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Many scholars pointed out the efforts made by Malalas, a 6th-cen-
tury Byzantine chronographer, to unify Jewish, Greek and Roman his-
tory into a unitary world history.1 He was by no means the first to do 
it, but certainly his work represents a whole new level in this respect.2 
The novelty, or rather peculiarity of the stories which fill the books of 
his world Chronicle, especially of those concerned with mythical and 
biblical times, leads to an obvious question: where did he take them 
from? What were his sources and how much should we attribute to his 
ingenuity? 

This question has received some attention3, but certainly not 
enough. In this paper we will try to shed some light on this problem 

1 Most recently Berthelot 2004, Beaucamp 2006, Pernet 2007.
2 A good review of mythological and biblical content of Malalas’ Chronicle can be 

found in Horling 1980. The best general introduction to Malalas and his work is still 
Jeffreys et al. (eds.) 1990. See also Beaucamp et al. (eds.) 2004, Agusta-Boularot et al. 
(eds.) 2006. 

3 Still the most comprehensive work is Jeffreys 1990 with up-to-date bibliography. 
More recent works of a narrower scope include Garstad 2002, Garstad 2005, Garstad 
2009, D’Alfonso 2006. Beaucamp 2006 and my unpublished PhD thesis entitled “Sourc-
es of the first 9 books of Malalas’ Chronicle and their interpretation”, Kraków 2014.
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by examining a short biblical story about Serug, Terah, Hellen and the 
introduction of idolatry.4 We will try to identify the ultimate source of 
this story, which in turn will tell us something about the relationship 
between Malalas and the so-called Excerpta Salmasiana.5 The Excerpta 
Salmasiana are of great importance in this paper, and since this work is 
not a very well known piece of historical writing, even to specialists, 
and for those who are familiar with it, it has been a source of conten-
tion, we think that a short recapitulation of the scholarly discussion 
connected with it will serve well as an introduction to our more detailed 
studies.6

JOHN OF ANTIOCH, EXCERPTA SALMASIANA AND 
JOHN MALALAS

John of Antioch,7 because of his name and place of origin, was 
sometimes identified with John Malalas and was often confused with 
him8. It is clear, however, that they were two different chronographers, 
though it is not quite certain whether John of Antioch lived and worked 
before or after John Malalas. The chronographical  work of John of 
Antioch survived in much worse condition than that of John Malalas, 
that is to say, we have only fragments of his work. Because of this 
many scholars tried to reconstruct the content of his work from various 
fragments scattered among other works. One of the most important col-
lections of fragments that was used to reconstruct the work of John of 

4 Malalas 38.7 – 40.53. We employ the most recent edition of Malalas’ Chronog-
raphy edited by Thurn (Thurn Johannes (ed.), Ioannis Malalae Chronographia, Berlin 
2000), all references to Malalas’ text follow this edition.

5 This is a collection of extracts from some historical works. The most comprehen-
sive recent coverage of this work can be found in Mariev’s and Roberto’s introductions 
to their editions of fragments of the Chronicle of John of Antioch: Roberto 2005: LIII-
LXXIII, Mariev 2008: 26*-29*.

6 The best review of the scholarship devoted to this question can be found in Ma-
riev’s introduction to his edition of John of Antioch’s work (Mariev 2008: 4*-8*), and 
our recapitulation is based on it.

7 On this author and his work see Roberto 2005: XI - CXXIV, and Mariev 2008: 
3*-56*.

8 See Patzig 1892.
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Antioch is the Excerpta Salmasiana, which is a collection of excerpts 
from chronicles.9 The reason for doing so is quite straightforward: in 
the beginning of this collection it is written that the fragments come 
from the work of John of Antioch.10 Some of these fragments, and es-
pecially those concerned with mythological and biblical times, are very 
similar to the material found in Malalas, which started a discussion on 
the relationship of those two authors.

Yet from the very beginning in the efforts to reconstruct the content 
of the Chronography of John of Antioch some scholars voiced their 
doubts about the validity of ascribing the fragments found in the Ex-
cerpta Salmasiana to the work of John of Antioch. In the first place 
Boissevain11 and Sotiriadis12 stated that the Excerpta cannot be attrib-
uted in its entirety to the work of John of Antioch because most of 
the fragments found there are too different in style and content from 
the so-called Constantine Fragments (fragments of John of Antioch’s 
work incorporated into works of Constantine Porphyrogenitus).13 This 
argumentation was corroborated by a discovery made by De Boor, who 
found in some manuscripts of the Excerpta a marginal note which says 
“ἑτέρα ἀρχαιολογία” (“another account of the ancient times”) placed 
just after the first fragment.14 

These arguments against attributing the Excerpta fragments to John 
of Antioch were not met with general approval. Probably the staunchest 
supporter of such attribution of the Excerpta to the work of John of An-
tioch was Patzig, who firstly rallied against arguments made by Bois-
sevain and Sotiriadis15 saying that all the differences can stem from the 
redaction made by the epitomator. Later he also tried to argue that the 
mid title “ἑτέρα ἀρχαιολογία” actually refers to the “real” John of An-
tioch, whereas the first title, which actually mentions John of Antioch, 

9 This collection was used in the first modern edition of John of Antioch’s fragments 
published by Karl Wilhelm Ludwig Müller in 1851 and more recently in the edition 
prepared by Umberto Roberto (Roberto 2005).

10 ἀρχαιολογία Ἰωάννου Ἀντιοχέως ἔχουσα καὶ διασάφησιν τῶν μυθευομένων.
11 Boissevain 1887.
12 Sotiriadis 1888.
13 Mariev 2008: 17*-20*.
14 De Boor 1899.
15 Patzig 1892: 22.
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does not refer to him.16 Many scholars followed his claim, and among 
others Umberto Roberto, who is one of the most recent editors of the 
John of Antioch’s Chronicle.17 However, Roberto was not prepared 
with the arguments Patzig gave and came up with his own theory. He 
postulates the existence of an intermediary work (some kind of a chron-
icle), which would have derived from the work of John of Antioch, but 
which would have added some other material.18 This work, according 
to Roberto, would have been a source for the epitomator, the author of 
the Excerpta, for the fragments which appear after the aforementioned 
marginal note “ἑτέρα ἀρχαιολογία”. This quite elaborated theory met 
with some criticism for sacrificing the simplest and the most straight-
forward reasoning on the altar of esoteric theories,19 but any hard proof 
against Patzig’s and Roberto’s theories was not offered.

THE EXCERPTA SALMASIANA AND MALALAS

The Excerpta Salmasiana in many of its parts bear so much resem-
blance to the work of Malalas, that the only explanation here could 
be the existence of a common source.20 This is the case of almost all 
of the mythological and biblical accounts found in two works which 
accounts roughly for one third of Malalas Chronicle. These accounts 
are not only similar but there are for the most part also unique with no 

16 Patzig 1900.
17 Roberto 2005.
18 Roberto 2005: LXI – LXXIII.
19 Mariev 2008: 4*-8*, Nuffelen 2012.
20 The scale of similarities can be best seen if we compare the actual texts, for exam-

ple material about the first man.
Excerpta Salmasiana, Müller 1883 (FGH IV): 

540 = Ioannes Antiochenus, Fragmenta ex 

Historica Chronica, (Roberto 2005) 2.1 – 2.5

Mal. 3.16-4.8
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earlier literary testimony.21 If we agree that the Excerpta hold legitimate 
fragments of John of Antioch’s Chronicle, the conclusion must be that 
either the two authors had a common source,22 or that one had drawn 
on the other.23 If we do not agree on this attribution, there is still a ques-
tion of the exact nature of the fragments found in the Excerpta and their 
connexion to Malalas (at least in the case of fragments which have their 
similar counterparts in Malalas’ Chronicle).

The fragment of Malalas’ Chronicle which interests us here is the 
story about Serug. It is one of those mythological and biblical narra-
tives that can be found in a very similar form in the Excerpta. There are 
of course some differences, but similarities and shared oddities leave 
no doubt, as we will see later, that the two accounts are related. If we 
can establish this relation in respect to the story about Serug, then with 
some probability we can extrapolate our conclusions on all the frag-
ments from the Excerpta, which have their relative counterparts in Ma-
lalas’ Chronicle.

Πρῶτος ἐκ γῆς ἄνθρωπος πλασθεὶς ὁ Ἀδὰμ 

ἀπὸ θεοῦ εἶχε μέτρον ἡλικίας ποδῶν Ϛ′ 

μετὰ τῆς αὐτοῦ κεφαλῆς, ὡς εἶναι τὴν 

αὐτοῦ ἡλικίαν δακτύλων ϞϚ′· ἡ δὲ σπιθαμὴ 

αὐτοῦ εἶχε δακτύλους ιϚ′, ὁ δὲ πῆχυς αὐτοῦ 

δακτύλους κδ′, ὁ δὲ ποῦς ιϚ′. Ἔζησε δὲ ἔτη 

Ϡλ′. Ἡ δὲ τούτου γυνὴ ἐλέγετο Εὔα, καὶ 

ἐγέννησεν υἱοὺς τὸν Κάϊν, τὸν Ἄβελ καὶ τὸν 

Σὴθ, καὶ θυγατέρας τὴν Ἀζουρὰν καὶ τὴν 

᾿Ασουάμ. 

Ἐκτίσθη ἤτοι ἐδημιουργήθη ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ 

πρῶτος ἐκ τῆς γῆς ἄνθρωπος Ἀδὰμ. Καὶ εἶχεν 

μέτρον ἡλικίας ποδῶν Ϛ′ μετὰ τῆς τούτου κε-

φαλῆς, ὡς εἶναι τὴν τούτου ἡλικίαν δακτύλων 

ϞϚ΄, σπιθαμὴ δὲ αὐτοῦ εἶχεν δακτύλους ιδ΄, ὁ 

δὲ πῆχυς αὐτοῦ εἶχε δακτύλους κδ΄. ὁ δὲ ποῦς 

αὐτοῦ εἶχεν δακτύλους ιϚ΄. ἔζησε δὲ ἔτη Ϡλ΄. 

ἡ δὲ γυνὴ αὐτοῦ ἐλέγετο Εὔα καὶ ἐγέννησεν 

υἱοὺς τρεῖς, τὸν Κάϊν, τὸν Ἄβελ, τὸν Σήθ· 

καὶ θυγατέρας δύο, τὴν ᾿Ἀζουρὰν, καὶ τὴν 

Ἀσουὰμ. 

 Both texts are almost identical. It is worth noting that the information on the di-
mensions of Adam, as well as the names of his daughters can be found only in Malalas’ 
work (and works that draw on it) and in the Excerpta Salmasiana. This case proves  true 
for many other parts of mythological and biblical narrative in both works.

21 The most important of those is probably a euhemeristic narrative about Picus-Zeus.
22 Which is a theory of Treadgold (Treadgold 2007: 709-745), who proposed that 

Malalas and John of Antioch used John of Epiphaneia as their common source.
23 This was suggested by Whitby Mi 1990: 255-6.
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SERUG, TERAH AND THE INTRODUCTION OF 
IDOLATRY

Malalas places this story in the second book of his work right after 
a euhemerized mythological account about Thebes.24 He indicates the 
change of the topic, and obviously of his source, by a phrase which 
is common in such instances: “ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἀνωτέρω προγεγραμμένοις 
χρόνοις”.25 This phrase also shows that Malalas had a rather nebulous 
idea about the chronology of events, which probably means that his 
source did not provide him with that kind of information and he did not 
go to great lengths to find it in another source (for example in Eusebius’ 
Chronicle, which does date those events). And indeed the text, which 
we will argue was the ultimate source of this story, was not a chrono-
graphical work.

We will now briefly recount the story as Malalas and the Excerpta 
tell it. The original Greek text of the two versions is also provided in 
parallel columns on the next pages. The story goes that there was a cer-
tain Serug, who was a descendant of Japheth, and who was the first one 
to introduce the cult of great deceased people. Malalas elaborates here 
on the idea of deification of great men after their death to some extent 
and says that he himself draws on the writings of Eusebius of Caesarea 
and Reginos, who is otherwise unknown to us. Malalas’ account is 
much longer than the one in the Excerpta, but one can suppose that here 
the Excerpta are a shortened version of the text featured in Malalas’ 
Chronicle, as it tells the same story in fewer words of which almost all 
are mirrored in Malalas’ Chronicle. In the next stage the texts proceed 
to Abraham’s father, Terah, who in turn is credited with being a creator 
and inventor of idolatry, a cult of statues of deified people. After this 
both texts say that a certain Hellen was the one who introduced idolatry 
into Greece. Malalas additionally mentions Jovan, another character re-
sponsible for spreading idolatry among Greeks, who is also said to have 
taken part in the building of the Tower of Babel. Malalas at the end of 

24 Malalas 38.7 – 40.53. The preceding story about the Theban empire is also very 
idiosyncratic and is also recounted in a very similar way in the Excerpta. There is a re-
cent study devoted to this narrative by Pernet 2007.

25 Malalas 38.6.
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this story adds another discourse about the nature of idolatry, this time 
saying that he follows Plutarch. Even this overview should ring a bell, 
as in some parts it is simply in conflict with the Bible (Serug, according 
to the Bible, is not a descendant of Japheth, but of Shem), and in some 
other cases the information provided by Malalas and the Excerpta has 
no earlier literary attestation (for example the introduction of idolatry 
into Greece by Hellen and Jovan). 

The multitude of detailed information in this narrative gives an 
impression that there are some written sources employed and indeed 
Malalas does not fail to name them. But the problem with these named 
sources is that we have no access to them, so we cannot really check the 
veracity of Malalas’ allegations. On the other hand, we can be almost 
certain that he did not use an obvious source, the Bible (at least in the 
form that we are accustomed to) as there are contradictions with the 
biblical texts, and information completely absent in it.26  

But is a well-known fact that during antiquity biblical tradition was 
transmitted not only by canonical books, as the canon, as we know it 
now, was established much later. It suffices to mention Josephus Fla-
vius and his Antiquities of the Jews, where we find a plethora of biblical 
stories absent in the Bible. There are also works that despite their popu-
larity in antiquity failed to become part of the Canon (at least in Eu-
rope). One of such works was The Book of Jubilees, sometimes called 
Lesser Genesis.27 And indeed it is the Book of Jubilees that bears some 
resemblance to the account featured in Malalas’ Chronicle,28 as there 
seem to be a hint that Serug and Terah are implicated into the introduc-
tion of idolatry.29 But there exists another ancient text, which until now 
remained unnoticed by scholars who deal with Malalas, a text, which 
displays such a close resemblance to the story about Serug featured in 
Malalas’ Chronicle and in the Excerpta, that there can be no doubt it 
was their ultimate source.

26 Gen.11.20-27
27 The book of Jubilees survived only in Ge’ez translation, as it was considered ca-

nonical only by Aethiopian Orthodox Church. We were using an English translation of 
the Ethiopic text prepared by Vanderkam (Vanderkam James C., The Book of Jubilees, 
Louven 1989). 

28 It has been suggested that Malalas could use it, see Jeffreys 1996: 55-57.
29 Jubil. 11.6; 11.11-17. Terah, according to the Jubilees, was an idolater.
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EPIPHANIUS’ PANARION AND ANACEPHALEOSIS

Roberto, who in his edition of John of Antioch fragments included 
the aforementioned Excerpta Salmasiana and therefore also the frag-
ment about Serug and idolatry, noticed that there are some interesting 
similarities between this story and certain fragments of Panarion of 
Epiphanius of Salamis. Panarion, which was written in the 4th century, 
lists all kinds of known heresies.30 Among these heresies pagan cults 
are also included, and among them the most important is “Hellenis-
mos”. It is this part of Panarion where Roberto found some similarities 
to the text about Serug, Terah and the introduction of idolatry present 
in the Excerpta Salmasiana,31 but there is another work closely related 
to Panarion, which includes a slightly altered version of the entry about 
“Hellenismos” which contains much more similarities to the texts in 
the Excerpta and Malalas’ Chronicle. This work is called Anacephaleo-
sis and it is an epitome of Panarion.32

Anacephaleosis is, as epitomes are bound to be, a shortened version 
of Panarion, but in some places the author of this work added substan-
tial pieces of new material. This is especially the case in the account of 
“Hellenismos”. We said earlier that both Malalas’ and the Excerpta ver-
sion of this story includes elements that cannot be found anywhere else. 
On the other hand, the version featured in Anacephaleosis is a rather 
traditional account of the story about Serug and Terah, as we find it 
in the Book of Jubilees. The similarities between Anacephaleosis’ and 
Malalas’ versions lay rather in the layout of the texts, their vocabulary 
with entire sentences hardly changed. The reason Malalas’ text is so 
different is due to actually minor additions or deletions, which some-
times, however, change the meaning of the text substantially. As we 
said many times already, the version of Malalas and the one found in 
the Excerpta, are to a large extent the same, therefore comparisons of 
these two accounts along with the Anacephaleosis version of this story, 

30 A good introduction to this work and its author is an introduction to the translation 
of the Epiphanius’ works made by Williams (Williams 2009: xi-xxxv).

31 Roberto 2005: 42 (fr 17).
32 For more details, see Williams 2009: xvii. 
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the earliest of them from a chronological point of view33, will enable us 
to see more clearly the interrelationship between all the three texts. Be-
low we have the three texts put in parallel columns. Parts of text which 
present special interest are underlined.

Ioannes Antiochenus, 

Fragmenta ex Historica 

Chronica, (Roberto 2005) 42 

(fr 17) = Excerpta Salmasiana 

(Muller 1883: fr. 8.35 – 54)

Mal 38.7 – 40.53 Ps-Epiph. Anacephaleosis 

1.163.1 – 1.164.15.1

1. Serug

Ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἀναγκαῖον εἰπεῖν 

ὅπως οἱ τότε ἄνθρωποι πο-

λυθεΐαν ἐτίμησαν, λεκτέον 

ἡμῖν ἐντεῦθεν ἀρχομένοις.  

Σερούχ τις, ἐκ τῆς τοῦ Ἰάφεθ 

φυλῆς καταγόμενος, δογμα 

παραδέδωκε τιμᾶσθαι τοὺς 

πάλαι τελευτήσαντας καὶ 

ἀριστεύσαντας ἄνδρας 

ἢ διὰ εἰκόνων ἢ διὰ 

ἀνδριάντων, καὶ τούτους 

προσκυνεῖσθαι 

Ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἀνωτέρω προγε-

γραμμένοις [χρόνοις] ἐκ τῆς 

φυλῆς τοῦ Ἰάφεθ ἐγεννήθη ὁ 

Σερούχ· ὅστις ἐνήρξατο τοῦ 

δόγματος τοῦ ἑλληνισμοῦ 

δόγματος διὰ τῆς εἰδωλο-

λατρίας, καθὼς Εὐσέβιος ὁ 

Παμφίλου συνεγράψατο, διὰ 

τὸ τοὺς 

πάλαι γενομένους  πο-

λεμιστάς, ἡγεμόνας, ἢ 

πράξαντάς τι ἀνδρεῖον ἢ 

ἀρετῆς ἐν τῷ βίῳ τοῦ μνημο-

νεύεσθαι εἶναι ἄξιον,

 μάλιστα τοὺς ποιήσαντας διὰ 

δυνάμεώς τινος μυστήρια, 

ὡς ὄντας αὐτῶν προπάτορας, 

ἀνδριᾶσι στηλῶν ἐτίμησαν, 

καὶ πάντες ὡς εὐεργέτας 

   <γ.> Τρίτη [αἵρεσις] Ἑλλη-

νισμός, ἀπὸ τῶν χρόνων τοῦ 

Σεροὺχ ἐναρξάμενος διά τοι 

τῆς εἰδωλολατρείας 

καὶ ὡς ἐστοίχουν τὸ τηνι-

καῦτα ἕκαστος κατά τινα 

δεισιδαιμονίαν ἐπὶ τὸ μᾶλλον 

πολιτικώτερον καὶ ἐπὶ ἔθη 

καὶ θεσμούς. εἰδώλων μέντοι 

γε ἐναρξαμένων τάττεσθαι, 

τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων γένη οἷς 

τότε στοιχήσαντας * ἐθεο-

ποίουν, διὰ μὲν χρωμάτων 

διαγράφοντες τὴν ἀρχὴν καὶ 

ἀπεικονίζοντες τοὺς πάλαι 

παρ’ αὐτοῖς τετιμημένους ἢ 

τυράννους ἢ γόητας ἤ τινάς 

τι δράσαντας ἐν βίῳ μνήμης 

δοκοῦν ἄξιον, δι’ ἀλκῆς τε ἢ 

σωμάτων εὐρωστίας *

33 Anacephaleosis was already used by Saint Augustinus in his De haeresibus ad 
Quodvultdeum (Williams 2009: xvii).
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κατ΄ ἔτος ὡς ἔτι ζῶντας, καὶ 

μνήμας αὐτῶν ἐκτελεῖν 

καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἱερατρικαῖς ἀνα-

γράφεσθαι βίβλοις, καὶ θε-

οὺς αὐτοὺς ὀνομάζειν ὡς 

εὐεργέτας.

ἐντεῦθεν εἰσήχθη ἡ πολυθεΐα 

καὶ ἡ εἰδωλολατρία.

εἰς θεὸν προσεκύνουν, καὶ 

ἐθυσίαζον αὐτοὺς τιμῶντες, 

ὅτι ἀγαθὸν εὑρηκότες, ἢ διὰ 

τέχνης ἢ διὰ κτίσματος ἢ 

διὰ σοφίας ἢ δι’ ἄλλης οἵας 

δήποτε ἀρετῆς ἐλθόντας, 

οὕστινας ἀπεθέωσαν, καθὼς 

Ῥηγῖνος ὁ σοφώτατος συ-

νεγράψατο τῶν ἀποθε-

ωθέντων ὀνόματα. οἱ δὲ μετὰ 

ταῦτα ἄνθρωποι, ἀγνοοῦντες 

τὴν τῶν προγόνων γνώμην, 

ὅτι ὡς προπάτορας καὶ 

ἀγαθῶν ἐπινοητὰς ἐτίμησαν 

μνήμης καὶ μόνης χάριν, 

ὡς θεοὺς ἐπουρανίους 

ἐτίμουν καὶ ἐθυσίαζον 

αὐτοῖς, οὐχ ὡς γενομένους 

ἀνθρώπους θνητοὺς καὶ 

ὁμοιοπαθεῖς. περὶ ὧν ἐν ταῖς 

συγγραφαῖς αὐτοῦ λέγει καὶ ὁ 

Διόδωρος ὁ σοφώτατος ταῦτα 

ὅτι ἄνθρωποι γεγόνασιν οἱ 

θεοί, οὕστινας οἱ ἄνθρωποι 

ὡς νομίζοντες δι’ εὐεργεσίαν 

ἀθανάτους προσηγόρευον· 

τινὰς δὲ καὶ ὀνομάτων προ-

σηγορίας ἐσχηκέναι καὶ 

κρατήσαντας χώρας. τοῦτο δὲ 

ἐποίουν οἱ ἄνθρωποι ἀγνοίᾳ 

πλησθέντες. ἦν δὲ τὸ τῆς ἀπο-

θεώσεως σχῆμα τοῦτο. ἐν τοῖς 

ἱερατικοῖς αὐτῶν βιβλίοις τὰ 

ὀνόματα αὐτῶν ἐτάσσετο, 
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ὅτε ἐτελεύτησαν, καὶ κατὰ 

τὸν αὐτὸν καιρὸν ἑορτὴν καὶ 

θυσίαν αὐτῶν ἐπετέλουν ἐν 

οἷς ἔκειντο μνήμασι, λέγοντες 

εἰς τὰς τῶν μακάρων νήσους 

εἶναι τὰς αὐτῶν ψυχὰς καὶ 

μηκέτι κρίνεσθαι ἢ καίεσθαι 

πυρί.

2. Terah

τοῦτο δὲ διέμεινε παρ’αὐτοῖς 

μέχρι τῶν χρόνων Θάρρα τοῦ 

πατρὸς Ἀβραάμ.

῏Ην γὰρ ἀγαλματοποιὸς καὶ 

ἀπὸ διαφόρων ὑλῶν τῇ πόλει 

εἰκόνας ἐργαζόμενος καὶ 

λέγων τούτους εἶναι θεοὺς 

καὶ ὀφείλειν προσκυνεῖσθαι 

ὡς αἰτίους τῶν ἀγαθῶν.

Ἐντεῦθεν δὲ διέδραμεν ἡ τοι-

αύτη δόξα εἰς τὰ πλεῖστα τῶν 

ἀνθρώπων γένη, 

μάλιστα δὲ ἐν Ἑλλάδι. 

καὶ διέμειναν ἕως τῶν χρόνων 

Θάῤῥα, τοῦ πατρὸς τοῦ 

Ἀβραάμ. 

ἦν γὰρ Θάῤῥα ἀγαλμα-

τοποιὸς πλαστουργῶν, 

ἀπὸ λίθων καὶ ξύλων θε-

οὺς ποιῶν καὶ πιπράσκων, 

καὶ πλάνην ἀγαλμάτων 

καὶ εἰδωλολατρίας εἰσῆγε 

τοῖς ἀνθρώποις διὰ ἀπει-

κονισμάτων τῶν προγόνων 

αὐτῶν, μάλιστα τῶν 

εὑρηκότων τὰ γράμματα καὶ 

τὰς τέχνας·

2b – Egypt, Babylonia, 

Phrygia

 οἷς συνέτρεχον σπουδαίως 

οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι καὶ οἱ Βα-

βυλώνιοι καὶ Φρύγες οἱ ἐκ 

τῆς Ἑλλάδος· ταύτης γὰρ τῆς 

θρησκείας ὑπῆρχον.  ἦσαν 

γὰρ καὶ αὐτοὶ ἀγαλμάτων ποι-

ηταὶ καὶ μυστηρίων ἐξηγηταὶ 

καὶ τελεσταί·

ἔπειτα δὲ ἀπὸ τῶν χρόνων τοῦ 

Θάρρα πατρὸς Ἀβραὰμ 

καὶ δι’ ἀγαλμάτων τὴν πλάνην 

τῆς εἰδωλολατρείας εἰση-

γησάμενοι, τοὺς ἑαυτῶν 

προπάτορας δι’ ἀπεικονισμῶν 

τετιμηκότες καὶ τοὺς πρὸ 

αὐτῶν τετελευτηκότας τε-

χνησάμενοι ἐκ κεραμικῆς 

ἐπιστήμης τὸ πρῶτον, ἔπειτα 

δι’ ἑκάστης τέχνης μιμησάμε-

νοι, οἰκοδόμοι μὲν λίθον 

ξέσαντες, ἀργυροκόποι δὲ 

καὶ χρυσοχόοι διὰ τῆς ἰδίας 

ὕλης τεκτηνάμενοι, οὕτω καὶ 

τέκτονες καὶ οἱ καθεξῆς·

2b – Egypt, Babylonia, 

Phrygia

 (Αἰγύπτιοι δὲ ὁμοῦ καὶ 

Βαβυλώνιοι καὶ Φρύγες 

καὶ Φοίνικες ταύτης τῆς 

θρῃσκείας πρῶτοι εἰσηγηταὶ 

γεγόνασιν, ἀγαλματοποιίας τε 

καὶ μυστηρίων,
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 ἀφ’ ὧν μάλιστα εἰς Ἕλληνας 

ἤχθη ἡ αὐτὴ θρησκεία, 

ἀφ’ ὧν τὰ πλεῖστα εἰς Ἕλλη-

νας μετηνέχθη ἀπὸ τῆς 

Κέκροπος ἡλικίας καὶ κα-

θεξῆς), μετέπειτα δὲ καὶ 

ὑστέρῳ πολὺ τοὺς περὶ 

Κρόνον καὶ Ῥέαν, Δία τε καὶ 

Ἀπόλλωνα καὶ τοὺς καθεξῆς 

θεοὺς ἀναγορεύσαντες.

3. Hellen

Ἤδη γὰρ ἦσαν οὗτοι τὴν τοι-

αύτην ἀναδεξάμενοι πλάνην, 

καὶ τιμήσαντες Ἕλληνα 

τὸν γίγαντα τὸν ἀπὸ φυλῆς 

τοῦ Ἰάφεθ καταγόμενον καὶ 

τῆς πυργοποΐας κοινωνὸν 

γενόμενον, 

ἀπό τινος Ἕλληνος ὀνόματι, 

υἱοῦ καὶ αὐτοῦ Πίκου Διός, 

μυστικά τινα ποιοῦντος 

ἀνδρὸς τῶν ἐν Ἑλλάδι κα-

τοικησάντων, ἐκ τῆς φυλῆς 

ὄντος τοῦ ᾿Ιάφεθ, υἱοῦ Νῶε 

τοῦ τρίτου.

Ἕλληνες δὲ κέκληνται ἀπὸ 

Ἕλληνός τινος ἀνδρὸς τῶν 

ἐν τῇ Ἑλλάδι κατῳκηκότων 

καὶ τὴν προσωνυμίαν τῇ χώρᾳ 

παρεχομένου, ὡς δὲ ἕτεροί 

φασιν ἀπὸ τῆς ἐλαίας τῆς ἐν 

Ἀθήναις βλαστησάσης.

4. Iovan

δι’ ἣν ἐμερίσθησαν αἱ 

γλῶτται τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ 

ἐκλήθησαν μέροπες.

Ἴωνες δὲ οἱ ἐκ τῆς Ἰὼ τούτων 

[γὰρ] ἀρχηγοὶ ἐγένοντο· 

ἦσαν γὰρ διδαχθέντες ἐκ 

τοῦ Ἰωανέως γίγαντος τοῦ 

οἰκοδομήσαντος σὺν τοῖς 

ἄλλοις τὸν πύργον· ὧντινων 

καὶ γλῶσσαι διεμερίσθησαν, 

διὸ καὶ μέροπες κέκληνται οἱ 

ἄνθρωποι διὰ τὸ μερισθῆναι 

αὐτῶν τὰς λαλιὰς εἰς πολλὰς 

γλώσσας καὶ φωνάς. 

οὕστινας μεμφόμενος ὁ Χε-

ρονήσιος Πλούταρχος τῇ πα-

λαιᾷ φιλοσοφίᾳ παρ’ Ἕλλησι 

καὶ βαρβάροις ἐξέθετο ὡς 

πλάνην ἀγαλμάτων τινὲς 

εἰσάγουσιν· αὐτὸς δέ, φησί,

Ἴωνες δὲ τούτων ἀρχηγοὶ 

γεγόνασιν, ὡς ἔχει ἡ ἀκρίβεια, 

ἀπὸ τοῦ Ἰωυάν *, ἑνὸς ἀνδρὸς 

τῶν τὸν πύργον οἰκοδο-

μησάντων, ὅτε αἱ γλῶσσαι δι-

εμερίσθησαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, 

δι’ ἣν αἰτίαν καὶ Μέροπες 

πάντες κέκληνται διὰ τὴν με-

μερισμένην φωνήν

ὕστερον δὲ ὁ Ἑλληνισμὸς εἰς 

αἱρέσεις κατέστη κατωτέρω 

τῷ χρόνῳ, φημὶ δὲ Πυθαγο-

ρείων καὶ Στωϊκῶν καὶ Πλα-

τωνικῶν καὶ ᾿Επικουρείων καὶ 

λοιπῶν.
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τοὺς κατ’ οὐρανὸν φωστῆρας 

θεοποιεῖν ἔδοξε, τὸν ἥλιον 

καὶ τὴν σελήνην παρεισάγων, 

ὡς ἡ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων θεολογία 

ἔχει, αὐτοὺς τὸν σύμπαντα 

κόσμον διοικεῖν τρέφοντας 

καὶ αὐξάνοντας τὰ πάντα τῇ 

τρίτῃ κινήσει τῶν ε′ πλανητῶν 

καὶ τῆς λοιπῆς ἀστροθεσίας 

κατὰ γένεσιν καὶ ἀέρα. τὸν δὲ 

Πλούταρχον τὸν Χερονήσιον 

Πορφύριος ἐν τῇ φιλοσόφῳ 

αὐτοῦ χρονογραφίᾳ ἐδόξασε. 

θεοσεβείας δὲ χαρακτὴρ 

ὑπῆρχεν ἅμα καὶ ὁ κατὰ φύσιν 

νόμος, πολιτευόμενος ἀπὸ 

τούτων τῶν ἐθνῶν, ἑαυτὸν 

ἀφορίζων ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ κόσμου 

καταβολῆς καὶ δεῦρο, μέσος 

τυγχάνων Βαρβαρισμοῦ καὶ 

Σκυθισμοῦ καὶ Ἑλληνισμοῦ, 

ἕως ὅτου συνήφθη τῇ τοῦ 

Ἀβραὰμ θεοσεβείᾳ. 

The three texts are very similar, and in some places nearly identi-
cal. The layout is basically the same. But sometimes similarities exist 
only between Malalas and the Excerpta and sometimes they are shared 
by all the texts. The prime example of the similarities between all the 
texts is the fragment about Terah, statues and their role in idolatry (2), 
examples of convergence only between Malalas and Anacephaleosis 
include the discourse about Phrygia and Egypt (2b). We will now focus 
on the selected fragments of special interest. 

SERUG (1)

Serug was depicted in Malalas’ Chronicle and in the Excerpta 
Salmasiana as the one who invented the cult of great deceased people. 
This is the first instance of such a statement completely unaccounted for 
in any other earlier written testimonies known to us. What is especially 
striking is that it is unsupported by the Genesis (nor by any other pseu-
doepigraph known to us). It is also absent from Anacephaleosis, which 
only states that idolatry originated during the times of Serug (the same 
statement we find in Panarion). Anacephaleosis does not contain any 
information that would be in disagreement with the version known from 
the Genesis and the Jubilees. The Anacephaleosis (and the Panarion) 
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account is evidently dependent on the text of the Jubilees, where there 
are some more or less similar claims,34 which is nothing new, as Epipha-
nius is well known for his familiarity with the Jubilees.

But there is another claim made by Malalas and the author of the 
Excerpta that is even more troubling, namely they both write that Serug 
is a descendant of Japheth, the son of Noah. But according to the Bible 
he is from the stock of Shem, as he is said to be the grandfather of Terah 
and the great grandfather of Abraham.35 Anacephaleosis does not con-
tain such a claim, yet it is interesting that this work does not actually 
contradict Malalas, as it simply does not say who was Serug’s ances-
tor. But this strange statement made by Malalas and the author of the 
Excerpta also shows that they were unaware of the tradition which says 
that Serug was the grandfather of Terah, Abraham’s father, whose af-
filiation to the house of Shem is obvious (even for Malalas, as he shows 
it elsewhere). Again, Anacephaleosis does not say anything relevant 
concerning the relationship between Serug and Terah (and Abraham). 

Taking into consideration the close similarity between the texts and 
the fact that Malalas and the Excerpta do not actually contradict Ana-
cephaleosis, we can assume that the error concerning the ancestry of 
Serug comes from using Anacephaleosis as the only source, to which 
the author of a new version added some information which he deemed 
“logical”. But someone could ask what kind of logic would push any-
one to ascribe someone to the house of Japheth? To answer this ques-
tion, we have to return to the claim about Serug being the inventor of 
the cult of great deceased people. Malalas in his Chronicle consistently 
presents the descendants of Shem as the “chosen people”, those who 
have a special relasionship with God, and Japheth’s descendants are for 
the most part pagan and idolatrous people.36 In this context it is indeed 
“logical” to assign the inventor of idolatry to Japheth’s people. Yet this 
logic requires the first step, namely assuming that Serug was the in-
ventor of paganism, something that does not appear in Anacephaleosis 
(and in other earlier works). Then what was the source of such a claim? 

34 Jubil. 11.6; 11.11-17.
35 And so he has to be Shem’s descendant (Gen 11.20-23).
36 Berthelot 2004: 44.
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But before we answer this question let us focus on the relationship of 
the texts.

Let us examine closely the texts featured in Malalas’ Chronicle 
and Anacephaleosis where we hear about Serug and the invention of 
paganism.

Malalas Anacephaleosis

ἐκ τῆς φυλῆς τοῦ Ἰάφεθ ἐγεννήθη ὁ Σερούχ· 

ὅστις ἐνήρξατο πρῶτος τοῦ δόγματος τοῦ 

ἑλληνισμοῦ διὰ τῆς εἰδωλολατρίας,

Ἑλληνισμός, ἀπὸ τῶν χρόνων τοῦ Σεροὺχ 

ἐναρξάμενος διά τοι τῆς εἰδωλολατρείας 

These are basically the same words put in different order, and this 
order makes all the difference. Let us point out the fact that if from 
Anacephaleosis’ version we delete only two words (τῶν χρόνων), it ac-
quires the same meaning as Malalas’ version. It seems therefore, that 
Malalas was basing here only on this fragment of Anacephaleosis and 
the change concerning the active role of Serug in inventing paganism 
was introduced either erroneously or Malalas had some good reasons to 
introduce this change. On the other hand, the Excerpta version is differ-
ent in terms of the text layout and the words that are used:

Ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἀναγκαῖον εἰπεῖν ὅπως οἱ τότε ἄνθρωποι πολυθεΐαν ἐτίμησαν, 
λεκτέον ἡμῖν ἐντεῦθεν ἀρχομένοις.  Σερούχ τις, ἐκ τῆς τοῦ Ἰάφεθ φυλῆς 
καταγόμενος, δογμα παραδέδωκε τιμᾶσθαι τοὺς πάλαι τελευτήσαντας 
καὶ ἀριστεύσαντας ἄνδρας.

At the same time, it tells the same story as Malalas. Seeing these 
similarities and differences between the three versions, also knowing 
that Anacephaleosis is much earlier chronologically than Malalas, it 
can be safely assumed that the Malalas version comes directly from the 
text present in Anacephaleosis and the Excerpta is derived from the text 
similar to that of Malalas, that is from a text which already introduced 
the new information into the original text of Anacephaleosis. But as 
we said, one of those changes, that is attributing Serug to the house of 
Japheth, makes sense in the context of Malalas’ Chronicle, therefore it 
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seems more probable that the Excerpta were actually derived from Ma-
lalas’ Chronicle and certainly the opposite is improbable. 

There is always a possibility of the existance of an intermediary text 
between Malalas and Anacephaleosis, which would also be the source 
for the Excerpta (or John of Antioch). It should be noted, however, that 
if there was indeed an intermediary source, then Malalas would have to 
copy it entirely, because otherwise, if he decided to even slightly change 
the text of his source (as in the case of the Excerpta), so close verbal 
and syntactical similarities would be hardly possible. Therefore, the infor-
mation about Serug being responsible for introducing idolatry was most 
probably invented by Malalas. 

A very similar situation happens in the case of Terah, who is the 
topic of the next passage.

TERAH (2)

Below we have the Terah passage in Malalas’ Chronicle and in 
Anacephaleosis. Let us examine it closely.

Malalas 39.30 – 34 Anacephaleosis 1.163.9 – 15.

καὶ διέμειναν ἕως τῶν χρόνων Θάῤῥα, τοῦ 

πατρὸς τοῦ Ἀβραάμ.

 ἦν γὰρ Θάῤῥα ἀγαλματοποιὸς πλαστουργῶν, 

ἀπὸ λίθων καὶ ξύλων θεοὺς ποιῶν καὶ 

πιπράσκων, 

καὶ πλάνην ἀγαλμάτων καὶ εἰδωλολατρίας 

εἰσῆγε τοῖς ἀνθρώποις διὰ ἀπεικονισμάτων 

τῶν προγόνων αὐτῶν, μάλιστα τῶν εὑρηκότων 

τὰ γράμματα καὶ τὰς τέχνας·

ἔπειτα δὲ ἀπὸ τῶν χρόνων τοῦ Θάρρα πατρὸς 

Ἀβραὰμ 

καὶ 

δι’ ἀγαλμάτων τὴν πλάνην τῆς εἰδωλολα-

τρείας εἰσηγησάμενοι, τοὺς ἑαυτῶν προπάτο-

ρας δι’ ἀπεικονισμῶν τετιμηκότες καὶ τοὺς 

πρὸ αὐτῶν τετελευτηκότας τεχνησάμενοι ἐκ 

κεραμικῆς ἐπιστήμης τὸ πρῶτον, ἔπειτα δι’ 

ἑκάστης τέχνης μιμησάμενοι, οἰκοδόμοι μὲν 

λίθον ξέσαντες, ἀργυροκόποι δὲ καὶ χρυ-

σοχόοι διὰ τῆς ἰδίας ὕλης τεκτηνάμενοι, οὕτω 

καὶ τέκτονες καὶ οἱ καθεξῆς·

Above all Malalas says that there was Terah, father of Abraham, 
who was a sculptor and who introduced the sin of idolatry:
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ἦν γὰρ Θάῤῥα ἀγαλματοποιὸς (…) πλάνην ἀγαλμάτων καὶ εἰδωλο-
λατρίας εἰσῆγε.

On the other hand, Anacephaleosis says that from the time of Terah, 
the father of Abraham, people introduced the sin of idolatry:

ἀπὸ τῶν χρόνων τοῦ Θάρρα πατρὸς Ἀβραὰμ καὶ δι’ ἀγαλμάτων τὴν 
πλάνην τῆς εἰδωλολατρείας εἰσηγησάμενοι.

This happened according to Malalas through depiction of their 
ancestors,

διὰ ἀπεικονισμάτων τῶν προγόνων αὐτῶν

whereas Anacephaleosis states that it happened through depictions 
of their ancestors

τοὺς ἑαυτῶν προπάτορας δι’ ἀπεικονισμῶν

Again, even though it is quite evident that the two texts are closely 
related, there is difference in the meaning. Again, the Excerpta present 
a text which in meaning is close to the Malalas’ version but there is 
substantial difference in wording. The difference between Malalas and 
Anacephaleosis versions is of the same kind as in the earlier case, and 
again if we delete just two (the same) words, namely τῶν χρόνων, Ana-
cephaleosis can be interpreted as if it said that it was Terah, by whom 
idolatry was introduced.

The extra-biblical tradition about Terah is much richer than in the 
case of Serug. We even find statements that he was the priest of idols, but 
until the times of Malalas’ chronicle we hear nothing about him being the 
inventor of the statues of idols. It is then a fairly logical inference that as 
in the previous case Malalas is responsible also here for this change in the 
tradition concerning Terah. 

But why Malalas decided to do it? Maybe he just overlooked these 
two words (τῶν χρόνων) and thus introduced this change thinking he 
was following his source. But it would have to happen repeatedly not 
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only with the already mentioned Serug and Terah, but also with Hellen, 
as we will soon see. Such a coincidence would be hardly possible. 

We will return to this question and now we will turn our attention 
to another part of the Terah passage which deals with the materials em-
ployed in the construction of statues. 

Malalas Excerpta Salmasiana

ἦν γὰρ Θάῤῥα ἀγαλματοποιὸς πλαστουργῶν, 

ἀπὸ λίθων καὶ ξύλων θεοὺς ποιῶν καὶ 

πιπράσκων

τετελευτηκότας τεχνησάμενοι ἐκ κεραμικῆς 

ἐπιστήμης τὸ πρῶτον, ἔπειτα δι’ ἑκάστης 

τέχνης μιμησάμενοι, οἰκοδόμοι μὲν λίθον 

ξέσαντες, ἀργυροκόποι δὲ καὶ χρυσοχόοι διὰ 

τῆς ἰδίας ὕλης τεκτηνάμενοι, οὕτω καὶ τέκτο-

νες καὶ οἱ καθεξῆς·

First of all, Malalas’ version is much shorter here than the corre-
sponding part of the story in Anacephaleosis. In Malalas’ version most 
of the discourse featured in Anacephaleosis is omitted and substituted 
by naming Terah „ἀγαλματοποιός” (“the creator of statues”). This omis-
sion is understandable in the context, where Terah is the “creator of 
statues”, as in the omitted text the author of Anacephaleosis says about 
craftsmen, who were constructing statues using various substances 
(τεχνησάμενοι ἐκ κεραμικῆς ἐπιστήμης, οἰκοδόμοι, ἀργυροκόποι, 
χρυσοχόοι, τέκτονες καὶ οἱ καθεξῆς). When, however, the decision was 
made to assign to Terah an active role in the construction of the statues, 
this passage was not very useful.

It seems then that this is the only substantial difference between the 
two text was introduced by someone, who in the first place assigned 
to Terah a more active role than he had in Anacephaleosis, therefore it 
seems that this change was a conscious choice and not an error, and that 
its author decided to change his source wherever he needed to adjust it 
to the active roles he assigned to characters he found in the sources of 
his story. At the same time wherever it was possible, that is wherever 
his source text did not need any adjustments, he left the original text 
nearly unchanged.

 But let us examine more closely another part of the story, this time 
focused on Hellen, the eponymous Hero of Greeks.
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HELLEN, THE EPONYMOUS HERO OF GREEKS

Let us again put the three text alongside each other to see the simi-
larities and differences more clearly.

Excerpta Salmasiana = 

Ioannes Antiochenus, 

Fragmenta ex Historica 

Chronica, (Roberto 2005) 

42.10-14

Malalas 39.34 - 41 Anacephaleosis 1.163.15 

– 164.5.

Ἐντεῦθεν δὲ διέδραμεν ἡ τοι-

αύτη δόξα εἰς τὰ πλεῖστα τῶν 

ἀνθρώπων γένη, 

῎ηδη γὰρ ἦσαν οὗτοι τὴν τοι-

αύτην ἀναδεξάμενοι πλάνην, 

καὶ τιμήσαντες Ἕλληνα 

τὸν γίγαντα τὸν ἀπὸ φυλῆς 

τοῦ Ἰάφεθ καταγόμενον καὶ 

τῆς πυργοποΐας κοινωνὸν 

γενόμενον, 

οἷς συνέτρεχον σπουδαίως 

οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι καὶ οἱ Βα-

βυλώνιοι καὶ Φρύγες οἱ ἐκ 

τῆς Ἑλλάδος· ταύτης γὰρ τῆς 

θρησκείας ὑπῆρχον.  ἦσαν 

γὰρ καὶ αὐτοὶ ἀγαλμάτων ποι-

ηταὶ καὶ μυστηρίων ἐξηγηταὶ 

καὶ τελεσταί·

ἀφ’ ὧν μάλιστα εἰς Ἕλλη-

νας ἤχθη ἡ αὐτὴ θρησκεία, 

ἀπό τινος Ἕλληνος ὀνόματι, 

υἱοῦ καὶ αὐτοῦ Πίκου Διός, 

μυστικά τινα ποιοῦντος 

ἀνδρὸς τῶν ἐν Ἑλλάδι κα-

τοικησάντων, ἐκ τῆς φυλῆς 

ὄντος τοῦ Ἰάφεθ, υἱοῦ Νῶε 

τοῦ τρίτου. 

(Αἰγύπτιοι δὲ ὁμοῦ καὶ 

Βαβυλώνιοι καὶ Φρύγες 

καὶ Φοίνικες ταύτης τῆς 

θρῃσκείας πρῶτοι εἰσηγηταὶ 

γεγόνασιν, ἀγαλματοποιίας τε 

καὶ μυστηρίων,

ἀφ’ ὧν τὰ πλεῖστα εἰς 

Ἕλληνας μετηνέχθη ἀπὸ 

τῆς Κέκροπος ἡλικίας καὶ 

καθεξῆς, μετέπειτα δὲ καὶ 

ὑστέρῳ πολὺ τοὺς περὶ 

Κρόνον καὶ Ῥέαν, Δία τε 

καὶ Ἀπόλλωνα καὶ τοὺς κα-

θεξῆς θεοὺς ἀναγορεύσαντες. 

Ἕλληνες δὲ κέκληνται ἀπὸ 

Ἕλληνός τινος ἀνδρὸς τῶν ἐν 

τῇ Ἑλλάδι κατῳκηκότων καὶ 

τὴν προσωνυμίαν τῇ χώρᾳ 

παρεχομένου, ὡς δὲ ἕτεροί 

φασιν ἀπὸ τῆς ἐλαίας τῆς ἐν 

Ἀθήναις βλαστησάσης.

The Excerpta say that Hellen took part in the construction of the 
Tower of Babel and was the one, who introduced the sin of idolatry into 
Greece. This is again, as was in the case of Serug and Terah, information 
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found nowhere else in earlier literary works. This time though it is not 
in agreement with Malalas, who says only that Hellen introduced idola-
try and not that he took part in the construction of the Tower of Babel. 

Of course Hellen is recorded in some standard versions of the Greek 
mythology, he is there a demigod, son of Zeus and Pyrrha.37 Yet the idea 
that he had something to do with the construction of the Tower of Babel 
and the introduction of “Hellenismos” into Greece is new. So where 
did it come from? Let us compare the other two texts, that is Malalas 
with the part of the account concerning idolatry in Anacephaleosis. Ana-
cephaleosis again says nothing new nor contradictory in view of the re-
corded tradition. It also mentions Hellen,38 but here he is only an epony-
mous hero, and not the builder of the Tower of Babel and he does not 
bear responsibility for the introduction of “Hellenismos” into Greece. 
The Malalas version and Anacephaleosis share in this short account so 
much that it actually seems to be simply copied, with some really minor 
changes, from the original text. Malalas has a bit shortened version of 
the account but it is so mainly due to some omissions. One difference 
is the fact that Malalas mentions Picus-Zeus, who replaced Kronos and 
Rea found in the Anacephaleosis. This one is of minor importance, as it 
is simply adjusting the source text to a context of the Malalas Chronicle, 
where Picus-Zeus was the most important of (euhemerized) pagan gods. 
The second change is again expected, as it conforms with the earlier 
ones, that is assigning active roles to the characters in spreading idola-
try. Malalas therefore says that Hellen introduced idolatry into Greece, 
and not only, as Anacephaleosis, has it, that he gave his name to the 
Greeks. Anacephaleosis as in earlier cases, just notes that idolatry was 
introduced (not saying by whom), and Malalas says by whom, and this 
perpetrator happens to be the one, who is also mentioned by Anacepha-
leosis in the same story. 

I already mentioned that the Excerpta Salmasiana differ from the 
account by Malalas, as it states that Hellen was a giant and was “τῆς 
πυργοποΐας κοινωνὸν γενόμενον”. But there is more to it. Whereas the 
Excerpta tell a very similar story to that of Malalas (with the afore-
mentioned exception concerning Hellen), in terms of phraseology and 

37 Apollod. Bibl. 1.7.2-3, Cas. Dio 4.60.2, Hyg. Fab.155; Strab. 8.7.1, 9.5.6.
38 Panarion, of which Anacephaleosis is epitome, does not say a word about Hellen.
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wording it is quite different and notably shorter than the Malalean ac-
count. There is an even greater contrast in comparison with the Ana-
cephaleosis. It is quite interesting that the Excerpta in one instance have 
a sentence with the same wording and content as Malalas (namely the 
one, which tells that Hellen is from the house of Japheth: ἐκ τῆς φυλῆς 
ὄντος τοῦ ᾿Ιάφεθ), it does not appear in the Anacephaleosis. 

To sum up, Malalas represents nearly the same text as Anacepha-
leosis with a minor change similar to the one observed in the case of 
Terah and Serug. However, this change introduces a piece of informa-
tion which has no precedence in earlier literature. The author of Ex-
cerpta tells nearly the same story as Malalas, but adds also the informa-
tion about the Tower of Babel. It has different wording in comparison 
with Malalas (and Anacephaleosis), and it is shorter. On the other hand, 
the only instance where Excerpta has the same wording as Malalas is 
a sentence which does not appear in text of Anacephaleosis. But before 
we draw further conclusions let us now look at another part of the story 
which appears in all three versions, the etymological explanation of 
a word μέροπες.

DIAMERISMOS AND ΜΕΡΟΠΕΣ

The Greek word „μέροπες” is an ancient poetical way to say “peo-
ple” that was employed in epic poetry. It literally means „those who give 
out articulate sounds”. Etymology in late antiquity was quite a popular 
way to demonstrate erudition or to make an argument,39 and for the most 
part it had little to do with accuracy. The short etymological discourse 
about the word μέροπες found in the three versions of the story is ex-
actly of this kind.

Excerpta Salmasiana = 

Ioannes Antiochenus, 

Fragmenta ex Historica 

Chronica, (Roberto 2005) 

42.14

Malalas 39.43 – 45 Anacephaleosis 1.164.7 - 9

39 Amsler 1989: 15-56.
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δι’ ἣν ἐμερίσθησαν αἱ γλῶτται 

τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ ἐκλήθη-

σαν μέροπες. 

ὧντινων καὶ γλῶσσαι διε-

μερίσθησαν, διὸ καὶ μέροπες 

κέκληνται οἱ ἄνθρωποι διὰ 

τὸ μερισθῆναι αὐτῶν τὰς λα-

λιὰς εἰς πολλὰς γλώσσας καὶ 

φωνάς. 

ὅτε αἱ γλῶσσαι διεμερίσθη-

σαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, δι’ ἣν 

αἰτίαν καὶ Μέροπες πάντες 

κέκληνται διὰ τὴν μεμε-

ρισμένην φωνήν

All three versions tell us that μέροπες comes from the verb διαμερίζω 
(to divide), and it was used to describe people because their first lan-
guage was divided into many as a result of division (“διαμερισμός”) of 
the people after the unsuccessful attempt to build the Tower of Babel. 
This folk etymology is accounted for the first time in the Panarion of 
Epiphanius40, the work of which Anacephaleosis is an epitome, there-
fore its appearance in Anacephaleosis is understandable. As in previ-
ous examples also here Malalas’ version is nearly the same as the one 
found in Anacephaleosis. On the other hand the version present in the 
Excerpta is a bit shorter from the two texts and also presents some dif-
ferences with regard to the wording (for example Malalas, Anacephale-
osis – μέροπες κέκληνται, Excerpta – ἐκλήθησαν μέροπες). We can see 
again therefore, that Malalas is close to the ultimate source, whereas 
the Excerpta is much modified and shortened. It is again obvious that 
Malalas could not possibly use as his source the version found in the 
Excerpta. On the other hand, the Excerpta seem to be an abridgment of 
the version found in Malalas, as the Excerpta include some sentences 
that are found in Malalas’ Chronicle but not in Anacephaleosis. Let us 
move to the next part of this story, the analysis of which will further 
corroborate this thesis.

JOVAN OR JOAN, THE EPONYMOUS HERO 
OF IONIANS

The story about Jovan is present only in Malalas and Anacephaleo-
sis, where it continues the theme of the aforementioned etymology of 

40 Epiph. Panar. 1.176.6.
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the word μέροπες. The Excerpta, as we will see, even though they do 
not mention him at all, also bear traces of familiarity with this part of 
the narrative. 

Excerpta Salmasiana = 

Ioannes Antiochenus, 

Fragmenta ex Historica 

Chronica, (Roberto 2005) 

42.10 - 14

Malalas 39.41 – 45 Anacephaleosis 1.164.5 - 9

μάλιστα δὲ ἐν Ἑλλάδι. Ἤδη 

γὰρ ἦσαν οὗτοι τὴν τοιαύτην 

ἀναδεξάμενοι πλάνην, καὶ 

τιμήσαντες Ἕλληνα τὸν 

γίγαντα τὸν ἀπὸ φυλῆς τοῦ 

Ἰάφεθ καταγόμενον καὶ τῆς 

πυργοποΐας κοινωνὸν γενόμε-

νον, δι’ ἣν ἐμερίσθησαν αἱ 

γλῶτται τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ 

ἐκλήθησαν μέροπες. 

Ἴωνες δὲ οἱ ἐκ τῆς Ἰὼ τούτων 

[γὰρ] ἀρχηγοὶ ἐγένοντο· 

ἦσαν γὰρ διδαχθέντες ἐκ τοῦ 

Ἰωανέως γίγαντος τοῦ οἰκο-

δομήσαντος σὺν τοῖς ἄλλοις 

τὸν πύργον· ὧντινων καὶ 

γλῶσσαι διεμερίσθησαν, διὸ 

καὶ μέροπες κέκληνται οἱ 

ἄνθρωποι διὰ τὸ μερισθῆναι 

αὐτῶν τὰς λαλιὰς εἰς πολλὰς 

γλώσσας καὶ φωνάς. 

Ἴωνες δὲ τούτων ἀρχη-

γοὶ γεγόνασιν, ὡς ἔχει ἡ 

ἀκρίβεια, ἀπὸ τοῦ Ἰωυάν *, 

ἑνὸς ἀνδρὸς τῶν τὸν πύργον 

οἰκοδομησάντων, ὅτε αἱ 

γλῶσσαι διεμερίσθησαν τῶν 

ἀνθρώπων, δι’ ἣν αἰτίαν καὶ 

Μέροπες πάντες κέκληνται 

διὰ τὴν μεμερισμένην φωνήν.

Anacephaleosis states that Ionians became rulers of the Greeks, and 
that they originated from Jovan, who was one of the builders of the 
Tower of Babel, whose unsuccessful construction resulted in the divi-
sion of languages. Malalas has a slightly different version as according 
to him Ionians where descendants of Io and Ioan was their teacher of 
idolatry, but apart from that the two stories are alike. Again, in Malalas 
work Jovan, who was taken from his source, is assigned an active role. 
Adding information about Io is understandable only in the context of 
Malalas’ whole Chronicle, where Io is a very important character in the 
story of the foundation of Antioch, Malalas’ native city which plays an 
unusually important role in his world chronicle. 

Jovan is a figure that can actually be found in the Bible.41 The 
idea of connecting this biblical figure with Greeks is not only eas-
ily understandable taking into account the popularity of etymological 

41 Gen 10.2 - Υἱοὶ Ιαφεθ• Γαμερ καὶ Μαγωγ καὶ Μαδαι καὶ Ιωυαν καὶ Ελισα καὶ 
Θοβελ καὶ Μοσοχ καὶ Θιρας.
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explanation and endeavor to Christianize the whole history, but also 
probably correct, as Jews in their description of people, known to them, 
in the time of writing the Genesis used the designation of Greeks that 
is still widespread in the languages spoken in the Middle East. So it 
comes as no surprise that first Christian chronicles mentioned him as 
the progenitor of Greek people.42 In this context Anacephaleosis just 
follows the old ways. But there is one exception to it Jovan has never 
been depicted as one of the builders of the Tower of Babel, or at least 
we know no other examples than Anacephaleosis and it is true even 
with regard to Panarion.  

Jovan (in a slightly changed form, namely Ἰωανεῦς) is featured in 
Malalas’ Chronicle, although he is not the eponymous hero anymore, 
but a giant, propagator of idolatry among the Greeks. But besides this, 
as we said earlier, the two versions are nearly identical and there can be 
no doubt that Malalas’ version has been based on Anacephaleosis.

The author of the Excerpta, even though he does not mention Jo-
van, makes manifest some resemblance to the text of Malalas. If we 
look closer into the story about Hellen featured in the Excerpta, which 
we have analyzed earlier, we can notice that it is placed exactly where 
the story about Jovan happens to be in the other two texts. What is 
more, Hellen in the Excerpta has the same epithets that are ascribed 
by Malalas to Jovan, that is in Malalas’ Chronicle – Jovan is a giant 
and a builder of the Tower of Babel and the same is true, as we dis-
cussed above, in the case of Hellen in the Excerpta. What is more Ma-
lalas’ version slightly differs from Anacephaleosis in that it does not 
say that Jovan is a giant. It seems to be one of minor additions made 
to the original source by Malalas as again “giants” play quite an im-
portant role in his Chronicle, where biblical and mythological (Greek) 
giants are “unified” into one race and serve as one more device to unite 
biblical and Greek accounts about early history of the world. We also 
mentioned earlier that Excerpta account of Hellen does seem to include 
a sentence taken from Malalas’ account about Hellen (ἀπὸ φυλῆς τοῦ 
᾿Ιάφεθ καταγόμενον), therefore it seems quite probable that the author 
of the Excerpta merged the two stories, the one about Jovan and the 
second one about Hellen, which he had taken from Malalas.

42 Συναγωγὴ χρόνων 60 (4), Hip. Ref. omn. haer. 10.31.4.
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CONCLUSIONS

Our analyses of the three versions of the story about the intro-
duction of idolatry found in Anacephaleosis, Malalas’ Chronicle and 
the Excerpta Salmasiana lead us to some conclusions about their 
interrelationship:
1. The version found in Anacephaleosis is certainly the first step and 

the source for the other versions.  It does not contain many new ad-
ditions to the known tradition.

2. Malalas (or his source which would have to be identical with his 
Chronicle) drew on the version present in Anacephaleosis. 

3. The author of the Excerpta Salmasiana in writing his version used 
the Malalas version.
Our findings do not provide us with an answer to the question 

whether Malalas had at his disposal the entire text of Anacephaleosis 
or only a part of it concerning “Hellenismos”. We think that it is more 
probable that Malalas did not have access to the rest of the Anacepha-
leosis, as there are no other traces of him using this work in the rest of 
his Chronicle, yet to prove it would require a separate study. We can 
also ask a question whether Malalas here only copied a part of a differ-
ent work, which in turn drew on Anacephaleosis, or maybe it is Malalas 
who used Anacephaleosis as his source and transformed it into a new 
version. Again, we think that he himself was responsible for the re-
adjustment of the Anacephaleosis version, as his version displays dif-
ferences with regard to the original version, which makes sense in the 
context of his whole chronographical work, like attributing Serug to 
Japeth and ascribing active roles to all the historical characters, but to 
prove this would require yet another study. 

On the other hand, the fact that we can so clearly see the interrela-
tionship between the Excerpta and Malalas’ Chronicle corroborates the 
theory that the Excerpta, at least in the part which closely corresponds 
to Malalas, is not a collection of fragments from John of Antioch, but 
rather from Malalas. This would mean that the marginal note “ἑτέρα 
ἀρχαιολογία” refers to Malalas (or another work, which epitomized his 
Chronicle) and not John of Antioch. It means that probably all other nar-
ratives shared by the Excerpta and Malalas are taken from Malalas and 
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this would have profound consequences for Malalean scholars, who will 
have to look at the mythological and biblical part of his chronicle as 
something which is not a result of a simple rephrasing of some other 
work -a theory which had its strongest supporter in the supposed exis-
tence of a parallel work, of which the Excerpta would be testimony.
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