed superfluous, for what Jew or
Christian did not think it his duty to declaim against idolatry?

26 See the commentary of E. Schwartz (Paris 1951) 97f on Peregrinus 15; E.
Peterson, EIZ ®EOZL (Géottingen 1926).

7 Dio Chrys. Or. 12; Max. Tyr. Philosophumena 2 (Hobein); Philostr. VA
6.19. The reference to Phidias in these discussions is not proof of their
antiquity; the absence of a common argument, however, may suggest that
they are new.



M. J. EDWARDS 227

The works of the apologists might be opened at any page for
corroboration of this charge, always the first leveled, whether
in ignorance or with disingenuous scholarship, against the pagan
culture of their own or a previous day.

An objection to the theory of Christian provenance might be
founded on a certain interpretation of fr.1, according to which
God is unlike man in intellect and body. Darcus infers that since
he has an intellect, though unlike man’s, he will also have a body
of his own.?® Would not a Christian forger (or a Jew) have been
at pains to make it obvious that God does not have a shape of
any kind?

The objection can be met by one or a combination of four
replies: (1) the resources of the forger would be too limited to
allow so close a reading of his verses; (2) not to posscss a body
is one way in which a being may be unlike humans ‘in respect
of body’; (3) not all Christians held that God is strictly incor-
poreal, though all agreed that any body assigned to him would
be more refined than ours;?° (4) at least one Orphic fragment,

known to be a forgery, asserts that the body of God enfolds the
world.3°

v

Thus Christian fabricators of such testimony used all the
unusual traits of Clement’s testimonies from Xenophanes. It is
plausible to conclude that, if Clement differs from other
sources on Xenophanes, it is because he is not a true source. As
the first Greek, or at least the first known Greek, to have
denied that a god partakes of vice or weakness, Xenophanes
could not evade the hospitality of Christian handbooks. This
new society forced him to renounce his archaic manners:
trimeter and hexameter took the place of clegiacs, new tropes
and new vocabulary supported a novel quarrel with the idols,

28 Darcus (supra n.6) 26; cf. Guthrie (supra n.4) 376f, who adduces texts
indicating that the body of the Deity would be spherical. There is, as I show,
no reason to dispute the authenticity of these testimonies, but exact quotations
are wanting.

2% On Tert. De carne Christi 11 etc. see ]J. Daniélou, The Origins of Latin
Christianity, tr. J. A. Baker (LLondon 1977) 214-23.

% Euseb. Praep. Evang. 13.12, citing Aristobulus; ¢f. Cobortatio 18.
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and to the one God of theism were addressed the acclamations
that his Presocratic verses had bestowed upon the AllL
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