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Abstract: The Paper investigates the use of zoological invective in Epiphanius of Salamis's Panarion, examining its frequency, sources, and polemical function. After presenting statistical data, the study situates references to the animal world within Epiphanius's broader characterisation of “heresies” and “heretics”, exploring the criteria of selection of such imagery in relation to literary genre and rhetorical purpose. The investigation requires a reassessment of the origin and character of Epiphanius's sources, with particular attention to their zoological and medical dimensions as well as their probable paradoxographical origins.
The Panarion
 of Epiphanius of Salamis
 (composed: 374-377 CE)
 contains polemical descriptions of eighty “heretical” movements (Epiph. Adv. haeres. 80.10-11; cf. Cant 6:8-9
). In constructing pejorative representations of these “heresies" and their leaders, Epiphanius employs invective as a central rhetorical device
. Particularly striking is how he deploys associations and comparisons drawn from the natural world. His references to the animal kingdom substantially exceed conventional biblical symbolism — such as the serpent as deceiver or heretics as wolves in sheep's clothing. Even when Epiphanius builds on biblical phraseology, he augments these comparisons with deliberate attempts to ground them in  the fantastical zoological imagery characteristic of his epoch. He also demonstrates a preference for specific animal types, particularly serpents — a predilection determined by both the literary genre and the rhetorical objectives governing his polemical presentation. Both quantitative and functional analysis of Epiphanius's nature-based invective compels us to reexamine his sources.
1. Taxonomic Distribution of Animals Selected by Epiphanius
The present analysis has identified 124 instances of zoological imagery employed in the invective. These most frequently manifest in descriptive form through comparisons to the character or behaviour of specific animals or animal groups (see Appendix). Biblical associations with animals perceived as irrational or ritually impure occur with relative infrequency
. The image of unreasoning cattle (derived from Jude 10
) appears merely four times, as does the pairing of dogs
 and swine
 as signifiers of impurity or unrestrained carnal desires
. Similarly, the biblical trope of predators—primarily wolves threatening the flock
—appears rarely (six instances of dangerous wolves)
.

Beyond the dyad of unclean animals (dog and swine), dogs appear independently as signifiers of violent, furious, or frenzied heretical assaults upon the teaching of Jesus, a usage evidently derived from Old Testament phraseology
. However, such instances remain limited (only five occurrences), predominantly deployed in anti-Arian contexts
. Remarkably, insects appear with greater frequency than dogs (nine times, six of which constitute negative comparisons
). Marine creatures occur six times, with emphasis placed either upon aquatic predators (Epiphanius even references a shark) or organisms inhabiting mud and contaminated water (gudgeon and toad
). Scorpions (five examples
) and lizards or reptiles (six examples)
 constitute relatively small categories. However, these groups closely associate with the most numerous category: snakes, vipers, and serpentine monsters. Without distinguishing between actual, semi-fantastical, and fantastical creatures, serpentine imagery constitutes 63.70% of all instances (79 examples). Gérard Vallée's observation deserves endorsement: “As a matter of fact, Epiphanius seems to know as much about serpents as about heresies (...)”
. How might we explain such disproportion?
2. The Function of Zoological Invective within the Structural Framework of the Panarion
The literary genre Epiphanius adopted explains this distinctive selection of nature-based invective. Unlike Irenaeus of Lyon or Pseudo-Hippolytus, Epiphanius did not merely compose a “refutation” or simple polemic. Rather, Epiphanius produced the literary equivalent of a pharmaceutical compendium for venomous bites, as he explicitly declares in his introduction
. He portrays individual heresiarchs as poisonous creatures—primarily as serpents and vipers whose venom corrupts Orthodox faith
. He himself seeks to combat this poison and provide the requisite spiritual antidotes
. This objective also elucidates the work's title
. Ancient perceptions of animal virulence occasionally diverged from contemporary understanding, so such a compendium necessarily encompassed typical agricultural pests and disagreeable vermin alongside genuinely hazardous creatures such as serpents and vipers
. The comparison of heretics with venomous creatures enables Epiphanius to formulate polemical statements that gain effectiveness in proportion to the diversity and specificity of the imagery employed. Nevertheless, certain descriptive elements pertaining to a particular individual or group must be reiterated: their distinctive characteristics assume secondary importance, as they contribute to constructing the universal figure of the heretic as God's adversary and enemy. As Young Richard Kim suggests, the Panarion should be interpreted not merely as a compilation of discrete heresiological descriptions, but rather as a collective biography of the Heresiarch as the inversion of the saintly ideal. The Heresiarch constitutes an Unholy Man as such
, an agent dispatched by Satan to subvert authentic doctrine and poison the minds of the faithful.

As Vallée has demonstrated, Epiphanius constructs each entry with considerable deliberation. His descriptions of individual heresies exhibit recurrent structural similarities. He typically begins with a caricatured account of the heresy's origins and founder, then provides a more detailed exposition of its doctrinal characteristics. This is succeeded by a polemic against the criticised views, frequently—though not invariably—preceded by a series of invectives directed towards the specific opponent
. Zoological invective often enters Epiphanius's description of heretics at this narrative level. After presenting the substantive polemical argument, at the conclusion of each chapter, Epiphanius returns to nature-based imagery in a highly rhetorical and standardised manner. He most frequently deploys the image of triumph over heresy as a venomous beast that has been efficaciously vanquished, trampled, or crushed through the faith and teaching of Christ. The conflict, however, by no means concludes. Once exposed, falsehood, despite its apparent defeat, continues to metamorphose into novel forms, its effect most frequently compared to venom that contaminates successive groups and individuals. Thus emerges a depiction of a diabolical “heretical succession” that will likely persist until the return of Christ. Heresies were prophesied by Jesus, and their existence proves necessary for authentic faith to be fortified. The Panarion symptomatically lacks a definitive conclusion (unless De fide is construed as such). In terms of narrative structure, this facilitates transitions between chapters and permits potential continuation of Epiphanius's work. This constitutes the second structural element wherein zoological invective proves essential within each entry.

Analysis of animal-related invective deployment in Epiphanius enables identification of highly specific aspects of “heresy” that are stigmatised through appropriate metaphorical application. The metaphors of venom and reproduction prove especially prominent. For  instance, Epiphanius describes the doctrine of the Carpocratians
, Epiphanius the Gnostic
, and Ptolemy and his adherents
 as replete with poison and saturated with poisonous teaching. Consequently, comparing the author of a given poisonous doctrine to the serpent becomes natural, often intensified through emphasis upon its monstrosity
. Another metaphor evokes the image of a swarm of reptiles or scorpions, signifying the unrestrained multiplication of a given doctrine's supporters, associated with the procreation and reproduction (especially hatching) of these creatures
. Epiphanius almost never correlates reptilian imagery with, for example, the “insanity” of his opponents
. He evidently regards serpents and vipers as creatures endowed with anthropomorphic character traits such as cunning and deceit, wickedness or depravity. These attributes constitute the accusations levelled against his opponents' motivations
. This demonstrates that zoological invective, although constituting the dominant stylistic device in Epiphanius's work, is not universally applied: it describes carefully selected aspects of the origin and “deleteriousness” of “heresy”.
3. The Ambiguity and Extension of Biblical and Non-Biblical Animal 
Biblical metaphors
 and Jesus's own invective
 partially inspire the serpentine imagery. However, Epiphanius does not directly use these, and this explanation proves insufficient. First, the biblical examples Epiphanius adduces do not mostly reference obvious biblical associations such as the serpent-Satan-deceiver triad, but rather texts seemingly related to the biology of living creatures, such as the purported hatching of corrupted serpent eggs (cf. Isa 59:5)
. Even when he deploys biblical imagery of the serpent as diabolical deceiver, Epiphanius evokes the image of serpent charming through aulos performance
. Second, even when employing biblical metaphors, Epiphanius augments his examples with additional elements of a quasi-zoological—and in reality highly fantastical—character. For instance, while referencing the “horn of sinners” from Psalm 74:11 LXX (τὸ κέρας τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν), he appends an intriguing detail concerning the supposed behaviour of an actually extant serpent species, most probably the horned viper (Cerastes cerastes), albeit in purely fantastical fashion: Epiphanius's horned viper possesses the capacity to perceive through sand
. To the image of the basilisk, derived from the Septuagint, Epiphanius adds an observation regarding its capacity to breathe fire (vide infra).

However, numerous comparisons and examples noted by Epiphanius derive not from biblical sources whatsoever. They ostensibly refer to the actual natural world, yet incorporate elements lacking justification even within the scientific knowledge of the epoch. Concurrently, these are not examples that directly invoke the mythological sphere. Indeed, literary mythological allusions occur with marked rarity in Epiphanius's work
. Instead, he repeatedly references polycephalic, regenerating, and volant serpents, which he evidently recognises as once-extant creatures rather than necessarily mythical beasts
. Epiphanius demonstrates pronounced interest in seemingly biological particulars concerning, for example, the reproduction or copulation of the creatures he invokes
. Epiphanius's attention focuses not solely upon the specific attribute implied by a given comparison (e.g., venom as doctrinal harmfulness, serpentine nature as cunning, hatching as heretical popularity), but equally upon detailed description of the putative natural behaviour of the creature in question. Consequently, biblical inspiration explains neither the frequent recourse to serpentine imagery nor the rhetorically superfluous details of quasi-biological character.
4. The Question of Epiphanius's Sources
As with biblical sources, reference to earlier Christian heresiological and polemical tradition proves equally unhelpful. This remains true even when accounting that Gnostic traditions extensively employed metaphorical imagery related to the (positively valued) figure of the biblical serpent from Eden (e.g., Ophites)
. What proves surprising in this context is that even Irenaeus of Lyon, who argued directly against the Gnostics and constituted one of Epiphanius's most important sources on this matter, referenced zoological imagery very rarely: of ten examples, only three pertain to (slimy, cunning, or biblical) serpents
. An examination of Tertullian's works yields equally modest results, including even the Scorpiace.
 Similarly, zoological invective is virtually absent in Origen's Contra Celsum
. Even when quoting Irenaeus directly, Epiphanius is able to expand animal comparisons by adding poisonous creatures where they are absent in the source
. As Jürgen Dummer has observed, this type of imagery—especially relating to vipers, serpents, and reptiles—rarely appears in Christian literature before Epiphanius, making its prevalence here all the more surprising
. When it does appear, it remains devoid of any detail. Curiously, even the New Testament phraseology γεννήματα ἐχιδνῶν ("brood of vipers," cf. Matt 12:34) exerted no influence in this direction upon any of these authors. Consequently, for Epiphanius, it inspired such serpentine comparisons to an equally limited extent as the serpent from Eden
. In this respect, Epiphanius's innovation in expanding the figurative language hitherto employed in heresiology deserves recognition.

Epiphanius, however, clearly indicates at least one category of sources he purports to use in constructing nature-based imagery. The metrological explanations in his De mensuris et ponderibus and the mineralogical information in De duodecim gemmis rationalis presuppose more intensive study of relevant literature
. In the case of the Panarion, Epiphanius invokes the authority of earlier writers. In the introduction to this work, Epiphanius cites the names of seventeen authors
. He mentions and distinguishes Nicander of Colophon first (2nd century BCE), though not necessarily quoted firsthand: although individual cases from Epiphanius's Panarion can indeed be compared with Nicander's Theriaca, Epiphanius's descriptions prove more elaborate
. We know from other sources that the reception of Nicander's work in Greco-Roman literature was substantial
. Nicander was appreciated not only for his biological knowledge, but also for his rhetorical and poetic style
. His descriptions were also adapted literary. Borrowings from Nicander can be traced in works of Lucan, Statius, and Claudianus, among others, and in Greek literature they were also postulated in Nonnus and Quintus of Smyrna
. However, because of the fragmentary nature of ancient literature in the case of Epiphanius we must rely on indirect evidence. However, we can notice that, while Epiphanius cites Nicander as a primary authority, his descriptions are often more elaborate than those in Nicander's original poems. This kind of paraphrase or secondary rendering of Nicander's work can be probably, as I suppose, explained by Epiphanius's personal interest in the sphere of zoology.
One text parallel to Epiphanius, Aelian's De natura animalium 16.42, directs attention to another possible source: the work on poisonous scorpions by Pammenes, renowned for his description of double-headed—precisely as in Epiphanius—and winged scorpions with two stings inhabiting Egypt
. Among other possible sources concerning poisonous animals, Andrea Mirto has attempted to indicate De venenatis animalibus eorumque remediis by Philumenus of Alexandria, De theriaca ad Pisonem by Galen, and περὶ τῶν ἰοβόλων θηρίων (About the Beasts of Prey) by Pseudo-Protomus
. The final nine names explicitly provided by Epiphanius appear, as Karl Gottlob Kühn has demonstrated, in identical sequence in the preface to the Materia Medica of Pedanius Dioscorides of Anazarbus (ca. 40–90 CE), who is mentioned preceding them
. Beyond Nicander and Dioscorides, only four names remain that can be identified in botanical and pharmaceutical literature (Pamphilus of Alexandria, Pseudo-Callisthenes [!], Philo of Tarsus, Mithridates VI Eupator)
. Of these authorities, only the Alexandrian grammarian Pamphilus (first century CE) can be considered the author of an independent work on the subject
. This led Dummer to postulate that additional names not found in Dioscorides were derived from a single, lost work. This appears confirmed by the fact that even in the case of poets and philosophers, Epiphanius knows their names and fragmentary quotations from their writings solely from secondary sources
. Dummer, however, erroneously assumed, in my assessment, that it must have been (1) a single and (2) a scientific source
. Upon close examination of the animal passages in Epiphanius, a highly interesting phenomenon emerges. Even when Epiphanius's descriptions appear rooted in the natural world, they are augmented with entirely fantastical details, indicating utilisation of paradoxographical rather than "scientific" (naturwissenschaftliche) or purely pharmaceutical literature. In certain instances, a lengthy tradition of Greco-Roman curiosity literature can be identified behind specific examples. The fire-breathing basilisk
 is recorded by Pliny the Elder
. This image may additionally refer indirectly to Typhon positioned within a rim of interweaving serpent bands, an image known to Nicander
. Referring to Menander and Saturninus, Epiphanius quotes a proverb (παροιμία), known to Tertullian, concerning a serpent borrowing its venom from a viper. This may reflect the paradoxographical tradition recorded in the Physiologus regarding a serpent depositing its venom in a hole when proceeding to a watering place
. The motif of the viper ignorant of birth pains derives from Herodotus and has been repeatedly transmitted in paradoxographical literature (also by Nicander)
, as has the sea-dragon
. The image of scorpions forming a chain possesses no exact equivalent but exhibits analogies in Nicander and Pliny and constitutes, according to Epiphanius, simply a well-known parable
. In certain cases, however, Epiphanius invokes the authority of anonymous "ancients" (palaioi)
 or investigators of natural phenomena (physiologoi), acknowledging that even among them useful examples can be identified
 (this tone remains consistent with Epiphanius's reserve towards secular paideia)
. These portions of Epiphanius's material are clearly differentiated from the remainder: they reference not only serpents but also other species (bees, dung beetles, lions); some possess distinctly Egyptian and mythological backgrounds (Ouroboros); and, most significantly, they do not concern the virulence of these creatures. This characteristic indicates not only the paradoxographical nature of the source but also its distinctiveness from the purportedly strictly pharmaceutical material employed elsewhere by Epiphanius. Dummer considered this possibility but ultimately left the question unresolved
. However, the evidence presented here appears to support the thesis that Epiphanius used source material beyond the strictly scientific, namely paradoxographical in its nature.
Conclusion
Epiphanius's Panarion demonstrates considerable interest in constructing invective based upon ostensibly zoological imagery. Epiphanius exhibits a strong tendency to develop animal metaphors in a multi-layered and detailed manner, even when employing earlier sources and/or inspirations, such as biblical material. Surprisingly, he references motifs derived directly from biblical tradition with infrequency, preferring instead allusions to the natural world. Statistical analysis reveals that the most prevalent imagery (exceeding 60%) comprises poisonous creatures, mostly serpents and scorpions. This strategy proves fully consistent with both the adopted literary genre of the work—referencing the image of a "medicine chest" for venomous animal bites—and the particular objective of comparing "heresy" to deadly poison and stigmatising sectarian multiplication in pejorative terms of animal reproduction. However, the scope and detail of the animal imagery transcends examples previously employed in Christian polemical and anti-heretical literature (by, for instance, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Origen). In this respect, Epiphanius's work demonstrates innovation within the context of late antique Christian heresiology.

Epiphanius's observations draw attention to the deliberate utilisation of source material pertaining to the spheres of medicine or pharmacy and zoology, as Dummer has correctly noted. However, analysis of specific references does not permit acceptance of the thesis that this material was essentially "scientific" in nature. The fantastical character of a substantial portion of the examples, specific parallels identified in non-specialist literature of the period, and, above all, passages wherein the author eschews reference to specific "pharmacological" authorities, citing instead unspecified opinions of "ancients" and "physiologists," indicate rather extensive employment of sources of paradoxographical character. This interpretation is confirmed by the fact that material cited by Epiphanius from these authorities clearly differs from the rest, emphasising issues of reproduction and behaviour of quasi-phantastical creatures rather than questions of their venomousness, which is conspicuously absent in these examples.
Appendix. Statistics and Taxonomic Distribution of the Nature-Based Invective in Epiphanius's Panarion
farm animals  (esp. swines and dogs  > as stupid and/or unclean animals) - 26.11.3b-4 [Borborites]; 27.5.1 [Carpocratians]; 80.8.3 [Massalians]; 80.9.3 [Massalians] – 4 examples = 3.22 %

dogs (> as ravening / savage / bad / mad) - 57.6.3 [Noetus]; 68.15.1 [Arians]; 68.69.1 [Arians]; 73.1.7 [Semi-Arians]; 78.3.7-4.4 [Antidicomarians] – 5 examples = 4,03 %
wolves (cf. Mt 7:15) - 48.2,8 [Montanists]; 48.3.1 [Montanists]; 51.33.3 [Montanists]; 66.8.2 [Mani]; 66.11.4 [Mani]; 76.5.1 [Aetius] – 6 examples = 4.83 %

scorpions - 26.1.3a [Nicolaitians]; 31.36.4 [Valentinus]; 67.4.1 [Hieracas]; fantastic scorpions - 58.4.17 [(two-stinged scorpio) Valesians]; 67.8.1-3 [(winged scorpio) Hieracas] – 5 examples = 4,03 %
lizards / reptiles - 49.3.4 [Priscilianists]; 66.17.5-6 [Mani]; 53.2.1-3 [Sampaseans]; 66.17.4 [Manichaeans]; 78.24.7 [Antidicomarians]; 80.11.7 [Massalians] – 6 examples = 4.83 %

snakes / serpents / vipers (venom, poison) - 21.7.2-3a [Simon Magus]; 23.7.2 [Menander, Satornilus], 25.4.9-10 [Nicolaitians] 26.1.3a [Nicolaitians]; 26.16.5-6 [Borborites]; 27.8.3 [Carpocratians]; 28.8.3a [Cerinthians]; 30.17.1 [Ebion]; 31.1.1 [heresy in general]; 31.1.3 [heresy in general]; 31.7.1 [Valentinus]; 32.1.1 [Valentinus]; 32.2.1 [Secundus]; 32.3.9 [Epiphanius the Gnostic]; 32.7.9 [Secundus]; 33.9.1 [followers of Ptolemy]; 33.12.2 [Ptolemy]; 37.8.5 [Ophites]; 40.8.7 [Archontics]; 42.1.1 [Marcion]; 48.2.8 [Montanists]; 48.15.3 [Montanists]; 48.15.6 [Montanists]; 49.3.4 [Priscillianists]; 51.1.1-2 [Alogi]; 51.1.3-5 [Alogi]; 51.2.1-2 [Alogi]; 51.2.4-.5 [Alogi]; 51.10.5 [Alogi]; 51.35.4 [Alogi]; 54.6.5 [Theodotus]; 55.9.16-17 [Melchizedekians]; 56.3.5 [Bardesanians]; 59.13.6 [Cathari]; 61.8.5 [Apostolics]; 62.8.5 [Sabellians]; 63.3.1 [Origenists]; 63.4.8  [Origenists]; 64.72.1 [Origenists]; 64.72.5 [Origen]; 64.72.6-7 [Origen]; 65.9.4-5 [Paul of Samosata]; 66.10.4 [Manichaeans]; 66.17.4 [Manichaeans]; 66.87.3 [Mani]; 67.1.1 [Mani]; 67.4.1 [Hieracas]; 68.3.1 [Arius]; 68.13.1 [Arians]; 68.43.3 [Arians], 68.81.6 [Arians]; 69.81.6 [Arius]; 69.7.1 [Arius]; 69.72.4 [Arius, Sabellius]; 73.38.5 [Semi-Arians]; 76.13.2 [Aetius]; 76.54.38 [Aetius]; 78.5.5 [Antidicomarians]; 78.19.1-2 [Antidicomarians?]; 78.24.7 [Antidicomarians]; 78.74.7 [Antidicomarians]; 79.2.1-2 [Collyridians]; 79.7.5-6 [Collyridians] – 63 examples = 50.80 %

semi-fantastic / fantastic snake-like creatures - 24.10.6-7 [(horned viper) Basilides]; 26.19.2-6 [(viper that knows no birth pains) Borborites]; 57.10.8 [(agate dragon) Noetians]; 31.1.1 [(fire-breathing snake) heresy in general]; 67.8.1-3 [(winged snake) Hieracas]; 20.3.3 [(two-headed snake without a tail) Herodians]; (many-headed hydra / dragon / serpent) 30.1.1a [Ebion], 66.88.4 [Mani]; 68.11.8 [Arians]; 69.81.1-2 [Arius, Arians]; 69.81.7 [Arius]; (basilisks, cf. Isa 59:5 LXX) 21.7.2-3a [Simon Magus]; 26.1.3a (?) [Nicolaitians]; 31.1.1 [heresy in general]; (aspidogorgon / uroburus) 22.2.2-4 [Menander, Satornilus]; 30.26.5b-6 [Ebion, Ebionites]; 30.14.6 [(polymorphic creature) Ebion] – 16 examples = 12.90 %

snakes, vipers, snake-like creatures in total: 79 examples = 63.70 %

water-living creatures / monsters - 30.34.7 [Ebion]; 33.12.2 [Ptolemy]; 33.12.3 [Ptolemy]; 62.8.5 [Sabellians]; 50.3.5 [(gudgeon or toad) Quatrodecimans]; 64.72.1 [(toad) Origenists] – 6 examples = 4.83 %

insects / positive comparison - 40.3.1; 40.3.3-6; 80.4.5 [(bees) catechumens / believers]; insect / negative comparison - 40.3.3-6 [(dung beatle) heretics in general]; 51.35.4 [(millipede) Alogi]; 76.54.38 [(millipede) Aetius]; 71.6.2 [(bugs, worms, maggots) Marcellinians]; 75.8.4 [(dung or  blister-beetle, buprestis) Aerius]; 79.9.5  [(blister-beetle) Collyridians] – 9 examples = 7.25 %

other - mole 52.1.1-4 [Adamians]; 64.72.6-7 [(dormouse as a vitcim) of viper > Origen]; 74.1.1 [Pneumatomachi (half-formed peoples / Centaurs, Pans and Sirens)]; 66.8.2 [(leopard) Mani] – 4 examples = 3.22 %

Total: 124 examples = 100 %
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� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 27.8.3: καὶ ἀσύστατον εἴη ἂν τὸ παρ᾽αὐτῶν δραματούργημα, δηλητηρίου ἔμπλεον καὶ πάσης ἰώδους διδασκαλίας μεμεστωμένον transl. Williams 2009, p. 116: “And there can be no proof of their  their dramatic piece, which is full of poison, and crammed with every kind of virulent teaching”.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 32.3.9: τὴν γὰρ αὐτοῦ ἰοβολίαν ἀπεμάξατο, λέγω [δὲ] τὴν τῆς ἀδικούσης ἑρπετώδους φθορᾶς περιττολογίαν (…); transl. “For he wiped off his poison-shooting, that is, the excessive verbiage of the reptilian corruption that causes injury”, cf. Williams 2009, p. 211.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 33.9.1: αἱ ὀφιώδεις διδασκαλίαι, transl. Williams 2009, p. 223: “(…) the teachings of serpents (...)”; cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 21.7.2 (Simon Magus): τούτου τὴν ἰοβολίαν ἱκανῶς συντρίψας, transl. Williams 2009, p. 67: “Having crushed his poison fangs sufficiently”.


� Cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 23.7.2 (Menander and Satorninus; cf. Tert. Adv. Marc. 3.8): ἀσπὶς παρ᾽ἐχίδνης ἰὸν δανειζομένη, transl. Williams 2009, p. 75: “an asp borrowing poison from a viper”, Epiph. Adv. haeres. 30.17.1 (Ebion): Ἀλλὰ κατὰ πάντα τρόπον συκοφαντεῖ ὁ δεινὸς οὗτος ὄφις καὶ πτωχὸς τῇ διανοίᾳ, transl. “But in every way this terrible serpent slanders and is poor in under standing”, cf. Williams 2009, p. 144 (mental poverty is an allusion to the name of Ebionites, meaning in Hebrew and Aramaic: “the poor ones”, cf. Wilder 2017: 167, note 507), Adv. haeres. 32.1.1 (Valentinus): ἐπὶ τὰ λείψανα τῆς ἀκανθώδους αὐτοῦ σπορᾶς καὶ ἑρπετώδους αὐτοῦ θηριομορφίας ἐλευσόμεθα, transl. Williams 2009, p. 208: “I shall go to the remains of his sowing of thistles and snake’s carcass”, Adv. haeres. 32.2.1 (Secundus): ἕτερος ὄφις, transl. Williams 2009, p. 209:  “another snake”; Adv. haeres. 32.7.9 (Secundus): ὡς μύαγρον [οὖν] ταύτην τὴν ἔχιδναν, τὴν πολλαῖς ἑτέραις ἐχίδναις ἐοικυῖαν, τῷ ὑποδήματι τοῦ εὐαγγελίου καταπατήσαντες τὰς ἑξῆς διασκοπήσωμεν, transl. Williams 2009, s. 214: “Having trod this viper underfoot with the sandal of the Gospel—like the mousing viper, one which is like many other vipers—let us examine the rest”; Adv. haeres. 31.1.1 (heresy in general): ἑτέρων θηρῶν μορφὰς καὶ ἰοὺς ἑρπετῶν δήγματά τε καὶ δη λητήρια ἐχούσας, transl. “(…) of other wild animals possessing the forms and venoms of reptiles, having both stings and lethal poisons”, cf. Williams 2009, p. 165; Adv. haeres. 42.1.1 (Marcion): καὶ αὐτὸς μέγας ὄφις προῆλθεν τῷ  βίῳ, transl. Williams 2009, p. 294: “(…) appeared in the world as a great serpent himself”.


� Cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 21.7.2-3a (Simon Magus): ὡς ἡ τῶν ἐκτρωμάτων ἑρπετώδης ἐξ οὐρίων ᾠῶν ἀσπίδων κυϊσκομένη φθορὰ καὶ ἄλλων ἐχιδνῶν, transl. Williams 2009, p. 76: “(...) like the snake-like filth of the aborted issue which is hatched from the infertile eggs of asps and other vipers”; Adv. haeres. 22.2-4 (Menander and Satorninus compred to the hatching of Ouroburos; cf. also Adv. haeres. 30.26.5b-6): ἐκ πολλῶν ἀσπίδων συνηγμένων, transl.  Williams 2009, p. 68: “(…) of the many asps that were collected”; Adv. haeres. 26.1.3a (Nicolaitians): ὡς ἀπὸ οὐρίου ᾠοῦ ὄφεως σκορπίοι ἢ ἐξ ἀσπίδωνa γεγεννημένοι, transl. Williams 2009, p. 90: “(…) in their turn like scorpions from an infertile snake’s egg or <...> from asps”; Adv. haeres. 31.1.3 (heresy in general; cf. Iren. Adv. haer. 1.29.1 [without scorpions]): ὡς φωλεὸς πολλῶν σκορπίων ἐξ ἑνὸς πάντες καιροῦ τῷ βίῳ ἐβλάστησαν, transl. Williams 2009, p. 165: “(…) like a den full of scorpions, and, as I said, appeared in an instant (...)”; Adv. haeres. 31.7.1 (Valntinus and his seed): Ἐποιήσατο δὲ οὗτος τὸ κήρυγμα καὶ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ ὅθεν δὴ καὶ ὡς λείψανα ἐχίδνης ὀστέων ἔτι ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ περιλείπεται τούτου ἡ σπορά; Adv. haeres. 31.36.4 (Valentinus): πολλοὺς ὡς εἰπεῖν σκορπίους εἰς μίαν ἅλυσιν συνέδησεν (…); transl. Williams 2009, p. 173: “Valentinus also preached in Egypt so that, like the remains of a viper’s bones, his seed is still left in Athribitis [ms. in Egypt]”.


� One possible exemption (Ebion in  Adv. haeres. 30.17.1) is based on etymological, not zoologial ground. On the motif of insanity of heretics: Fowler 2013.


� Cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 21.7.2 (Simon Magus): ἔστιν γὰρ ἐν αὐτῷ μεταβολὴ καὶ ἐνδοιασμός, transl. Williams 2009, p. 67: “For there is inconstancy and uncertainty in him (…)”; Adv. haeres. 28.8.3a (Cerinthians): Καὶ ταῦτα περὶ ταύτης τῆς δεινῆς καὶ ἑρπετώδους μοχθηρίας, transl. Williams 2009, p. 122: “(…) this horrid, snake-like wickedness”; Adv. haeres. 30.14.6 (Ebion): ἐντεῦθεν, ὡς ἔφην, τῆς πάσης κυβείας μεμεστωμένος ὁ Ἐβίων διὰ πολλῶν μορφῶν ὑποφαίνει ἑαυτόν, ὡς εἶναι τεράστιον κατὰ τὰ ἄνω μοι προδεδηλωμένα, transl. Williams 2009, p. 143: “And so Ebion, as I said, who is crammed with all sorts of trickery, shows himself in many forms—making him a monstrosity, as I indicated above”; Adv. haeres. 40.8.7 (Archontics): πολυπλόκῳ ἑρπετῶν κακοηθείᾳ, transl. Williams 2009, p. 291: “(…) the tangled malignity of serpents”.


� Cf. Gen 3:1; Am 5:19; Ps 58:5; Rom 3:13; Rev 12:9, 14:15, 20:2, cf. Vallée 1981: 65-66. Biblical tradition in Panarion: Jacobs 2013.


� Cf. Matth 3:7, 12:34, 23:33; Luke 3:7.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 21.7.2-3a (Simon Magus compared to a snake and basiliks in the context of his virulence and falsehood): ὑπερβήσομαι δὲ καὶ ἐφ᾽ἑτέρας πάλιν βαδιοῦμαι αἱρέσεως ἔλεγχον, τούτου τὴν ἰοβολίαν ἱκανῶς συντρίψας. ἔστιν γὰρ ἐν αὐτῷ μεταβολὴ καὶ ἐνδοιασμός, πλάνου μὲν ὄντος αὐτοῦ μορφὴν δὲ ὀνόματος Χριστοῦ ἐνδυσαμένου, ὡς ἡ τῶν ἐκτρωμάτων ἑρπετώδης ἐξ οὐρίων ᾠῶν ἀσπίδων κυϊσκομένη φθορὰ καὶ ἄλλων ἐχιδνῶν, ὥς φησιν ὁ προφήτης «ᾠὰ ἀσπίδων ἔρρηξαν, καὶ ὁ μέλλων τῶν ᾠῶν αὐτῶν φαγεῖν ηὗρεν οὔριον καὶ ἐν αὐτῷ βασιλίσκον», transl. Williams 2009, p. 67: “(…) but has assumed the appearance of the name of Christ—like the snake-like filth of the aborted issue  which is hatched from the infertile eggs of asps and other vipers. As the  prophet says, “They have broken the eggs of asps, and he who would eat  of their eggs hath found an egg infertile, and in it a basilisk”, cf. Isa 59:5 LXX; cf. also Epiph. Adv. haeres. 26.1.3a (mutiplication of Nicolaitian sects): οὗτοι δὲ οἱ τούτῳ τῷ Νικολάῳ συνεζευγμένοι, πάλιν ἀπ᾽αὐτοῦ ὡς ἀπὸ οὐρίου ᾠοῦ ὄφεως σκορπίοι ἢ ἐξ ἀσπίδωνa γεγεννημένοι, τινὰ ἡμῖν παρεισφέρουσι κενοφωνίας ὀνόματα καὶ βίβλους πλάττουσι, transl. Williams 2009, p. 90: “These people, who are yoked in tandem with this Nicolaus and have  been hatched by him in their turn like scorpions from an infertile snake’s  egg or <…> from asps, introduce some further nonsensical names  to us and forge nonsensical books”.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 25.4.9-10 (Nicolaitians as devilish inspired decivers): πνεῦμα γάρ ἐστι πλάνης, ὥσπερ φύσημα ἐν αὐλῷ διαφόροις κινήσεσιν ἕκαστον τῶν ἀφρόνων κινοῦν κατὰ τῆς ἀληθείας. καὶ γὰρ καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ αὐλὸς μίμημά ἐστι τοῦ δράκοντος, δι᾽οὗ ἐλάλησεν ὁ πονηρὸς καὶ ἠπάτησε τὴν Εὔαν. ἀπὸ τοῦ τύπου γὰρ ἐκείνου κατὰ μίμησιν ὁ αὐλὸς τοῖς ἀνθρώποις εἰς ἀπάτην κατεσκευάσθη. καὶ ὅρα τὸν τύπον ὃν αὐτὸς ὁ αὐλῶν ἐν τῷ αὐλῷ ποιεῖται. αὐλῶν γὰρ ἄνω ἀνανεύει καὶ κάτω κατανεύει, δεξιά τε κλίνει καὶ εὐώνυμα ὁμοίως ἐκείνῳ, transl. Williams 2009, p. 87: “For there is a spirit of imposture which, like breath in a flute, setsevery fool in motion against the truth with its various movements. Indeed, the flute itself is a replica of the serpent through which the evil one spokeand deceived Eve. For the flute was prepared to deceive mankind, on its model and in imitation of it. And see what the fl utist himself representsas he plays his flute; he throws his head back as he plays and bends it forward, he leans right and leans left like the serpent”, cf. Gen 2-3 LXX.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 24.10.6-7 (Basilideans as insidious): Καὶ ταῦτά μοι περὶ ταύτης τῆς αἱρέσεως καὶ τοῦ μύθου τούτου εἰρήσθω· ἐντεῦθεν δὲ ἐφ᾽ἑτέραν αἵρεσιν βαδιοῦμαι. τίνι γὰρ οὐ φωρατὴ ἔσται ἡ τοιαύτη αἵρεσις μῦθός τις οὖσα καὶ ὡσεὶ κεράστου τρόπον ἐν ἄμμῳ κεχωσμένη, διὰ δὲ τοῦ κέρατος ἐν ἀέρι προκύπτουσα καὶ τὸν ὄλεθρον τοῖς περιτυγχάνουσιν αὐτῇ ἐργαζομένη; ἀλλὰ καὶ «τὸ κέρας τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν ὁ κύριος συνέτριψεν, τὸ δὲ κέρας τοῦ δικαίου μόνον ὑψωθήσεται», ὅπερ ἐστὶ πίστις ἀληθείας, tansl. Williams 2009, p. 83: „And so much for this sect, and this myth; I shall go on from here  to another heresy. For who can fail to realize that this sort of heresy is a  myth and, like a horned asp, lies buried in sand, but pokes up into the air  with its horn, and infl icts death on those who happen upon it? However,  “The Lord hath broken the horn of sinners, and the horn of the righteous  alone”—which means trust in truth—“shall be exalted”, cf. Ps 74:11 LXX; Hdt. 2.74; Arist. Hist. an 500a4; Diod. Sic. 3.50.3; Ael. NA 1.57; Plin. HN 8.85; cf. Mirto 2013: 65-68.


� E.g. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 30.1.1a (Ebion and eclecticism and conformism of his teachings): Ἐβίων, ἀφ᾽οὗπερ  Ἐβιωναῖοι, καθεξῆς ἀκολουθῶν καὶ τὰ ὅμοια τούτοις φρονήσας, πολύμορφον τεράστιον καὶ ὡς εἰπεῖν τῆς μυ θευομένης πολυκεφάλου ὕδρας ὀφιώδη μορφὴν ἐν ἑαυτῷ ἀνατυπωσάμενος, transl. Williams 2009, p. 131: “(…) Ebion, the founder of the Ebionites, arose in the world in his turn as a monstrosity with many forms, and practically represented in himself the snake-like form of the mythical many-headed hydra”.


� E.g. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 31.1.1 (fire-breathing snake), Adv. haeres. 67.8.1-3 (winged snake), Adv. haeres. 20.3.3 (two-headed snake without a tail); cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 20.3.3 (Herodians and multiplication of Judaistic and Judeo-Christian sects): καὶ γέγονε λῆξαι μὲν αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ Ἰουδαϊσμοῦ, ὥσπερ δὲ ῥίζαν τμηθῆναι ἢ σῶμα ἑρπετοῦ καὶ ἐξ αὐτοῦ φῦναι δικέφαλον καὶ ἄρριζον ὄφιν ἐν ἑνὶ σώματι ἡμιτόμῳ ἐκ πεφυκότα καὶ ἐξηρτημένον, transl. Williams 2009, p. 54: “And as a result they have lapsed from  Judaism—as though a snake’s tail or body had been cut off and a snake  with two heads and no tail had sprouted from it, grown on and attached  to a body chopped in half”.


� Cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 30.26.5b-6 (birth of Ouroburos-snakes and multiplication of Ebionite schools): ἢ καθάπερ ἑρπετὸν δεινὸν ἑαυτὸ λυμαινόμενον καὶ ἀντιστρεφόμενον ἀπὸ τῆς κέρκου καὶ ἑαυτὸ βιβρῶσκον αὐτὸ ἑαυτοῦ ἀναλωτικὸν γινόμενον. τοῦτογάρ φασι γεγενῆσθαι καιρῷ ὑπὸ ἀσπίδων συγκλεισθεισῶν ἐν πίθοις, καὶ ἑκάστης τὴν ἑτέραν καταναλωσάσης τὴν δὲ ἰταμωτέραν καὶ χαλεπωτέραν εἰς ὕστερον μεμενηκέναι μόνην καταλειφθεῖσαν καὶ εἰς πεῖναν ἐλθοῦσαν ἀπὸ τῆς ἰδίας κέρκου ἀρξαμένην ἑαυτὴν καταβεβρωκέναι ἱστοροῦσί τινες φυσιολόγοι κατὰ τὴν Αἰγυπτίων χώραν. ὅθεν καὶ ἁρμοδίως τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῇ ἐπέθεντο, διὰ τὴν κεφαλὴν τῆς Γοργόνος καὶ ταύτην ἀσπιδογοργόνα καλοῦντες, transl. Williams 2009, p. 154: “Or it is like a horrid serpent which savages itself and becomesits own destruction by bending round from the tail and devouring itself. They say this used to be done by asps which had been sealed up in jars, and when each had destroyed the other the strongest and and fiercest survived. But when it was left alone and got hungry, certain Egyptian naturalists report that it would eat itself up, beginning with its own tail. Hence they  also named this appropriately and from the Gorgon’s head called this too an aspidogorgon”; Adv. haeres. 26.19.2-6 (coitus interruptus allegedly practiced by Borboties compared to androgynous viper killing a partner during intercourse): ἧς πορνείας καὶ ἀσελγείας τὸ ὅμοιον ἔστιν ἰδεῖν ἐν τῷ ἑρπετῷ τῷ δεινοτάτῳ, ᾧ ἐπέθεντο τὸ ὄνομα ἀπειρώδινον ἔχιδναν οἱ παλαιοί. ἔστι γὰρ τῆς τοιαύτης ἐχίδνης ἡ φύσις ὁμοία τῆς τούτων μοχθηρίας. (…) οὕτω γάρ, φησί, τὴν ἀπειρώδινον ἔχιδναν θελχθεῖσαν τῷ πάθει τῆς ἐπιθυμίας, τήν τε θήλειαν πρὸς τὸν ἄρρενα καὶ τὸν ἄρρενα πρὸς τὴν θήλειαν, περιπλακείσας μὲν ὁμοῦ, διὰ τοῦ στόματος  χαινούσης τῆς θηλείας τὸν ἄρρενα τὴν κεφαλὴν εἰσβάλλειν, ἐκείνης δὲ πάθει συσχεθείσης ἀποτέμνειν τὴν τούτου κεφαλὴν καὶ οὕτως τὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ στόματος σταλάξαντα ἰὸν καταπιοῦσαν ἐν ἑαυτῇ ἐγκυμονεῖν μὲν τοιοῦτο ζεῦγος ἀρρενόθηλυ· (…), transl. Williams 2009, p. 108-109: “The like of this fornication and licentiousness may be seen in the extremely dreadful snake the ancients called the pangless viper. For the nature of such a viper is similar to the wickedness of these people. (…) So, we are told, when the pangless viper grew amorous, female for male and male for female, they would twine together, and the male would thrust his head into the female’s gaping jaws. And she, in the throes of passion, would bite off the male’s head and so swallow the poison that dripped from its mouth, and conceive a pair of snakes of the same kind within her, a male and a female”; Adv. haeres. 78.12.1-4 (not an invective): Εἰ δὲ καὶ ἀπὸ ἄλλης τινὸς θεωρίας χρὴ λαβεῖν τὰ πράγματα, ψηλαφήσωμεν καὶ φυσιολογιῶν σχέσεις etc.; transl. Williams 1994, p. 609: “But if we need to take the matter up from another point of view, let's examine the findings of the naturalists”.


� Vallée 1981: 66.


� Animal related invective and comparison by Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.: 2.11.1 (dog in Aesop's fable), 2.14.8 (an animal captured by a hunter), 3.2.3 (slimy snakes), 3.16.8 (wolves), 3.23.8 (cunning snake), 4. praef. 4 (snake from Eden), 4.35.5 (unreasonable beasts), 4.38.4 (unreasonable beasts), 5.8.2 (unreasonable beasts, dog and swine), 5.8.3 (unreasonable beasts).


� Zoological invective and comparison by Tertullian: Adv. Marc. 1.1.5 (mice), 2.5.1 (burking dogs), 2.20.1 (cuttelfish), 3.8.1 (viper); Adv. Prax. 10.8 (flying creatures); Scorpic. 1.1.1-9 (scorpio), 1.4.2 (scorpio), 1.5.7 (venom and remedy), 1.7.1 (scorpio), 1.11.4 (scorpio); De praescr. haeret. 4.2-5 (predatory wolves); De cultu fem. 1.6.3 (snake, cf. Gen 3.15); Adv. Valent. 19.2 (mule and donkey); De anim. 32.1 (fish); De bapt. 1.1-2 (viper, basilisk), 1.3 (marine predator), 17.4 (a beast); De corona 1.5 (deer); De idolatria 24.4 (crow, bird of prey, wof, dog, snake, cf. Gen 6,14–8,19), De fuga 6.5 (dogs, cf. Matth 15:24).


� Cesus apud Origen, C. Cels. 4.23 and 25 (bats, ants, frogs and insects), 4.89 (birds), 5.14 (worms), Origen: C. Ces. 6.28 (snake of Eden in Gnostic interpretation).


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 31.1.3 (multiplication of heresy in general): (...) ἐν ἑνὶ γὰρ χρόνῳ οὗτοι πάντες ὡς μύκητες ἐκ γῆς ἐβλάστησαν καὶ ὥσπερ κακόρ[ρ]εκτα καὶ δυσώδη βοτανῶν βλαστήμα τα καὶ χόρτος ἀκανθώδης καὶ ὡς φωλεὸς πολλῶν σκορπίων ἐξ ἑνὸς πάντες καιροῦ τῷ βίῳ ἐβλάστησαν καί, ὡς προεῖπον, δίκην μυκήτων ἀμορ φίας ὑπὸ μίαν θῆξιν πεφήνασιν, ὡς καὶ ἤδη τῷ ἁγιωτάτῳ Εἰρηναίῳ περὶ αὐτῶν προείρηται, transl. Williams 2009, p. 165: “For all of these sprouted from the ground at the same time like toadstools and all came to life at once like stunted, smelly shoots and thistly grass and like a den full of scorpions, and, as I said, appeared in an instant like the ugliness of toadstools. This has been said of them already, by the most holy Irenaeus”; cf. Iren. Adv. Haer. 1.29.1. Only fungi are derived from Iraeneus, a cave of scorpions was added by Epiphanius. 


� It is worth to note, however, (Hyper. fr. B 19. 80; Aeschin. 2.99) and the association with scorpions appears alongside another category of civic outcasts: sycophants (Dem. Contra Arist. I,51-52;  cf. Eupolis  fr.  231  K-A). Also Attic tragedians used snake imagery to represent disease, madness, and - in the context of female avengers (like Medea or Clytemnestra) - deceitful, dangerous, and transformative power. cf. Soph. Phil. 631-4. I would like to thank the anonymous Reviewer of this paper for this comment and the sources indicated.


� Dummer 1973: 292.


� Cf. Kydel 1940; Dummer 1973: 291.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. Proem. 2.3.1: Καὶ Νίκανδρος μὲν ὁ συγγραφεὺς θηρῶν τε καὶ ἑρπετῶν ἐποιήσατο τῶν φύσεων τὴν γνῶσιν, ἄλλοι δὲ συγγραφεῖς ῥιζῶν τε καὶ βοτανῶν τὰς ὕλας, ὡς Διοσκουρίδης μὲν ὁ ὑλοτόμος, Πάμφιλός τε καὶ Μιθριδάτης ὁ βασιλεύς, Καλλισθένης τε καὶ Φίλων, Ἰόλαός τε ὁ Βιθυνὸς καὶ Ἡρακλείδας ὁ Ταραντῖνος, Κρατεύας ὁ ῥιζοτόμος, Ἀνδρέας τε καὶ Βάσσος ὁ Τύλιος, Νικήρατος καὶ Πετρώνιος, Νίγερ καὶ Διόδοτος, καὶ ἄλλοι τινές; transl. Williams 2009, p. 14: “The author Nicander too gave an account of the nature of beasts and reptiles. And other authors < described > the qualities of roots and plants—Dioscurides the Wood-Cutter, Pamphilus, King Mithridates, Cal- listhenes, Philo, Iolaus of Bithynia, Heraclidas of Tarentum, Cratenus the Root-Collector, Andrew, Bassus the Tulian, Niceratus, Petronius, Niger, Diodotus, and certain others”.


� E.g. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 24.10.6-7 (horned viper), cf. Nic. Ther. 258n; Epiph. Adv. haeres. 20.3.3 (two-headed snake without a tail) cf. Nic. Ther. 372-373 and Ael. NA 9.23 and 16.42; cf. also Dummer 1972: 297, note 31 (Dummer noticed that the term ὁ συγγραφεὺς refers rather to proser and suspects the use of some kind of paraphrase of Nicander's work); Zionts 2002, passim; Mirto 2013: 33-34.


� Cf. Cicero, De Orat. 1.169; Overduin 2014: 128-135


� Quint. 10.1.56; AP 9.213; Ath. Deipn. 3.100.14; cf.  Overduin 2014: 128-124.


� Overduin 2014: 130.


� Ael. NA 16.42: Παμμένης ἐν τῷ περὶ θηρίων σκορπίους λέγει γίνεσθαι πτερωτοὺς καὶ δικέντρους ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ ῾καὶ οὔ φησιν ἀκοὴν λέγειν, ἀλλὰ ἑαυτοῦ τήνδε τὴν ἱστορίαν ὁμολογεἶ καὶ ὄφεις δικεφάλους, καὶ ἔχειν δύο πόδας κατὰ τὸ οὐραῖον τούτους; transl. “Pammenes, in his On the Beasts, says that scorpions became winged and two-headed in Egypt, and they did not listen to what he said, but he himself confessed that story, and that these were two-headed snakes, and had two legs along their tails”; cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 20.3.3; Nic. Ther. 372-373; cf. Gow, Scholfield 1952: 186, note 801.


� Mirto 2013: 33-33, esp. note 62. Mirto, however, did not conduct an in-depth analysis of Epiphanius's sources.


� Kühn 1828: 157: „Qui locus e Dioscoridis praefatione videtur totus desumtus est”; cf. Dummer 1973: 293 note 17; Scarborough, Nutton 1982.


� Dummer 1973: 294.


� Dummer 1973: 294.


� Dummer, 1973: 291.


� Cf. Dummer 1973: 293: „Nach diesen Worten ist es ausgeschlossen, daß die mehr oder minder breit  ausgeführten Vergleiche einzelner Häretiker mit unangenehmen Tieren lediglich den augenblicklichen Einfallen des Epiphanius zuzuschreiben sind, sondern  er hat sich dabei auf die Angaben, wenn man so will, der Fachliteratur gestützt”; ibid.: 295: „Einleuchtender als diese Annahme scheint mir zu sein, daß er alle diese  Namen in einem naturwissenschaftlichen Werk zusammen vorgefunden hat; (…) Das Werk, das Epiphanius vor sich hatte, ist nach allem, was wir aus seinen  Worten schließen können, eines jener zahlreichen zoologisch-pharmakologischen  Handbücher gewesen, die für die Behandlung von Bissen giftiger Tiere gedacht  waren und von denen einige bis heute erhalten sind (…) und es erübrigt sich  schon deshalb die Annahme, daß Epiphanius seine Kenntnisse über die giftigen  Tiere und die Gegenmittel aus verschiedenen Schriften gewonnen hat”, ibid.: 296: „Wenn man davon ausgeht, daß Epiphanius ein zoologisch-pharmazeutisches Handbuch benutzt und diesem sowohl die Beschreibungen der Schlangen  als auch die Mittel gegen ihren Biß entnommen hat, so scheint zunächst die  Erwähnung des Nikander von Kolophon im Prooemium des Panarion dagegen  zu sprechen”.


� Cf. Mirto 2013: 228-230, 310.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 31.1.1 (heresy in general): Μετὰ τούτους τοὺς Ἐβιωναίους καλουμένους, [αὐτ]ῶν τὴν μοχθηρίαν διοδεύσαντες τάς τε ἄλλας ἐπαγγειλάμενοι θεοῦ δυνάμειaς τὰς ἑξῆς, ἑτέρων θηρῶν μορφὰς καὶ ἰοὺς ἑρπετῶν δήγματά τε καὶ δη λητήρια ἐχούσας, ὅσαπερ ἐν ταῖς αὐτῶν διδασκαλίαις ὡς ἀπὸ χάσμα τος ἰδεῖν ἔνεστι, πυρβόλου ἢ ἑρπετοῦ δεινοῦ καὶ βασιλίσκου κεκυημένας (…); transl. Williams 2009, p. 165: “After these so-called Ebionites I shall go on to the sect of the Valentinians. For I have made my way through the Ebionites’ wickedness, and have promised <to refute> the others that follow by the power of God, although they have the faces of other wild beasts and the poisons, bites and venom of serpents—all the things that are visible, as in a gaping maw; in their teachings—and <the ways> of a fi re-breathing dragon, or of a horrid serpent and basilisk”; cf. Plin. HN 8.33.78, Mayhoff 1967-2002: Necat frutices, non contactos modo, verum et adflatos, exurit herbas, rumpit saxa (…); trans. “He kills bushes, not only by touching, but also by blowning on them, he burns the grass, breaks the rocks”.


� Aesch. Sept. 511; cf. Nicander epitomized by Ant. Lib. Met. 28; cf. Celoria 1992: 178-180.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 23.7.2: (…) μετέχουσι γὰρ οὗτοι ὡς ἀπ᾽ἀλλήλων τὸν ἰὸν δανεισάμενοι κατὰ τὴν ἐναργῆ παροιμίαν, ὡς ἀσπὶς παρ᾽ἐχίδνης ἰὸν δανειζομένη (…); transl. Williams 2009, p. 75: “For these men share <the same material> as though they had borrowed their poison from each other, as in the familiar proverb of “an asp borrowing poison from a viper”; Tert. Adv. Marc. 8.3: “(..) aspis quod aiunt a vipera mutuari venenum (…)”; transl. “(…) the asp, which they say borrows its venom from the viper”; cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 37.8.5; Physiologus 11.3; cf. Mirto 2013: 62-65.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 26.19.2-3 (promiscuity of Borborites): ἧς πορνείας καὶ ἀσελγείας τὸ ὅμοιον ἔστιν ἰδεῖν ἐν τῷ ἑρπετῷ τῷ δεινοτάτῳ, ᾧ ἐπέθεντο τὸ ὄνομα ἀπειρώδινον ἔχιδναν οἱ παλαιοί. ἔστι γὰρ τῆς τοιαύτης ἐχίδνης ἡ φύσις ὁμοία τῆς τούτων μοχθηρίας etc., transl. Williams 2009, p. 108: “The like of this fornication and licentiousness may be seen in the extremely dreadful snake the ancients called the pangless viper. For the nature of such a viper is similar to the wickedness of these people”; cf. Nic. Ther. 128-136; Physiologus 10.2; Hdt. 3.109; Arist. HA 558a 25, Ps.-Arist. Mir. aus. 846b, 18-21, Plin. HN 10.62, Ael. NA 1.24.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 30.34.7 (Ebion as venomous creature): Καὶ τί μοι ἔτι διατρίβειν ἐν ἁλίμοις καὶ ἀμπώτεσι τόποις, πῆ μὲν ἐπικλυζομένοις πῆ δὲ καταξηραινομένοις, ἐξ ὧνπερ ἰχθύ ων ἐκβράσματα πολλάκις γίνεται καὶ τοῖς ποσὶ τῶν τὰς ὄχθας τούτων  μετιόντων τῶν τόπων (ἐκ τοῦ ἀνὰ μέσον τῶν ἰχθύων τινὰ ἰοβόλα εἶναι, τρυγόνας δέ φημι καὶ δρακαίνας καὶ καρχαρίας καὶ σμυραίνας, ὡς καὶ  ἤδη προείρηται) βλάβην ἐμποιεῖ; transl. Williams 2009, p. 164-165: “But why should I spend any further time on tidal beaches by the sea, which are flooded here and dry there, and fish are often stranded on some of them and injure people’s feet when they cross their high parts because of there being poisonous ones among them—I mean sting-rays, sea-snakes, sharks and sea-eels—as I have just now said”; cf. Nic. Ther. 828; Arist. HA 598a11; Posidonius apud Strabo 16.2.18; Ael. NA 14.12.


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 31.36.4 (Valentinus as plagiator and the chain of scorpions): εἰς πολλοὺς γὰρ οὗτος τὴν ἑαυ τοῦ ὀνειροπολίαν ἐπισπείρας, Γνωστικὸν ἑαυτὸν καλέσας, πολλοὺς ὡς εἰπεῖν σκορπίους εἰς μίαν ἅλυσιν συνέδησεν, ὡς ἡ παλαιὰ καὶ ἐναργὴς παραβολὴ ὑπάρχει, ὅτι ἅλυσίν τινα οἱ σκορπίοι ἀπὸ ἑνὸς εἰς τὸν ἕτε ρον δεσμοῦντες ἕως δέκα ἢ καὶ πλείους ἀπὸ στέγης ἢ δώματος ἑαυτοὺς χαλῶσι καὶ οὕτως μετὰ δόλου τὴν λύμην τοῖς ἀνθρώποις ἐργάζονται, transl. Williams 2009, p. 207: “For by sowing his dreaming in many people and calling himself a Gnostic, Valentinus has, as it were, fastened a number of scorpions together in one chain, as in the old and well-known parable. It says that scorpions, one after another, will form a sort of chain to a length of ten or even more, let themselves down from a roof or housetop, and so do their harm to men by guile”; cf. Nic. Ther. 780 (10 segements of a snake sting); Plin. HN 11.87 (10 spieces of snakes).


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 26.19.2-6 (vide supra): οἱ παλαιοί [“the ancients”]; Adv. haeres. 22.2.2 (Ouroboros): οἱ παλαιοὶ ἱστοροῦσι μῦθον (…) [“the ancients tell a story”].


� Epiph. Adv. haeres. 30.26.6 (Ouroboros): ἱστοροῦσί τινες φυσιολόγοι κατὰ τὴν Αἰγυπτίων χώραν, transl. Williams 2009, p. 154: “(…) certain Egyptian naturalists report (…)”; Adv. haeres. 40.3.1 (bees as the positive example): Θαυμάσειε δ᾽ἄν τις εὑρὼν καὶ παρὰ τοῖς φυσιολόγοις τινὰ ὠφελείας ἔμπλεα, ἀπεικασθεὶς τῇ τῆς μελίττης συνέσει, τῆς ἐφ᾽ἅπαντα μὲν τὰ βλαστήματα ἐφιζανούσης, τὰ χρήσιμα δὲ ἑαυτῇ ἐπισυναγούσης, transl. Williams 2009, p. 285: “But one might be surprised to find some things of great usefulness even in the naturalists if he emulates the bee in wisdom, which settles on every plant and gathers what is useful to it”; Adv. haeres. 40.3.3-5 (contrasting bees and dung beatles): (…) εὕρομεν γὰρ καὶ παρὰ τοῖς  καλουμένοις φυσιολόγοις, μᾶλλον δὲ ἡμεῖς αὐτοὶ ὁρῶμεν (…) ὁ γὰρ βουλόμενος τούτους δοκιμάσαι, ὥς φασιν οἱ φυσιολόγοι, transl. Williams 2009, p. 286: “For I find even in the so-called naturalists—or rather, I see for myself (…). Anyone who desires to test them, as the naturalists say (…)”; Adv. haeres. 37.8.5: ἕτερον πάλιν ἔχει φρονιμότητος ὁ ὄφις, ὥς φασιν οἱ φυσιολόγοι περὶ τούτου τοῦ ζῴου, transl. Williams 2009, p. 268: “Again, as the naturalists say of this beast, the snake has another kind of wisdom”; Adv. haeres. 64.72.6-7 (Origen poisoned by classical education and the cannibalistic viper): Φασὶ γὰρ οἱ φυσιολόγοι τὸν μυωξὸν ἐμφωλεύειν καὶ τὰ γεννήματα αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ πολλὰ τίκτειν, ἕως πέντε καὶ ἔτι, τὰς δὲ ἐχίδνας τούτους θηρᾶσθαι. καὶ ἐὰν εὕρῃ ὅλον τὸν φωλεὸν ἡ ἔχιδνα, μὴ δυναμένη τοὺς ὅλους καταφαγεῖν, ὑπὸ ἓν ἐσθίει εἰς κόρον ἕνα ἢ δύο, τῶν δὲ λοιπῶν κατακεντήσασα τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς σιτία φέρει καὶ ἀνατρέφει τυφλὰ γεγονότα, ἕως ὅτε βούλεται ἕκαστον αὐτῶν προφέρειν καὶ τοῦτον ἐσθίειν, transl. Williams 1994, p. 207: “Naturalists say that a dormouse hides in its den and bears a number of young at once, as many as five and more, but vipers hunt them. And if a viper finds the den full, since it cannot eat them all it eats its fill of one or two then and there, but punctures the eyes of the rest, and after they are blinded brings them food, and feeds them until it is ready to take each one out and eat it”; Adv. haeres. 78.12.4 (reproduction of lions; ex ample, not the invective): μετὰ γὰρ τοῦ τοκετοῦ καὶ τὰς ὑστέρας καὶ τὰς μήτρας ἐκκρίνεσθαι ἅμα φασὶν οἱ φυσιολόγοι, ὥστε μηκέτι τὴν θήλειαν ὀρέγεσθαι, εἰ μή τις ἄρα βία γένοιτο, μήτε μήν, εἰ καὶ τύχοι συναφείᾳ τινὶ ἀναγκασθῆναι, ἔτι δύνασθαι κυΐσκειν (…); transl. Williams 1994, p. 610: “For the naturalists say that the ovaries and wombs are expelled with the cub, so that the lioness no longer feels desire unless, perhaps, she is forced. And evm if it should happen that she is forced to mate, she can never conceive again (…)”.


� Cf. Dummer 1973: 291.


� Cf. Dummer, 1973: 298, esp. note 55.





