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EDITOR'SPREFACE.

THE first chapter in this volume formsthe concluding chapter of the First Volume of the German
Work. It answersto the Seventh Chapter of the Second Book of thefirst great division of the subject,
which has for its aim to shew the origin of Ecclesiastical Dogma. The First Book treats of the
Preparation for Dogma; the Second of the Laying of the Foundation. This Second Book begins
with the second volume of the English Translation, and closes with the first chapter of the third
volume now published. Thereafter commences the Second Part of the Work, which deals with the

Development of Dogma. The numbering of the chapters here begins anew, running on from 1. to
VI.

The Second Volume of the German Work commences with the Second Part, and tells the story
of the Development of Dogmatill the time of Augustine. Only aportion of it appearsin thisvolume.
Theremainder will form the contents of the Fourth VVolume. The author has prefixed to the volume
two prefaces, one to the first, the other to the third Edition. These are here given.

The Appendix on Manichadsm is the last of four which appear at the end of the first volume
of the German Edition. The first three of these will be found at the end of the first volume of the
English Edition.

A.B. BRUCE.
Glasgow, August, 1897.

AUTHOR'SPREFACE TO FIRST EDITION OF VOLUME |I. OF THE
GERMAN WORK.

THE first half of the second part of the History of Dogmais here given apart and as the second
volume, becauseit iscompleteinitself, and | shall be prevented from completing the work at once
by other tasks.

The account contained in the following pages would have been shorter, if | could have persuaded
myself of the correctness of the opinion, that a single, all-determining thought obtained its true
development in the History of Dogmafrom the fourth to the eighth century. This opinion dominates,
apart from afew monographs, al writings on the History of Dogma, and gives a uniform impress
to the accounts of Protestants and Catholics. | share it within certain limits; but these very limits,
which | have endeavoured to define,* have not yet received due attention. In the fourth century the
formula that was correct, when judged by the conception of redemption of the ancient Church,
prevailed; but the Fathers, who finally secured its triumph, did not give it the exposition which it
originally demanded. In the fifth century, or the seventh, on the contrary, aformulathat, measured
by the same standard, wasincorrect, prevailed; yet it was associated with an exposition that to some

1 Vide pp. 167 ff. of this volume.
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extent compensated for theincorrectness. In both cases, however, theimperfections of the conclusion,
which are explained from various circumstances, became of the highest importance. For in them
we find the reason why the phantom Christ did not wholly oust the historical; and, in order to
overcome them, men turned anew to Philosophy, especially to Aristotle. The orthodox Church
owestwo thingsto theincorrect form in which the Trinitarian and Christological Dogmawasfinally
stated: (1) contact with the Gospel, and (2) renewed contact with ancient science, i.e., scholasticism.

The account of these conditions demanded a more minute discussion of the process of the
History of Dogma, than is usual in the ordinary text-books. Dogma developed slowly and amid
great obstacles. No single step should be overlooked in the description, and, in particul ar, the period
between the fourth and fifth Councils is not less important than any other. Political relationships,
at no point decisive by themselves, yet everywhere required, as well as western influences, careful
attention. |1 should have discussed them still more thoroughly, if | had not been restrained by
considerations of the extent of the book. | have included the state of affairs and developmentsin
the West, so far asthey were related to, and acted upon, those in the East. In the following Book |
shall begin with Augustine. The scientific theological expositions of the Fathers have only been
brought under review, where they appeared indispensable for the understanding of Dogma. In any
case | was not afraid of doing too much here. | am convinced that a shorter description ought not
to be offered to students of Theology, unless it were to be a mere guide. The history of Christian
Dogma—perhaps the most complicated history of development which we can completely
review—presents the investigator with the greatest difficulties; and yet it is, along with the study
of the New Testament, and in the present position of Protestantism, the most important discipline
for every onewho seeksreally to study Theology. Thetheologian who leavesthe University without
being thoroughly familiar with it, is, in the most critical questions, helplessly at the mercy of the
authorities of the day. But the royal way to the understanding of the History of Dogma, opened up
by F. Chr. Baur, and pursued by Thomasius, does not lead to the goal; for by it we become acquainted
with the historical matter only in the abbreviated form required for the defence of the completed
Dogma.

The history of the development of Dogma does not offer the lofty interest, which attaches to
that of its genesis. When we return from the most complicated and elaborate doctrinal formulas,
from the mysticism of the Cultus and Christian Neoplatonism, from the worship of saints and
ceremonial ritual of the seventh and eighth centuries, back to Origen and the third century, we are
astonished to find that all we have mentioned was really in existence at the earlier date. Only it
existed. then amid a mass of different material, and its footing was insecure In many respects the
whole historical development of Dogmafrom the fourth century to John of Damascus and Theodore
of Studion was simply avast process of reduction, selection, and definition. In the East we are no
longer called upon to deal in any quarter with new and original matter, but always rather with what
is traditional, derivative, and, to an increasing extent, superstitious. Y et that to which centuries
devoted earnest reflection, holding it to be sacred, will never lose its importance, as long as there
still exists among us a remnant of the same conditions which belonged to those times. But who
could deny that those conditions—in the Church and in learning —are still powerful among us?
Therefore even the religious formulas are still in force which were created in the Byzantine age;
nay, they are the dogmas kat’ £€oxjv in al Churches, so that the popular idiom is nowise wrong

Adolf Harnack
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which with the word "dogma' primarily designates the doctrines of the Trinity and the divine
humanity of Christ. The inquirer who follows the development of these dogmas after the fourth
century, and who, owing to the want of originality and freshness in his material, loses pleasurein
his work, is ever and again reanimated, when he considers that he has to deal with matters which
have gained, and still exercise, an immense power over the feelings and minds of men. And how
much it is still possible for usto learn, as free Evangelical Christians, especially after generations
of scholars have dedicated to this history the most devoted industry, so that no one can enter into
their labours without becoming their disciples!

| know very well that it would be possible to treat the material reviewed in this book more
universally than | have done. My chief purpose was to show how matters arose and were in their
concrete manifestation. But the task of making dogma really intelligible in all its aspects within
the limits of a History of Dogma, is after all as insoluble as any similar problem which isolates a
single object from Universal History, and requiresitsinvestigation in and by itself. Thislimitation
| need only recall. But something further has to be said. Dogmas, undoubtedly, admit of a process
of refinement, which would bring them closer to our understanding and our feeling. But my powers
are not equal to thislofty task, and even if | possessed the uncommon qualities of the psychologist
and the religious philosopher, | should have hesitated about employing them in this book; for | did
not wish to endanger the reliability of what | had to present by reflections, which must always
remain more or less subjective. Thus | have limited myself to afew hints; these will only be found
where the nature of the material itself induced meto seek for the far remote thought underlying the
expression.

| have throughout striven in this volume, to give such an account as would demand to be read
connectedly; for awork on the history of dogma, which is used only for reference, has missed its
highest aim. | have believed that | could not dispense with the addition of numerous notes, but the
text of the book is so written that the reader, if he prefersit, may disregard them.

Vii

Marburg, 14 June, 1887.

PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

| HAVE subjected thisvolumeto athorough revision, and have sought to improve and strengthen
it in not a few places. May this new edition also promote the study of a historical period whose
products are still held by many among us to be incapable of reform.

ADOLF HARNACK.
Berlin, 28 May, 1894.
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THE DECISIVE SUCCESS OF THEOLOGICAL SPECULATION IN THE SPHERE OF
THE RULE OF FAITH, OR, THE DEFINING OF THE NORM OF THE DOCTRINE OF
THE CHURCH DUE TO THE ADOPTION OF THE LOGOSCHRISTOLOGY .®

1. Introduction.

FROM the great work of Irenaeus and the anti-gnostic writings of Tertullian, it would seem as
if the doctrine of the Logos, or, the doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ as adistinct person, was
at the end of the second century an undisputed tenet of Church orthodoxy, and formed auniversally
recognised portion of the baptismal confession interpreted anti-gnostically, i.e., of therule of faith.*
But certain as it is that the Logos Christology was in the second century not merely the property
of afew Christian philosophers,® it is, on the other hand, as clear that it did not belong to the solid
structure of the Catholic faith. It was not on the same footing as, e.g., the doctrines of God the
Creator, the real body of Christ, the resurrection of the body, etc. The great conflicts which, after
c. A.D. 170, were waged for more than a century within the Catholic Church rather show, that the
doctrine only gradually found its way into the creed of the Church.t But a higher than merely
Christological interest attaches to the gradual incorporation of the Logos doctrine in the rule of
faith. The formula of the Logos, as it was almost universally understood, |egitimised speculation,
i.e., Neo-platonic philosophy, within the creed of the Church.” When Christ was designated the
incarnate Logos of God, and when this was set up as His supreme characterisation, men were
directed to think of the divine in Christ as the reason of God realised in the structure of the world
and the history of mankind. Thisimplied a definite philosophical view of God, of creation, and of
the world, and the baptismal confession became a compendium of scientific dogmatics, i.e., of a
system of doctrine entwined with the Metaphysics of Plato and the Stoics. But at the same time an
urgent impul se necessarily made itself felt to define the contents and value of the Redeemer'slife
and work, not, primarily, from the point of view of the proclamation of the Gospel, and the hopes
of afuture state, but from that of the cosmic significance attaching to his divine nature concealed
in the flesh. Insomuch, however, as such aview could only really reach and be intelligible to those
who had been trained in philosophical speculations, the establishing of the Logos Christology within
therule of faith was equivalent for the great mass of Christiansto the setting up of amystery, which
inthefirst place could only make an impression through its high-pitched formulas and the glamour

3 See Dorner, Entw.-Gesch. d. Lehrev. d. Person Christi, 1 Thl. 1845; Lange, Gesch. u. Entw. der Systeme der Unitarier vor der
nic. Synode, 1831; Hagemann, Die rémische Kirche und ihr Einfluss auf Disciplin und Dogmain den ersten drei Jahrh. 1864,
(the most important and most stimulating monograph on the subject); and my art. ‘Moriarchianismus’ in Herzog's R. E., 2nd
ed., vol. X., pp. 178-213, on which the following arguments are based.

4 SeeVol. Il., pp. 20-38 and Iren. I. 10, 1; Tertull. De praescr. 13; Adv. Prax. 2. Intherule of faith, Devirg., vel. |, thereisno
statement as to the pre-existence of the Son of God.

5 SeeVal. I., p. 192, Note (John's Gospel, Revelation, Kfjpuyua Iétpov, Ignatius, and esp. Celsusin Orig. I1. 31, etc.).

6 The observation that Irenaaus and Tertullian treat it as afixed portion of the rule of faith is very instructive; for it shows that
these theol ogians were ahead of the Church of their time. Here we have a point given, at which we can estimate the relation of
what Irensaus maintained to be the creed of the Church, to the doctrine which was, as amatter of fact, generally held at the time
in the Church. We may turn thisinsight to account for the history of the Canon and the constitution, where, unfortunately, an
estimate of the statements of Irenaausis rendered difficult.

7 By Neo-platonic philosophy we, of course, do not here mean Neo-platonism, but the philosophy (in method and aso in part, in
results), developed before Neoplatonism by Philo, Valentinus, Numenius, and others.

17
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of the incomprehensible. But as soon as a religion expresses the loftiest contents of its creed in

N formulas which must remain mysterious and unintelligible to the great mass of its adherents, those
adherents come under guardians. In other words, the multitude must believe in the creed; at the
same time they no longer derive from it directly the motives of their religious and moral life; and

they are dependent on the theologians, who, as professors of the mysterious, alone understand and

are capable of interpreting and practically applying the creed. The necessary consequence of this
development was that the mysterious creed, being no longer in aposition practically to control life,

was superseded by the authority of the Church, the cultus, and prescribed duties, in determining
thereligiouslife of the laity; while the theologians, or the priests, appeared alone as the possessors

of an independent faith and knowledge. But as soon as the laity were actuated by a desire for
religious independence, which produced a reaction, and yet was not powerful enough to correct

the conditions out of which this state of matters arose, there made its appearance only an expedient

of aconservative sort, viz., the order of the monks. Asthisorder did not tamper with the prevailing
system of the Church, the Church could tolerate it, and could even use it as a valve, by which to
provide an outlet for al religious subjectivity, and for the energies of a piety that renounced the

world. The history of the Church shows us, or, at any rate, lets us divine, this situation at the
transition from the 3rd to the 4th century. On the one hand, we see—at least in the East—that the
Christian faith had become a theology, which was regarded, to all intents without question, as the
revealed faith, and only capable of being represented and expounded by "teachers®. On the other

hand, we find alay Christendom tied to the priest, the cultus, the sacraments, and a ceremonial
penitence, and revering the creed as amystery. Between these arose with elemental force the order

of the monks, which—apart from afew phenomena—did not attack the ecclesiastical system, and

which could not be suppressed by priests and theol ogians, because it strove to realise on earth the

object to which they themselves had subordinated the whole of theology, because it, as it were,
sought to soar on wings to the same height, to which the steps of the long ladders constructed by

.L theology were meant to conduct.®
4

Now the incorporation in the creed of philosophic (Platonic) speculation, i.e., the Hellenising
of thetraditional doctrines, was not the only condition, but it was certainly one of the most important
of the conditions, that led to the rise of this threefold Christendom of clergy, laity, and monks, in
the Church. That the Catholic Church was capable of accommodating thesethree ordersinits midst
isaproof of its power. That the combination forms up to the present day the signature of Catholic
Churches is evidence, moreover, of the practical value attached by the Church to this unified
differentiation. It, in fact, could not but best correspond to the different wants of men united to
form auniversal Church. So far asit was a consequence of the general conditions under which the
Church existed in the third century, we must here leave its origin untouched,® but so far asit was
dueto the reception of philosophical speculation into the Church, itsprior history must be presented.
Y et it may not be superfluous to begin by noticing expressly, that the confidence with which first
the Apologists identified the Logos of the philosophers and the Christ of faith, and the zeal with
which the anti-gnostic Fathersthen incorporated the L ogos-Christ in the creed of believers, arealso
to be explained from a Christian interest. In their scientific conception of the world the Logos had

8  Seemy lecture on Monachism, 3rd ed. 1886.
9 YetseeVoal.ll., pp. 122-127.
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a fixed place, and was held to be the "alter ego" of God, though at the same time he was also
regarded asthe representative of the Reason that operated in the Cosmos. Their conception of Christ
asthe appearance of the Logosin apersona form only provesthat they sought to make the highest
possible assertion concerning him, to justify worship being rendered him, and to demonstrate the
absolute and unique nature of the contents of the Christian religion. The Christian religion wasonly
in a position to gain the cultured, to conquer Gnosticism, and to thrust aside Polytheism in the
Roman empire, because it had concluded an alliance with that intellectual potentate which already
swayed the minds and hearts of the best men, the philosophic-religious ethics of the age. This
alliance found expression in the formula: Christ isword and law (Xptotog Adyog kal vopog). The
philosophic Christology arose, so to speak, at the circumference of the Church, and thence moved
gradually to the centre of the Christian faith. The sameistrue of theology generally; its most concise
description is philosophic Christology. A complete fusion of the old faith and theology, one that
tranquillised the minds of the devout, was not consummated till the fourth, strictly speaking, indeed,
till the fifth century (Cyril of Alexandria). Valentinus, Origen, the Cappadocians mark the stages
of the process. Valentinus was very speedily gected as a heretic. Origen, in spite of the immense
influence which he exerted, was in the end unable to retain his footing in the Church. The
Cappadocians almost perfected the complete fusion of the traditional faith of the Church conceived
as mystery and philosophy, by removing Origen's distinction between those who knew and those
who believed (Gnostics and Pistics); meanwhile they retained much that was comparatively free
and looked on with suspicion by the traditionalists. Cyril's theology first marked the complete
agreement between faith and philosophy, authority and speculation, an agreement which finally,
inthe sixth century, suppressed every independent theology. But from the end of the second century
up to the closing years of thethird, the fundamental principle of philosophic theology had naturalised
itself, in the very faith of the Church. This process in which, on the one hand, certain results of
speculative theology became legitimised within the Church as revelations and mysteries, and on
the other—as a sort of antidote—the freedom of theology was limited, is to be described in what
follows.

It has been shown above (Val. I., p. 190 ff.) that about the middle of the second century there
existed side by sidein the Churches chiefly two conceptions of the person of Christ. Inthe Adoptian
view Jesus was regarded as the man in whom divinity or the spirit of God dwelt, and who was
finally exalted to godlike honour. In the Pneumatic conception, Jesus was looked upon as a heavenly
spirit who assumed an earthly body. The latter was adopted in their speculations by the Apologists.
The fixing of the apostolic tradition, which took place in opposition to the Gnostics, as also to the
so-called Montanists, in the course of the second half of the second century, did not yet decide in
favour of either view.° The Holy Scriptures could be appealed to in support of both. But those had
decidedly the best of it, in the circumstances of the time, who recognised the incarnation of aspecial
divine naturein Christ; and as certainly werethe othersin theright, in view of the Synoptic gospels,
who saw in Jesus the man chosen to be his Son by God, and possessed of the Spirit. The former
conception corresponded to the interpretation of the O. T. theophanies which had been accepted

10 The points, which, as regards Christ, belonged in the second half of the second century to ecclesiastical orthodoxy, are givenin
the clauses of the Roman baptismal confession to which &An6dc is added, in the precise elaboration of the idea of creation, in
the eig placed alongside Xpiotdg Tnoots, and in theidentification of the Catholic institution of the Church with the Holy Church.
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by the Alexandrians, and had proved so convincing in apologetic arguments;** it could be supported
by the testimony of a series of Apostolic writings, whose authority was absolute;*? it protected the
O. T. against Gnostic criticism. It, further, reduced the highest conception of the value of Christianity
to abrief and convincing formula: " God became man in order that men might become gods;" and,
finally,—which was not least—it could be brought, with little trouble, into line with the cosmological
and theological tenets which had been borrowed from the religious philosophy of the age to serve
as afoundation for arational Christian theology. The adoption of the belief in the divine Logos to
explain the genesis and history of the world at once decided the means by which also the divine
dignity and sonship of the Redeemer were alone to be defined.®® In this procedure the theologians
themselves had no danger to fear to their monotheism, even if they made the Logos more than a
product of the creative will of God. Neither Justin, Tatian, nor any of the Apologists or Fathers
show the slightest anxiety on this point. For the infinite substance, resting behind the world,—and
as such the deity was conceived—could display and unfold itself in different subjects. It could
impart its own inexhaustible being to a variety of bearers, without thereby being emptied, or its
unity being dissolved (povapyia kat oikovouiav, as the technical expression hasit).** But, lastly,
the theologians had no reason to fear for the “deity” of the Christ in whom the incarnation of that
Logoswasto be viewed. For the conception of the Logoswas capable of the most manifold contents,
and its dexterous treatment could be already supported by the most instructive precedents. This
conception could be adapted to every change and accentuation of the religious interest, every
deepening of speculation, as asto all the needs of the Cultus, nay, even to new results of Biblical
exegesis. It revealed itself gradually to be a variable quantity of the most accommodating kind,
capable of being at once determined by any new factor received into the theological ferment. It
even admitted contents which stood in the most abrupt contradiction to the processes of thought

11 The Christian doctrine of the Son of God could be most easily rendered acceptable to cultured heathens by means of the Logos
doctrine; see the memorable confession of Celsus placed by himin thelipsof his"Jew" (11. 31); wg efye 6 Adyog éotiv LIV LIOG
100 ©=00, kal fueis émovoduev; see also the preceeding: cogilovtat of Xpiotiavoi év T6 Aéyely TdV LIdV ToD B0l eivan
aOTOAGYOV.

12 The conviction of the harmony of the Apostles, or, of all Apostolic writings, could not but result in the Christology of the
Synoptics and the Acts being interpreted in the light of John and Paul, or more accurately, in that of the philosophic Christology
held to be attested by John and Paul. It has been up to the present day the usual fate of the Synoptics, and with them of the sayings
of Jesus, to be understood, on account of their place in the Canon, in accordance with the caprices of the dogmatics prevalent at
the time, Pauline and Johannine theology having assigned to it the role of mediator. The "lower" had to be explained by the
"higher" (see even Clemens Alex. with his criticism of the "pneumatic"”, the spiritual, Fourth Gospel, as compared with the first
three). In older times men transformed the sense right off; nowadays they speak of steps which lead to the higher teaching, and
the dress the old illusion with a new scientific mantle.

13 But the substitution of the Logos for the, otherwise undefined, spiritual being (mvedua) in Christ presented another very great
advantage. It brought to an end, though not at once (see Clemens Alex.), the speculations which reckoned the heavenly personality
of Christin someway or other in the number of the higher angels or conceived it as one A£on among many. Through the definition
of this"Spiritual Being" as Logos his transcendent and unique dignity was firmly outlined and assured. For the Logos was
universally accepted asthe Priuslogically and temporally, and the causa not only of the world, but also of all powers, ideas,
aons, and angels. He, therefore, did not belong—at least in every respect—to their order.

14 Augustine first wrought to end this questionable monotheism, and endeavoured to treat seriously the monotheism of theliving
God. But his efforts only produced an impression in the West, and even there the attempt was weakened from the start by a
faulty respect for the prevalent Christology, and was forced to entangleitself in absurd formulas. In the East the accommodating
Substance-M onotheism of philosophy remained with its permission of aplurality of divine persons; and this doctrine was taught
with such naivety and simplicity, that the Cappadocians, e.g., proclaimed the Christian conception of God to be the just mean
between the polytheism of the heathens and the monotheism of the Jews.
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out of which the conception itself had sprung, i.e., contents which almost completely concealed
the cosmological genesis of the conception. But it was long before this point was reached. And as
long as it was not, as long as the Logos was still employed as the formula under which was
comprehended either the original idea of the world, or the rational law of the world, many did not
entirely cease to mistrust the fitness of the conception to establish the divinity of Christ. For those,
finally, could not but seek to perceive thefull deity in the Redeemer, who reckoned on adeification
of man. Athanasius first made this possible to them by his explanation of the Logos, but he at the
same time began to empty the conception of its original cosmological contents. And the history of
Christology from Athanasius to Augustine isthe history of the displacing of the L ogos conception
by the other, destitute of all cosmical contents, of the Son,—the history of the substitution of the
immanent and absolute trinity for the economic and relative. The complete divinity of the Son was
thereby secured, but in the form of acomplicated and artificial speculation, which neither could be
maintained without reservation before the tribunal of the science of the day, nor could claim the
support of an ancient tradition.

But the first formulated opposition to the Logos Christology did not spring from anxiety for
the complete divinity of Christ, or even from solicitude for monotheism; it was rather called forth
by interest in the evangelical, the Synoptic, idea of Christ. With this was combined the attack on
the use of Platonic philosophy in Christian doctrine. The first public and literary opponents of the
Christian Logos-speculations, therefore, did not escape the reproach of depreciating, if not of
destroying, the dignity of the Redeemer. It was only in the subsequent period, in a second phase
of the controversy, that these opponents of the Logos Christology were able to fling back the
reproach at its defenders. With the Monarchiansthefirst subject of interest was the man Jesus; then

came monotheism and the divine dignity of Christ. From this point, however, the wholetheological
@ interpretation of thetwo first articles of therule of faith, wasagain gradually involved in controversy.
In so far as they were understood to refute a crude docetism and the severance of Jesus and Christ
they were confirmed. But did not the doctrine of aheavenly aeon, rendered incarnate in the Redeemer,
contain another remnant of the old Gnostic leaven? Did not the sending forth of the Logos (rpofoAr]
T00 Adyov) to create the world recall the emanation of the ssons? Was not ditheism set up, if two
divine beings were to be worshipped? Not only were the uncultured Christian laity driven to such
criticisms, — for what did they understand by the "economic mode of the existence of God"? —
but also all those theologians who refused to give any place to Platonic philosophy in Christian
dogmatics. A conflict began which lasted for more than a century, in certain branches of it for
almost two centuries. Who opened it, or first assumed the aggressive, we know not. The contest
engages our deepest interest in different respects, and can be described from different points of
view. We cannot regard it, indeed, directly as afight waged by theology against a still enthusiastic
conception of religion; for theliterary opponents of the L ogos Christology were no longer enthusiasts,
but, rather, from the very beginning their declared enemies. Nor was it directly a war of the
theologians against thelaity, for it was not laymen, but only theol ogians who had adopted the creed
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of the laity, who opposed their brethren.®> We must describe it as the strenuous effort of Stoic
AN Platonism to obtain supremacy in the theology of the Church; the victory of Plato over Zeno and
Aristotle in Christian science; the history of the displacement of the historical by the pre-existent
Christ, of the Christ of reality by the Christ of thought, in dogmatics; finally, as the victorious
attempt to substitute the mystery of the person of Christ for the person Himself, and, by means of
atheological formulaunintelligibleto them, to put thelaity with their Christian faith under guardians
— astate desired and indeed required by them to an increasing extent. When the L ogos Christol ogy
obtained a complete victory, the traditional view of the Supreme deity as one person, and, along
with this, every thought of the real and complete human personality of the Redeemer was in fact
condemned as being intolerablein the Church. Its place wastaken by “the nature” [of Christ], which
without ,the person” is simply a cipher. The defeated party had right on its side, but had not
succeeded in making its Christology agree with its conception of the object and result of the Christian
religion. Thiswas the very reason of its defeat. A religion which promised its adherents that their
nature would be rendered divine, could only be satisfied by a redeemer who in his own person had
deified human nature. If, after the gradual fading away of eschatological hopes, the above prospect

was held valid, then those were right who worked out this view of the Redeemer.

In accordance with an expression coined by Tertullian, we understand by Monarchians the
representatives of strict, not economic, monotheism in the ancient Church. In other words, they
were theologians who held firmly by the dignity of Jesus as Redeemer, but at the same time would
not give up the personal, the numerical, unity of God; and who therefore opposed the specul ations
which had led to the adoption of the duality or trinity of the godhead.* In order rightly to understand

I\ their position in the history of the genesis of the dogmatics of the Church, it is decisive, as will
1 have been already clear from the above, that they only came to the front, after the anti-gnostic

15 The Alogi opposed the Montanists and all prophecy; conversely the western representatives of the Logos Christology, Irenaaus,
Tertullian and Hippolytus were Chiliasts. But this feature makes no change in the fact that the incorporation of the Logos
Christology and the fading away of eschatological apocalyptic hopes went hand in hand. Theologians were able to combine
inconsistent beliefs for atime; but for the great mass of the laity in the East the mystery of the person of Christ took the place
of the Christ who was to have set up his visible Kingdom of glory upon earth. See especially the refutation of the Chiliasts by
Origen (repi apy. I1. 11) and Dionysius Alex. (Euseb. H. E. VI1. 24, 25). The continued embodiment in new visions of those
eschatological hopes and apocalyptic fancies by the monks and laymen of later times, proved that the latter could not make the
received mystery of dogma fruitful for their practical religion.

16 Thisdefinition is, in truth, too narrow; for at least a section, if not all, of the so-called Dynamistic Monarchians recognised,
besides God, the Spirit as eternal Son of God, and accordingly assumed two Hypostases. But they did not see in Jesus an
incarnation of this Holy Spirit, and they were therefore monarchian in their doctrine of Christ. Besides, so far as| know, the
name of Monarchians was not applied in the ancient Church to these, but only to the theol ogians who taught that there wasin
Christ an incarnation of God the Father Himself. It was not extended to the earlier Dynamistic Monarchians, because, so far as
we know, the question whether God consisted of one or more persons did not enter into the dispute with them. In awider sense,
the Monarchians could be taken also to include the Arians, and all those theologians, who, while they recognised the personal
independence of adivine naturein Christ, yet held this nature to have been one created by God; in any case, the Arians were
undoubtedly connected with Paul of Samosata through Lucian. However, it is not advisable to extend the conception so widely;
for, firstly, we would thus get too far away from the old classification, and, secondly, it is not to be overlooked that, even in the
case of the most thoroughgoing Arians, their Christology reacted on their doctrine of God, and their strict Monotheism was to
some extent modified. Hence, both on historical and logical grounds, it is best for our purpose to understand by Monarchians
those theol ogians exclusively who perceived in Jesus either a man filled, in a unique way, with the Spirit, or an incarnation of
God the Father; with the reservation, that the former in certain of their groups regarded the Holy Spirit as a divine Hypostasis,
and were accordingly no longer really Monarchians in the strict sense of the term. For the rest, the expression “Monarchians”
isin so far inappropriate as their opponents would also have certainly maintained the “monarchia’ of God. See Tertulli., Adv.
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understanding of the baptismal confession had been substantially assured in the Church. It results
from this that they are, generally speaking, to be criticised as men who appeared on the soil of
Catholicism, and that therefore, apart from the points clearly in dispute, we must suppose agreement
between them and their opponents. It is not superfluous to recall this expressly. The confusion to
which the failure to note this presupposition has led and still continually leads may be seen, e.g.,
in the relative section in Dorner’s History of the development of the doctrine’ of the Person of
Christ, or in Krawutzcky’s study on the origin of the Didache.r” The so-called Dynamistic
Monarchians have had especially to suffer from this criticism, their teaching being comfortably
disposed of as“Ebionitic”. However, imperative asit certainly is, in general, to describe the history
of Monarchianism without reference to the ancient pre-Catholic controversies, and only to bring
in the history of Montanism with great caution, still many facts observed in referenceto the earliest
bodies of Monarchians that come clearly before us, seem to prove that they bore features which
must be characterised as pre-Catholic, but not un-Catholic. Thisis especially true of their attitude
to certain books of the New Testament. Undoubtedly we have reason even here to complain of the
scantiness and uncertainty of our historical material. The Church historians have attempted to bury
or distort the true history of Monarchianism to as great an extent as they passed over and obscured
that of the so-called Montanism. At avery early date, if not in the first stages of the controversy,
they read Ebionitism and Gnosticism into the theses of their opponents; they attempted to discredit
their theol ogical works as products of aspecific secularisation, or astravesties, of Christianity, and
they sought to portray the Monarchians themselves as renegades who had abandoned the rule of
faith and the Canon. By this kind of polemics they have made it difficult for after ages to decide,
among other things, whether certain peculiarities of Monarchian bodies in dealing with the Canon
of theN. T. writings spring from a period when therewas asyet no N. T. Canon in the strict Catholic
sense, or whether these characteristics are to be regarded as deviations from an already settled
authority, and therefore innovations. Meanwhile, looking to the Catholicity of the whole character
of Monarchian movements, and, further, to the fact that no opposition is recorded as having been
made by them to the N. T. Canon after its essential contents and authority appear to have been
established; considering, finally, that the Montanists, and even the Marcionites and Gnostics, were
very early charged with attempts on the Catholic Canon, we need no longer doubt that the
Monarchian deviations point exclusively to a time when no such Canon existed; and that other
“heresies’, to be met with in the older groups, are to be criticised on the understanding that the
Church was becoming, but not yet become, Catholic.®

The history of Monarchianism is no clearer than its rise in the form of particular theological
tendencies. Here also we have before us, at the present day, only scanty fragments. We cannot

Prax. 3f.; Epiphan. H. 62. 3: o0 noAvBeiav eionyovpeda, GAAX povapxiav knpvttopev. They would even have cast back at the
Monarchians the reproach that they were destroying the monarchy. “*H povapyia tod ©€00” wasin the second century astanding
titlein the polemics of the theol ogians against polytheists and Gnostics— see the passages collected from Justin, Tatian, Irensaus
etc. by Coustant in his Ep. Dionysii adv. Sabell. (Routh, Reliq. Sacraelll., p. 385f.). Tertullian has therefore by no means used
theterm “Monarchians’ asif he were thus directly branding his opponents as heretical; he rather names them by their favourite
catch-word in a spirit of irony (Adv. Prax. 10; “vanissimi Monarchiani”). The name was therefore not really synonymous with
aform of heresy in the ancient Church, even if here and there it was applied to the opponents of the doctrine of the Trinity.

17 See Theol. Quartalschr. 1884, p. 547 ff. Krawutzcky holds the Didache to be at once Ebionitic and Theodotian.

18 |t isvery remarkable that Irenaaus has given us no hint in his great work of a Monarchian controversy in the Church.
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always trace completely even the settled distinction between Dynamistic — better, Adoptian —
and Modalistic Monarchianism;* between the theory that made the power or Spirit of God dwell
in the man Jesus, and the view that seesin Him the incarnation of the deity Himself.°

Certainly the common element, so far as there was one, of the Monarchian movements, lay in
the form of the conception of God, the distinguishing feature, in the idea of revelation. But all the
phenomena under this head cannot be classified with certainty, apart from the fact that the most
numerous and important “ systems” exist in avery shaky tradition. A really reliable division of the
Monarchianismthat in all itsformsrejected the idea of aphysical fatherhood of God, and only saw
the Son of God in the historical Jesus, isimpossible on the strength of the authorities up till now
known to us. Apart from afragment or two we only possess accounts by opponents. The chronology,
again, causes a special difficulty. Much labour has been spent upon it since the discovery of the
Philosophumena; but most of the details have remained very uncertain. The dates of the Alogi,
Artemas, Praxeas, Sabellius, the Antiochian Synods against Paul of Samosata, etc., have not yet
been firmly settled. The concise remarks on the subject in what follows rest on independent labours.
Finally, we are badly informed even as to the geographical range of the controversies. We may,
however, suppose, with great probability, that at onetime or other aconflict took placein al centres
of Christianity in the Empire. But a connected history cannot be given.

2. The Secession of Dynamistic Monarchianism or Adoptianism.
(a). The so-called Alogi in Asia Minor.%

Epiphanius? and Philastrius (H. 60) know, from the Syntagma of Hippolytus, of a party to
which the latter had given the nickname of “Alogi”. Hippolytus had recorded that its members
rejected the Gospel and the Apocalypse of John,? attributing these books to Cerinthus, and had not
recognised the Logos of God to whom the Holy Spirit had bornewitnessin the Gospel. Hippolytus,
the most prolific of the opponents of the heretics, wrote, besides his Syntagma, a special work

19 |t was pointed out above, (Val. I., p. 193) and will be argued more fully later on, that the different Christologies could pass into
one another.

20 We have already noticed, Vol. I., p. 195, that we can only speak of a naive Modalism in the earlier periods; Modalism first
appeared as an exclusive doctrine at the close of the second century; see under.

21 Merkel, Aufklarung der Streitigkaiten der Aloger, 1782. Heinichen, De Alogis, 1829; Olshausen, Echtheit der vier Kanonischen
Evangelien, p. 241 f.; Schwegler, Montanismus, p. 265 ff. etc.; Volkmar, Hippolytus, p. 112 f.; Déllinger, Hippolytusu. Kallistus,
p. 229 ff.; Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanius p. 23f., 233 f.; Harnack in d. Ztschr. L. d. histor. Theol. 1874, p. 166 f.; Lipsius,
Quellen der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, p. 93f., 214 f.; Zahn in d. Ztschr. fir die histor. Theol., 1875, p. 72 f.; Caspari, Quellen
11, p. 377 f., 398 f., Soyres, Montanism, p. 49 f.; Bonwetsch, Montanismus wv. |l.; Iwanzov-Platonov, Haresien und Schismen
der drei ersten Jahr. |, p. 233 f.; Zahn, Gesch. d. N. T. Kanons 1., p. 220 ff.; Harnack, das N. T. umd. J. 200, p. 38 ff.; Jilicher,
Theol. Lit. Ztg., 1889, No. 7; Salmon i. Hermathena, 1892, p. 161 ff.

22 Hag.51; after him Augustine H.30, Praadest. H.30 etc. The statement of the Praedest. that a Bishop named Philo refuted the Alogi
isworthless. Whether the choice of the name was due to the Alexandrian Jew is unknown.

23 Nothing isreported as to the Letters. Epiphaniusis perhaps right in representing that they were also rejected (1.c. ch. 34); but
perhaps they were not involved in the discussion.
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against these men in defence of the Johannine writings;>* and he perhaps also attacked them in

N another work aimed at all Monarchians.?® The character of the party can still be defined, initsmain
features, from the passages taken by Epiphanius from these writings, due regard being given to
Irenaaus I11. 11, 9. The Christological problem seems not to have occupied aforemost place in the
discussion, but rather, the elimination of all docetic leaven, and the attitude to prophecy. The
non-descript, the Alogi, were a party of the radical, anti-montanist, opposition in Asia Minor,
existing within the Church — so radical that they refused to recognise the Montanist communities

as Christian. They wished to have all prophecy kept out of the Church; in this sense they were
decided contemners of the Spirit (Iren. I.c.; Epiph. 51, ch. 35). Thisattitude led them to an historical
criticism of the two Johannine books, the one of which contained Christ’s announcement of the
Paraclete, a passage which Montanus had made the most of for his own ends, while the other
imparted prophetic revelations. They came to the conclusion, on internal grounds, that these books

could not be genuine, that they were composed “in the name of John” (gig 6véa Twavvou ch. 3,

18), and that by Cerinthus (ch. 3, 4,); the books ought not therefore to be received in the Church

N (ch. 3: o0k &&1a adtd @aotv givat v ékkAnoiq). The Gospel was charged with containing what
16 was untrue; it contradicted the other Gospel s,® and gave aquite different and, indeed, anotoriously
false order of events; it was devoid of any sort of arrangement; it omitted important facts and
inserted new ones which wereinconsistent with the Synoptic Gospels; and it was docetic.?” Against

the Apocalypse it was alleged, above al, that its contents were often unintelligible, nay, absurd

and untrue (ch. 32-34). They ridiculed the seven angels and seven trumpets, and the four angels by

the Euphrates; and on Rev. 11. 18, they supposed that there was no Christian community in Thyatira

at the time, and that accordingly the Epistle was fictitious. Moreover, the objections to the Gospel

must also have included the charge (ch. 18) that it favoured Docetism, seeing that it passed at once

from the incarnation of the Logos to the work of the ministry of Christ. In this connection they

2 Seethelist of writings on the statue of Hippolytus: urep tov kata 1wav[v]nv evayyeAiov kat amokaAvews; and Ebed Jesu,
catal. 7 (Assemani, Bibl. Orient. 111. 1, 15): “Apologia pro apocalypsi et evangelio Johannis apostoli et evangelistae” Besides
this Hippolytus wrote: “ Capita adversus Caium,” a Roman sympathiser with the Alogi. Of thiswriting afew fragments have
been preserved (Gwynn, Hermathena V1., p. 397 f.; Harnack, Texte und Unters. V1. 3, p. 121 ff.; Zahn, Gesch. desN. T. Kanons,
Il., p. 973 ff.

25 |tiscertain that Epiphanius, besidesthe relative section of the Syntagma, also copied at |east asecond writing against the“ Alogi”,

and it is probable that this likewise came from Hippolytus. The date of its composition can till be pretty accurately determined

from Epiphan. H.31, ch. 33. It was written about A.D. 234; for Epiphanius’ authority closes the period of the Apostles 93 years
after the Ascension, and remarks that since that date 112 years had elapsed. Lipsius has obtained another result, but only by an
emendation of thetext which isunnecessary (see Quellen der dltesten K etzergeschichte, p. 109f.). Hippolytustreats hisunnamed
opponents as contemporaries; but acloser examination showsthat he only knew them from their writings— of which there were
several (see ch. 33), and therefore knew nothing by personal observation of the conditions under which they appeared. A certain
criterion of the age of these writings, and therefore of the party itself, isgiven by thefact that, at the time when the | atter flourished,
the only Church at Thyatirawas, from their own testimony, Montanist, while the above-mentioned authority was aready able

to tell of arising catholic Church, and of other Christian communitiesin that place. A Christian of Thyatira, by name Papylus,

appearsin the Martyrium Carpi et Papyli (see Harnack, Texte u. Unters. I11. 3, 4). The date when this movement in Asia Minor
flourished can be discovered more definitely, however, by a combination, proved by Zahn to be justified, of the statements of

Hippolytus and Irenaaus I11. 11. 9. According to this, the party existed in AsiaMinor, A.D. 170-180.

Epiph. LI., ch4: pdokovot 811 00 supgwvel ta fifAia oG Twdvvou toig Aownoig drnootdhorg, ch. 18: to evayyéAiov o gl Svoua

Twdvvou Pevdetat . . . Aéyovot T katd Twdvvny edayyéAiov, émeldn un & adtd toic drootdloig Epn, &8140eTov eiva.

27 Epiphanius has preserved for usin part the criticism of the Alogi on John 1. 11., and on the Johannine chronology (ch. 3, 4, 15,
18, 22, 26, 28, 29). In their conception the Gospel of John precluded the human birth and development of Jesus.
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attacked the expression “Logos’ for the Son of God;#® indeed, they scented Gnosticism in it,
contrasted John I. with the beginning of Mark’s Gospel,* and arrived at the result, that writings
whose contents were partly docetic, partly sensuously Jewish and unworthy of God, must have
been composed by Cerinthus, the gnosticising Judaist. In view of thisfact it isextremely surprising
to notice how mildly the party was criticised and treated by Irensaus as well as by Hippolytus. The
former distinguishes them sharply from the declared heretics. He places them on aline with the
Schismatics, who gave up communion with the Church on account of the hypocrites to be found
in it. He approves of their decided opposition to all pseudo-prophetic nonsense, and he only
complainsthat in their zeal against the bad they had also fought against the good, and had sought
to gect all prophecy. In short, he feels that between them and the Montanists, whom likewise he
did not look on as heretics,® he held the middle position maintained by the Church. And so with
Hippolytus. The latter, apart from features which he could not but blame, confirms the conformity
to the Church, claimed by the party itself (ch. 3), and conspicuousin their insistence on the harmony
of the Scriptures (cuppwvia tdv PipAdV).*t He nowhere setsthem on aline with Cerinthus, Ebion,
etc., and he has undoubtedly treated even their Christological views, on which Irenaaus had
communicated no information, more mildly, because he found so much in them of an anti-docetic,
anti-montanistic nature, with which he could agree. But what was their teaching as to Christ? If
Lipsius® were correct in his opinion that the Alogi only saw in Jesus a man naturally procreated,
that they only pretended to hold by the current doctrine, then the attitude to them of Irenaaus and
Hippolytus would be incomprehensible. But our authority gives no support to such aview. It rather
shows plainly that the Alogi recognised the first three Gospels, and consequently the miraculous
birth from the Holy Ghost and the virgin. They placed, however, the chief emphasis on the human
life of Jesus, on his birth, baptism, and temptation astold by the Synoptics, and for thisvery reason
rejected the formula of the Logos, as well as the “birth from above”, i.e., the eternal generation of
Christ. The equipment of Christ at his baptism was to them, in view of Mark, ch. I., of crucia
importance (see p. 16, Note 4) and thus they would assume, without themselves making use of the
phrase “a mere man” “($1Ao¢g &vOpwmog), an advancement (rpokomnn) of the Christ, ordained at
his baptism to be Son of God.*

The earliest opponents known to us of the Logos Christology were men whose adherence to
the position of the Churchin AsiaMinor was strongly marked. This attitude of theirs was exhibited
in adecided antagonism both to the Gnosticism, say, of Cerinthus, and to “ Kataphrygian” prophecy.
Intheir hostility to the latter they anticipated the devel opment of the Church by about ageneration;
while rgjecting all prophecy and “gifts of the Spirit” (ch.35), they, in doing so, gave the clearest

28 Epiph. LI. 3, 28: tov Aéyov 100 00D dmofdANovral tov Sid Twdvvny knTuxBévta.

2 Epiph. LI., ch. 6: Aéyouciv: 1800 dedtepov ebayyéAiov Tept Xpiotod onuaivov kai 00dapod &vwdev Aéyov thv yévvnorv: dAAG,
@Notv, Ev T® Topddvn katiiAds t6 Tvebua em’ adtov kai @wvr: 00T4G EoTiv 6 vide 6 dyamnTdg, 2@ dv nd8SKNoa.

30 This milder criticism — and neither Montanists nor Alogi stand in Irenaaus’ catalogue of heretics — naturally did not prevent
the view that those “ unhappy people’ had got into an extremely bad position by their opposition to the prophetic activity of the
Spirit in the Church, and had fallen into the unforgivable sin against the Holy Ghost.

31 In Epiph. L1., ch. 4: Sokdo1 kai avtol T Toa fiuiv moTederv.

32 Quellen, p. 102 f., 112.

3 |tisnot quite certain whether we may appeal to the wordsin Epiph. L1., ch. 18 (20): vopifovteg dnd Mapiag kai Sebpo Xpiotdv
abToV kaeioBot kaf LidV Oeod, kai elvon ugv Tpdtepov YOV &vBpwmov, katd mpokomrv 8¢ eiAnévar thv Tol O=ol Tposnyopiav.
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revelation of their Catholic character. Since they did not believe in an age of the Paraclete, nor
entertain materialistic hopes about the future state, they could not reconcile themselves to the
Johannine writings; and their attachment to the conception of Christ in the Synoptics led them to
reject the Gospel of the Logos. An explicitly Church party could not have ventured to promulgate
such views, if they had been confronted by a Canon already closed, and giving a fixed place to
these Johannine books. The uncompromising criticism, both internal and external — as in the
hypothesis of the Cerinthian authorship — to which these were subjected, proves that, when the
party arose, no Catholic Canon existed as yet in AsiaMinor, and that, accordingly, the movement
was amost as ancient that of the Montanists, which it followed very closely.* On thisunderstanding,
the party had alegitimate place within the devel oping Catholic Church, and only so can we explain
the criticism which their writings encountered in the period immediately succeeding. Meanwhile,
the first express opposition with which we are acquainted to the Logos Christology was raised
within the Church, by a party which, yet, must be conceived by us to have been in many respects
specifically secularised. For the radical opposition to Montanism, and the open, and at the same
timejesting, criticism on the Apocaypse,® can only be so regarded. Y et the preference of the Logos
Christology to othersisitself indeed, as Celsusteaches, asymptom of secularisation and innovation
in the creed. The Alogi attacked it on this ground when they took it as promoting Gnosticism
(Docetism). But they also tried to refute the Logos Doctrine and the Logos Gospel on historical
grounds, by areference to the Synoptic Gospels. The representatives of this movement were, asfar
as we know, the first to undertake within the Church a historical criticism, worth of the name, of
the Christian Scriptures and the Church tradition. They first confronted John’s Gospel with the
Synoptics, and found numerous contradictions; Epiphanius, — and probably, before him, Hippolytus,
— called them, therefore, word-hunters (Ae€10npotvteg H. 51, ch. 34). They and their opponents
could retort on each other the charge of introducing innovations; but we cannot mistake the fact
that the larger proportion of innovations is to be looked for on the side of the Alogi. How long the
latter held their ground; how, when, and by whom they were expelled from the Church in Asia
Minor, we do not know.

(b). The Roman Adoptians. — Theodotus the leather-worker and his party: Asclepiodotus,
Hermophilus, Apollonides, Theodotus the money-changer, and also the Artemonites.®

34 Asregards the problem of the origin and gradual reception of the Johannine writings, and especially of the Gospel, their use by
Montanus, and their abrupt rejection by the Alogi, are of the greatest significance, especially when we bear in mind the Churchly
character of the latter. Therise of such an opposition in the very region in which the Gospel undoubtedly first came to light; the
application to the fourth of a standard derived from the Synoptic Gospels; the denial without scruple, of its apostolic origin; are
facts which it seemsto me have, at the present day, not been duly appreciated. We must not weaken their force by an appeal to
the dogmatic character of the criticism practised by the Alogi; the attestation of the Gospel cannot have been convincing, if such
a criticism was ventured on in the Church. But the Alogi distinctly denied to John and ascribed to Cerinthus the Apocalypse as
well asthe Gospel. Of Cerinthus we know far too little to be justified in sharing in the holy horror of the Church Fathers. But
evenif theabove hypothesisisfalse, anditisinfact very probablethat it is, yet the very fact that it could be set up by Churchmen
isinstructive enough; for it shows us, what we do not know from any other source, that the Johannine writings met with, and
had to overcome, opposition in their birth-place.

35 The Roman Caius took over this criticism from them, asis shown by Hippolytus' Cap. adv. Caium. But, like Theodotus, to be
mentioned presently, he rejected the view of the Alogi as regards John’s Gospel.

36 See Kapp, Hist. Artemonis, 1737; Hagemann, Die rémische Kirche in den drei ersten Jahrh., 1864; Lipsius, Quellenkritik, p.
235f.; Lipsius, Chronologie der rémischen Bischofe, p. 173 f.; Harnack, in the Ztschr. f. d. hist. Theol., 1874, p. 200; Caspari,
Quellen I11., pp. 318-321, 404 f.; Langen, Geschichte der rémischen Kirchel., p. 192 f.; Caspari, Om Melchizedekiternes eller
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Towards the end of the episcopate of Eleutherus, or at the beginning of that of Victor (x 190)

there came from Byzantium to Rome the leather-worker Theodotus, who afterwards was

N\ characterised as the “founder, leader, and father of the God-denying revolt”, i.e., of Adoptianism.
Hippolytus calls him a “rag” (dndéomacua) of the Alogi, and it is in fact not improbable that he
came from the circle of those theologians of AsiaMinor. Stressislaid on his unusual culture; “he

was supreme in Greek culture, very learned in science” (év mandeiq EAANVikT] dkpdg, moAvuadrg

t00 Adyov); and he was, therefore, highly respected in his native city. All we know for certain of

his history is that he was excommunicated by the Roman Bishop, Victor, on account of the
Christology which he taught in Rome (Euseb. V. 28. 6: dneknipuée tiig korvwviag); hisis, therefore,
thefirst case of which we are certain, where a Christian who took his stand on the rule of faith was

yet treated as a heretic.>” As regards his teaching, the Philosophumena expressly testify to the
orthodoxy of Theodotus in his theology and cosmology.* In reference to the Person of Christ he
taught: that Jesus was a man, who, by a special decree of God, was born of a virgin through the
operation of the Holy Spirit; but that we were not to seein him aheavenly being, who had assumed
fleshin thevirgin. After the piety of hislife had been thoroughly tested, the Holy Ghost descended

upon him in baptism; by this means he became Christ and received his equipment (duvayeig) for

his special vocation; and he demonstrated the righteousness, in virtue of which he excelled all men,

and was, of necessity, their authority. Y et the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus was not sufficient to

Theodotianernes eller Athinganernes Laerdomme og om hvad de herve at sige, naar de skulle bline optagnei. den kristelige
Kirke, inthe Tidsskr f. d. evang. luth. Kirke. Ny Raekke, Bd. VIl1., part 3, pp. 307-337. Authorities for the older Theodotus are;
(1) the Syntagma of Hippolytus according to Epiph. H.54, Philaster H. 50. and Pseudo-Tertull. H. 28; (2) the Philosophumena
VII. 35, X. 23, 1X. 3, 12, X. 27; (3) the fragment of Hippolytus against Noétus, ch. 3. 4) the fragments from the so-called Little
Labyrinth (in Euseb. H. E. V. 28), which was perhaps by Hippolytus, and was written in the fourth decade of the third century,
and after the Philosophumena. Thiswork was directed against Roman Dynamistic Monarchians under the leadership of acertain
Artemas, who are to be distinguished from the Theodotians. (For the age and author of the Little Labyrinth, and for its connection
with the writings against the Alogi and against Noétus; also for the appearance of Artemas, which is not to be dated before £
235: see Caspari, Quellen |.c., and my art. “Monarchianismus’, p. 186). Eusebius has confined his extracts from the Little
Labyrinth to such as deal with the Theodotians. These extracts and Philos. Lib. X. are used by Theodoret (H. F. II. 4. 5); itis
not probable that the latter had himself examined the Little Labyrinth. A writing of Theodotus seems to have been made use of
in the Syntagma of Hippolytus. As regards the younger Theodotus, his name has been handed down by the Little Labyrinth, the
Philosoph. (V1. 36) and Pseudo-Tertull. H. 29 (Theodoret H. F. 11. 6). The Syntagmatells of a party of Melchizedekians, which
istraced in the Philosoph. and by the Pseudo-Tertullian to the younger Theodotus, but neither the party nor itsfounder is named.
Very mysterious in contents and origin is the piece, edited for the first time from Parisian MSS. by Caspari (see above): mept
MeAyxioedekiav@v kol @sodotiav@v kal ABryyavdv. The only controversial writing known to us against Artemas (Artemon) is
the Little Labyrinth. Unfortunately Eusebius has not excerpted the passages aimed at him. Artemasis, again, omitted in the
Syntagmaand in the Philosoph. For this reason Epiphanius, Pseudo-Tertull. and Philaster have no articles expressly dealing with
him. He is, however, mentioned prominently in the edict of the last Synod of Antioch held to oppose Paul of Samosata (so aso
inthe Ep. Alexandri in Theodoret H. E. |. 3and in Pamphilus’ Apology Pro Orig. in Routh, Relig. S. 1V. p. 367); therefore many
later writers against the heretics have named him (Epiph. H. 65. 1, esp. Theodoret H. F. 1. 6. etc.). Finally, let it be noticed that
the statementsin the Synodicon Pappi, and in the Pragdestinatus are worthl ess, and that the identification of the younger Theodotus
with the Gnostic of the same name, extracts from whose works we possess, is inadmissable, not less so than the identification
with Theodotus, the Montanist, of whom we are informed by Eusebius. In this we agree with Zahn (Forschungen 1., p. 123)
against Neander and Dorner. As an authority for the Roman Monarchians, Novatian, De Trinitate, also falls to be considered.
37 Itissignificant that thistook place in Rome. The Syntagmais further able to tell that Theodotus had denied Christ during the
persecution in his native city before he came to Rome. See on this point my article on Monarchianism) p. 187.
VII. 35: @dokwv T mepl pev tiig ToO TavTog dpX TG COUPWVA €K PEPOUG TOTG TG GANO0DG EkkAnoiag, bnd tol Oeod mavta
OpoAoy®v yeyovévat.
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justify the contention that he was now “God”. Some of the followers of Theodotus represented
Jesus as having become God through the resurrection; others disputed even this.* This Christol ogy,
Theodotus and his party sought to prove from Scripture. Philaster saysin genera terms: “they use
the chapters of Scripture which tell of Christ as man, but they avoid those which speak of him as
God, reading and by no means understanding” (Utuntur capitulis scripturarum quaede Christo veluti
de homine edocent, quae autem ut deo dicunt ea vero non accipiunt, legentes et nullo modo
intellegentes). Epiphanius has, fortunately, preserved for us fragments of the biblical theological
investigations of Theodotus, by the help of the Syntagma. These show that there was no longer any
dispute as to the extent of the N. T. Canon; the Gospel of John is recognised, and in this respect
also Theodotus is Catholic. The investigations are interesting, however, because they are worked
out by the same prosaic methods of exegesis, adopted in the above discussed works of the Alogi.*

Theodotus' form of teaching was, even in the life-time of its author, held in Rome to be
intolerable, and that by men disposed to Modalism — e.g., the Bishop himself, see under — as
well as by the representatives of the Logos Christology. It is certain that he was excommunicated
by Victor, accordingly before A.D. 199, on the charge of teaching that Christ was “mere man’
(P1Aog avBpwmog). We do not know how large his following wasin the city. We cannot put it at a
high figure, since in that case the Bishop would not have ventured on excommunication. It must,
however, have been large enough to allow of the experiment of forming an independent Church.
This was attempted in the time of the Roman Bishop Zephyrine (199-218) by the most important
of the disciples of Theodotus, viz., Theodotus the money changer, and a certain Asclepiodotus. It
is extremely probable that both of these men were also Greeks. A native, Natalius the confessor,
was induced, so we are told by the Little Labyrinth, to become Bishop of the party, at a salary of
150 denarii amonth. The attempt failed. The oppressed Bishop soon deserted and returned into the

3 Philos. VII. 35: @6V 8¢ 00dénote Tobtov yeyovévat O¢hovatv émi tf] kab88w Tod TveldaTog, £Tepot 8 HeTd TNV €k VEKPDV
dvdotaotv. The description in the text is substantially taken from the Philos., with whose account the contents of the Syntagma
arenot inconsistent. The statement that Theodotus denied the birth by thevirginissimply acalumny, first alleged by Epiphanius.
The account of the Philos. seems unreliable, at most, on asingle point, viz., where, interpreting Theodotus, it calls the Spirit
which descended at the baptism “Christ” But possibly thistoo is correct, seeing that Hermas, and, later, the author of the Acta
Archelai have also identified the Holy Spirit with the Son of God. (Compare also what Origen [rept dpy. pref.] has reported as
Church tradition on the Holy Spirit.) In that case we would only have to substitute the “ Son of God” for “ Christ”, and to suppose
that Hippolytus chose the latter term in order to be able to characterise the teaching of Theodotus as Gnostic (Cerinthian). On
the possibility that the Theodotians, however, really named the Holy Spirit “ Christ”, see later on.

40 Epiphanius mentions the appeal of the Theodotiansto Deut. XV1I1. 15; Jer. XVII. 9; Isa. LIII. 2f.; Mat. XII. 31; Lukel. 35;
John VIII. 40; Actsll. 22; 1 Tim. I1. 5. They deduced from Mat. XI1. 31, that the Holy Spirit held a higher place than the Son
of Man. The treatment of the versesin Deut. and Luke is especially instructive. In the former Theodotus emphasised, not only
the“npogrtnv wgéué”, and the“éx tdv ddeAp®dv”, but also the“ éyepei”, and concluded referring the passage to the Resurrection:
6 éx @00 éye1pduevog Xp1otdg 00T 00K AV Odg dAAX &vBpwTog, Eme1dn) €€ adtdv v, 1§ kai Mwiiofic &vOpwmoc v —
accordingly the resuscitated Christ was not God. On Luke I. 35 he argued thus: “ The Gospel itself saysin reference to Mary:
‘the Spirit of the Lord will come upon thee’; but it does not say: ‘the Spirit of the Lord will bein thy body’, or, ‘will enter into
thee.”” — Further, if we may trust Epiphanius, Theodotus sought to divide the sentence — 810 kal to yevvduevov ék 6ol dytov
kAnOrjoetat viog ©eob — , from thefirst half of the verse, asif thewords“ 810 kai” did not exist, so that he obtained the meaning
that the Sonship of Christ would only begin later, — subsequent to the test. Perhaps, however, Theodotus entirely deleted “ 616
kal”, just as he also read “nvedua kvpiov” for “nvedua dyov” in order to avoid all ambiguity. And since Hippolytus urges
against himthat John I. 14 did not contain “to nvebua odpé ¢yéveto”, Theodotus must at least have interpreted the word “Adyog”
in the sense of “movdua”; and an ancient formulareally ran: “Xpiotog dv pev T npdtov Tvedua éyéveto odpE” (2 Clem. I1X.
5), where later “Adyoc” was, indeed, inserted in place of “nvedud”. See the Cod. Constantinop.
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bosom of the great Church. It wastold that he had been persuaded by visions and finally by blows
with which “holy angels’ pursued him during the night. The above undertaking is interesting in
itself, since it proves how great had already become the gulf between the Church and these
Monarchiansin Rome, about A.D. 210; but still more instructive is the sketch given of the leaders
of the party by the Little Labyrinth, a sketch that agrees excellently with the accounts given of the
‘Ae€1Onpoivteg’ in Asig, and of the exegetic labours of the older Theodotus.** The offence charged
against the Theodotians was threefold: the grammatical and formal exegesis of Holy Scripture, the
trenchant textual criticism, and the thorough-going study of Logic, Mathematics, and the empirical
sciences. It would seem at a first glance as if these men were no longer as a rule interested in
theology. But the opposite was the case. Their opponent had himself to testify that they pursued
grammatical exegesis “in order to prove their godless tenets,” textual criticism in order to correct
the manuscripts of the Holy Scriptures, and philosophy “in order by the science of unbelieversto
support their heretical conception.” He had also to bear witness to the fact that these scholars had
not tampered with the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, or the extent of the Canon (V. 28. 18).4
Their whole work, therefore, was in the service of their theology. But the method of thiswork, —
and we can infer it to have been a so that of the Alogi and the older Theodotus — conflicted with
the dominant theol ogical method. Instead of Plato and Zeno, the Adoptiansrevered the Empiricists;
instead of the allegorical interpretation of Scripture, the grammatical was alone held to be valid;
instead of simply accepting or capriciously trimming the traditional text, an attempt was made to
discover the original .* How unique and valuableisthisinformation! How instructiveit isto observe
that this method struck the disciple of the Apologists and I renaaus as strange, nay, even as heretical,
that while he would have seen nothing to object to in the study of Plato, he was seized with horror
at the idea of Aristotle, Euclid, and Galen, being put in the place of Plato! The difference was,
indeed, not merely one of method. In the condition of the theology of the Church at that time, it
could not be supposed that religious conviction was especially strong or ardent in men who
depreciated the religious philosophy of the Greeks. For whence, if not from this source, or from

41 Euseb. (H. E. V. 28): “They fasified the Holy Scriptures without scruple, rejected the standards of the ancient faith, and
misunderstood Christ. For they did not examine what the Scriptures said, but carefully considered what logical figure they could
obtain from it that would prove their godless teaching. And if any one brought before them a passage from Holy Scripture, they
asked whether a conjunctive or disjunctive figure could be made of it. They set aside the Holy Scriptures of God, and employ
themselves, instead, with geometry, being men who are earthly, and talk of what is earthly, and know not what comes from
above. Some of them, therefore, study the geometry of Euclid with the greatest devotion; Aristotle and Theophrastus are admired;
Galen iseven worshipped by some. But what need isthere of wordsto show that men who misuse the sciences of the unbelievers
to prove their heretical views, and falsify with their own godless cunning the plain faith of Scripture, do not even stand on the
borders of the faith? They have therefore laid their hands so unscrupulously on the Holy Scriptures under the pretext that they
had only amended it critically (SiwpBwxévar). He who will can convince himself that thisis no calumny. For, if one should
collect the manuscripts of any one of them and compare them, hewould find them differ in many passages. At least, the manuscripts
of Asclepiodotus do not agreewith those of Theodotus. But we can have examples of thisto excess; for their scholars have noted
with ambitious zeal al that any one of them has, asthey say, critically amended, i.e., distorted (effaced?). Again, with these the
manuscripts of Hermophilus do not agree; and those of Apollonideseven differ from each other. For if we compare the manuscripts
first restored by them (him?) with the later re-corrected copies, variations are found in many places. But some of them have not
even found it worth the trouble to falsify the Holy Scriptures, but have simply rejected the Law and the Prophets, and have by
this lawless and godless doctrine hurled themselves, under the pretext of grace, into the deepest abyss of perdition.

42 See under.

4 SeeV.28.4,5.
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Apocalyptics, did men then derive adistinctively piousenthusiasm?“ Itisasolittle to bewondered
at that the attempt made by these scholars to found a Church in Rome, was so quickly wrecked.
They were fated to remain officers without an army; for with grammar, textual criticism, and logic
one could only throw discredit, in the communities, on the form of Christological doctrine which
held the highest place and had been rendered venerable by long tradition. These scholars, therefore,
although they regarded themselves as Catholic, stood outside the Church.*® Of the works of these,
the earliest exegetical scholars, nothing has come down to us.* They have gone without leaving
any appreciabl e effect on the Church. Contrast the significance gained by the schools of Alexandria
and Antioch! The latter, which rose about 60 years later, took up again the work of this Roman
school. It, too, cameto stand outside the great Church; but it brought about one of the most important
crises in the dogmatics of the Church, because in its philosophico-theological starting-point it was
at one with orthodoxy.

The methodical and exegetical examination of the Holy Scriptures confirmed the Theodotians
in their conception of Christ as the man in whom in an especial manner the Spirit of God had
operated, and had made them opponents of the Logos Christology. The author of the Little Labyrinth
does not state wherein the doctrine of the younger Theodotus differed from that of the older. When
he says that some of the Theodotians rejected the law and the prophets npogacet xdpitog, we may
well suppose that they simply emphasised — in aPauline sense, or because of considerationsdrawn
from a historical study of religion — the relativity of the authority of the O. T.;* for there is as
little known of any rejection of the Catholic Canon on the part of the Theodotians, as of a departure
from the rule of faith. Now Hippolytus has extracted from the exegetical works of the younger
Theodotus one passage, the discussion of Hebr. V. 6, 10; VI. 20 f.; VII. 3, 17; and out of this he
has made an important heresy. Later historians eagerly seized on this; they ascribed to the younger
Theodotus, as distinguished from the older, a cultus of Melchizedek and invented a sect of
Melchizedekians (= Theodotians). The moneychanger taught, it was said (Epiph. H. 55), that
Melchizedek was avery great power, and more exalted than Christ, the latter being merely related
to the former as the copy to the original. Melchizedek was the advocate of the heavenly powers
before God, and the High Priest among men,* while Jesus as priest stood adegreelower. Theorigin
of the former was compl etely concealed, because it was heavenly, but Jesus was born of Mary. To
this Epiphanius adds that the party presented its oblations in the name of M. (gig Svoua tod
MeAyxioedék); for he was the guide to God, the prince of righteousness, the true Son of God. It is

44 The triumph of Neo-platonic philosophy and of the Logos Christology in Christian theology is, in this sense, to be considered
an advance. That philosophy, indeed, in the third century, triumphed throughout the empire over itsrivals, and therefore the
exclusivealliance concluded with it by Christian tradition was one which, when it took place, could be said to have been inevitable.
Suppose, however, that the theology of Sabellius or of Paul had established itself in the Church in the 3rd century, then a gulf
would have been created between the Church and Hellenism that would have made it impossible for the religion of the Church
to become that of the empire. Neo-platonic tradition was the final product of antiquity; it disposed, but as aliving force, of the
intellectual and moral capital of the past.

45 As*“genuine’ scholars— and thisis avery characteristic feature — they took very great care that each should have the credit
of his own amendments on the text.

4 The Syntagma knows of these; Epiph. H. 55. ¢. 1: tAdttoucty £éavutois kal BifAouvg émmAdotoug,

47 Even the great anti-gnostic teachers had cometo thisview (seeVal. I1., p. 304) without indeed drawing the consequences which

the Theodotians may have deduced more certainly.

L.c. A&l fjudc T® Melyioedek mpoo@épely, gaoty, iva 8" avtol npooevexdf] UTEp UV, Kal eVpwuev 1’ adTod {wiiv.
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apparent that the Theodotians cannot have taught this simply as it stands. The explanation is not
far to seek. There was a wide-spread opinion in the whole ancient Church, that Melchizedek was
amanifestation of the true Son of God; and to this view many speculations attached themselves,
here and there in connection with a subordinationist Christology.* The Theodotians shared this
conception. Immediately after the sentence given above Epiphanius has (55, c. 8): And Christ, they
say, was chosen that he might call usfrom many waysto this one knowledge, having been anointed
by God, and chosen, when he turned us from idols and showed us the way. And the Apostle having
been sent by him revealed to us that Melchizedek is great and remains apriest for ever, and behold
how great he is; and because the less is blessed by the greater, therefore he says that he as being
greater blessed Abraham the patriarch; of whom we are initiated that we may obtain from him the
blessing.®

Now the Christological conception, formulated in thefirst half of this paragraph, was certainly
not reported from an opponent. It is precisely that of the Shepherd,** and accordingly very ancient
in the Roman Church.5? From this, and by a reference to the controversial writing of Hippolytus
(Epiph. l.c.ch.9), the*heretical” cultus of Melchizedek isexplained. These Theodotians maintained,
asisalso shown by their exegesison 1 Cor. VIII. 6,% three points. First, that besides the Father the
only divine being was the Holy Spirit, who was identical with the Son — again simply the position
of Hermas, secondly, that this Holy Spirit appeared to Abraham in the form of the King of
Righteousness — and this, as has been shown above, was no novel contention; thirdly, that Jesus
was a man anointed with the power of the Holy Ghost. But, in that case, it was only logical, andin
itself not uncatholic, to teach that offerings and worship were due, as to the true, eternal Son of
God, to this King of Righteousness who had appeared to Abraham, and had blessed him and his
real descendants, i.e., the Christians. And if, in comparison with this Son of God; the chosen and
anointed servant of God, Jesus, appears inferior at first, precisely in so far as he is man, yet their
position was no more unfavourablein this respect than that of Hermas. For Hermas al so taught that
Jesus, being only the adopted Son of God, was really not to be compared to the Holy Spirit, the

49 See Clem. Alex. Strom. IV. 25. 161; Hierakasin Epiph. H. 55, c. 5, H. 67, c. 3; Philast. H. 148. Epiph. has himself to confess
(H. 55, c. 7), that even in histime the view to be taken of Melchizedek was still a subject of dispute among Catholic Christians:
ol Hev yap adtdv vouilovot Uoel oV vidv Tol Ogod v 1déa avOpdmov Téte TH APpady negnvévar. Jerome Ep. 73 isimportant.
The Egyptian hermit, Marcus, wrote, about A.D. 400, an independent work gi¢ tov MeAy10edek kata MeAxioedekaidy, i.e.,
against those who saw in Melchizedek a manifestation of the true Son of God (see Photius, Biblioth. 200; Dict. of Christ. Biog.
I11. p. 827; Herzog' s R. E., 2 Aufl. IX. p. 290); cf. the above described fragment, edited for the first time by Caspari; further
Theodoret H. F. 1. 6, Timotheus Presh. in Cotelier, Monum. Eccl. Graeceelll. p. 392 etc.

Kal Xp1otog pev, edotv, é€eAéyn, tva Nuag kaléor £k ToAAGV 03QV elg piav tadtny TV yvdoty, Urd @0l Kexpiopévos Kal

dmexdAvev Huiv, 8t péyac éotiv 6 Mehyiloedék, kai iepebe uéver eig ToV aidva, kai, Oswpeite tnAikog obtog kai 611 1o

#\aocov &k ToD peilovog ebAoyeital, 81& TodTo, nol, kai oV APady ToV matpidpxny edASYNoEY GG Uellwv (dv: 0 fueic éopev

pootat, Stwg TuXwuev Tap avtol Tfig evAoylag.

51 Cf. thestriking agreement with Sim. V., especially ch. V1. 3: adtdg kabBapicag tag duaptiag tod Aaod #8e1&ev adtoig tag Tpifoug
tfg Jwfic.

52 Thetheol ogi co-philosophical impresswhich, asdistinguished from Sim. V., marksthe whole passage, is of course unmistakable.
Notice what is said as to Paul, and the expression “pootat”.

53 The Theodotians seem to have taken Christ in this verse to mean not Jesus, but the Holy Spirit, the eternal. Son of God, deleting
the name Jesus (Epiph. H. 55, ch. 9). If that is so then the Philosophumena is right when it relates that the Theodotians had also
given the name of Christ to the pre-existent Son of God, the Holy Ghost. Y et it is not certain whether we should regard the above
quoted chapter of Epiphanius at all as reporting the Theodotian interpretation of 1 Cor. VIII. 6.
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Eternal Son; or, rather, heisrelated to the latter, to use a Theodotian expression, as the copy to the
original. Yet there is undoubtedly a great distinction between the Theodotians and Hermas. They
unmistakably used their speculations as to the eternal Son of God in order to rise to that Son from
the man Jesus of history, and to transcend the historical in general as something subordinate.>
Thereis not aword of thisto be found in Hermas. Thus, the Theodotians sought, in asimilar way
to Origen, to rid themselves by speculation of what was merely historical, setting, like him, the
eternal Son of God above the Crucified One. We have evidence of the correctness of this opinion
in the observation that these speculations on Melchizedek were continued precisely in the school
of Origen. We find them, and that with the same tendency to depreciate the historical Son of God,
in Hieracas and the confederacy of Hieracite monks;* as aso in the monks who held the views of
Origen in Egypt in the fourth and fifth centuries.

We have accordingly found that these theologians retained the ancient Roman Christology
represented by Hermas; but that they edited it theol ogically and consequently changed itsintention.
If, at that time, the “ Pastor” was till read in the Roman Church, while the Theodotian Christology
was condemned, then its Christology must have been differently interpreted. In view of the peculiar
character of the book, this would not be difficult. We may ask, however, whether the teaching of
the Theodotians is really to be characterised as Monarchian, seeing that they assigned a special,
and as it seems, an independent role to the Holy Spirit apart from God. Meanwhile, we can no
longer determine how these theol ogians reconciled the separate substance (hypostasis) of the Holy
Ghost, with the unity of the Person of God. But so much is certain, that in their Christology the
Spirit was considered by them only as a power, and that, on the other hand, their rejection of the
Logos Christology was not due to any repugnance to the idea of a second divine being. Thisis
proved by their teaching as to the Holy Spirit and His appearance in the Old Testament. But then
the difference between them and their opponents does not belong to the sphere of the doctrine of
God; they are rather substantially at one on this subject with a theologian like Hippolytus. If that
isso, however, their opponents were undoubtedly superior to them, while they themselvesfell short
of the traditional estimate of Christ. In other words, if there was an eternal Son of God, or any one
of that nature, and if He appeared under the old covenant, then the traditional estimate of Jesus
could not be maintained, once he was separated from that Son.> The formula of the man anointed
with the Spirit was no longer sufficient to establish the transcendent greatness of the revelation of
God in Christ, and it is only a natural consequence that the O. T. theophanies should appear in a
brighter light. We see here why the old Christological conceptions passed away so quickly,
comparatively speaking, and gave place so soon in the Churches to the complete and essential
elevation of Jesusto the rank of deity, whenever theological reflection awoketo life. It was, above
all, the distinctive method of viewing the Old Testament and its theophanies that led to this.

54 Epiph. H. 55, ch. 8: ei¢ Svopa 8¢ todTov To0 MeAyioedik 1} mpostpnuévn afpeoic kal Tac mpoopopdc dva@épet, kal adTOV givat
eloaywyéa Tpog TOV Odv Kai 81’ avToD, Priol, el TQ Oe@ TPooPEPeLY, STL ApXwV £0TL J1KAL00UVNG, N AT TOUTW KaTaoTadElg
Um0 00 B0l €V 00paV(, TVELHATIKGG TIG GV, Kal V10§ Ol TETayUéVog . . . . C. 11 Xpiotdg, pnolv, £otiv 11 bodeéotepog T
MeAxioedéx.

55 Seemy art. in Herzog R. E., 2 Aufl. VI. p. 100 (Epiph. LV. 5; LXVII. 3).

56 Hermas did not do this, in so far asin the language of religion he speaks only of a Son of God (Simil. IX.).
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In certain respects the attempt of the Theodotians presentsitself as an innovation. They sought
to raise aonce accepted, but, so to speak, enthusiastic form of faith to the stage of theology and to
defend it as the only right one; they expressly refused, or, at least, declared to be matter of
controversy, the use of the title “God” (9g4¢) as applied to Jesus, they advanced beyond Jesus to
an eternal, unchangeable Being (beside God). In this sense, in consequence of the new interest
which the representatives of the above doctrinetook intheold formula, it isto beregarded asnovel.
For we can hardly attribute to pre-catholic Christians like Hermas, a special interest in the essential
humanity of Jesus. They certainly believed that they gave full expression in their formulas to the
highest possible estimate of the Redeemer; they had no other idea. These theologians, on the other
hand, defended a lower conception of Christ against a higher. Thus we may judge them on their
own ground,; for they let theideaof aheavenly Son of God stand, and did not carry out the complete
revision of the prevailing doctrine that would have justified them in proving their Christological
conception to be the one really legitimate and satisfactory. They indeed supported it by Scriptural
proof, and in this certainly surpassed their opponents, but the proof did not cover the gapsin their
dogmatic procedure. Since they took their stand on theregulafidei, itisunjust and at the sametime
unhistorical to call their form of doctrine “Ebionitic”, or to dispose of them with the phrase that
Christ wasto them exclusively amere man (y1Aog avBpwtog). But if we consider the circumstances
in which they appeared, and the excessive expectations that were pretty generally attached to the
possession of faith— above all, the prospect of the future deification of every believer — we cannot
avoid the impression, that a doctrine could not but be held to be destructive, which did not even
elevate Christ to divine honours, or, at most, assigned him an apotheosis, like that imagined by the
heathens for their emperors or an Antinous. Apocalyptic enthusiasm passed gradually into
Neo-platonic mysticism. In this transition these scholars took no share. They rather sought to
separate apart of the old conceptions, and to defend that with the scientific means of their opponents.

Once more, 20 to 30 years later, the attempt was made in Rome by a certain Artemas to
regjuvenate the old Christology. We are extremely ill informed as to this last phase of Roman
Adoptianism; for the extracts taken by Eusebiusfrom the Little Labyrinth, the work written against
Artemas and his party, apply almost exclusively to the Theodotians. We learn, however, that the
party appealed to the historical justification of their teaching in Rome, maintaining that Bishop
Zephyrine had first falsified the true doctrine which they defended.> The relative correctness of
this contention isindisputable, especially if we consider that Zephyrine had not disapproved of the
formula, certainly novel, that “the Father had suffered”. The author of the Little Labyrinth reminds
them that Theodotus had been already excommunicated by Victor, and of thisfact they themselves
cannot have been ignorant. When, moreover, we observe the evident anxiety of thewriter toimpose
Theodotus upon them as their spiritual father, we come to the conclusion that the party did not
identify themselves with the Theodotians. What they regarded as the point of difference we do not
know. It isalone certain that they also refused to call Christ “God”; for the writer feelsit necessary
to justify the use of thetitle from tradition.® Artemaswas still alive in Rome at the close of the 7th

57 Euseh. H. E. V. 28. 3: @aoci yap tod¢ uév mpotépoug dmavtag kai adtolg Tovg dmostdAoug, mapethneévat te kai dedidaxévat
tadta, & vOv obtol Aéyouat, kal tetnpfiodat Thv dARBe1av ToD kNpOypHaTog uéxpt TV Xpdvwv ol Biktopog . . . &md 8¢ Tob
S1adx0ov avTol Zeupivou mapakexapdxOat thv dAROeiav.

58 Euseb. H.E.V.28.4,5.
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decade of the 3rd century, but he was completely severed from the great Church, and without any
real influence. No notice is taken of him even in the letters of Cyprian.® Since Artemas was
characterised asthe “father” of Paul in the controversy with that Bishop (Euseb. H. E. VII. 30. 16),
he had afterwards attained a certain celebrity in the East, and had supplanted even Theodotus in
the recollection of the Church. In the subsequent age, the phrase: “Ebion, Artemas, Paulus (or
Photinus)” was stereotyped; this was afterwards supplemented with the name of Nestorius, and in
that form the phrase became a constant feature in Byzantine dogmatics and polemics.

(c). Traces of Adoptian Christology in the West after Artemas.

Adoptian Christology — Dynamistic M onarchianism — apparently passed rapidly and almost
entirely away in the West. The striking formula, settled by the Symbol, “ Christus, homo et deus’,
and, above al, the conviction that Christ had appeared in the O. T., brought about the destruction
of the party. Y et, here and there — in connection, doubtless, with the reading of Hermas® — the
old faith, or the old formula, that the Holy Spirit isthe eternal Son of God and at the same time the

D Christ-Spirit, held its ground, and, with it, conceptions which bordered on Adoptianism. Thus we
read in the writing “De montibus Sina et Sion” ¢ composed in vulgar Latin and attributed wrongly
to Cyprian, ch. IV: “The body of the Lord was called Jesus by God the Father; the Holy Spirit that
descended from heaven was called Christ by God the Father, i.e., anointed of the living God, the
Spirit joined to the body Jesus Christ” (Caro dominica adeo patre Jesu vocita est; spiritus sanctus,
qui de cado descendit, Christus, id est unctus dei vivi, adeo vocitus est, spiritus carni mixtus Jesus
Christus). Compare ch. Xll1I.: the H. S., Son of God, sees Himself double, the Father sees Himself
in the Son, the Son in the Father, each in each (Sanctus spiritus, dei filius, geminatum se videt,
pater infilio et filiusin patre utrosgue sein sevident). There were accordingly only two hypostases,
and the Redeemer isthe flesh (caro), to which the pre-existent Holy Spirit, the eternal Son of God,
the Christ, descended. Whether the author understood Christ as “forming a person” or as a power
cannot be decided; probably, being no theologian, the question did not occur to him.s2 We do not
hear that the doctrine of Photinus, who was himself a Greek, gained any considerable approval in
the West. But we learn casually that even in the beginning of the 5th century a certain Marcus was
expelled from Romefor holding the heresy of Photinus, and that he obtained afollowing in Dalmatia.
Incomparably more instructive, however, is the account given by Augustine (Confess. VII. 19.
[25]) of hisown and hisfriend Alypius Christological belief, at atime when both stood quite near
the Catholic Church, and had been preparing to enter it. At that time Augustine's view of Christ
.L was practically that of Photinus; and Alypius denied that Christ had a human soul; yet both had
34

59 We know that he still lived about 270 from tile document of the Synod of Antioch in the case of Paul of Samosata. We read
there (Euseb. H. E. VII. 30. 17): “Paul may write letters to Artemas and the followers of A. are said to hold communion with
him.” We have probably to regard as Artemonites those unnamed persons, mentioned in Novatian De Trinitate, who explained
Jesus to be a mere man (homo nudus et solitarius). Artemasis also named in Methodius Conviv. VII1. 10, Ed. Jahn, p. 37.

60 Even Tertullian used the Christological formula of Hermas when he was not engaged in Apologetics or in polemics against the
Gnostics.

61 Hartel, Opp. Cypr. 1., p. 104 sq.

62 Hilary’swork “Detrinitate” also shows (esp. X. 18 ff., 50 ff.) what different Christologies still existed in the West in the middle
of the 4th century. There were some who maintained: “quod in eo ex virgine creando efficax dei sapientia et virtus exstiterit, et
in nativitate eius divinge prudentiae et potestatis opus intellegatur, sitque in eo efficientia potius quam natura sapientise
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held their Christology to be Catholic, and only afterwards learned better.®* Now let us remember
that Augustine had enjoyed a Catholic education, and had been in constant intercourse with Catholics,
and we see clearly that among the laity of the West very little was known of the Christological
formulas, and very different doctrines of Christ were in fact current even at the close of the 4th
century.®

(d). TheEjection of the Adoptian Christology in the East, — Beryll of Bostra, Paul of Samosata,
etc.

We can see from the writings of Origen that there were al'so many in the East who rejected the
Logos Christology. Those were undoubtedly most numerous who identified the Father and the Son;
but there were not wanting such as, while they made a distinction, attributed to the Soh a human
nature only,® and accordingly taught like the Theodotians. Origen by no means treated them, asa
rule, as declared heretics, but as misled, or “simple”’, Christian brethren who required friendly
teaching. He himself, besides, had also inserted the Adoptian Christology into his complicated
doctrine of Christ; for he had attached the greatest value to the tenet that Jesus should be held a
real man who had been chosen by God, who in virtue of his free will, had steadfastly attested his
excellence, and who, at last, had become perfectly fused with the Logos in disposition, will, and
finally also in nature (see VVol. I1., p. 369 f.). Origen laid such decided emphasis on this that his
opponents afterwards classed him with Paul of Samosata and Artemas,® and Pamphilus required
to point out “that Origen said that the Son of God was born of the very substance of God, i.e., was
opoovatog, which means, of the same substance with the Father, but that he was not a creature who
became a son by adoption, but atrue son by nature, generated by the Father Himself” (quod Origines
filium del de ipsa dei substantia natum dixerit, id est, opoovsiov, quod est, eiusdem cum patre
substantisg et non esse creaturam per adoptionem sed natura filium verum, ex ipso patre
generatum).®” & gt; So Origen in fact taught, and he was very far from seeing more in the Adoptian

63 Augustine, I.c. . . . Quiaitague vera scripta sunt (sc. the Holy Scriptures) totum hominem in Christo agnoscebam; non corpus
tantum hominis, aut cum corpore sine mente animam, sed ipsum hominem, non persona veritatis, sed magna quadam naturese
humanaeexcellentia et perfectiore participatione sapientiaepraderri caderis arbitrabar. Alypius autem deum carne indutum ita
putabat credi a Catholicis, ut preger deum et carnem non esset in Christo anima, mentemaue hominis non existimabat in eo
pragdicari . . . Sed postea haareticorum Apollinaristarum hunc errorem esse cognoscens, catholicaefidel collagatus et contemperatus
est. Ego autem aliquanto posterius didicisse mefateor, in eo quod “verbum caro factum est” quomodo catholicaveritas a Photini
falsitate dirimatur.

64 |nthe Fragment, only preserved in Arabic, of aletter of Pope Innocent |. to Severianus, Bishop of Gabala (Mai, Spicile.g. Rom.
111, p. 702) we still read the warning: “Let no one believe that it was only at the time when the divine Word on earth came to
receive baptism from John that this divine nature originated, when, i.e., John heard the voice of the Father from heaven. It was
certainly not so, etc.”

85 Orig. on John I1. 2, Lomm. ., p. 92: Kai t& moAAobc @rhoBéoug ivat edyouévouc tapdocov, ebAaBouuévoug 8o dvayopedoat
Beovg, kai mapa todto mepinintovrag Pevdéot kai doePéot ddypaoty, fitor dpvouvpévoug 1d16tnta viod ETépav Tapd Ttrv Tol
TaTp4G, GuoAoyodvtag Osdv givar TOV uéxpl dvduatog map’ adTois vidv TposayopsLSUEVOVY, T dpvouuévoug THY BedTnTa TOD
vio¥, Tifévtag 8¢ adtol TV 181dtnTa Kal TV oVsiav KATa TepLypa@rV Tuyxdvovoav £Tépav tod natpds, éviedbev Adecbat
dvvartat, see also what follows. Pseudo-Gregor. (Apollinaris) in Mai (Nov. Coll. VII. 1, p. 171) speaks of men who conceived
Christ as being ‘filled with divinity’, but made no specific distinction between Him and the prophets, and worshipped a man
with divine power after the manner of the heathens.

66 Pamphili Apolog. in Routh, 1V., p. 367; Schultz in the Jahrbb. f. protest. Theol. 1875, p. 193 f. On Origen and the Monarchians,
see Hagemann, |.c., p. 300 f.

67 Seel.c., p, 368.
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doctrine than a fragment of the complete Christology. He attempted to convince the Adoptians of
their error, more correctly, of their questionable one-sidedness,®® but he had seldom any other
occasion to contend with them.

Perhaps we should hereinclude the action against Beryll of Bostra. This Arabian Bishop taught
Monarchianism. Hisdoctrine aroused a violent opposition. The Bishops of the province were deeply
agitated and instituted many examinations and discussions. But they appear not to have come to
any result. Origen was called in, and, aswe are informed by Eusebius, who had himself examined
the acts of the Synods, he succeeded in a disputation in amicably convincing the Bishop of his
error.®® This happened, according to the common view, in A.D. 244. We have to depend, for the
teaching of Beryll, on one sentence in Eusebius, which hasreceived very different interpretations.”
Nitzsch says rightly,” that Eusebius missed in Beryll the recognition of the separate divine
personality (hypostasis) in Christ and of his pre-existence, but not the recognition of his deity.
However, this is not enough to class the Bishop with certainty among the Patripassians, since
Eusebius own Christological view, by which that of Beryll was here gauged, wasvery vague. Even
the circumstance, that at the Synod of Bostra (according to Socrates) Christ was expressly decreed
to have ahuman soul, is not decisive; for Origen might have carried the recognition of this dogma,
which was of the highest importance to him, whatever the doctrine of Beryll had been. That the
Bishop rather taught Dynamistic Monarchianism is supported, first, by the circumstance that this
form of doctrine had, as we can prove, long persisted in Arabia and Syria; and, secondly, by the
observation that Origen, in the fragment of his commentary on the Ep. of Titus (see above), has
contrasted with the Patripassian belief”? a kind of teaching which seems to coincide with that of
Beryll. Primitive Dynamistic Monarchian conceptions must, however, be imputed also to those
Egyptian Millenarianswhom Dionysius of Alexandriaopposed, and whom he considered it necessary

68 Qrig. in Ep. ad Titum, Lomm. V., p. 287 “Sed et eos, qui hominem dicunt dominum lesum praecognitum et praedestinatum, qui
ante adventum carnalem substantialiter et proprie non exstiterit, sed quod homo natus patris solam in se habuerit deitatem, ne
illos quidem sine pericul o est ecclesiaenumero sociari.” This passage, undoubtedly, need not necessarily be applied to Dynamistic
Monarchians, any more than the description about to be quoted of the doctrine of Beryll. There may have existed amiddle type
between Dynamistic and M odalistic Monarchianism, according to which the humanity aswell asthe deitas patrisin Jesus Christ
was held to be personal.

69 Euseb. H. E. VI. 33. See also SocratesH. E. I11. 7.

70 L.c.: tdv cwtfipa kai kOplov fudv un npot@estdvat kat’ i8iav odoiag meprypaprv mpd Tig eig dvBpwmoug émdnuiag, undé
Bedtnta 1diav Exerv, GAA éunoAitevopévny abt® pévnv tnv natpikiv. The word neprypaet isfirst found in the Excerpta
Theodoti 19, where kata meprypagprv is contrasted in the sense of personality with the kat’ ovciav (tod ©00)). The latter was
accordingly felt to be Modalistic: kai 6 Adyog oapé éyéveto, o katd trv napovsiav uévov &vBpwnog yevuevos, dAAAG kal év
apxfi 0 &v tavtdtnTi Adyog Kata TepLypa@nVv Kal o0 kat ovoiav yevopevog, 0 vidg; cf., ch. 10, where neprypdgecbar also
expresses the personal existence, i.e., what was afterwards termed vrdotaocig. Thisword was not yet so used, so far as | know,
inthe 3rd century. In Origen neprypaer islikewise the expression for the strictly self-contained personality; see Comm. on John
.42, Lomm. |. 88: (omep o0V Suvdiiels Os0D TAelovEg eiotv, OV EkdoTn KaTd TEPLYPAPHY, OV S1apépel 6 cwTHp, 00TwWS 6 Adyog
— el kal ap’ NIV 0UK £0TL KATA TIEPLYPAPTY EKTOG NUGV — vondroetal 6 Xpiotdg k.T.A. In our passage and Pseudo-Hippol. c.
Beron. 1, 4, it means simply “configuration”.

71 Dogmengesch. I., p. 202. See on Beryll, who has become afavourite of the historians of dogma, apart from the extended historical
works, Ullmann, de Beryllo, 1835; Theod. Stud. u. Krit., 1836; Fock Diss. de ChristologiaB. 1843; Rossel in the Berliner Jahrbb.,
1844, No. 41 f.; Kober in the Theol. Quartalschr., 1848, 1.

72 1t is contained in the words of Origen given above, p. 35, note 3.
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to instruct “in the glorious and truly divine appearing of our Lord” (mepi tfi¢ £v86€ou kai GANOGG
£vO€ov ToD KLploL NUAV EmPaveing™

These were all, indeed, isolated and relatively unimportant phenomena; but they prove that
even about the middle of the 3rd century the Logos Christology was not universally recognised in
the East, and that the Monarchians were still treated indulgently.” Decisive action was first taken
and Adoptianism was ranked in the East with Ebionitism as a heresy, in the case of the incumbent
of the most exalted Bishopric in the East, Paul of Samosata, Bishop of Antioch from 260, but
perhaps alittle earlier. He opposed the already dominant doctrine of the essential natural deity of
Christ, and set up once more the old view of the human Person of the Redeemer.” That happened
at atimewhen, through Alexandrian theology, the use of the categories Adyog (word), ovsia (being),
vndotaocig (substance), évumdotatog (subsisting), mpdowmov (person), meptypa@r] 00GiaG
(configuration of essence), etc., had aimost already become legitimised, and when in the widest
circles the idea had taken root that the Person of Jesus Christ must be accorded a background
peculiar to itself, and essentialy divine.

We do not know the circumstances in which Paul felt himself impelled to attack the form of
doctrine taught by Alexandrian philosophy. Yet it is noticeable that it was not a province of the
Roman Empire, but Antioch, then belonging to Palmyra, which was the scene of this movement.
When we observethat Paul held ahigh political officein the kingdom of Zenobia, that closerelations
are said to have existed between him and the Queen, and that his fall implied the triumph of the
Roman party in Antioch, then we may assume that a political conflict lay behind the theological,
and that Paul’s opponents belonged to the Roman party in Syria. It was not easy to get at the
distinguished Metropolitan and experienced theol ogian, who was indeed portrayed by his enemies
asan unspiritual ecclesiastical prince, vain preacher, ambitious man of theworld, and wily Sophist.
The provincial Synod, over which he presided, did not serve the purpose. But already, in the affair
of Novatian, which had threatened to split up the East, the experiment had been tried A.D. 252
(253) of holding an Oriental general-council, and that with success. It was repeated. A great Synod
— we do not know who called it — met in Antioch A.D. 264; Bishops from various parts of the
East attended it, and, especially, Firmilian of Caesarea. The aged Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria,
excused hisabsencein aletter in which he did not take Paul’ s side. Thefirst Synod cameto an end
without result, because, it is alleged, the accused had cunningly concealed his false doctrines.” A
second was al so unsuccessful. Firmilian himself gave up theidea of a condemnation “ because Paul

73 Euseb. H. E. VII. 24, 5. By the Epiphany we have to understand the future appearing; but thorough-going Millenariansin the
East, in the country districts, hardly recognised the doctrine of the Logos.

74 Theuncertainty which still prevailed in the 3rd century in reference to Christol ogy is seen whenever wetake up works not written
by learned theol ogians. Especially the circumstance that, according to the Creed and the Gospel, the Holy Ghost took part in the
conception of Jesus, constantly prompted the most curious phrases regarding the personal divinity of Christ, and the assumptio
carnis of the Logos, see, e.g., Orac. Sibyll. VI. V. 6, where Christ is called “ Sweet God whom the Spirit, in the white plumage
of the dove, begot.”

75 Feuerlein, De hagesi Pauli Samosat., 1741; Ehrlich, De erroribus P.S., 1745; Schwab, Diss. de P.S. vita atque doctrina, 1839;
Hefele, Conciliengesch. 2 Aufl. 1., p. 135; Routh, Relig. S. 111., pp. 286-367; Frohschammer, Ueber die Verwerfung des 6poodetog,
in the Theol. Quartalschr. 1850, I.

76 Eusehius speaks (H. E. VII. 28. 2) of awhole party (oi duei tov Zaposatéa) having been able to conceal their heterodoxy at
thetime.
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promised to change his opinions.” It was only at a third Synod, between 266 and 269, probably
AN 268, at Antioch, Firmilian having died at Tarsus on his way thither, that excommunication was
pronounced on the Bishop, and his successor Domnus was appointed. The number of the members
of Synod isstated differently at 70, 80, and 180; and the argument against Paul wasled by Malchion,
asophist of Antioch and head of a high school, as also a presbyter of the Church. He alone among
them all was in a position to unmask that “wily and deceitful man.” The Acts of the discussion
together with a detailed epistle, were sent by the Synod to Rome, Alexandria, and all Catholic
Churches. Paul, protected by Zenobia, remained four years longer in his office; the Church in
Antioch split up: “there took place schisms among the people, revolts among the priests, confusion
among the pastors’ (¢yévovto oxiopata Aadv, dkatactacial lepéwv, tapaxr motpévwy).” In the
year A.D. 272 Antioch was at last taken by Aurelian, and the Emperor, to whom an appea was
brought, pronounced on the spot the famous judgment, that the Church building was to be handed
to him with whom the Christian Bishops of Italy and of Rome corresponded by |etter. Thisdecision

was of course founded on political grounds.”™

The teaching of Paul was characterised by the Fathers as a renewal of that of Artemas, but
sometimes also as Neo-Jewish, Ebionitic, afterwards as Nestorian Monothelite, etc. It wasfollows.
God was simply to be regarded as one person. Father, Son, and Spirit were the One God (gv
npdowmov). In God a Logos (Son) or a Sophia (Spirit) can be distinguished — both can again
according to Paul becomeidentified — but they are qualities.” God putsforth of Himself the Logos
from Eternity, nay, He begets him, so that he can be called Son and can have being ascribed to him,

40

77 Basilius Diac., Acta Concilii Ephes., p. 427, Labb.

78 The most important authorities for Paul’ s history and doctrine are the Acts of the Synod of Antioch held against him, i.e., the
shorthand report of the discussion between Paul and Malchion, and the Synodal epistle. These till existed in the 6th century,
but we now possess them only in afragmentary form: in Euseb. H. E. VII. 27-30 (Jerome de vir. inl. 71); in Justinian’s Tract.
c. Monophys.; in the Contestatio ad Clerum C.P.; in the Acts of the Ephesian Council; in the writing against Nestor. and Eutych.
by Leontius of Byzant.; and in the book of Petrus Diaconus, “De incarnat. ad Fulgentium”: al in Routh |.c. where the placesin
which they arefound are also stated. Not certainly genuineisthe Synodal epistle of six Bishopsto Paul, published by Turrianus
(Routh, I.c., p. 289 5q.); yet its authenticity is supported by overwhelming reasons. Decidedly inauthentic is aletter of Dionysius
of Alex. to Paul (Mansi, I, p. 1039 sq.), also a pretended Nicene Creed against him (Caspari, Quellen 1V., p. 161f.), and another
found inthelibel against Nestorius (Mansi, IV, p. 1010). Mai has published (Vet. Script. NovaCall. VII., p. 68 sq.) five fragments
of Paul’s speeches: oi np4g Zafivov Adyor (not quite correctly printed in Routh, I.c., p. 328 sg.) which are of the highest value,
and may be considered genuine, in spite of their standing in the very worst company, and of many doubts being roused by them
which do not admit of being completely silenced. Vincentius mentions writings by Paul (Commonit. 35). In the second grade
we have the testimony of the great Church Fathers of the 4th century, which rested partly on the Acts, partly on oral tradition:
see, Athanas c. Apoall. I1. 3, IX. 3; de Synod. Arim. et Seleuc. 26, 43-45, 51, 93; Orat. c. Arian. I1., No. 43; Hilarius, De synod.
88§ 81, 86, pp. 1196, 1200; Ephraam Junior in Photius, Cod. 229; Gregor Nyss, Antirrhet. adv. Apoll., 8 9, p. 141; Basilius, ep.
52 (formerly 300); Epiphan. H. 65 and Anaceph.; cf. aso the 3 Antiochian formulas and the Form. Macrostich. (Hahn Biblioth.
der Symbole, 2 Aufl. 88 85, 89), as aso the 19 Canon of the Council of Nicae, according to which Paul’ s followers wereto be
re-baptised before reception into the Catholic Church. One or two notes also in Cramer Catenaon S. John. pp. 235, 259 0.
Useful details are given by Innocentius 1., ep. 22; by Marius Mercator, in the Suppl. Imp. Theodos. et Vaentinian adv. Nestor.
of the Deacon Basilius; by Theodorus of Raithu (see Routh, |.c., pp. 327 sg. 357); Fulgentius, etc. In the later opponents of the
heretics from Philaster, and in resolutions of Synods from the 5th century, we find nothing new. Sozom. H. E. 1V. 15 and
Theodoret H. F. 1. 8 are till of importance. The Libellus Synodicus we must leave out of account.

M) eivat Tov vidv ToD Ogod évumdotatov, AN &V abTd TG O@ — &v O émoTAUN EVUTSoTATOG — £1¢ O£dC 6 TaThp Kal &
V10G abTOD €V aLTOD &V AT WG Adyog v GvOpwTw.
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but he remains an impersonal power.® Therefore it was absolutely impossible for him to assume a
visibleform.8! This Logos operated in the prophets, to astill higher degree in Moses, then in many
others, and most of all (uaAAov kai dragepbdvtwg) in the Son of David, born of the virgin by the
Holy Ghost. The Redeemer was by the constitution of his nature aman, who arosein time by birth;
he was accordingly “from beneath”, but the Logos of God inspired him from above.®?The union of
the Logos with the man Jesus is to be represented as an indwelling® by means of an inspiration
acting from without,® so that the Logos becomes that in Jesus which in the Christian is called by
the Apostle “the inner man”; but the union which is thus originated is a contact in knowledge and
communion (cuvdagela Kata uddnotv kai petovsiav) a coming together (cuvéAevaoig); there does
not arise a being existent in a body (ovcia ovoIWPEVT €V oWpartt), i.e., the Logos dwelt in Jesus
not “in substance but in quality” (ovo1wd®G, aAla kata moidtnta).® Therefore the Logosisto be
steadily distinguished from Jesus;® heis greater than the latter.” Mary did not bear the L ogos, but
aman like usin hisnature, and in his baptism it was not the L ogos, but the man, who was anointed
with the Spirit.28 However, Jesus was, on the other hand, vouchsafed the divine grace in a special
degree,® and his position was unique.® Moreover, the proof he gave of his moral perfection
corresponded to his peculiar equipment.® The only unity between two persons, accordingly between
God and Jesus, isthat of the disposition and the will.®2 Such unity springs from love alone; but love
can certainly produce a complete unity, and only that which is due to love — not that attained by
“nature” — is of worth. Jesus was like God in the unchangeableness of his love and his will, and

80 Adyoc Tpoopikds — O TPd aidhvwy VIO — TOV Abyov éyévvnoev 6 Oedg dvev mapBévou kai dvev TIvdG 008evOG Evtog TATV
100 @€00* Kal oUtw¢ Uméotn O Abyog.

8L Topia o0k v Suvatdg &v oxfuart ebpiokesBat, 008 év Béq dvdpds: pellwv ydp TV dpwuévwv éotiv.

82 ‘Adyog uév &vwBev, Tnoodg 8¢ Xpiotdg &vBpwmog évredBev — Xpiotdc dmo Mapiac kai SeGpd éottv — &vBpwmog v 6 'Tncodc,
kol &v a0t évémvevoev dvwBev 6 Adyoc: 6 matip ydp dua T@ vig (scil. Td Adyw) eig Oedg, 6 8¢ dvBpwmog kdtwBev o 1810V
npdownov doPaivel, kal oUtwc T& dVo npdowna TAnpodvtal — Xp1otdg Evieifev tiig Undplews TV dpxNV éoxnNkWG — Aéyel
"Incodv Xp1otdv Kdtwoev,

8 Q¢ v va® — EAB8vTa oV Adyov kai évorkricavta év Incol dvBpwme Evti; in support of this Paul appealed to John X1V. 10:

“sapientia habitavit in eo, sicut et habitamus et nosin domibus’ —

Abyov évepyodv €€ 00pavod £v abt® — coglag éunveovong EEwbev.

85 00 818w, says Malchion, ovo1®oBat &v T¢ SAw cwTiipt TOV povoyevii.

86 "AANog ydip éotiv 'Incods Xpiotdg kai &ANog 6 Adyoc.

87 0 Aéyog peilwv Av 100 Xprotod: Xpiotdg yap 81 sopiac uéyag éyévero.

8 Mapia tov Adyov ok Etexev 008¢ ydp fv Tpd aiddvwv ) Mapia, dAAK &vBpwmov fiuiv icov étekev — dvBpwmog xpietat, 6 Adyoc
ov xpietar 0 Nafwpaiog xpietat, 0 KUpLog MUV,

89 Ok éottv 6 éx AaPid xproBeic dAASTpLOG Tfig copiag.

0 H cogpia év EAAw oV) 0Utwg oikel — kpelttwv katd mévTa, Eme1dh) ék Tvedpatog dyiov kai £€ émayyeAi@v kol £k TOV YEYPAUUEVY
1 €1 aUTQ XGEP1G.

91 Paul has even spoken of a diagopd tfig katackeviic (custdoews) Tod Xpiotod.

9 From this point we refer to the Adyot tpdg Zafivov of Paul. We give them here on account of their unique importance: (1) TG
ayie mvedpatt xplobeig Tpoonyopevdn Xpi1otdg, Tdoxwv KATd @Uotv, Baupatovpy®V KaTd XEpLv: T@) yap GTpENTw TG YVWOUNG
OpolwOElG TG Oe®, Kal peivac kabapdg auaptiog NvAHON adT®, kal Evnpyron mov éAéoBar thv TdV Bavudtwy duvaoteiav, €
Qv plav adtdg kai ThHv avthv Tpdg Tf BeAfoet vépyeiav #xetv SetxOelg, Autpwtng Tol yévoug kai cwthp éxpnudtioev. — (2)
Al S1dpopot @ioeig kai T& Sidpopa Tpdowma Eva kol Hévov Evioewg Exovot Tpdmov ThHY katd BéAnotv sOupacty, € fig 1) katd
gvépyelav €m t@V oUt®¢ oupPipacdéviwv GAAAA0LG dvagaivetal povdc. — (3) “Ayiog kal dikaiog yeyevnuévog 6 swtrp, dy®dvi
kol oV T&G TOD TPOTATOPAC UGV KpaTHoAS dpapTiag: ol¢ katopBwoag Tf &petii cUVAPON TG @, wav kal TAV adTHV TPOG
avToV PoUAncty kal Evépyelav Taic TV dyad®v Tpokomaic Eoxnkws Hv ddiaipetov QuAGEag to Svoua kAnpodtal To Ungp v
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became one with God, being not only without sin himself, but vanquishing, in conflict and labour,
the sins of our ancestor. As he himself, however, advanced in the manifestation of goodness and
continued in it, the Father furnished him with power and miracles, in which he made known his
steadfast conformity to the will of God. So he became the Redeemer and Saviour of the human
race, and at the same time entered into an eternally indissoluble union with God, because hislove
can never cease. Now he has obtained from God, asthereward of hislove, the namewhich isabove
every name; God has committed to him the judgment,® and invested him with divine dignity, so
that now we can call him “God [born] of the virgin”.** So also we are entitled to speak of a
pre-existence of Christ in the prior decree® and prophecy®* of God, and to say that he became God
through divine grace and his constant manifestation of goodness.®” Paul undoubtedly perceived in
the imparting of the Spirit at the baptism a specia stage of the indwelling of the Logos in the man
Jesus; indeed Jesus seems only to have been Christ from his baptism: “having been anointed with
the Holy Spirit he was named Christ — the anointed son of David is not different from wisdom”
(T® qylw mvedpatt xprobeic mpoonyopevdn Xp1otdg — 0 €k AaPid xp1obeig o0k GAAGTPLOG E0TL THG
cogiag) The Bishop supported hisdoctrine by copious proofs from Scripture,® and he a so attacked
the opposite views. He sought to prove that the assumption that Jesus was by nature (¢voet) Son
of God, led to having two gods,* to the destruction of Monotheism;'® he fought openly, with great
energy, against the old expositors, i.e., the Alexandrians,'** and he banished from divine service all
Church psalmsin which the essential divinity of Christ was expressed.'%

Theteaching of Paul was certainly adevel opment of the old doctrine of Hermas and Theodotus,
and the Church Fathers had a right to judge it accordingly; but on the other hand we must not

Svoua, otopyfig EnabAov adtd XapioBév. — (4) Td kpToUueva T@ ASyw TAC pUoEwC oUK Exel Ematvov: Td 8¢ oxéoet @iAiag

KpatoUueva Orepatveital, wid kal tf avtii yvaun kpatovueva, dia wdc kal tfig abthg évepyeiag Pefartovueva, kai TG kat’

£navénoty 00dénote TaLOUEVNG KIVATEWS Kb fiv T® Be® cuva@beig 6 cwTrp oLdETOTE SéxeTan Heptopodv £l Tovg alwvag

ulav adtog kal thv adThv Exwv 0éAnoty kal Evépyelav, del KIVOLEVNY T PavepWoeL TV dyab@v. — (5) Mrj Bavudong 8t

piav uetd Tod 00 thv NGV elyev 6 cwthp* Hotep Yap 1 QoS piay T@Y TOAAGY kol TV adTHV Odpyovsay Qavepoi Ty

ovoiav, oUtwg 1) oX€o1g TAG Aydmng piav: TV TOAAGVY kai TV avTNV épydletat OEAN oV Sid widg kai Tfig avThic pavepovpuévnv

evapeotrioews. Similar details are to be found in Theodorus of Mops.; but the genuineness of what is given here seemsto meto

be guaranteed by the fact that thereis absolutely not aword of an ethical unification of the eternal Son of God (the Logos) with

Jesus. It is God Himself Himself who is thus united with the latter.

Xpn 8¢ yryvokey, we read in the Catena S. Joh., 8t 0 pév MadAog 6 Zay. oUtw @noiv: €dwkev avT® kpiotv motelv, GTi LIOg

GvOpdIOV £oTiV.

Athanas.: ITadAog 6 Zay. Ocdv €k TG TapBEévou opoloyel, Oeov ék Nalapet dpbévta.

Athanas.: ‘Opoloyel ©sdv ék Nalapet dpbévta, kal évtedBev Th¢ Undp&ewg TV dpxnV Eoxnkdta, kal dpxnVv PaciAelag

napetAn@dta, Adyov 8¢ vepydv €€ oVpavoD, kal cogiav év adtd OUoAOYET, TG peV TPoopLop® Tpd aldvwy dvta, Tf d¢ Undpéer

¢k Nalapét dvadery0évra, tva €ig ein, pnotv, 6 émi mdva Oedg 6 mathp. Thereforeit is said in the letter of the six Bishops that

Christ is God from eternity, o0 Tpoyvwoel, GAN’ ovoiq kal UTooTdoeL.

% TpokatayyeAtikGs. See p.41, note 8.

97 Kdtwbev dmotefe®@odat oV kOprov — £ dvBpwmou yeyovéval Tov Xpilotdv @ebv — Jotepov adtdv ék mpokonfig teBeomorfiofat.

9% Vincentius, Commonit. 35 — Athanasius (c. Ariam V. 30) relates that the disciples of Paul appealed to Acts X. 36 in support
of their distinction between the Logos and Jesus: tov Adyov dnéctethev toig vioic TopanA ebayyeAldpevog elprivny 81 ‘Incod
Xpiotod They said that there was a distinction here like that in the O. T. between the word of the Lord and of the prophets.

99 Epiphan. |.c., c. 3; see also the letter of the six Bishopsin Routh, I.c., p. 291.

100 On the supreme interest taken by Paul in the unity of God see p. 42, note 3, Epiph. I.c., ch. I.

101 Fuseb. H. E. VII. 30. 9.

102 Euseb. I.c.,8 10.
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overlook the fact that Paul not only, as regards form, adapted himself more closely to the accepted
terminology, but that he also gave to the ancient type of doctrine, aready heterodox, a philosophical,
an Aristotelian, basis, and treated it ethically and biblically. He undoubtedly learned much from
Origen; but he recognised the worthlessness of the double personality construed by Origen, for he
has deepened the exposition given by the latter of the personality of Christ, and seen that “what is
attained by natureisvoid of merit” (ta kpatoUpeva @ Adyw ti§ PUoEWG 0K Exel Ematvov). Paul’s
expositions of nature and will in the Persons, of the essence and power of love, of the divinity of
Christ, only to be perceived in the work of His ministry, because exclusively contained in unity of
will with God, are ailmost unparalleled in the whole dogmatic literature of the Oriental Churches
in the first three centuries. For, when such passages do occur in Origen, they at once disappear
again in metaphysics, and we do not know the arguments of the Alogi and the Theodotians.*® It is,
above dl, the deliberate rejection of metaphysical speculation which distinguishes Paul; he
substituted for it the study of history and the determination of worth on moral grounds alone, thus
reversing Origen’ smaxim: 6 cwthp oV Kat petovoiav, AAAX kat ovolav €oti Oedg (the Saviour is
God not by communion, but in essence). As he kept his dogmatic theology free from Platonism,
hisdifference with his opponents began in his conception of God. Thelatter described the controversy
very correctly, when they said that Paul “had betrayed the mystery of the Christian faith,”**i.e.,
the mystic conception of God and Christ due to natura philosophy; or® when they complained of
Paul’s denial that the difficulty of maintaining the unity of deity, side by side with a plurality of
persons, was got over smply by making the Father their source. What is that but to admit that Paul
started in his idea of God, not from the substance, but from the person? He here represented the
interests of theism as against the chaotic naturalism of Platonism And in appreciating the character
of Jesus he refused to recognise its uniqueness and divinity in his “nature”; these he found only in
his disposition and the direction of hiswill. Therefore while Christ as a person was never to him
“mere man” (Y1Aog GvBpwmog), yet Christ’s natura endowment he would not recognise as
exceptional. But as Christ had been predestinated by God in a unique manner, so in conformity to
the promises the Spirit and the grace of God rested on him exceptionally; and thus hiswork in his
vocation and hislife, with and in God, had been unique. This view left room for a human life, and
if Paul has, ultimately, used the formula, that Christ had become God, his appeal to Philipp. 11. 9
shows in what sense he understood the words.

103 The three fragments of “Ebion” given by Mai, |.c., p. 68, and strangely held by Hilgenfeld to be genuine (K etzergeschichte, p.
437 £.), seem to me likewise to belong to Paul: at any rate they correspond to his doctrine: ’Ex tfi¢ miepi tpo@nt@v £€nyfiocwg
(1) Kat’ énayysheiav uéyag kal €kAektoc Tpogritng éotiv, lowg pesitng kal vopuodétng Thg kpeittovog S1adrikng yevduevog:
SoTig ExvTdV lepovpyroag UIEP TAvTwY uiav Epavn kai BEANGI kai évépyelav Exwv Tpog TOV Oedv, BéAwV Homep Oedg TavTag
&vBpdmoug cwdfvat kal eig énfyvworv dAndeiag EABeiv thig &1’ avtol t@ kdouw 81’ GV elpydoato pavepwbeiong. — (2) Zxéoet
Yap Th Katd dikatooUvny kal 160w T kata havBpwmniav cuvapbelg Td Oed, 008V Eoxev UepeplopuEvov TpOg TOV Oedv, did
10 plav adtob kai tol Ol yevésBar Thv OEAnoty kal v évépyetav T@V £mi Tff cwtnpig TV dvOpdrwy dyaddv. — (3) El yap
£0éAnoev adToV B£d¢ oTavpwORvaL, kal kKatedé€ato Aéywv. M1 T £udv, GAAX TO 6OV yevésOw BEANua, dfidov 8t1 piav oxev
petd Tod @00 thv BéAnotv kal v patLy, Ekeivo OeAfjoag kal tpaag, Smep £80&e @ Oe®. The second and third fragments
may be by Theodorus of Mops., but hardly the first.

104 |n Euseb. H. E. VII. 30. 10.

105 Epiph. I. c., ch. I11.: TTaBAog o0 Aéyel udvov Oedv 814 o Tnynv eivat tov matépa.
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His opponents, indeed, charged him with sophistically and deceitfully concealing his true
opinion behind phraseswith an orthodox sound. It ispossible, inview of thefact, e.g., that he called
the impersona Logos “Son”, that there is some truth in this; but it is not probable. He was not
understood, or rather he was misunderstood. Many theol ogians at the present day regard the theology
of Hermas as positively Nicene, athough it is hardly a whit more orthodox than that of Paul. If
such a misunderstanding is possible to the scholars of to-day — and Hermas was certainly no
dissembler, — why can Firmilian not have looked on Paul as orthodox for atime? He taught that
there was an eternal Son of God, and that he dwelt in Jesus; he proclaimed the divinity of Christ,
held there were two persons (God and Jesus), and with the Alexandrians rejected Sabellianism. On
this very point, indeed, a sort of concession seems to have been made to him at the Synod. We
know that the Synod expressly censured the term “ouoototog” ' and this was done, Athanasius
conjectures, to meet an objection of Paul. Heis said to have argued as follows: — If Christ is not,
as he taught, essentially human, then he is opoovasiog; with the Father. But if that be true then the
Father is not the ultimate source of the deity, but Being (the ovsia), and thus we have three ovoiat; '
in other words the divinity of the Father is itself derivative, and the Father is of identical origin
with the Son, — “they become brothers’. This can have been an objection made by Paul. The
Aristotelian conception of the ovsia would correspond to his turn of thought, and so would the
circumstance, that the possibility of a subordinate, natural, divinity on the part of the Son is left
out of the question. The Synod again can very well have rejected ouoovotog in the interests of
anti-sabellianism.’® Yet it isjust as possible that, as Hilarius says, the Synod condemned the term
because Paul himself had declared God and the impersonal Logos (the Son) to be 6poovatog, i.e.,
“of the same substance, of one substance.” **® However that may be, whenever Paul’ s view was seen
through, it was at once felt by the mgjority to be in the highest degree heretical. No one was yet
quite clear as to what sort of thing this “naturally — divine” element in Christ was. Even Origen
had taught that he possessed a divinity to which prayer might not be offered.*® But to deny the
divine nature (physis) to the Redeemer, was universally held to be an attack on the Rule of Faith.*'
They correctly perceived the really weak point in Paul’s Christology, his teaching, namely, that
there were actually two Sons of God;'*? Hermas, however, had already preached this, and Paul was
not in earnest about the “ eternal Son”. Y et thiswas only a secondary matter. The crucial difference
had its root in the question as to the divine nature (physis) of the Redeemer.

106 Thiswas awell-known matter at the time of the Arian controversy, and the Semi-Arians, e.g., appealed expressly to the decision
at Ancyra. See Sozomen H. E. IV. 15; Athanas., De Synod. 43 sq.; Basilius, Ep. 52; Hilarius de synodis 81, 86; Routh, 1.c., pp.
360-365. Hefele, Conciliengesch. 1., 2, p. 140 f.: Caspari, Quellen V., p. 170f.

107 Athanas. |.c.; dvdykn tpeis oboiag iva, uiav pév mponyovuévny, g 8¢ §o € Ekaivng.

108 Thisis also the opinion of Basilius (I.c.): #pacav ydp ékeivor (the Bishops assembled against Paul) tf)v to0 époovsiov ewviy
Taplotdv évvolav oboiag Te Kal TV &I adTAG, WoTe Katapeplobeioav TV obolav Tapéxely Tod Opoovsiov TV Tpoonyopiav
101G €ic & dinpédn.

109 Dorner’ s view (l.c. I. p.513) isimpossible because resting on afalse interpretation of the word 6pootetog; Paul held the Father
and Jesus to be 6poovotot in so far as they were persons, and therefore the Synod condemned the term.

110 See De orat. 15, 16.

111 Fuseb. H. E. VII. 30. 6, 16.

112 See Malchion in Leontius (Routh, I.c., p. 312): TTadAog gnotv, ur| 0o éniotacOot viovs: i 8¢ vidg 6 1. Xp. Tod 0D, LidG 8¢ kal
1 co@ia, kai AN v 1] cogia, GANo 8¢ T. Xp., dvo Lpiotavtat viol. See also Ephraem in Photius, biblioth. cod. 229. Farther
the Ep. Il. Felicis I1. papaead Petrum Fullonem.
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Now hereitisof the highest interest to notice how far, in the minds of many Bishopsin Palestine
and Syria, the speculative interpretation of the Rule of Faith had taken the place of that rule itself.
If we compare the letter of Hymenaaus of Jerusalem and hisfive colleagues to Paul with the regula
fidei — not, say, that of Tertullian and Irensaus — but the Rule of Faith with which Origen has
headed his great work: mepi dpx®v then we are astonished at the advance in thetimes. The Bishops
explain at the opening of their letter,** that they desired to expound,” in writing, the faith which
we received from the beginning, and possess, having been transmitted and kept in the Catholic
Church, proclaimed up to our day by the successors of the blessed Apostles, who were both
eye-witnesses and assistants of the Logos, from the law and prophets and the New Testament.”
(&yypapov thv miotiv v €€ dpx¢ mapeAdBouev kai €xopev tapadobeioav kai Tnpovuévny €v T
KaOOAIKT] Kol &yiq EkkAnoiq, UéExpt Thg oruepov NUEPag €k Stadox g o TV pakapiwv ArooTéAwy,
ot kKal avtdmton kai vrnpétal yeydvaot tod Adyov, katayyeAAouévny, €k VOUOU Kal Tpo@nT@V
Kal ti¢ kavi|g drabnknc.) But what they presented as “the faith” and furnished with proofs from
cripture, was the specul ative theology,**# In no other writing can we see the triumph in the sphere
of religion of the theology of philosophy or of Origen, i.e., of Hellenism, so clearly, asinthisletter,
in which philosophical dogmatics are put forward as the faith itself. But further. At the end of the
third century even the baptismal confessions were expanded in the East by the adoption of
propositions borrowed from philosophical theology;'*® or, to put it in another way, — baptismal
confessions apparently now first formulated, wereintroduced in many Oriental communities, which
also now contained the doctrine of the Logos. Since these statements were directed against
Sabellianism as well as against “ Ebionitism”; they will be discussed later on.

With the deposition and removal of Paul the historian’sinterest in his caseis at an end. It was
henceforth no longer possible to gain ahearing, in the great forum of Church life, for aChristology
which did not include the personal pre-existence of the Redeemer: no one was permitted henceforth
to content himself with the elucidation of the divinely-human life of Jesus in his work. It was
necessary to believe in the divine nature (physis) of the Redeemer.'*¢ The smaller and remote

113 See Routh, I.c., p. 289 sq.

114 The niotig ¢€ dpxfic mapaAngOeioa reads (1.c.): “Ot1 6 @edg &yévvnrog, £i¢ dvapxog, &épatog, dvarloiwtog, dv idev 00deig
&vBpwmwv, 008 i8eiv Shvatar o0 Ty §6&av | T uéyeBoc voricat f éEnyricacdat kabBuwc oty &élwg Thc dAnBeiac, dvBpwmivn
@UoeL AvéQikTov: Evvolav O Kal OmwoolV petpiav mept avtod Aafelv, dyanntdv, drokaAvnrovrog tod viod avtol . . . ToiTov
d¢ TOV viov yevvntdv, povoyevij vidy, eikGva tob dopdtov Ocol TuyxdvovTa, TpWTdTOKOV TIdoNG KTioewg cogiav kai Adyov
Kal dovauty Ogo0D, mpod aldvwv Gvta, oL TPoyvwoetl, GAN olola kal ootdoet Oedv O0D VIOV, £V Te Tadoid Kai véq dadrikn
#yvwkdTeg dpodoyodpev kol knpbocouev. 6¢ & &v dvtiudyntot tov vidv Tol Ood Oedv ur) elvar mpd katafoAfc kéopov (8&iv)
ToTeVEV Kal OUOAOYELV, pdokwv dV0 Beolg katayyéAAesbat, £dv 6 LIOG ToD Oe0D Oedg KNpLooNTal TodTov GAASTpIOV TOD
EKKANO100TIKOD Kavdvog youeda, kai ndoat ai kaBoAkal EkkAnoiat supgwvodotv Auiv. The prehistoric history of the Son
is now expounded, and then it goes on: tov 8¢ vidv Tapd Td matpl Fvta OdV UEV Kal KUPLOV TAOV YEVNTAOV AdvTwy, OIto 8¢
100 Tatpog AmootaAévta €€ obpav@dV Kal capkwdévta EvnvBpwrnkévar, didmep kal To €k Tfig TapOEvou oOua xwpfioav Tav
70 TApwpa Tfg BE6TNTOG CWHATIKAG, Tfi BedTnTL dTpéntwg fivwtat kai teBeomointar and at the close: ei 8¢ Xpiotdg Ocol
dOvapig kai @0l cogin mpod aidvwv EoTiv: oUTtw Kal KaboO Xp1oTodg €V Kal TO aTd WV Tfj ovoiq: €l kal td udAota moAAaiq
gmvoiog émvoeitat. See also Hahn, Bibl. d. Symbol. 2 Aufl. § 82.

115 The propositions are undoubtedly asarule phrased biblically, and they are biblical; but they are propositions preferred and edited
by the learned exegesis of the Alexandrian which certainly was extremely closely allied with philosophical speculation.

116 The followers of Paul were no longer looked upon as Christians even at the beginning of the fourth century, and therefore they
were re-baptised. See the 19 Canon of Nicas: Iepi t@v MavAavicdvtwy, eita Tpoo@uydviwy tf kaBoAkf kkAnoiy, 8pog
extédertar avaPantifesdar adtovg E€gnavtog.
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communities were compelled to imitate the attitude of the larger. Y et we know from the circular
letter of Alexander of Alexandria, A.D. 321, that the doctrine of Paul did not by any means pass
away without leaving atrace. Lucian and his famous academy, the alma mater of Arianism, were
inspired by the genius of Paul.*® Lucian — himself perhaps, a native of Samosata— had, during
the incumbency of three Bishops of Antioch, remained, like Theodotus and his party in Rome, at
the head of a school outside of the great Catholic Church.*® In his teaching, and in that of Arius,
the foundation laid by Paul is unmistakable.*?* But Lucian has falsified the fundamental thought of
Paul in yielding to the assumption of a Logos, though a very subordinate and created L ogos, and
in putting this in the place of the man Jesus, while his disciples, the Arians, have, in the view
sketched by them of the person of Christ, been unable to retain the features Paul ascribed to it;
though they al so have emphasi sed the importance of thewill in Christ. We must conclude, however,
that Arianism, as a whole, is nothing but a compromise between the Adoptian and the Logos
Christology, which proves that after the close of the 3rd century, no Christology was possible in
the Church which failed to recognise the personal pre-existence of Christ.

Photinus approximated to Paul of Samosatain the fourth century. Aboveall, however, the great
theologians of Antioch occupied a position by no means remote from him; for the presupposition
of the personal Logos Homousiosin Christ, which they as Church theol ogians had to accept simply,
could be combined much better with the thought of Paul, than the Arian assumption of a subordinate
god, with attributes half-human, half-divine. So aso the arguments of Theodore of Mopsuestia as
to therelation of the Logos and the man Jesus, asto nature, will, disposition, etc., are here and there
verbally identical with those of Paul; and his opponents, especially Leontius,*** were not so far
wrong in charging Theodore with teaching like Paul.*?? Paul was in fact condemned a second time
in the great scholars of Antioch, and — strangely — his name was once more mentioned, and for
the third time, in the Monothelite controversy. In this case his statements as to the one will (uia
BéAnoic sc. of God and Jesus) were shamefully misused, in order to show to the opposition that
their doctrine had been already condemned in the person of the arch-heretic.

117 Theodoret H. E. I. 4.

118 See my article “Lucian” in Herzog's R.E. 2 Aufl., Bd. VIII., p. 767 ff.

119 See Theodoret 1.c.: adtol yap O=odiSaktot £6Té, 00k dyvooDvteg 8Tt 1] #vayxog émavactdoa Tf] ékkAnotaotiki] eboefela
ddaokaAia ERiwvdg éott kal Aptepd, kai {fiAog Tod kat Avtidxetav [TavAov tol Zaposatéws, cuvody Kal Kploel TV amavtayod
EMOKOTIWV GITOKNPLXOEVTOG TG EkkANoing — v Sradelduevog AoUKIAVOG ATTOGUVAEYWYOG EUELVE TPLOV EMOKOTWY TIOAVETEIG
Xpévoug — v th¢ doefelac Ty Tpdya Eppognrdteg (scil. Arian and his companions) viv fuiv 1o 'EE o0k Svtwv éne@inoav,
TA EKEIVWV KEKPUUHEVA LOOXEDUATA.

120 See esp. Athanas. c. Arian I. 5. “ Arius says that there are two wisdoms, one which is the true one and at the same time existsin
God; through thisthe Son arose and by participationin it hewas simply named Word and Wisdom; for wisdom, he says, originated
through wisdom according to the will of the wise God. Then he also saysthat there is another Word apart from the Son in God,
and through participation therein the Son himself has been again named graciously Word and Son.” This s the doctrine of Paul
of Samos., taken over by Arius from Lucian. On the distinction see above.

121 See in Routh, |.c., p. 347 sg.

122 See the careful and comprehensive collection of the arguments of Theodore in reference to christology, in Swete, Theodori
Episcopi Mopsuesteni in epp. B. Pauli Commentarii, Vol. 11. (1882), pp. 289-339.
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We possess, however, another ancient source of information, of the beginning of the 4th century,
the Acta Archelai.’? This shows us that at the extreme eastern boundary of Christendom there
persisted even among Catholic clerics, if we may use here the word Catholic, Christological
conceptions which had remained unaffected by Alexandrian theology, and must be classed with
Adoptianism. The author’s exposition of Christ consists, so far as we can judge, in the doctrine of
Paul of Samosata.’** Here we are shown clearly that the Logos Christology had, at the beginning
of the 4th century, not yet passed beyond the borders of the Christendom comprehended in the
Roman Empire.

3. Expulsion of Modalistic Monarchianism.

(a). TheModalistic Monar chiansin AsaMinor and in theWest: Noétus, Epigonus, Cleomenes,
Aeschines, Praxeas, Victorinus (Victor), Zephyrinus, Sabellius, Callistus.'®

123 We have to compare also the treatises of Aphraates, written shortly before the middle of the 4th century. He adheres to the
designation of Christ asLogosaccording to John|. 1; but itisvery striking that in our Persian author thereis not even the slightest
allusion in which one could perceive an echo of the Arian controversies (Bickell, Ausgewéhlte Schriften der syr. Kirchenvater
1874, p. 15). Seetract 1, “On faith”, and 17, “Proof that Christ is the Son of God.”

124 On the origin of the Acta Archelai see my Texte und Unters. I. 3, 137 ff. The principal passages are to be found in ch. 49 and
50. In these the Churchman disputes the view of Mani, that Jesus was a spirit, the eternal Son of God, perfect by nature. “Dic
mihi, super quem spiritus sanctus sicut columba descendit? Si perfectus erat, si filius erat, si virtus erat, non poterat spiritus
ingredi, sicut nec regnum potest ingredi intra regnum. Cuius autem ei caditus emissa vox testimonium detulit dicens: Hic est
filius meus dilectus, in quo bene complacui? Dic age nihil remoreris, quisille est, qui parat hasc omnia, qui agit universa?
Responde itane blasphemiam pro ratione impudenter allegas, et inferre conaris?’ The following Christology is put in the lips of
Mani: “Mihi pium videtur dicere, quod nihil eguerit filius dei in eo quod adventus eius procuratur ad terras, neque opus habuerit
columba, negue baptismate, neque matre, neque fratribus.” On the other hand Mani saysin reference to the Church views: “Si
enim hominem eum tantummodo ex Maria esse dicis et in baptismate spiritum percepisse, ergo per profectum filius videbitur
et non per naturam. Si tamen tibi concedam dicere, secundum profectum esse filium quasi hominem factum, hominem vere esse
opinaris, id est, qui caro et sanguis sit?’ In what follows Archelaus says: “Quomodo poterit vera columba verum hominem
ingredi atque in eo permanere, caro enim carnem ingredi non potest? sed magis si lesum hominem verum confiteamur, eum
vero, qui dicitur, sicut columba, Spiritum Sanctum, salva est nobisratio in utrague. Spiritus enim secundum rectam rationem
habitat in homine, et descendit et permanet et competenter hoc et factum est et fit semper . . . Descendit spiritus super hominem
dignumse. . . Poterat dominusin cedo positus facere queevoluerat, si spiritum eum esse et non hominem dices. Sed non itaest,
guoniam exinanivit semetipsum formam servi accipiens. Dico autem de eo, qui ex Maria factus est homo. Quid enim? non
poteramus et nos multo facilius et lautius ista narrare? sed absit, ut a veritate declinemus iota unum aut unum apicem. Est enim
qui de Marianatus est filius, qui totum hoc quod magnum est, voluit perferre certamen lesus. Hic est Christus dei, qui descendit
super eum, qui de Maria est . . . Statim (post baptismum) in desertum a Spiritu ductus est |esus, quem cum diabolus ignoraret,
dicebat ei: S filius est dei. Ignorabat autem propter quid genuisset filium dei (scil. Spiritus), qui praadicabat regnum cadorum,
quod erat habitaculum magnum, nec ab ullo alio parari potuisset; unde et affixus cruci cum resurrexisset ab inferis, assumptus
estilluc, ubi Christusfilius dei regnabat . . . Sicut enim Paracleti pondus nullus alius valuit sustinere nisi soli discipuli et Paulus
beatus, ita etiam spiritum, qui de cadis descenderat, per quem vox paterna testatur dicens: Hic est filius meus dilectus, nullus
alius portare praavaluit, nisi qui ex Maria natus est super omnes sanctos lesus.” It is noteworthy that the author (in ch. 37) ranks
Sabellius as a heretic with Vaentinus, Marcion, and Tatian.

125 Déllinger, Hippolytus und Kallistus, 1853. Volkmar, Hippolyt. und die rém. Zeitgenossen, 1855. Hagemann, Die rémische
Kirche, 1864. Langen, Gesch. d. rémischen Kirche ., p. 192 ff. Numerous monographs on Hippolytus and the origin of the
Philosophumena, as also on the authorities for the history of the early heretics, come in here. See also Caspari, Quellen 11, wv.
II. The authorites are for Noétus, the Syntagma of Hippolytus (Epiph., Philaster, Pseudo-Tertull.), and his great work against
Monarchianism, of which the so-called ‘OiAia ‘InmoAvtov €ig thv aipectv Norjtov tivég (Lagarde, Hippol. quaeferuntur, p. 43
sg.) may with extreme probability be held to be the conclusion. Both these works have been made use of by Epiph. H. 57. [When
Epiph. (I.c. ch. 1) remarks that “Noétus appeared + 130 years ago”, it isto beinferred that he fixed the date from his authority,

46

Adolf Harnack


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.John.1.xml#John.1.1

History of Dogma - Volume Il

The really dangerous opponent of the Logos Christology in the period between A.D. 180 and
300 was not Adoptianism, but the doctrine which saw the deity himself incarnate in Christ, and
conceived Christ to be God in a human body, the Father become flesh. Against this view the great
Doctorsof the Church— Tertullian, Origen, Novatian, but aboveall, Hippolytus— had principally
to fight. Its defenders were called by Tertullian “Monarchiani”, and, not altogether correctly,
“Patripassiani” which afterwards became the usual namesin the West (see e.g., Cypr., Ep. 73. 4).
In the East they were all designated, after the famous head of the school, “Sabelliani” from the
second half of thethird century; yet the name of “Patripassiani” was not quite unknown there al so.'%
Hippolytus tells us in the Philosophumena, that at that time the Monarchian controversy agitated
the whole Church,*?” and Tertullian and Origen testified, that in their day the “economic” trinity,
and the technical application of the conception of the Logos to Christ, were regarded by the mass
of Christians with suspicion.'? Modalism, as we now know from the Philosoph., was for amost a
generation the official theory in Rome. That it was not an absolute novelty can be proved;** but it

the anti-monarchian work of Hippolytus. For the latter he must have had a date, which he believed he could simply transfer to
the period of Noétus, since Noétusis described in the book as o0 1tpd ToAAoD xpdvou yevduevog. But in that case his source was
written about A.D. 230-240, i.e., dmost at the same time as the so-called Little Labyrinth. It is a so possible, however, that the
above date refers to the excommunication of Noétus. In that case the work which has recorded this event, can have been written
at the earliest in the fourth decade of the fourth century]. Most of the later accounts refer to that of Epiph. An independent one
isthe section Philos. IX. 7 sq. (X. 27; on this Theodoret is dependent H. F. I11. 3). For Epigonus and Cleomenes we have Philos.
I1X. 7,10, 11, X. 27; Theodoret H. F. 11I. 3. For ZAschines: Pseudo-Tertull. 26; Philos. VI1II. 19, X. 26; for Praxeas: Tertull. adv.
Prax., Pseudo-Tertull. 30. The later Latin writers against heretics are at this point al dependent on Tertullian; yet see Optat., de
schism. |. 9. Lipsiushastried to prove that Tertullian has used “ Hippolytus against No&tus” in hiswork adv. Prax. (Quellen-kritik,
p. 43; Ketzergeschichte, p. 183 f.; Jahrbuch fur deutsche Theologie, 1868, p. 704); but the attempt is not successful (see Ztschr.
f. d. hist. Theol., 1874, p. 200 f.). For Victorinus we have Pseudo-Tertull. 30. For Zephyrinus and Callistus: Philos. IX. 11 sg.
Origen has also had Roman Monarchiansin view in many of the argumentsin hiscommentaries. On Origen’ sresidencein Rome
and hisrelations with Hippolytus, see Euseb. H. E. V1. 14; Jerome, De vir. inl. 61; Photius Cod. 121; on his condemnation at
Rome, see Jerome Ep. 33, ch. 4.

126 Orig. in Titum, Lomm. V., p. 287 “. . . sicut et illos, qui superstitiose magis quam religiose, uti ne videantur duos deos dicere,
neque rursum negare salvatoris deitatem, unam eandemque substantiam patris ac filii asseverant, id est, duo quidem nomina
secundum diversitatem causarum recipientes, unam tamen vrdotaocty subsistere, id est, unam personam duobus nominibus
subiacentem, qui latine Patripassiani appellantur.” Athanas., de synod. 7 after the formula Antioch. macrostich.

127 | X. 6: uéyiotov tdpayov katd Tdvta TOV kdouov év ot Toi¢ Totoic éupdAlovaty.

128 Ad. Prax. 3: Simplices quique, ne dixerim imprudentes et idiotag quaemaior semper pars credentium est, quoniam et ipsaregula
fidei apluribus diis sseculi ad unicum et verum deum transfert, non intelligentes unicum quidem, sed cum sua oikovopia esse
credendum, expavescunt ad oikovopia . . . Itague duos et tresiam iactitant anobis praedicari, se vero uniusdei cultores praesumunt,
... monarchiam inquiunt tenemus.” Orig., in Joh. II 3. Lomm. |. p. 95: “Etepot 8¢ o1 undev €iddteg, €l pn Incodv Xpiotov Kai
TODTOV 0TaVPWVEVOV, TOV YEVSUEVOY 6dpka Adyov TO v vopioavTeg eival Tod Adyou, Xp1oTdV KaTd odpka LEVOV Y1yVGoKOUal
to1o0ToV 8¢ £0T1 TO MATBOG TOV Temotevkéval vout(ouévwy. Origen has elsewhere distinguished four gradesin religion: (1)
those who worship idols, (2) those who worship angelic powers, (3) these to whom Christ is the entire God, (4) those whose
thoughts rise to the unchangeable deity. Clement (Strom. V1. 10) had already related that there were Christians who, in their
dread of heresy, demanded that everything should be abandoned as superfluous and alien, which did not tend directly to blessedness.

129 See above (Val. 1., p. 195) where reference is made, on the one hand, to the Modalism reflected in Gnostic and Enkratitic circles
(Gosp. of the Egypt., and Acta Lenc., Simoniansin Iren. |. 231); on the other, to the Church formulas phrased, or capable of
being interpreted, modalistically (seell. Ep. of Clement, Ign. ad Ephes., Melito [Syr. Fragments]; and in addition, passages
which speak of God having suffered, died, etc.). It isinstructive to notice that the development in Marcionite Churches and
Montanist communities moved parallel to that in the great Church. Marcion himself, being no dogmatist, did not take any interest
inthe question of therelation of Christ to the higher God. Thereforeit isnot right to reckon him among the Modalists, as Neander
has done (Gnost. Syxteme, p. 294, Kirchengesch. |. 2. p. 796). But it is certain that later Marcionites in the West taught
Patripassianism (Ambros. defide V. 13. 162, T. Il., p. 579; Ambrosiaster ad I. Cor. I1. 2, T. Il., App. p. 117). Marcionites and
Sabellians were therefore at a later date not seldom classed together. Among the Montanists at Rome there were, about A.D.
200, aModalistic party and one that taught like Hippolytus; at the head of the former stood Aschines, at the head of the latter
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isvery probable, on the other hand, that a M odalistic doctrine, which sought to exclude every other,

N only existed from the end of the second century. It was in opposition to Gnosticism that the first
effort was made to fix theol ogically the formulas of anaive Modalism, and that these were used to
confront the Logos Christology in order (1) to avert Ditheism, (2) to maintain the complete divinity

of Christ, and (3) to prevent the attacks of Gnosticism. An attempt was also made, however, to
prove Modalism by exegesis. That is equivalent to saying that this form of doctrine, which was
embraced by the great majority of Christians,** was supported by scientific authorities, from the

end of the second century. But it can be shown without difficulty, how hurtful any contact with
theology could not fail to be to the naive conception of the incarnation of the deity in Christ, and

we may say that it was all over with it — though of course the death-struggle lasted long — when

it found itself compelled to attack others or to defend itself. When it required to clothe itself in a

cloak manufactured by a scientific theology, and to reflect on the idea of God, it belied its own
nature, and lost its raison d'étre. What it still retained was completely distorted by its opponents.
Hippolytus has in the Philosophumena represented the doctrine of Noétus to have been borrowed

from Heraclitus. That is, of course, an exaggeration. But once we grasp the whole problem

N “philosophically and scientifically” — and it was so understood even by some scientific defenders
of Monarchianism — then it undoubtedly resembles strikingly the controversy regarding the idea
of God between the genuine Stoics and the Platonists. As the latter set the transcendent, apathetic

God of Plato above the Aéyog-6ed¢ of Heraclitus and the Stoics, so Origen, e.g., has charged the
Monarchians especially with stopping short at the God manifest, and at work, in theworld, instead

of advancing to the “ultimate” God, and thus apprehending the deity “economically”. Nor can it
surprise usthat Modalistic Monarchianism, after some of its representatives had actually summoned
science, i.e., the Stoa, to their assistance, moved in the direction of a pantheistic conception of God.

But this does not seem to have happened at the outset, or to the extent assumed by the opponents

of the school. Not to speak of its uncultured adherents, the earliest literary defenders of Modalism

were markedly monotheistic, and had areal interest in Biblical Christianity. It marks the character

of the opposition, however, that they at once scented the God of Heraclitus and Zeno — a proof of

Proculus. Of the followers of ZEschines, Hippolytus says (Philos. X. 26) that their doctrine was that of Nogtus: a0tov ivan vidv
Kal atépa, Opatov Kal dépatov; yevvntov Kai &yévvnrov, Bvntdv kal d0davartov. Itisrather anidle question whether Montanus
himself and the prophetic women taught Modalism. They certainly used formulas which had a Modalistic sound; but they had
also others which could afterwards be interpreted and could not but be interpreted “economically”. In the Test. of the XI1.
Patriarchs many passagesthat, in the Jewish original, spoke of Jehovah's appearance among his people must now have received
a Christian impress from their Christian editor. It isremarkable that, living in the third century, he did not scruple to do this, see
Simeon 6: 81 6 kUpLog 6 O£dG Péyag ToD TopanA, @arvéuevog el yiig wg GvBpdnog kal 6wV &v avT® oV ASdY . . . §T1 0 Oe0g
o@ua AaPwv kai cuvesbiwv dvOpwnolg Eowoev avbpwmoug; Levi 5, Jud. 22, Issachar. 7: £xovteg ped’ Eaut@v tov Odv To0
obpavod, supmopevSpevoV Toig avBpwmolg: Zebul. 9: SPeabe Oeodv v oxfpatt GvOphmov; Dan. 5; Naphth. 8: 6¢broetal Oeog
KATOIK®V &v &vBpwmotg émt TA¢ YAG: Asher 7: wg ol 6 Biotog émokéyntal Thv YAV, kai adToc A8V ¢ &vOpwTog LeTd
avBpwnwv éodiwv kai tivwv; Benjamin 10. Very different Christologies, however, can be exemplified from the Testaments. It
isnot certain what sort of party Philaster (H. 51) meant (Lipsius Ketzergesch., p. 99 f.). In the third century Modalism assumed
various forms, among which the conception of aformal transformation of God into man, and areal transition of the oneinto the
other, is noteworthy. An exclusive Modalistic doctrine first existed in the Church after the fight with Gnosticism.

130 Tertull. I.c. and ch. 1.: “simplicitas doctrinag’, ch. 9, Epiphan. H. 62. 2 dpeAectator /| dképatot. Philos. IX. 7, 11: Zepupivog
1dwtng kal dypdppatog, I.c. ch. 6: duabeis.

48


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Judg..xml#Judg..
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Dan..xml#Dan..

History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

56

57

how deeply they themselves were involved in Neo-platonic theology.*** As it wasin Asia Minor
that Adoptianism first entered into conflict with the Logos Christology, so the Church of Asia
Minor seems to have been the scene of the first Modalistic controversy, whilein both cases natives
of that country transferred the dispute to Rome.

It is possible that Noétus was not excommunicated till about A.D. 230, and, even if we cannot
now discover his date more accurately, it seems to be certain that he first excited attention as a
Monarchian, and probably in the last twenty years of the second century. This was perhaps in
Smyrna,** his native place, perhaps in Ephesus.** He was excommunicated in Asia Minor, only

131 That the scientific defenders of Modalism adopted the Stoic method — just as the Theodotians had the Aristotelian (see above)
— isevident, and Hippolytus was therefore so far correct in connecting Noétus with Heraclitas, i.e., with the father of the Stoa.
To Hagemann belongs the merit (Rom. Kirche, pp. 354-371) of having demonstrated the traces of Stoic Logic and Metaphysics
in the few and imperfectly transmitted tenets of the Modalists. (See here Hatch, The influence etc., p. 19 f. on the cUndoyev
and the substantial unity of Yuyr} and s®pa). We can still recognise, especially from Novatian’ srefutation, the syllogistic method
of the Modalists, which rested on nominalist, i.e., Stoic, logic. See, e.g., the proposition: “Si unus deus Christus, Christus autem
deus, pater est Christus, quia unus deus; si non pater sit Christus, dum et deusfilius Christus, duo dii contra scripturas introducti
videantur.” But those utterancesin which contradictory attributes, such as visible-invisible etc., are ascribed to God, could be
excellently supported by the Stoic system of categories. That system distinguished {d1a (oVoia, Urokeipevov) from cuufefnkdra,
or more accurately (1) vnokeipeva (substrata, subjects of judgment); (2) mowd (qualitatives); (3) mwg Exovra (definite modifications)
and (4) npdg T g Exovta (relative modifications). Nos. 2-4 form the qualities of the idea as a cuykexvouévov; but 2 and 3
belong to the conceptual sphere of the subject itself, while 4 embraces the variable relation of the subject to other subjects. The
designations Father and Son, visible and invisible etc., must be conceived as such relative, accidental, attributes. The same
subject can in one relation be Father, in another Son, or, according to circumstances, be visible or invisible. One sees that this
logical method could be utilised excellently to prove the simple unreasoned propositions of the old Modalism. There are many
traces to show that the system was applied in the schools of Epigonus and Cleomenes, and it is with schools we have here to
deal. Thus, e.g., we have the accusation which, time and again, Origen made against the Monarchians, that they only assume
one Unokeluévov, and combine Father and Son indiscriminately as modes in which it is manifested. (Hagemann refers to Orig.
on Matt. XV1. 14: oi suyxéovteg matpdg kai viod Evvorav; and on John X. 21: cuyxeduevor €v T@ mepl matpdg Kal viod Témy
— but cuyyxéerv isthe Stoic term). The proposition is also Stoic that while the one vrokewuévov is capable of being divided
(Srapeiv), itisonly subjectively, in our conceptionsof it (tfj émvoia udvn), so that merely dvépara not differenceska®’ vndotacty,
result. Further, the conception of the Logos as amere sound is verbally that of the Stoics, who defined the pwvr (Adyog) asdanp
nenAnyuévog f t0 (dov aiobntov dxofic. Tertullian adv. Prax.7; “quid est enim, dices, sermo nisi vox et sonus oris et sicut
grammatici tradunt, aér offensus, intelligibilis auditu, ceterum vacuum nescio quid et inane et incorporale?’ Hippolyt., Philos.
X. 33: @ed¢ Adyov amoyevvd, o0 Adyov wg ewviiv. Novatian, detrinit. 31: “sermo filius natus est, qui non in sono percussi &ris
aut tono coacteede visceribus vocis accipitur.” The application of Nominalist Logic and Stoic Methaphysics to theology was
discredited in the controversy with the Modalists under the names of “godless science”, or “the science of the unbelievers’, just
as much as Aristotelian philosophy had been in the fight with the Adoptians. Therefore, even as early as about A.D. 250, one of
the most rancorous chargeslevelled at Novatian by his enemieswasthat hewasafollower of another, i.e., of the Stoic, philosophy
(Cornelius ap. Euseb. H. E. V1. 43. 16; Cypr. Ep. 55. 24, 60. 3). Novatian incurred this reproach because he opposed the
Monarchians with their own, i.e., the syllogistic, method, and because he had maintained, as was alleged, imitating the Stoics,
“omnia peccata paria esse.” Now if the philosophy of Adoptian scholars was Aristotelian, and that of Modalistic scholars was
Stoic, so the philosophy of Tatian, Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Origen, in reference to the One and Many, and thereal evolutions
(uepiopde) of the one to the many is unmistakably Platonic. Hagemann (1.c. pp. 182-206) has shown the extent to which the
expositions of Plotinus (or Porphyry) coincidein contents and form, method and expression — see especially the conception of
Hypostasis (substance) in Plotinus — with those of the Christian theol ogians mentioned, among whom we have to include
Valentinus. (See also Hipler in the str. Vierteljahrsschr. f. Kath. Theol. 1869, p. 161 ff., quoted after Losche, Ztschr. f. wiss.
Theol. 1884, p. 259). When the L ogos Christol ogy triumphed completely in the Church at the end of the third century, Neoplatonism
also triumphed over Aristotelianism and Stoicism in ecclesiastical science, and it was only in the West that theologians, like
Arnaobius, were tolerated who in their pursuit of Christian knowledge rejected Platonism.

132 Hippol. c. Noét. 1., Philos. IX. 7.

133 Epiph. I.c., ch. I.

49


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.16.xml#Matt.16.14
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.John.10.xml#John.10.21
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph..xml#Eph..

History of Dogma - Volume Il

58

after the whole controversy had, comparatively speaking, cometo aclosein Rome.** Thisexplains
why Hippolytus has mentioned him last in his great work against the Monarchians, while in the
Philosoph. he describes him as the originator (IX. 6: &pxnydv) of the heresy.’> A disciple of his,
Epigonus, came to Rome in the time of Zephyrinus, or shortly before (+ 200), and is said to have
there diffused the teaching of his master, and to have formed a separate party of Patripassians. At
first Cleomenes, the disciple of Epigonus, was regarded as the head of the sect, and then, from c.
A.D. 215, Sabellius. Against these there appeared, in the Roman Church, especially the presbyter
Hippolytus, who sought to prove that the doctrine promul gated by them was arevolutionary error.
But the sympathies of the vast majority of the Roman Christians, so far asthey could take any part
in the dispute, were on the side of the Monarchians, and even among the clergy only a minority
supported Hippolytus. The “uneducated” Bishop Zephyrine, advised by the prudent Callistus, was
himself disposed, like Victor, his predecessor (see under), to the Modalistic views; but his main
effort seems to have been to calm the contending parties, and at any cost to avoid anew schismin
the Roman Church, already sadly split up. After hisdeath the same policy was continued by Callistus
(217-222), now raised to the Bishopric. But asthe schools now attacked each other more violently,
and an agreement was past hoping for, the Bishop determined to excommunicate both Sabellius
and Hippolytus, the two heads of the contending factions.**® The Christological formula, which
Callistus himself composed, was meant to satisfy the less passionate adherents of both parties, and
thisit did, so far as we may conjecture. The small party of Hippolytus “the true Catholic Church”,
held itsground in Romefor only about fifteen years, that of Sabellius probably longer. The formula
of Callistus was the bridge, on which the Roman Christians, who were originally favourable to
Monarchianism, passed over to the recognition of the Logos Christology, following the trend of
the times, and the science of the Church. This doctrine must have already been the dominant theory
in Romewhen Novatian wrote hiswork De Trinitate, and from that date it was never ousted thence.

134 According to Hippol. c. Noét. I., he was not condemned after the first trial, but only at the close of a second, — a proof of the
uncertainty that still prevailed. It isimpossible now to discover what ground there was for the statement that Noétus gave himsel f
out to be Moses, and his brother to be Aaron.

135 The fact that Noétus was able to live for yearsin AsiaMinor undisturbed, has evidently led Theodoret into the mistake that he
was alater Monarchian who only appeared after Epigonus and Cleomenes. For the rest, Hippolytus used the name of Noétusin
his attack on him, simply as a symbol under which to oppose later Monarchians (see Ztschr. f. d. hist. Theol. 1874, p. 201); this
isat once clear from ch. 2.

136 Philos. 1X. 12: 06twg 6 KdAMoTog ueTd TV 10D ZE@upivou teAeutiv vouilwv TeTuynkévat ob 0npato, Tov ZaféAiov dréwoev
¢ | @povolivta opO®g, dedoikwg Epe kai vopilwv obtw dOvacdat drotpipacdar thv mpog Tag EkkAnoiag katnyopiav, MG un
dAAotpiwg povav. Hippolytus, whose treatment of Sabelliusisrespectful, compared with hisattitude to Callistus, saysnothing
of his own excommunication; it is therefore possible that he and his small faction had already separated from Callistus, and for
their part had put him under the ban. This cannot have happened under Zephyrine, asis shown directly by Philos. IX. 11, and
all we can infer from ch. 7 is that the party of Hippolytus had ceased to recognise even Zephyrine as Bishop; so correctly
Déllinger, I.c., p. 101 f., 223 f., adifferent view in Lipsius, Ketzergeschichte, p. 150. The situation was doubtless this: Epigonus
and Cleomenes had founded areal school (818agkaAeiov) inthe Roman Church, perhapsin opposition to that of the Theodotians,
and this school was protected by the Roman bishops. (s. Philos. 1X. 7: Zegupivog [td képdet tpooepopéve teldduevog]
oUVEXWPEL TOTG TTpootolot TQ KAeopével pabnredesdat. . . Tovtwv katd Stadoxrv diéueive to SidaokaAeiov kpatuvipevov Kai
gnad€ov d1d td cuvaipeoshar adtoig TOV Zegupivov kai tov KaAAiotov). Hippolytus attacked the orthodoxy and Church character
of the school, which possessed the sympathy of the Roman community, and he succeeded, after Sabellius had become its head,
in getting Callistus to expel the new leader from the Church. But he himself was likewise excommunicated on account of his
Christology, his “rigourism” and his passionate agitations. At the moment the community of Callistus was no longer to him a
Catholic Church, but a S13ackaleiov (see Philos. IX. 12, p 458, 1; p. 462, 42).
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It had been established in the Capital by a politician, who, for his own part, and so far as he took
any interest at all in dogmatics, had been more inclined to the Modalistic theory.**

The scantiness of our sources for the history of Monarchianism in Rome, — not to speak of
other cities — in spite of the discovery of the Philosophumena, is shown most clearly by the
circumstance that Tertullian has not mentioned the names of Noétus, Epigonus, Cleomenes, or
Callistus; on the other hand, he has introduced a Roman Monarchian, Praxeas, whose name is not
mentioned by Hippolytusin any of his numerous controversial writings. This fact has seemed so
remarkable that very hazardous hypotheses have been set up to explainiit. It has been thought that
“Praxeas’ is a nickname (= tradesman), and that by it we ought really to understand Nogtus,
Epigonus,** or Callistus.**® The correct view isto befound in Déllinger'*t and Lipsius.**? Praxeas**®
had come to Rome before Epigonus, at a date anterior to the earliest of Hippolytus personal
recollections, accordingly about contemporaneously with Theodotus, or alittle earlier, while Victor
was Bishop; according to Lipsius, and thisis probable, even during the episcopate of Eleutherus.**
He probably resided only a short time in Rome, where he met with no opposition; and he founded
no school in the city. When, twenty years afterwards, the controversy was at its height in Rome
and Carthage, and Tertullian found himself compelled to enter the lists against Patripassianism,
the name of Praxeas was amost forgotten. Tertullian, however, laid hold of him because Praxeas
had been thefirst to raise adiscussion in Carthage al so, and because he had an antipathy to Praxeas
who was a decided anti-montanist. In his attack, Tertullian has, however, reviewed the historical
circumstances of about theyear A.D. 210, when hiswork Adv. Prax. waswritten; nay, he manifestly
alludesto the Roman Monarchians, i.e., to Zephyrinus and those protected by him. Thisobservation
contains what truth there is in the hypothesis that Praxeas is only a name for another well-known
Roman Monarchian.

Praxeas was a confessor of Asia Minor, and the first to bring the dispute as to the Logos
Christology to Rome.**> At the same time he brought from his birth-place a resolute zeal against
the new prophecy. We are here, again, reminded of thefaction of Alogi of AsiaMinor who combined
with the rejection of the Logos Christology an aversion from Montanism; cf. aso the Roman
presbyter Caius. Not only did his efforts meet with no opposition in Rome, but Praxeas induced

137 The attempt has been made in the above to separate the historical kernel from the biassed description of Hippolytusin the Philos.
His account is reproduced most correctly by Caspari (Quellen 111., p. 325 ff.). Hippolytus has not disguised the fact that the
Bishops had the great mass of the Roman community on their side (IX. 11), but he has everywhere scented hypocrisy, intrigues
and subserviency, whereit isevident to the present day that the Bishops desired to protect the Church from the rabies theologorum.
In so doing, they only did what their office demanded, and acted in the spirit of their predecessors, in whose days the acceptance
of the brief and broad Church confession was a one decisive, while beyond that freedom ruled. It is also evident that Hippolytus
considered Zephyrine and the rest a set of ignorant beings (idiotes), because they would not accede to the new science and the
“economic” conception of God.

138 According to Pseudo-Tertull. 30, where in fact the name of Praxeas is substituted for Noétus.

139 De Rossi, Bullet. 1866, p. 170.

140 3o, e.g., Hagemann, I.c., p. 234 f., and similarly at an earlier date, Semler.

11 .c,p. 198.

142 Jahrb. f. deutsche Theologie, 1868, H. 4.

143 The name has undoubtedly not been shown elsewhere up till now.

144 Chronal. d. rém. Bischéfe, p. 173 f.

145 Adv. Prax.: Iste primus ex Asia hoc genus perversitatis intulit Romam, homo et aias inquietus, insuper de iactatione martyrii
inflatus ob solum et simplex et breve carceris taadium.
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the Bishop, by giving him information as to the new prophets and their communities in Asia, to
recall the litteraepacis, which he had already sent them, and to aid in expelling the Paraclete.** I
this Bishop was Eleutherus, and that is probable from Euseb. H. E. V. 4, then we have four Roman
Bishops in succession who declared themselves in favour of the Modalistic Christology, viz.,
Eleutherus, Victor, Zephyrine, and Callistus; for we learn from PseudoTertullian that Victor took
the part of Praxeas.**” But it is aso possible that Victor was the Bishop whom Tertullian (Adv.
Prax.) was thinking of, and in that case Eleutherus has no place here. It isat all events certain that
when Dynamistic Monarchianism was proscribed by Victor, it was expelled not by a defender of
the Logos Christology, but in the interests of aModalistic Christology. The labours of Praxeas did
not yet bring about a controversy in Rome with the Logos Doctrine; he was merely the forerunner
of Epigonus and Cleomenesthere. From Rome he betook himself to Carthage,** and strove against
the assumption of any distinction between God and Christ. But he wasresisted by Tertullian, who,
at that time, still belonged to the Catholic Church, and he was silenced, and even compelled to
make a written recantation. With this ended the first phase of the dispute.**® The name of Praxeas
does not again occur. But it was only several years afterwards that the controversy became really
acute in Rome and Carthage, and caused Tertullian to write his polemical work.** Of the final
stages of Monarchianism in Carthage and Africawe know nothing certain. Y et see under.

It isnot possible, from the state of our sources, to give acompl ete and homogeneous description
of the doctrine of the older Modalistic Monarchianism. But the sources are not alone to blame for
this. As soon as the thought that God Himself was incarnate in Christ had to be construed
theologically, very various attempts could not fail to result. These could lead, and so far did lead,
on the one hand, to hazardous conceptions involving transformation, and, on the other, almost to
the border of Adoptianism; for, as soon as the indwelling of the deity of the Father (deitas patris)
in Jesus was not grasped in the strict sense as an incarnation, as soon as the element that in Jesus
constituted his personality was not exclusively perceived in the deity of the Father, these Christians
were treading the ground of the Artemonite heresy. Hippolytus also charged Callistus with wavering
between Sabellius and Theodotus,*** and in hiswork against Noétus he alludes (ch. 111.) to acertain
affinity between the latter and the leather-worker. In the writings of Origen, moreover, several
passages occur, regarding which it will always be uncertain whether they refer to Modalists or

146 |_.c.: Ita duo negotia diaboli Praxeas Romaeprocuravit, prophetiam expulit et haaesim intulit, paracletum fugavit et patrem
crucifixit.

147 Pseudo-Tertull.: Praxeas quidem haaresim introduxit quam Victorinus corroborare curavit. This Victorinusis rightly held by
most scholars to be Bishop Victor; (1) thereis the name (on Victor = Victorinus, see Langen | c., p. 196; Caspari, Quellen I11.,
p. 323, n. 102); (2) the date; (3) the expression “curavit” which points to a high position, and is exactly paralleled by the
cuvaipesdat used by Hippolytusin referring to Zephyrine and Callistus (see p. 58, note 1); lastly, thefact that Victor’ s successors,
aswe know definitely, held Monarchian views. The excommunication of Theodotus by Victor proves nothing, of course, to the
contrary; for the Monarchianism of this man was of quite a different type from that of Praxess.

148 Thisis definitely to be inferred from the words of Tertullian (l.c.): “Fructicaverant avenae Praxeanaehic quoque superseminatae
dormientibus multisin simplicitate doctrinag’ ; see Caspari, |.c.; Hauck, Tertullian, p. 368; Langen, |.c., p. 199; on the other side
Hesselberg, Tertullian Lehre, p. 24, and Hagemann, |.c.

149 Tertullian, I.c.: AvensePraxeansetraductaedehinc per quem deus voluit (scil. per me), etiam evul seevidebantur. Denique caverat
pristinum doctor de emendatione sua, et manet chirographum apud psychicos, apud quos tunc gesta res est; exinde silentium.

150 Tertull., I.c. Avenaevero illaeubique tunc semen excusserant. Ita altquamdiu per hypocrisin subdola vivacitate latitavit, et nunc
denuo erupit. Sed et denuo eradicabitur, si voluerit dominus.

151 Philos. IX. 12, X. 27. Epiph. H. 57. 2.
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Adoptians. Nor can this astonish us, for Monarchians of all shades had a common interest in
opposition to the Logos Christology: they represented the conception of the Person of Christ founded
on the history of salvation, as against one based on the history of his nature.

Among the different expositions of the doctrine of the older Modalists that of Hippolytusin his
work against Noétus shows usit initssimplest form. The Monarchiansthere described areintroduced
to us as those who taught that Christ is the Father himself, and that the Father was born, suffered
and died.*? If Christ is God, then he is certainly the Father, or he would not be God. If Chrigt,
accordingly, truly suffered, then the God, who is God aone, suffered.’** But they were not only
influenced by adecided interest in Monothei sm,***a cause which they held to have been injured by
their opponents,’* whom they called ditheists (816¢<o1), but they fought in behalf of the complete
deity of Jesus, which, in their opinion, could only be upheld by their doctrine.**s In support of the
latter they appealed, like the Theodotians, chiefly to the Holy Scriptures, and, indeed, to the Catholic
Canon; thus they quoted Exod. I11. 6, XX. 2f.; Isa. XLIV. 6, XLV. 5, 14 f.; Baruch. Il1. 36; John.
X. 30, XIV. 8f.; Rom. IX. 5. Even John’'s Gospel is recognised; but thisis qualified by the most
important piece of information which Hippolytus has given about their exposition of the Scriptures.
They did not regard that book as justifying the introduction of a Logos, and the bestowal on him
of thetitle Son of God. The prologue of the Gospel, aswell as, in general, so many passagesin the
book, was to be understood allegorically.* The use of the category of the Logos was accordingly
emphatically rejected in their theology. We do not learn any more about the Noétians here. But in
the Philosoph. Hippolytus has discussed their conception of God, and has presented it asfollows;*%
They say that one and the same God was creator and Father of al things; that he in his goodness
appeared to the righteous of olden times, although he isinvisible; in other words, when he is not
seen, heisinvisible, but when he permits himself to be seen, heisvisible; heisincomprehensible,
when he wills not to be apprehended, comprehensible when he permits himself to be apprehended.
So in the same way he is invincible and to be overcome, unbegotten and begotten, immortal and
mortal.” Hippolytus continues: “Noétus says, ‘ So far, therefore, as the Father was not made, heis
appropriately called Father; but in so far as he passively submitted to be born, he is by birth the
Son, not of another, but of himself.”” In thisway he meant to establish the Monarchia, and to say
that he who was called Father and Son, was one and the same, not one proceeding from the other,
but he himself from himself; heisdistinguished in name as Father and Son, according to the change
of dispensations; but it is one and the same who appeared in former times, and submitted to be born

152 C, 1: &on toV Xprotdv avTdV eival OV matépa kal adTdv TOV Tatépa yeyevviioda kai memovOéval kai dmotedvnkévar.

153 C. 2: Ei 0bv Xp16TOV dpoAoy® Oebv, abtdc dpa éotiv 6 mathp, €1 ye £otiv 6 Oedc. Emabev 8¢ Xplotdg, adtdg v Ogdg, dpa obV
#naBev mathp, Tathp yap adTOG Av.

154 ddokovoly cuviotdv va Ogdv (C. 2).

155 Hippolytus defends himself, c. 11. 14: 00 §0o 800 Aéyw, s. Philos. 1X. 11, fin. 12: Snuocia 6 KdAAoTog iuiv dverdiler eineiv:
diBeoi éote. From c. Noét. 11 it appears that the Monarchians opposed the doctrine of the Logos, because it led to the Gnostic
doctrine of Aons. Hippolytus had to reply: tig drogaivetar tAfj0vv Oe@v napafarlopévnv katd kapods. He sought to show
(ch. 14 sq.) that the yvotriplov oikovouiag, of the Trinity taught by him was something different from the doctrine of the Aons.

156 Hippol. (c. Noét. |.) makes his opponent say, i 00v kakdv mo1d So&dlwv tdv Xpiotdv; seeaso ch. 1. sq.; see again ch. 1X.
where Hippolytus says to his opponents that the Son must be revered in the way defined by God in Holy Scriptures.

157 S, ¢. 15: &N €pel pot Tig Zévov @épeig Adyov Aéywv vidv. Twdvvng uév yap Aéyet Adyov, dAN EAAwg dAAnyopsi.

158 |. 1X. 10. See also Theodoret.
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of the virgin, and walked as man among men. He confessed himself, on account of his birth, to be
the Son to those who saw him, but he did not conceal the truth that he was the Father from those
who were able to apprehend it.** Cleomenes and his party maintain that “ he who was nailed to the
cross, who committed his spirit to himself, who died and did not die, who raised himself on the
third day and rested in the grave, who was pierced with the lance and fastened with nails, was the
God and Father of all.” The distinction between Father and Son was accordingly nominal; yet it
was to this extent more than nominal, that the one God, in being born man, appeared as Son; it was
real, so far, from the point of view of the history of salvation. In support of the identity of the
“manifested” and the invisible, these Monarchians referred to the O. T. theophanies, with as good
aright as, nay, with a better than, the defenders of the Logos Christology. Now asregards the idea
of God, it has been said that “the element of finitude was here potentially placed in God himself,”
and that these Monarchianswere influenced by Stoicism, etc. Whiletheformer statement is probably
unwarranted, the Stoic influence, on the contrary, isnot to be denied.*® But the foundation to which
we have to refer them consists of two ancient liturgical formulas, used by Ignatius, the author of
thell. Ep. of Clement, and Melito,*s* whom we include, although he wrote awork “ Concerning the
creation and genesis of Christ” (mepi kticewg kal yevéoewg XpiotoD). Further, even Ignatius,
although he held Christ to have been pre-existent, knew only of one birth of the Son, namely, that
of God from the virgin.*2 We have here to recognise the conception, according to which, God, in
virtue of his own resolve to become finite, capable of suffering etc., can and did decide to be man,
without giving up his divinity. It isthe old, religious, and artless Modalism, which has here been
raised, with means furnished by the Stoa, to atheological doctrine, and has become exclusive. But
in the use of the formula “the Father has suffered,” we have undoubtedly an element of novelty;
for it cannot beindicated in the post-apostolic age. It isvery questionable, however, whether it was
ever roundly uttered by the theological defenders of Modalism. They probably merely said that
“the Son, who suffered, is the same with the Father.”

We do not learn what conception these Monarchians formed of the human odpé (flesh) of Jesus,
or what significance they attached to it. Even the Monarchian formulas, opposed by Tertullian in
“Adv. Prax”, and attributed to Callistus by Hippolytus, are already more complicated. We easily
perceive that they were coined in a controversy in which the theological difficultiesinherent in the
Modalistic doctrine had become notorious. Tertullian’s Monarchians still cling strongly to the

159 We perceive very clearly here that we have before us not an unstudied, but a thought-out, and theological Modalism. Asit was
evident, in the specul ations about M el chisedec of the Theodotians, that they, like Origen, desired to rise from the crucified Jesus
to the eternal, godlike Son, so these Modalists held the conception, that the Father himself was to be perceived in Jesus, to be
one which was only meant for those who could grasp it.

160 See above (p. 55, note 1). In addition Philos. X. 27: todtov tov matépa adtdv vidv vouiloust katd kalpols KAAOVUEVOV TTpdG
& suuPaivovra.

161 See Ignat. ad Ephes. V1. 2: £¢ 18tpd¢ 0TV 0apKIKSG TE Kail TVELPATIKSG, YEVVHTOG Kol dyévvnTog, &V capki yevouevog Oedg,
£v Bavdtw {wr) GAndwvn, kal €k Mapiag kai €k ©g0D, Tpdtov Tabntodg kal téte anadng, Incods Xpiotdg; and see for Clement
Val. I., p. 186 ff.

162 |t isinteresting to notice that in the Abyssinian Church of to-day there is a theological school which teaches a threefold birth of
Christ, from the Father in eternity, from the virgin, and from the Holy Ghost at the Baptism; see Herzog, R. E., 2 Aufl., Bd. |,
p. 70.
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perfect identity of the Father and Son;* they refuse to admit the Logos into their Christology; for
the “word” is no substance, but merely a*“sound”;*** they are equally interested with the Noétians
in monotheism,% though not so evidently in the full divinity of Christ; like them they dread the
return of Gnosticism;** they hold the same view asto theinvisibility and visibility of God;**" they
appeal to the Holy Scriptures, sometimes to the same passages as the opponents of Hippolytus;©
but they find themsel ves compelled to adapt their teaching to those proof-textsin which the Sonis
contrasted, asadistinctive subject, with the Father. Thisthey did, not only by saying that God made
himself Son by assuming a body,**or that the Son proceeded from himself® — for with God
nothing isimpossible:*™ but they distinctly declared that the flesh changed the Father into the Son;
or even that in the person of the Redeemer the body (the man, Jesus) was the Son, but that the Spirit
(God, Christ) wasthe Father.2For thisthey appealed to Lukel. 35. They conceived the Holy Spirit
to be identical with the power of the Almighty, i.e., with the Father himself, and they emphasised
the fact that that which was born, accordingly the flesh, not the Spirit, was to be called Son of
God.*”® The Spirit (God) was not capable of suffering, but since he entered into the flesh, he
sympathised in the suffering. The Son suffered,*™ but the Father “ sympathised” > — this being a
Stoic expression. Therefore Tertullian says (ch. 23), “Granting that we would thus say, as you
assert, that there were two separate (gods), it was more tolerable to affirm two separate (gods) than
one dissembling (turn-coat) god” [Ut sic divisos diceremus, quomodo iactitatis, tolerabilius erat,
duos divisos quam unum deum versipellem pradicare].

163 C. 1: “Ipsum dicit patrem descendisse in virginem, ipsum ex ea natum, ipsum passum ipsum denique esse lesum Christum.” c.
2: “post tempus pater natus et pater passus, ipse deus, dominus omnipotens, |esus Christus praadicatur”; see also c. 13.

164 C. 7: “Quid est enim, dices, sermo nisi vox et sonus oris, et sicut grammatici tradunt, aér offensus, intellegibilis auditu, ceterum
vanum nescio quid.”

165 C. 2: “Unicum deum non alias putat credendum, quem si ipsum eundemque et patrem et filium et spiritum s. dicat.” ¢. 3: “Duos
et tresiam iactitant anobis pragdicari, se vero unius dei cultores praesamunt . . . monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus.” c. 13: “inquis,
duo dii praedicuntur.” c. 19: “igitur si proptereaeundem et patrem et filium credendum putaverunt, ut unum deum vindicent etc.”
C. 23: “ut sic duos divisos diceremus, quomodo iactitatis etc.”

166 C. 8: “Hoc si qui putaverit me npoPoArv aiquam introducer,” says Tertullian “quod facit Valentinus, etc.”

167 See C. 14. 15: “Hic ex diverso volet aliquis etiam filium invisibilem contendere, ut sermonem, ut spiritum . . . Nam et illud
adiiciunt ad argumentationem, quod s filiustunc (Exod. 33) ad Moysen loquebatur, i pse faciem suam nemini visibilem pronuntiaret,
quiascil. ipseinvisibilis pater fuerit in filii nomine. Ac per hoc s eundem volunt accipi et visibilem et invisibilem, quomodo
eundem patrem et filium . . . Ergo visibiliset invisibilisidem, et quiautrumque, ideo et ipse pater invisibilis, quaet filius, visibilis
.. . Argumentantur, recte utrumgue dictum, visibilem quidem in carne, invisibilem vero ante carnem, ut idem sit pater invisibilis
ante carnem, qui et filiusvisibilisin carne.”

168 Thus to Exod. XXXIII. (ch. 14), Rev. I. 18 (ch. 17), Isa XXIV. 24 (ch. 19), esp. John X. 30; XIV. 9, 10 (ch. 20), Isa. XLV.5
(ch. 20). They admit that in the Scriptures sometimes two, sometimes one, are spoken of; but they argued (ch 18): Ergo quia
duos et unum invenimus, ideo ambo unus atque idem et filius et pater.”

169 Ch. 10: “Ipse se sibi filium fecit.”

170 Ch. 11: “Porro qui eundem patrem dicis et filium, eundem et protulisse ex semetipso facis.”

171 To this verse the Monarchians, according to ch. 10, appealed, and they quoted as a parallel the birth from the virgin.

172 Ch. 27: “ AEque in una persona utrumgue distinguunt, patrem et filium, discentes filium carnem esse, id est hominem, id est
lesum, patrem autem spiritum, id est deum, id est Christum.” On this Tertullian remarks: “et qui unum eundemque contendunt
patrem et filium, iam incipiunt dividere illos potius quam unare; talem monarchiam apud Va entinum fortasse didicerunt, duos
facere lesum et Christum.” Tertullian, accordingly, triesto retort on his opponents the charge of dissolving the Monarchia; see
even ch. 4. The attack on the assumption of atransformation of the divine into the human does not, for the rest, affect these
Monarchians (ch. 27 ff.).

173 See ch. 26, 27: “propterea quod nascetur sanctum, vocabitur filius dei; caro itague nata est, caro itaque erit filius dei.”

174 Ch. 29: “mortuus est non ex divina, sed ex humana substantia.”

175 L. c.: “Compassus est pater filio.”
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Itisvery evident that whenever the distinction between caro (filius) and spiritus (pater), between
the flesh or Son and the Spirit or Father, is taken serioudly, the doctrine approximates to the
Artemoniteidea. It isin fact changing its coat (versipellis). But it is obvious that even in thisform
it could not satisfy the defenders of the Logos Christology, for the personal identity between the
Father and the Spirit or Christ is still retained. On the whole, every attempt made by Modalism to
meet the demands of the Logos doctrine could not fail logically to lead to Dynamistic
Monarchianism. We know definitely that the formulas of Zephyrine and Callistus arose out of
attempts at a compromise,*’ though the charge of having two gods was raised against Hippolytus
and hisparty. Zephyrine sthesis (1X. 11), “I know one God, Christ Jesus, and besides him no other
born and suffering,” which he announced with the limiting clause, “the Father did not die, but the
Son,”*" agrees with the doctrines of “Praxeas’, but, as is clear from the Philos,, is aso to be
understood as aformula of compromise. Callistuswent still further. He found it advisable after the
excommunication of Sabellius and Hippolytus, to receive the category of the Logos into the
Christological formula meant to harmonise all parties, an act for which he was especially abused
by Hippolytus, while Sabellius also accused him of apostasy.'”® According to Zephyrine: God isin
himself an indivisible Pneuma, which fills al things, or, in other words, the Logos; as Logos heis
nominally two, Father and Son. The Pneuma, become flesh in the virgin, is thus in essence not
different from, but identical with, the Father (John XIV. 11). He who became manifest, i.e., the
man, is the Son, but the Spirit, which entered into the Son, is the Father. “For the Father, who isin
the Son, deified the flesh, after he had assumed it, and united it with himself, and established a
unity of such a nature that now Father and Son are called one God, and that henceforth it is
impossi ble that this single person can be divided into two; rather the thesis holds true that the Father
suffered in sympathy with the Son” — not the Father suffered.”®

Hippolytus discovered in thisformulaamixture of Sabellian and Theodotian ideas, and he was
right. The approximation to the Christology founded on the doctrine of substances (hypostases),
and the departure from the older Monarchianism, are, in fact, only brought about by Callistus having

176 Philos. IX. 7, p. 440. 35 s9.; 11, p. 450. 72 sq.

177 By oiba Eva ©edv Xplotodv Incodv kai mANY adTod ETepov 008éva yevvnTov kai madntév — oby 6 mathp &nébavev, GAAL O
vide.

178 .c. IX. 12, p. 458, 78: A& kai 81 T6 O1d 00 TaPeAriov cuxvis katnyopeiodat wg¢ mapafdvra thv mpwtny Tiotwv. Itis

apparently the very formula“Compassus est pater filio” that appeared unacceptable to the strict Monarchians.
179

Philos. IX. 12, p. 458, 80: Ka)\?\lotog Aéyer Tov Adyov adTodv givat vidy, adTdv Kai matépa dvéuatt uév kKaholuevovy, v 82
6v 16 Tvedua ddiaipetov. o0k dANo eivan matépa, ANo 82 vid, Ev 8¢ kal TO abTd Umdpyetv, kai T& ndvTa Yéuerv oD Befov
TVEOUATOG T& Te dvw Kal kdtw: kal eivar o &v Tff TapBévy capkwdEv Tvedua oy tepov mapd TOV mxrepoc GAAG v kal To
a0Té. Kal Todto eivat o slpnuévov. John. 14. 11. To uév yap PAemduevov, Smep £otiv dvOpwmog, TodTo eival TOV vidy, TO 82
v T¢ VI XxwpnO&v Tvedpa TodTo eivat TOV matépar o0 ydp, Bnotv, épd §Gobeodc matépa kal LISV, AN Eva. O ydp v avTd
yeviuevog natrp rpocAaPSuevog v 08dpka éBeomoinoev £vdoag Eautd, Kal émoinoev £v, wg kaleloBat tatépa kal viov Eva
©€ebv. kal TobTo £v 8V mpdowmov un dOvacdat eivan 0o, kai obtwg TOV Tatépa cuumemovOéval TG LIR® ob ydp BéAer Aéyely
OV matépa temovOEval kol £V eivat Tpdowmov . . .

Here something is wanting in the text.
180 Catholic theologians endeavour to give a Nicene interpretation to the theses of Callistus, and to make Hippolytus a ditheist; see
Hagemann, |.c.; Kuhn, Theol. Quartalschrift, 1885, I1.; Lehir, Etudes bi bliques, I1., p. 383; de Rossi and various others.
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also made use of a Theodotian idea.*8* He still kept aloof from the Platonic conception of God; nay,
it soundslike areminiscence of Stoicism, when, in order to obtain arational basisfor theincarnation,
he refers to the Pneuma (Spirit) which fills the universe, the upper and under world. But the fact
that his formulas, in spite of this, could render valuable service in Rome in harmonising different
views, was not only due to their admission of the Logos conception. It was rather a result of the
thought expressed in them, that God in becoming incarnate had deified the flesh, and that the Son,
in so far as he represented the essentially deified odp&, was to be conceived as a second person,
and yet asonereally united with God.*#? At this point the ultimate Catholic interest in the Christology
comes correctly to light, and this is an interest not clearly perceptible elsewhere in Monarchian
theories. It was thus that men were gradually tranquillised in Rome, and only the few extremists
of the Left and Right parties offered any resistance. Moreover, the formula was extraordinarily
adapted, by its very vagueness, to set up among the believing people the religious Mystery, under
whose protection the Logos Christology gradually made good its entrance.

The latter was elaborated in opposition to Modalism by Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Novatian
in the West.*#* While Adoptianism apparently played a very small part in the development of the
Logos Christology in the Church, the Christological theses of Tertullian and the rest were completely
dependent on the opposition to the Modalists.*® This reveas itself especialy in the strict
subordination of the Son to the Father. It was only by such a subordination that it was possible to
repel the charge, made by opponents, of teaching that there were two Gods. The philosophical
conception of God implied in the Logos theory was now set up definitely as the doctrine of the
Church, and was construed to mean that the unity of God was simply to be understood asa* unicum
imperium”, which God could cause to be administered by his chosen officials. Further, the attempt
was made to prove that Monotheism was satisfactorily guarded by the Father remaining the sole
First Cause.*®> But while the reproach was thus repelled of making Father and Son “brothers’, an
approach was made to the Gnostic doctrine of ZAons, and Tertullian himself felt, and was unable
to avert, the danger of falling into the channel of the Gnostics.*® His argumentsin hiswriting Adv.
Praxeas are not free from half concessions and uncertainties, while the whole tenor of the work
contrasts strikingly with that of the anti-gnostic tractates. Tertullian finds himself time and again
compelled in hiswork to passfrom the offensive to the defensive, and the admissionsthat he makes
show his uncertainty. Thus he concedes that we may not speak of two Lords or two Gods, that in
certain circumstances the Son also can be called Almighty, or even Father, that the Son will in the
end restore all things to the Father, and, as it would seem, will merge in the Father; finaly, and
especialy, that the Son is not only not aliud a patre (different in substance from the Father), but

181 Thisisalso Zahn'sview, Marcell., p. 214. The doctrine of Callistusisfor the rest so obscure, — and for this our informant does
not seem to be alone to blame — that, when we pass from it to the Logos Christology, we actually breathe freely, and we can
understand how the latter simpler and compact doctrine finally triumphed over the laboured and tortuous theses of Callistus.

182 See the Christology of Origen.

183 See Val. I1., p. 256.

184 This can be clearly perceived by comparing the Christology of Tertullian and Hippolytus with that of Irensaus.

185 See Tertullian adv. Prax. 3; Hippol. c. Noét. 11.

186 Adv. Prax. 8, 13. It is the same with Hippolytus; both have in their attacks on the Modalists taken Vaentine, comparatively
speaking, under their protection. Thisis once more a sign that the doctrine of the Church was modified Gnosticism.
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even in some way not alius a patre!®” (different in person etc). Yet Tertullian and his comrades
N were by no means at a disadvantage in comparison with the Monarchians. They could appeal (1)
to the Rule of Faith inwhich the personal distinction between the Father and Son was recogni sed;
(2) tothe Holy Scripturesfromwhichit was, in fact, easy to reduce the arguments of the Monarchians
ad absurdum;*® (3) to the distinction between Christians and Jews which consisted, of course, in
the belief of the former in the Son;** and lastly, and this was the most important point, they could
cite the Johannine writings, especialy in support of the doctrine of the Logos. It was of the highest
importance in the controversy that Christ could be shown to have been called the Logosin John’'s
Gospel and the Apocaypse.*** In view of the way in which the Scriptures were then used in the
Church, these passageswere fatal to Monarchianism. The attemptsto interpret them symbolically%
could not but fail in the end, as completely as those, e.g., of Callistus and Paul of Samasota, to
combine the use of the expression “Logos” with arejection of the apologetic conception of it based
on Philo. Meanwhile Tertullian and Hippolytus did not, to all appearance, yet succeed in getting
their form of doctrine approved in the Churches. The God of mystery of whom they taught was
viewed as an unknown God, and their Christology did not correspond to the wants of men. The
Logoswas, indeed, to be held one in essence with God; but yet he was, by hisbeing made the organ
of the creation of theworld, aninferior divine being, or rather at onceinferior and not inferior. This
N\ conception, however, conflicted with tradition as embodied in worship, which taught men to see
God Himself in Christ, quite as much as the attempt was opposed by doctrinal tradition, to derive
the use of the name “Son of God” for Christ, not from His miraculous birth, but from a decree
dating before the world.** For the rest, the older enemies of M onarchianism still maintained common
ground with their opponents, in so far as God's evolving of Himself in several substances
(Hypostases) was throughout affected by the history of the world (cosmos), and in this sense by
the history of revelation. The difference between them and at |east the later Monarchians was here
only one of degree. Thelatter began at theincarnation (or at the theophanies of the O. T.), and from
it dated a nominal pluraity, the former made the “economic” self-unfolding of God originate
immediately before the creation of the world. Here we have the cosmol ogical interest coming once
more to the front in the Church Fathers and displacing the historical, while it ostensibly raised the

latter to a higher plane.

Wherever the doctrine of the Logos planted itself in the third century the question, whether the
divine being who appeared on earth was identical with the Deity, was answered in the negative.**
In opposition to this Gnostic view, which was first to be corrected in the fourth century, the

187 Ch. 18, in other passages otherwise.

188 Tertull. adv. Prax. 2. Hippol. c. Noét. I.

189 The Monarchian dispute was conducted on both sides by the aid of proofs drawn from exegesis. Tertullian, besides, in Adv.
Prax., appealed in support of the “economic” trinity to utterances of the Paraclete.

190 See ad. Prax. 21: “ Ceterum ludaicaefidel istares, sic unum deum credere, ut filium adnumerare ei nolis, et post filium spiritum.
Quid enim erit inter nos et illos nisi differentiaista? Quod opus evangelii, si non exinde pater et filius et spiritus, tres crediti,
unum deum sistunt?’

191 Miotebowuev, says Hippolyt. c. Noét. 17 — katd thv mapddootv T@Vv drootéAwv 8t @06 Adyog &’ oVpavdv katAAOev, —
see already Tatian, Orat. 5 following Joh. |. 1: ©€d¢ v év &px, thv 8¢ &pxnv Adyou Sbvauty napetAiapey.

192 See above, p. 63.

198 | n the Symbolum the “ yevvn@évta £k mvebuatog &ylov” isto be understood as explaining tov vidv oD O€od.

194 See Adv. Prax. 16.
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Monarchians maintained a very ancient and valuable position in clinging to the identity of the
eternal Deity, with the Deity revealed on earth. But does not the dilemmathat arises show that the
speculation on both sides was as untenable as unevangelical ? Either we preserve the identity, and
in that case defend the thesis, at once absurd and inconsistent with the Gospel, that Christ was the
Father himself; or with the Gospel we retain the distinction between Father and Son, but then
announce asubordinate God after the fashion of a Gnostic polytheism. Certainly, asregardsreligion,
avery great advance was arrived at, when Athanasius, by hisexclusive formulaof Adyog opoovotog
(consubstantial Logos), negatived both M odalism and subordinationist Gnosticism, but the Hellenic
foundation of the whole speculation was preserved, and for the rational observer a second rock of
offence was merely piled upon afirst. However, under the conditions of scientific speculation at
thetime, the formulawasthe saving clause by which men were oncefor all turned from Adoptianism,
whose doctrine of adeification of Jesus could not fail, undoubtedly, to awaken the most questionable
recollections.

(b) Thelast stages of Modalism in the West, and the State of Theology.

Our information is very defective concerning the destinies of Monarchianism in Rome and the
Wedt, after the close of thefirst thirty years of the third century; nor are we any better off in respect
to the gradual acceptance of the Logos Christology. The excommunication of Sabellius by Callistus
in Rome resulted at once in the Monarchians ceasing to find any followers in the West, and in the
complete withdrawal soon afterwards of strict and aggressive Modalism.**> Callistus himself has,
besides, not |eft to posterity an altogether clean reputation as regards his Christology, although he
had covered himself in the main point by his compromise formula.** Hippolytus' sect had ceased
to exist about A.D. 250; nay, it is not altogether improbable that he himself made his peace with
the great Church shortly before his death.*” We can infer from Novatian’s important work “De
trinitate”, that the following tenets were recognised in Rome about 250:1% (1) Christ did not first
become God. (2) The Father did not suffer. (3) Christ pre-existed and is true God and man.** But
it was not only in Romethat these tenets were established, but also in many provinces. If the Roman
Bishop Dionysius could write in a work of his own against the Sabellians, that “Sabellius

195 On these grounds the doctrine of Sabellius will be described under, in the history of Eastern Modalism.

1% |n forged Acts of Synod of the 6th century we read (Mansi, Concil. I1., p. 621): “qui se Callistusita docuit Sabellianum, ut
arbitrio suo sumat unam personam esse trinitatis.” The words which follow later, “in sua extollentia separabat trinitatem” have
without reason seemed particularly difficult to Déllinger (I.c., p. 247) and Langen (1.c., p. 215). Sabellianism was often blamed
with dismembering the Monas (see Zahn, Marcell. p. 211.)

197 See Déllinger, .c., Hippolytus was under Maximinus banished along with the Roman Bishop Pontian to Sardinia. See the Catal.
Liber. sub “Pontianus’ (Lipsius, Chronologic, pp. 194, 275).

198 This writing shows, on the one hand, that Adoptians and Modalists till existed and were dangerous in Rome, and on the other,
that they were not found within the Roman Church. On the significance of the writing seeVal. I1., p. 313 f.

199 The Roman doctrine of Christ wasthen asfollows: He has always been with the Father (sermo dei), but hefirst proceeded before
the world from the substance of the Father (ex patre) for the purpose of creating the world. He was born into the flesh, and thus
as filiusdel and deusadopted a homo; thusheisalso filiushominis. “Filiusdei” and “filiushominis’ are thusto be distinguished
as two substances (substantia divina— homo), but heis one person; for he has completely combined, united, and fused the two
substances in himself. At the end of things, when he shall have subjected all to himself, he will subject himself again to the
Father, and will return to and be merged in him. Of the Holy Spirit it isalso true, that he is a person (Paraclete), and that he
proceeds from the substance of the Father; but he receives from the Son his power and sphere of work, he istherefore less than
the Son, asthe latter isless than the Father. But all three persons are combined as indwellers in the same substance, and united
by love and harmony. Thus there is only one God, from whom the two other persons proceed.
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blasphemed, saying that the Son was himself Father” ,2° then we must conclude that this doctrine
was then held inadmissible in the West. Cyprian again has expressed himself as follows (Ep. 73.
4): “Patripassiani, Valentiniani, Appelletiani, Ophitag Marcioniteeet cetere haareticorum pestes’ (
— the other plagues of heretics), and we must decide that the strict Modalistic form of doctrine
was then almost universally condemned in the West. Of the difficulties met with in the gjection of
the heresy, or the means employed, we have no information. Nothing was changed in thetraditional
Creed — a noteworthy and momentous difference from the oriental Churches! But we know of
one case in which an important ateration was proposed. The Creed of the Church of Aquileia
began, in the fourth century, with thewords“1 believe in God the Father omnipotent, invisible, and
impassible” (Credo in deo patre omnipotente, invisibili et impassibili), and Rufinus, who has
preserved it for us, tells™ that the addition was made, at any rate as early as the third century, in
order to exclude the Patripassians.

But the exclusion of the strict Modalistsinvolved neither their immediate end, nor the wholesale
adoption of the teaching of Tertullian and Hippolytus, of the philosophical doctrine of the Logos.
Asregardsthe latter, the recognition of the name of Logosfor Christ, side by side with other titles,
did not at once involve the reception of the Logos doctrine, and the very fact, that no change was
madein the Creed, shows how reluctant men were to give more than anecessary minimum of space
to philosophical speculations. They were content with the formula, extracted from the Creed, “ Jesus
Christus, deus et homo”, and with the combination of the Biblical predicates applied to Chrigt,
predicates which also governed their conception of the Logos. In this respect the second Book of
the Testimonies of Cyprian is of great importance. In thefirst six chaptersthe divinity of Christis
discussed, in terms of Holy Scripture, under the following headings. (1) Christum primogenitum
esse et ipsum esse sapientiam del, per quem omnia facta sunt; (2) quod sapientiadei Christus; (3)
guod Christusidem sit et sermo dei; (4) quod Christus idem manus et brachium dei; (5) quod idem
angelus et deus; (6) quod deus Christus. Then follows, after some sections on the appearing of
Christ: (10) quod et homo et deus Christus. The later Nicene and Chalcedonian doctrine was the
property of the Western Church from the third century, not in the form of a philosophically technical
speculation, but in that of a categorical Creed-like expression of faith — see Novatian's “De
trinitate”, in which the doctrine of the Logos falls into the background. Accordingly the statement
of Socrates (H. E. 111. 7) isnot incredible, that the Western Churchman Hosius had already declared
the distinction between ovota and vrtdotaoctc (substantiaand persona) before the Council of Nicesea.®?
The West welcomed in the fourth century all statements which contained the complete divinity of
Christ, without troubling itself much about arguments and proofs, and the controversy between the
two Dionysii in the middle of the third century (see under), provesthat adeclared interest was kept

200 7aBéAAL0G PAacpnued, adToV TOV LIV eivat Aéywv oV mdtepa. See Routh, Relig. S. 111, p. 373

201 Expos. Symboli Apost. ch. 19. The changes which can be shown to have been made on the first article of the Creed elsewhere
in the West — see especially the African additions — belong probably at the earliest to the fourth century. Should they be ol der,
however, they are all, it would seem, to be understood anti-gnostically; in other words, they contain nothing but explanations
and comfirmatory additions. It isin itself incredible and incapable of proof that the Roman and after it the Western Churches
should, at the beginning of the third century, have deleted, as Zahn holds, a éva which originally stood in the first article of the
Creed, in order to confute the Monarchians.

202 See Vol. 1V.
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up in the complete divinity of Christ, as an inheritance from the Monarchian period in Rome.>?
Nay, alatent Monarchian element really continued to exist in the Western Church; this we can still
study in the poems of Commodian.?* Commaodian, again, was not yet acquainted with speculations
regarding the*complete” humanity of Jesus; heis satisfied with the flesh of Christ being represented
asasheath, (V. 224, “ And suffers, ashewilled, in our likeness’ ;2% on the other hand, V. 280, “now
theflesh was God, in which the virtue of God acted.” )>¢ But these are only symptoms of aChristian
standpoint which was fundamentally different from that of oriental theologians, and which
Commaodian was by no means the only one to occupy. He, Lactantius, and Arnobius?® are very
different from each other. Commodian was a practical Churchman; Arnobius was an empiricist
and in some form also a sceptic and decided opponent of Platonism;?® while Lactantius was a
disciple of Cicero and well acquainted besides with the speculations of Greek Christian theology.
But they are all three closely connected in the contrast they present to the Greek theologians of the
school of Origen; thereis nothing mystical about them, they are not Neoplatonists. L actantius has,
indeed, expounded the doctrine of Christ, theincarnate Logos, aswell asany Greek; asaprofessiona
teacher it was all known and familiar to him;?*® but as he nowhere encounters any problemsin his
Christology, as he discusses doctrines with very few theological or philosophical formulas, almost
in alight tone, asif they were mere matters of course, we see that he had no interest of hisownin
them. He was rather interested in exactly the same questions as Arnobius and Commodian, who
again showed no anxiety to go beyond the simplest Christological formulas — that Christ was
God, that he had, however, also assumed flesh, or united himself with a man, since otherwise we
could not have borne the deity: “And God was man, that he might possess us in the future” (Et fuit

203 We, unfortunately, do not know on what grounds the Roman Bishop approved of the excommunication of Origen, or whether
Origen’ s doctrine of subordination was regarded in Rome as heretical.

204 Herefollow in the original illustrationswhich werelegate to thisfootnote. Compare Instruct. 11. 1 (Heading): “ De popul o absconso
sancto omnipotentis Christi dei vivi;” 11. 1, p. 28. 22, ed. Ludwig): “omnipotens Christus descendit ad suos electos;” 11. 23, p.
43, 11 sg.: “Unde deus clamat: Stulte, hac nocte vocaris.” 11. 39. 1, p. 52. Carmen apolog. 91 sg.: “ Est deus omnipotens, unus,
asemetipso creatus, quem infra reperies magnum et humilem ipsum. Iserat in verbo positus, sibi solo notatus, Qui pater et filius
dicitur et spiritus sanctus;” 276: “Hic pater in filio venit, deus unus ubique.” (See also the following verses according to the
edition of Dombart): 285: “ hic erat Omnipotens;” 334: “(ligno) deus pependit dominus;” 353: “deum talia passum, Ut enuntietur
crucifixus conditor orbis;” 359 sq.: “Idcirco nec voluit se manifestare, quid esset, Sed filium dixit se missum fuisse a patre;”
398: “Praglictus est deus carnaliter nasci pro nobis;” 455: “quis deus est ille, quem nos crucifiximus;” 610: “ipsa spes tota, deo
credere, qui ligno pependit;” 612: “Quod filius dixit, cum sit deus pristinus ipse;” 625: “hic erat venturus, commixtus sanguine
nostro, ut videretur homo, sed deusin carnelatebat . . . dominusipseveniet.” 630, 764: “Unusest in cado deus dei, terrsemarisque,
Quem Moysesdocuit ligno pependisse pro nobis;” etc. etc. Commodian isusually assigned to the second half of thethird century,
but doubts have recently been expressed asto this date. Jacobi, Commodian u. d. at Kirchlich. Trinitatslehre, in der deutschen
Ztschr. f. Christl. Wissensch., 1853, p, 203 ff.

205 Ft patitur, quomodo voluit sub imagine nostra.

206 |am caro deus erat, in quadei virtus agebat.

207 See Francke' s fine discussion, Die Psychologie und Erkentnisslehre des Arnobius (Leipzig, 1878).

208 \We recall the Theodotians of Rome.

209 Seelnstit. 1V. 6-30. Thedoctrine of the Logosis naturally worked out in a subordinationist sense. Besidesthis, many other things
occur which must have seemed very questionable to the Latin Fathers 60 years afterwards; “Utinam,” says Jerome, “tam nostra
confirmare potuisset quam facile aliena destruxit.”
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homo deus, ut nos in futuro haberet).?* 2t The Christianity and theology which these Latins

N\ energetically supported against polytheism, were summed up in Monotheism, apowerfully elaborated
morality, the hope of the Resurrection which was secured by the work of the God Christ who had
crushed the demons, and in unadulterated Chiliasm.?*2 Monotheism — in the sense of Cicero “De
natura deorum” — Moralism, and Chiliasm: these are the clearly perceived and firmly held points,

and not only for Apologetic purposes, but aso, as is proved especialy by the second book of
Commodian’s “Instructiones’, in independent and positive expositions. These Instructions are,
along with the Carmen Apolog., of the highest importance for our estimate of Western Christianity

in the period A.D. 250-315. We discover here, 100 years after the Gnostic fight, a Christianity that

was affected, neither by the theology of the anti-gnostic Church Fathers, nor specially by that of

the Alexandrians, one which the dogmatic contentions and conquests of the years 150-250 have
passed over, hardly leaving atrace. AlImost all that is required to explain it by the historian who
starts with the period of Justin isto be found in the slightly altered conditions of the Roman world

of culture, and in the devel opment of the Church system as a practical power, a political and social
quantity.2® Even in the use of Scripture this Christianity of the West revealsits conservatism. The
Books of the O. T. and the Apocalypse are those still most in vogue.?** Commaodian does not stand
alone, nor are the features to be observed in his“Instructiones’ accidental. And we are not limited

N\ to the Apologists Arnobius and Lactantius for purposes of comparison. We learn much the same
thing as to African Christianity from the works of Cyprian, or, even from the theological attitude
of the Bishop himself, asweinfer from Commodian’ s poems. And, on the other hand, Latin Church
Fathers of the fourth century, e.g., Zeno and Hilary, show in their writings that we must not look

for the theological interests of the West in the same quarter as those of the East. In fact the West

did not, strictly speaking, possess a specifically Church “theology” at all. It was only from the
second half of the fourth century that the West was invaded by the Platonic theology which
Hippolytus, Tertullian, and Novatian had cultivated, to all appearance without any thorough success.
Some of its results were accepted, but the theology itself was not. Nor, in some ways, was it later

on, when the Western structure of Monotheism, energetic practical morality, and conservative
Chiliasm fell a prey to destruction. The mystical tendencies, or the perceptions that led to them,

were themselves awanting. Y et there is no mistake, on the other hand, as we are taught by the
Institutiones of Lactantius as well as the Tractates of Cyprian, that the rejection of Modalism and

210 Commod., Carmen apolog. 761.

211 Seethe Christological expositions, in part extremely questionable, of Arnobiusl. 39, 42, 53, 60, 62, and elsewhere. A. demands
that complete divinity should be predicated of Christ on account of the divine teaching of Christ (1. 60). In his own theology
many other antique features crop up; he even defends the view that the supreme God need not be conceived as creator of this
world and of men (see the remarkable chap. 46 of the second book, which recalls Marcion and Celsus). Many Church doctrines
Arnobius cannot understand, and he admits them to be puzzles whose solution is known to God alone (see e.g., B. 11. 74). Even
in the doctrine of the soul, which to him ismortal and only hasitslife prolonged by receiving the doctrine brought by Christ,
there is a curious mixture of antique empiricism and Christianity. If we measure him by the theology of the fourth century,
Arnobius is heterodox on almost every page.

212 See the Carmen apolog. with its detailed discussions of the final Drama, Antichrist (Nero) etc.; Lactant 1V. 12, VII. 21 sq.;
Victorinus, Comm. on Revelation.

213 We can notice throughout in Commodian the influence of the institution of penance, that measuring-tape of the extent to which
Church and World are entwined.

214 The oldest commentary preserved, in part, to usisthat of Victorinus of Pettan on the Apocalypse.

215 The work of Arnabiusis, in thisrespect, very instructive. This theologian did not incline as a theologian to Neoplatonism, at a
time when, in the East, the use of any other philosophy in Christian dogmatics was ipso facto forbidden as heretical.
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the recognition of Christ as the Logos forced upon the West the necessity of rising from faithto a
philosophical and, in fact, a distinctively Neoplatonic dogmatic. It was simply a question of time
when this departure should take place. The recognition of the Logos could not fail ultimately to
produce everywhere a ferment which transformed the Rule of Faith into the compendium of a
scientific religion. It ishardly possible to conjecture how long and where M onarchians maintained
their ground as independent sectsin the West. It is yet most probable that there were Patripassians
in Rome in the fourth century. The Western Fathers and opponents of heretics from the middle of
the fourth century speak not infrequently of Monarchians — Sabellians; but they, as arule, have
simply copied Greek sources, from which they have transferred the confusion that prevailed among
the Greek representatives of Sabellianism, and to a still greater extent, we must admit, among the
historians who were hostile to it.2

(c) The Modalistic Monar chiansin the East: Sabellianism and the History of Philosophical
Christology and Theology after Origen.?’

216

Epiphanius (H. 62. 1) tellsusthat there were Sabelliansin Romein histime. Since he was acquainted with no other province
or community in the West we may perhaps believe him. This information seems to be confirmed by a discovery madein A.D.
1742 by Marangoni. “He found at the Marancia gate on the road leading to S. Paolo a stair closed in his time which, as the
discoverer believed, led to a cubiculum of S. Callisto, and in which were painted Constantine's monogram in very large letters,
and, secondly, Christ sitting on aglobe, between Peter and Paul. On the cover, in amosaic of green stones, stood the inscription
“Qui et filius diceris et pater inveniris’ (Kraus, Rom. sott. 2 Aufl., p. 550). De Rossi, Kraus, and Schultze (Katakomben, p. 34)
suppose that we have here the discovery of aburia place of Modalistic Monarchians, and that, as the monogram proves, of the
fourth century. The sepulchre has again disappeared, and we have to depend entirely on Marangoni’ s account, which contains
no facsimile. It is not probable that a Sabellian burial-place lay in immediate proximity to Domitilla’s catacomb in the fourth
century, or that the grave-yard of any sect was preserved. If we can cometo any decision at al, in view of the uncertainty of the
whole information, it seems more credible that the inscription belongs to the third century, and that the monogram was added
to depriveit of its heretical character.

Whether Ambrosius and Ambrosiaster refer in the following quotations to Roman or say Western Monarchians living in
their timeisat least questionable. (Ambrosius, defide V. 13. 162, Ed. Bened. I1. p. 579 “Sabelliani et Marcionitaedicunt, quod
haec futura sit Christi ad deum patrem subjectio, ut in patrem filius refundatur”; Ambrosiaster in Ep. ad Cor. 11. 2, Ed. Bened.
App. Il., p. 117, “quiaipsum patrem sibi filium appellatum dicebant, ex quibus Marcion traxit errorem™).

Optatus (1. 9) relates that in the African provinces not only the errors, but even the names, of Praxeas and Sabellius had
passed away; inl. 10, 1V. 5, V. 1 he discusses the Patripassians briefly, but without giving anything new. Nor can we infer from
Hilary (detrinitate V11. 39; ad Constant. 11. 9) that there were still Monarchiansin histime in the West. Augustine says (Ep. 118
c.11.[12] ed. Bened. I1., p. 498) “dissensiones quaestionesque Sabellianorum silentur.” Secondhand information regarding them
isto be found in Augustine, Tract. in Joh. (passim) and Haa. 41. (The remarks here on the relation of Sabellius to Noétus are
interesting. Augustine cannot see why orientals count Sabellianism a separate heresy from Monarchianism).

Again we have similar noticesin Aug. Prasdest. H. 41— in H. 70 Priscillians and Sabellians are classed together; as already
inLeo |l —,inlsidor, H. 43, Gennadius, Eccl. Dogm. I. 4 (“Pentapolitana hagesis’) Pseudo-hieron. H. 26 (“Unionita’ etc., etc.
In the Consult. Zacch. et Appollon. I. 1. 11 sg. (Gallandi -T. 1X., p. 231 sq) — abook written about 430 — adistinction is made
between the Patripassians and Sabellians. The former are correctly described, the latter confounded with the Macedonians.
Vigilius Dial. adv. Arian. (Bibl. Lugd. T. VIII.).

217 S, Schleiermacher in the Theol. Zeitschr. 1822, part 3; Lange in the Zeitschr. f. d. histor. Theol. 1832, I1. 2. S. 17-46; Zahn,
Marcell. 1867. Quellen: Orig., mepi dpy. I. 2; in John. 1. 23, 11. 2. 3, X. 21; in ep. ad Titum fragm. I1; in Mt. XV1. 8, XVII. 14;
c. Cds. VIII. 12, etc. For Sabellius, Philosoph. IX. is, in spite of its meagreness, of fundamental importance. Hippolytusintroduces
him in away that shows plainly he was sufficiently well known at the time in the Roman Church not to need any more precise
characterisation (see Caspari, Quellen I11., p. 327.). Epiphanius (H. 62) has borrowed from good sources. If we still possessed
them, the letters of Dionysius of Alex. would have been our most important original authoritieson S. and his Libyan party. But
we have only fragments, partly in Athanasius (de sententia Dionysii), partly in later writers — the collection in Routh is not
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After the close of the third century the name of “Sabellians’ became the common title of
Modalistic Monarchiansin the East. In the West also the term was used here and there, in the same
way, in the fourth and fifth centuries. In consequence of thisthe traditional account of the doctrines
taught by Sabellius and his immediate disciples is very confused. Zahn has the credit of having
shown that the propositions, especially, which were first published by Marcellus of Ancyra, were
characterised by opponents as Sabellian because Monarchian, and in later times they have been
imputed to the older theologian. But not only does the work of Marcellus pass under the name of
Sabellius up to the present day, Monarchianism undoubtedly assumed very different formsin the
East in the period between Hippolytus and Athanasius. It was steeped in philosophical speculation.
Doctrines based on kenosis and transformation were developed. And the whole was provided by
the historians with the same label. At the same time these writers went on drawing inferences, until
they have described forms of doctrine which, in this connection, in all probability never existed at
all. Accordingly, even after the most careful examination and sifting of the information handed
down, it is now unfortunately impossible to write a history of Monarchianism from Sabellius to
Marcellus; for the accounts are not only confused, but fragmentary and curt. It isquite asimpossible
to give aconnected history of the Logos Christology from Origen to Ariusand Athanasius, although
thetradition isin this case somewhat fuller. But the orthodox of the fourth and fifth centuries found
little to please them in the Logos doctrine of those earlier disciples of Origen, and consequently
they transmitted avery insignificant part of their writingsto posterity. Thismuch iscertain, however,
that in the East the fight against Monarchianism in the second half of the third century wasaviolent
one, and that even the development of the Logos Christology (of Origen) wasdirectly and lastingly
influenced by this opposition.?8 The circumstance, that “ Sabelliansim” was amost the only name
by which Monarchianism was known in the East, points, for the rest, to schisms having resulted
only from, or, at any rate, after the appearance and labours of Sabelliusin the East, therefore at the

complete, Relig S. 111., pp. 371-403. All that Athanasius imparts, though fragmentary, is indispensable (espec. in the writings
Desynod.; dedecret. synod. Nic. and c. Arian. IV. Thisdiscourse hasfrom its carel ess use led to amisrepresentation of Sabellian
teaching; yet see Rettberg, Marcell. Prad.; Kuhn, Kath. Dogmatik 1. S. 344; Zahn, Marcell. S. 198 f.). A few important notices
in Novatian, detrinit. 12 sq.; Method., Conviv. VI1II. 10; Ariusin ep. ad. Alex. Alexandrise(Epiph., H. 69. 7); Alexander of
Alex. (in Theodoret , H. E. 1.3); Eusebius, ¢. Marcell. and Pragar. evang.; Basilius, ep. 207, 210, 214, 235; Gregory of Nyssa,
Abyog katd Apelov kai ZaeAliov (Mai. V. P. NovaColl. VIII. 2, p. 1 sq.) — to be used cautiously — ; Pseudo-Gregor
(Appollinaris) in Mai, 1.c. VII. 1., p. 170 sqg.; Theodoret. H. F. 11. 9; Anonymus, tpog tovg ZafeAlilovtag (Athanas. Opp. ed.
Montfaucon I1., p. 37 sg.); Joh. Damascenus; Nicephorus Call., H. E. V1. 25. For Monarchianism we have afew passagesin
Gregorius Thaumaturg. The theologians after Origen and before Arius will be cited under.

218 Emendations both to support and to refute Sabellianism were proposed in the val ued works of the past; the N. T., aswell as other
writings belonging to primitive Christian literature, being tampered with. Compare Lightfoot’s excursuson . Clem. I1., where
Cod. A reads tod ©eo0 while C and S have tol Xpiotod, the latter an emendation opposed to Monarchianism or Monophysitism
(St. Clement of Rome, Appendix, p. 400 sg.). The old formulas té afua, td tabiuata tod Ocod and others came into disrepute
after the third century. Athanasius himself disapproved of them (c. Apoall. I1. 13. 141, I., p. 758), and in the Monophysite
controversy they were thoroughly distrusted. Thusin Ignatius (ad. Eph. 1.) év afuatt @00 and (ad. Rom. V1.) to0 ndfoug tod
©e00 pov were corrected. On the other hand (11. Clem. 1X.) the title of mvedua for Christ was changed into Adyog. Inthe N. T.
there are not a few passages where the various readings show a Monarchian or anti-Monarchian, a monophysite or dyophysite
leaning. The most important have been discussed by Ezra Abbot in several essaysin the “Bibliotheca Sacra’ and the “Unitarian
Review” . But we can trace certain various readings due to a Christological biasasfar back asthe second century: thus especially
the famous 0 povoyevrig viog for povoyevhc @e6¢ John |. 18; on this see Hort., Two Dissertations |., on MONOTENHZ @EOZ in
Scripture and Tradition, 1878; Abbot in the Unitarian Review, June 1875. Since the majority of the important various readings
intheN. T. belong to the second and third century, aconnected examination of them would be very important from the standpoint
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earliest since about 230-240. So long as Origen lived in Alexandria no schism took place in Egypt
over the Christological question.?°

Sabellius, perhaps by birth a Lybian from Pentapolis,?? seems after his excommunication to
have remained at the head of a small community in Rome. He was still there, to all appearance,
when Hippolytus wrote the Philosophumena. Nor do we know of his ever having left the city, —
we are nowhere told that he did. Y et he must have, at least, set an important movement at work
abroad from Rome as his centre, and have especially fostered relations with the East. When, in
Pentapolis, about A.D. 260, and several years after the death of Origen, the Monarchian doctrine
took hold of the Churches there (Dionys., I.c.) — Churches which, it is significant, were to some
extent Latinintheir culture— Sabellius can hardly have been alive, yet it was under his name that
the heresy was promoted.?* But it would seem as if this prominence was given to him for the first
time about A.D. 260. Origen at least had not, so far as | know, mentioned the name of Sabelliusin
his discussions of Monarchianism. These date from as early as A.D. 215. At the time, Origen was
in Rome, Zephyrine being till Bishop. From the relations which he then entered into with
Hippolytus, it has been rightly concluded that he did not hold aloof from the contentions in Rome,
and took the side of Hippolytus. This attitude of Origen’s may not have been without influence on
his condemnation afterwardsin Rome by Pontian, 231 or 232. Origen’ swritings, moreover, contain
many sharp censures on Bishopswho, in order to glorify God, made the distinction between Father
and Son merely nominal. And this again seems to have been said not without reference to the state
of matters in Rome. The theology of Origen made him an especially energetic opponent of the
Modalistic form of doctrine; for although the new principles set up by him — that the Logos,
looking to the content of his nature, possessed the complete deity, and that he from eternity was
created from the being of the Father — approached apparently a Monarchian mode of thought, yet
they in fact repelled it more energetically then Tertullian and Hippolytus could possibly have done.
He who followed the philosophical theology of Origen was proof against all Monarchianism. But
it is important to notice that in all places where Origen comes to speak about Monarchians, he
merely seems to know their doctrines in an extremely simple form, and without any speculative
embroidery. They are always people who “deny that Father and Son are two Hypostases’ (they
say: €v oL uovov ovolq, GAAX kol UTokeléw), who “fuse together” Father and Son (ouyyxéewv),
who admit distinctionsin God only in “conception” and “name”, and not in “number”, etc. Origen
considers them therefore to be untheological creatures, mere “believers’. Accordingly, he did not
know the doctrine of Sabellius, and living in Syria and Palestine had even had no opportunity of
learning it.

That doctrine was undoubtedly closely allied, as Epiphanius has rightly seen (H. 62. 1), to the
teaching of Noétus; it was distinguished from thelatter, however, both by amore careful theol ogical

of the history of dogma. For dogmatic changesin the western texts, the remarkabl e passage in Ambrosiaster on Rom. V. 14 falls
especially to be noticed.

219 See Dionys. Alex. in Euseb. VII. 6. Dionysius speaks as if the appearance of Sabellian doctrinein histime in the Pentapolis
were something new and unheard of.

220 Thisinformation, however, first appears in Basil, then in Philaster, Theodoret, and Nicephorus; possibly, therefore, it is due to
the fact that Sabellius' teaching met with great successin Libya and Pentapolis.

221 Athanas de sententia Dionysii 5.
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elaboration, and by the place given to the Holy Ghost.??> The opinion of Nitzsch and others, that
we must distinguish between two stages in the theology of Sabellius, isunnecessary, whenever we
eliminate the unreliable sources. The central proposition of Sabelliusran that Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit were the same. Three names accordingly were attached to one and the same being. It was his
interest in monotheism that influenced Sabellius. “What shall we say,” urge his followers in
Epiphanius (ch. 2), “have we one God or three Gods?’ (ti av einwpuev, éva Ogdv €xdev, i TPeig
@eovg); and Epiphanius (ch. 3) replies: “we do not propound polytheism” (o0 moAvBeiav
glonyovueda). Whether Sabellius himself used the comparison between the threefol d nature of man
and the sun remains a question (one nature, three energies: to gwtiotikov light giving, to 8aArov
heat giving, t6 oxfjua the form).?? The one being was also called by Sabellius viondtwp,?* an
expression which was certainly chosen to remove any misunderstanding, to make it impossible to
suppose that two beings werein question. Thisviondatwp (son-father) wasin Sabelliusthe ultimate
designation for God Himself, and not, say, merely for certain manifestations of a povag (unit)
resting in the background. Sabellius, however, taught — according to Epiphanius and Athanasius
— that God was not at the same time Father and Son; but that he had, rather, put forth his activity
in three successive “energies’; first, in the Prosopon (= form of manifestation, figure; not =
Hypostasis) of the Father as Creator and Lawgiver; secondly, in the Prosopon of the Son as
Redeemer, beginning with the incarnation and ending at the ascension; finally, and up till the present
hour, in the Prosopon of the Spirit asgiver and sustainer of life.?> We do not know whether Sabellius
was able strictly to carry out the idea of the strict succession of the Prosopa, so that the one should
form the boundary of the other. It is possible, indeed it is not improbable, that he could not fail to
recognise in nature a continuous energy of God as Father.? It is self-evident that the Sabellians
would approve of the Catholic Canon; that they did, is confirmed by Epiphanius. They are said to
have appeal ed especially to passageslike Deut. VI. 4, Exod. XX. 3, Isa. XLIV. 6 and John X. 38.2%
But Epiphaniusremarks besidesthat the Sabellians derived their whole heresy and its strength from
certain Apocrypha, especially the so-called Gospel of the Egyptians.?® This note isinstructive; for

222 This appears also from our oldest witness, the letter of Dionysius, EusebiusH. E. V1. 6: Tepi to0 viv kivnBévtog év Tfj [toAepaidt
fi¢ MevtandAews dSypatog, dvtog doePois kal PAacenuiov ToAArv €xovtog Tept Tod Tavtokpdtopog Oeod Tatpog Kal Tl
Kupiov NUAV Inood Xpiotod, amiotiav e TOAANV €xovTog mepl ToD LovoyevoD§ matdog avToD KAl TPWTOTOKOL TEoNG KTIoEWC,
100 €vabpwnroavtog Adyov, dvaisbroiav 8¢ Tod ayiov tveduatog.

223 Epiph., I c.: Aoypatilet ydp obtog kad of &1’ adtol ZaBeAAiavol tov adtév eivon matépa, ToV adTdv vidy, TOV adTodV elvat dytov
nveluar O eivat év wd drootdoet Tpei dvouasiag, fj g év dvOpwmw o@ua kol Yoy kal mvedua. Kai givat udv o s@va 0g
eltelv toV matépa, Puxnv 8¢ wg eineiv tov vidv, T Tvedua 8¢ WG dvOpwToL, oUtwg Kai td dytov Tvedua év tfj BedtnTi. "H (g
v A v M 8vti pév &v pid brootdoel, Tpeic 8¢ #xovt Tag évepyeiag k.t.A. Method. Conviv. VIII. 10 (ed. Jahn, p. 37):
TapéAAiog Aéyel TOV TavTokpdtopa emovOEvar.

224 Athanas., de synod. 16; Hilar., detrin V. 12.

225 Epiph. H. 62, c. 1: Tlepgbévta tov vidv kalp® ToTé, Gomep dkTiva kal Epyacduevov T mdvta v ¢ kéouw T& TG olkovuiog
Thg ebayyeAikic kal cwtnpiag T@V avOpdnwy, dvaAnedévta 8¢ abdig eic o0pavéy, i¢ vmd Afov teugBeioay dxtiva, kal
TdAwy €ig TOv fjAtov dvadpapodoav, To 8¢ dytov nvedpa téunecdat €ig Tov kdopov, kai kabe&fic kai kad Ekaota ig Ekaotov
oV kataglovpévwy k.T.A. C. 3 Epiphanius says: 00 6 viog £avtov éyévvnoev, o0d€ 6 Ttathp petaféPAntar &mo tod “natrp”
00 eivan “vibe” k.T.A. . .. Tathp del matrip, kad 00k AV ka1pdg Ste 00K AV TaThp TATHp.

226 See Zahn, Marcell., p. 213.

227 Epiph,, I. c., c. 2.

28, c.: THv 8¢ mdoav adt@dV TAGVNY kai ThHv Tiig TAGvng adtédv Sovaurv Exovotv é€ Atokplpwy TIV@V, dAiota dno Tob
kahovuévou Atyumtiov ebayyeAiov, ¢ Tiveg TO voua énéBevto TodTo. Ev a0t ydp moAAd Totadta we év mapafiotw
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it not only recalls to our recollection alost literature of the second century, especially the Gospel
of the Egyptians,?® but it also shows that the use of an uncanonical Gospel had long continued
among Catholics in the Pentapolis, or at any rate in Egypt.?° Finaly, it confirms the view that the
Christology of Sabellius cannot have been essentially different from the older, the so-called
Patripassian doctrine. It isdistinguished from the | atter neither by the assumption of atranscendental
Monas resting behind the Prosopa, nor by the introduction of the category of the Logos — which
was made use of by Callistus, but not by Sabellius; nor by a speculative theory, borrowed from the
Stoa, of the Deity, self-contained, and again unfolding itself; nor, finally, by adoctrine of the Trinity
constructed in any fashion or by the expression viondtwp, which, as used by Sabellius, simply
affirmed the single personality of God. Asto the doctrine of the Trinity, atriad was distinctly out
of the question in Sabellius. The only noteworthy and real differences are found in these three
points; first, in the attempt to demonstrate the succession of the Prosopa; secondly, as observed
above, in the reference to the Holy Spirit; thirdly, in formally placing the Father on a parallel line
with the two other Prosopa. The attempt mentioned above may be regarded as areturn to the strict
form of Modalism, which it was possible to hold was impugned by formulas like the compassus
est pater filio (the Father suffered in sympathy with the Son). In the reference to the Holy Spirit,
Sabellius simply followed the new theol ogy, which was beginning to take the Spirit more thoroughly
into account. Most important is the third point mentioned. For in ranging the Prosopon and energy
of the Father in aserieswith thetwo others, not only was cosmology introduced into the Modalistic
doctrine as a paralel to soteriology, but the preéminence of the Father over the other Prosopa was
departed from in principle, and thus, in a curious fashion, the way was prepared for the Athanasian,
and still more for the Western and Augustinian Christology. Here, undoubtedly, we havethe decisive
advance marked by Sabellianism within Monarchianism. It led up to the exclusive opoovaotog
(consubstantial); for it is probable that Sabellians employed this expression.?* They could apply it
with perfect right. Further, while up to this time no evident bond had connected cosmology and
soteriology within Modalistic theology, Sabellius now made the histories of theworld and salvation
into ahistory of the God who revealed himself in them. In other words, this M onarchianism became
commensurate in form with that theology which employed the conception of the Logos, and this
fact may have constituted by no meansthe least part of the attractiveness which Sabellianism proved
itself to possess in no small degree up to the beginning of the fourth century and even later.?
However, it is not to be concealed that the teaching of Sabellius relative to the Prosopon of the
Father is particularly obscure. The sentence attributed to him by Athanasius®® “as there are

HUOTNPLWIGC K TPOGWTOL TOD CWTAPOC AVAPEPETaL, WE adTOD SNAoDVTOC Toi¢ HaBnTaic TOV adTOV ivat matépa, TOV a0TOV
givat vidv, TOV adTOV ivar dylov Tvedua.

229 |n the 2nd Ep. of Clement whereit is frequently used, though thisis disputed by some, Modalistic formulas occur.

230 Clemens Alex. knew it; see Hilgenfeld, Nov. Testam. extra can. recept., 2 ed., fasc. 4, p. 42 sq.

231 See above, p. 45.

232 There were still Sabellians in Neo-Cassarea in the time of Basilius; Epiphanius knows of them only in Mesopotamia (H. 62 c.
1). Theauthor of the ActaArchelai (c. 37) a so became acquainted with them there; hetreatsthem like Valentinians, Marcionites,
and followers of Tatian as heretics.

233 Orat. c. Arian IV. 25: Gomep Srapéoeig xapiopdtwy glof, 7o 8¢ adTd mvedua, oUtw kai 6 mathp 6 adtég uév éott, Thatdvetat
¢ eig vidV kai mvelbua.
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diversities of spiritual gifts, but the same spirit, so also the Father is the same, but unfolds himself
in Son and Spirit” — seemsat thefirst glanceto contradict the details given above. Y et the different
gifts are certainly the Spirit himself, which so unfolds himself in them that he does not remain an
element behind them, but is completely merged in them. In the same way the Father unfolds himsel f
in the Prosopa. The witnesses to the succession of the Prosopain Sabellius are too strong to allow
usto infer from this passage that the Father still remained Father after the unfolding (mAatvoudg)
in the Son. But this passage shows that philosophical speculations could readily attach themselves
to the simple theory of Sabellius. Marcellus rejected his doctrine which he knew accurately. What
he missed in it was the recognition of the Logos; therefore the idea of God had also not been
correctly apprehended by him.=* But the form given to Monarchianism by Marcellus® won few
friends for that type of doctrine. Alexandrian theologians, or Western scholars who came to their
assistance, had already perfected the combination of Origen’s doctrine of the Logos with the
Monarchian ‘Opoovetiog; in other words, they had turned the category used by Origen against the
Adyoc ktiopa conception (the Logos-created) of Origen himself. The saving formula, ,the Logos
of the same substance, not made” (Adyog opooveiog oV moindeig), was aready uttered, and,
suspiciously like Monarchianism as it sounded at first, became for that very reason the means of
making Monarchianism superfluous in the Church, and of putting an end to it.2

But that only happened after great fights. One of these we know, the controversy of the two
Dionysii, aprelude to the Arian conflict.?” In the Pentapolis the Sabellian doctrine had, soon after
the death of Origen, won a great following even among the Bishops, “so that the Son of God was
no longer preached.” Dionysius of Alexandria, therefore, composed various letters in which he
tried to recall those who had been misled, and to refute Sabellianism.?® In one of these, directed to
Euphranor and Ammonius, he gave an extreme exposition of Origen’ sdoctrine of the subordination
of the Son. This letter seemed very questionable to some Christians — probably in Alexandria,
perhaps in Pentapolis. They lodged a complaint, soon after A.D. 260, against the Alexandrian
Bishop with Dionysius in Rome.?*® The latter assembled a synod at Rome, which disapproved of
the expressions used by the Alexandrian, and himself despatched to Alexandria a didactic letter

234 Euseb. ¢. Marcell., p. 76 sq.

235 Seeon thisVolume V.

236 Sabellius seems to have been held aheretic all over the West about A.D. 300; see the Acta Archelai, Methodius etc.

237 Hagemann, |.c., p. 411 ff.; Dittrich, Dion. d. Gr. 1867; Forster, in the Ztschr. f. d. hist. Theol., 1871) p. 42 ff.; Routh, Relig. S.
I11., pp. 373-403. The main source is Athanasius de sentent, Dionysii, a defence of the Bishop, due to the appeal of the Arians
to him; see also Basilius de spiritu, p. 29; Athan. de synod. 43-45.

238 Euseb., H. E. VII. 26. 1: ’Eni tadtaig tod Alovusiov pépovral kai a1 mhefoug émiotodal, domep ai katd ZapfeAriov mpdg
"Aupwva ThG Katd Bepeviknv ékkAnoiag Eniokomov, kal 1) tpog TeAéopopov kai 1 pdg Evgpdvopa, kal Ay "Aupuwva Kal
Elmopov. Tuvtdrrel 8¢ mepl T avtiic UnoBéoewg kai dAAa téooapa cuYYpAUHATA, & TG KATd POUNY Ouwviue Alovuciep
npospwvel. Dionysius had already called the attention of Sixtus 1., the predecessor of the Roman Dionysius, to the revolt in
the Pentapolis.

239 Hagemann maintains that they first turned to the Alexandrian Bishop himself, and that he wrote an explanatory letter, which,
however, did not satisfy them; but this cannot be proved (Athanasius de sentent. Dion. 13 isagainst it). The standpoint of the
accusers appears from their appeal to the Roman Bishop, from the fact that he made their cause his own, and from the testimony
of Athanasius. who describes them as orthodox Churchmen (de sentent. Dion. 13) — they were orthodox in the Roman sense.
Itis entirely wrong, with Dorner (Entwickelungsgesch. 1., p. 748 f.) and Baur (Lehrev. d. Dreieinigkeit I., p. 313), to identify
the accusers with those heretics, who, according to Dionysius’ |etter, taught there were three Gods; for the heretics meant were
rather the Alexandrian theologians.
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against the Sabellians and their opponents, who inclined to subordinationism. In this letter the
Bishop so far spared his colleague as not to mention his name; but he sent him aletter privately,
calling for explanations. The Alexandrian Bishop sought to justify himself in along document in
four books (¢Aey xog kai dnoAoyia), maintained that his accusers had wickedly torn sentences from
their context, and gave explanations which seem to have satisfied the Roman Bishop, and which
Athanasius at any rate admitted to be thoroughly orthodox. But the letter of the Roman Bishop
appearsto have had no immediate influence on the further development in Alexandria (see under);
the universal collapse of the Empirein thefollowing decades permitted the Alexandrian theol ogians
to continue their speculations, without needing to fear further immediate reproofs from Roman
Bishops.

Two facts give a special interest to the controversy of the Dionysii. First, in spite of the
acceptance of the sacred Triad, the Romans adhered simply, without any speculative harmonising,
to the unity of the Deity, and decided that Origen’s doctrine of subordination was Tritheism.
Secondly, no scruple was felt at Alexandria in carrying out the subordination of the Son to the
Father until it involved separation, though it was well known that such a view was supported, not
by the tradition of the Church, but by philosophy alone. The accusers of the Alexandrian Dionysius
charged him with separating Father and Son;?*° denying the eternal existence of the Son;** naming
the Father without the Son and vice ver s4;2*?omitting to use the word 6uoototog;? and finally, with
regarding the Son as a creature, related to the Father as the vine to the gardener, or the boat to the
shipbuilder.?* In these censures, which were not inaccurate, it is obviousthat Dionysius, continuing
the Neoplatonic speculations of his teacher, conceived the Adyog as portio and derivatio of the
povdg, thus, in order to meet Sabellianism, actually dividing him from the deity. Dionysius sought
to excuse himself in hisé\eyyog (Refutation), and emphasised exclusively the other side of Origen’s
doctrine, at the same time admitting that in hisincriminated writing he had incidentally employed
somewhat unsuitable similes. Now he said that the Father had always been Father, and that Christ
had always existed as the Logos and wisdom and power of God; that the Son had his being from
the Father, and that he was related to the Father as the rays are to the light.>> He explained that
while he had not used the word opooveiog, because it did not occur in Holy Scripture, figureswere
to befound in his earlier writings which corresponded to it; thusthe figure of parents and children,
of seed or root and plant, and of source and stream.?* The Father was the source of all good, the

240 De sententia 10. 16.

241 De sententia 14: ok &ei Av 6 C—)soq natp, 00k &el AV 6 VI6g, GAN 6 pEv ©edg AV Xwpi ToD Adyou, adTdg 82 6 vidg oUK AV Tpiv
Yevn@fi, GAN fv moté 8te olk fv, 00 yap &i816¢ 0Ty, AN Jotepov émiyéyovev.

242 De sententia 16: matépa Aéywv A1ovic1oG o0k dvoudlet Tov vidv, kal TdAv vVidv Aéywv ok dvoudlel ToV Tatépa, GAA Siopel
Kol pakpuvel kai pépiet ToV vidv &md tol TaTpdg.

28 |, ¢. 18: mpoopépovaty FykAnua kat Euod Peddoc 8v ¢ ov Aéyovtog tov Kplotdv dpoolotov eival T Oed.

2 L.c 18 n)\rlv £yw yevntd Tiva — says Dion. Alex. — kal mointd tiva @ricag vogiobat, TV YEV TO100TWY WG AXPELOTEPWY £
emSpopnq ginov mapadetyparta, émel prite T QUTOV QN (T a0Td elvat) TG YEWPYD, LATE TH VauTNyG T6 0kd@og” — “Eva TV
YEVNT®V givar — say the opponents of Dion. — tov vidv Kal ur) dpoovotov T natpi. The passage in the letter to Euphranor
ran (C. 4): moinua kai yevnodv eivar tov vidv tod Ocod, prite 8¢ pooel 1810v, GAAX Eévov kat odoiav adTOV eivat ToD Tatpdc,
Gomep éotiv O Yewpyds Tpdg TV dpumedov kai 6 vaumnydg Tpdg Td okd@og. kad yap (¢ moinua v o0k fv mpiv yévntot.

2451 . c. 15.

246 . c. 18.
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Son the outflow; the Father the mind (voUc), the Son theword (Adyoc) — reminding usvery forcibly
of Neoplatonism — or the emanating mind (vodg nportnd&v), while the voig itself remains “and
iswhat it was’ (kai €otiv oloc 1]v). “But being sent he flew forth and is borne everywhere, and thus
each isin each, the one being of the other, and they are one, being two’ (‘0 8¢ é€éntn mponeugOeig
KOl PEPETAL TIAVTAXOU Kl OUTWG E0TLV EKATEPOG £V EKATEPW ETEPOG DV BaTEPOU, Kal £V glotv, EVTEG
d00).27 But he now went further: any separation between Father and Son was to be repudiated. “|
say Father, and before | add the Son, | have already included and designated him in the Father.”
The same holdstrue of the Holy Spirit. Their very namesalwaysbind all threetogether inseparably.
“How then do | who use these names think that these are divided and entirely separated from each
other? (n@g obv & ToUTOIG XPWUEVOS ToiG dvouact uepepioBot Tadta kai d@wpiobat TavTeAdg
GAARAwV ofopat;).* In these words the retreat was sounded; for what the Roman Bishop rejected,
but Alexandrian theology never ventured wholly to discard, wasthe“ dividing” (uepilecfat).?*® The
reservation liesintheword “entirely” (ravteA&q). Dionysius added in conclusion: “ Thuswe unfold
the unit into the triad without dividing it, and we sum up the triad again into the unit without
diminishing it,” (oUtw pev Nueic €ic te thv tp1dda tv povdda mAatvvouev adaipetov, Kol TNV
Tp1ada aALy dueiwtov €ig TNV povdda cuykeaAiatovueda). In this he has accommodated himsel f
to amode of looking at things which he could only allege to be his own under amental reservation,
as in the case of the qudlification “entirely” (mavteA®g). For the terms mAatvverv and
ouykepaAatobobat were not those current in the school of Origen, and admit of a different
interpretation. Finally, Dionysius denied the charge of the “sycophants’ that he made the Father
the Creator of Christ.?°

The letter of Dionysius of Rome falls midway between these two manifestoes, which are so
different, of the Alexandrian Bishop. We have to regret very deeply that Athanasius has only
preserved one, though acomprehensive, fragment of thisdocument.?! It is extremely characteristic
of the Roman Bishop, to begin with, that it seeks to settle the sound doctrine by representing it as
the just mean between the false unitarian or Sabellian, and the false trinitarian or Alexandrian

247 L. C. 23. The expositions of votg and Aéyog which were found both in the 2 and 4 books of Dionysius quite remind us of
Porphyry: kai €otiv 6 uév olov matnp 6 volis Tol Adyou, (v €@’ éavtod, 6 8¢ kaBdmep vidg & Adyog ToD voD. Tpd ékeivou uév
advvatov, GAN 008 EEwBEV moBev, obV ékelvw yevouevog, PAacthoag 8¢ &’ abTod. oUtwg 6 Tathp 6 u€yotog kai kabdAov
VoG Tp@TOV TOV Viov Adyov epunvéa kai dyyehov Eautod €xel.

2481 . ¢ 17.

249 We see from the passages quoted by Basilius that Dionysius adhered to the expression “tpeic Umootdoeig,” but discarded the
“ueplopévag sivar.” while his accusers must have attacked the former expression also: Ei T tpeig eivon Té¢ Omactdoeig
uepeptopévag eivat Aéyovat, Tpeis eiot, kv uf BéAwaoy A v Bsiav tprdda navteAdc dvedétwoav.. This accordingly isto be
translated: “if they maintain that a separation is necessarily involved in the expression ‘three Hypostases,” yet there are three—
whether they admit it or no — or they must completely destroy the divine triad.”

20| c. 20, 21. It is very noteworthy, that Dionysius has not even brought himself to use the expression éuoototog in his \eyxoc.
If he had Athanasius would have given it in his extracts. For the rest, the attempt of Athanasius to explain away the doubtful
utterances of Dionysius, by referring them to the human nature of Christ, isamakeshift born of perplexity.

251 De decret. synod. Nic. 26 (see besides de sentent. Dion. 13).
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doctrine.®® The second characteristic of the letter is that it regards the Alexandrian doctrine as

N\ teaching that there are three Gods, and draws a parallel between it and the Three principles of the
Marcionites. This proves that the Roman Bishop did not trouble himself with the speculation of the
Alexandrians, and simply confined himself to the result — as he conceived it — of three separate
Hypostases.? Finally — and thisisthethird characteristic feature— theletter showsthat Dionysius

had nothing positive to say, further than that it was necessary to adhere to the ancient Creed,
definitely interpreting it to mean that the three, Father, Son, and Spirit, were equally one. Absolutely

no attempt is made to explain or to prove this paradox.? But here undoubtedly lies the strength

N of the Roman Bishop's position. When we compare his letter with that of Leo |. to Flavian and
Agatho’s to the Emperor, we are astonished at the close affinity of these Roman manifestoes. In
form they are absolutely identical. The three Popes did not trouble themselves about proofs or
arguments, but fixed their attention solely on the consequences, or what seemed to them
consequences, of disputed doctrines. Starting with these deductions they refuted doctrines of the

right and left, and ssimply fixed a middle theory, which existed merely in words, for it was

252 The attack on the latter has alone been preserved by Athanasius along with the concluding argument; it is thus introduced: ‘Ot
3¢ moinpa o0d¢ ktiopa 6 Tod Oeod Adyog, GAN’ idiov tfig Tob matpdg oboiag yévvnua ddaipet  G8oTiv, Mg Eypapev 1) peYdAn
oUvodog, 180V kai 0 Tfi¢ Pwung éniokonog Alovioiog ypdewv Katd tdV t& tol ZaPeAriov @povodviwy, oxetAtdlel katd TV
Tadta TOAHOVTWY Aéyely Kal @rioty oUtwg,.

253 Efic & &v eikdtg Aéyorut kai Tpdg ToUg d101poivTag Kal KATATEUVOVTAG Kl dvalpolvTag TO cepvéTatov KApuyHa TAg
€kkAnoiag tod O€o0d, v povapxiav — thus begins the fragment communicated by Athanasius, — €ig tpeig duvdpelg Tivag kai
UEEPIOUEVAG DTTOOTAOELC Kol BedTNTAG TPETS Mémuopat ydp eivai TIvag T@V Tap’ UiV katnxobvTwy kai S18ackévtwy tov Bsiov
Abyov, TadTNG DPNYVTAG TAG PPOVHCEWG Ol KATA SNGUETPOV, WG £T0¢ elnelv, dvtikewvtal Tf) ZafeAAiov yvdun: O uev yap
PAacpnued, adTov TOV LISV etvat Aéywv Tév Tatépa, kai Fumadiyv: of 8¢ tpeic B0l Tpdmov TV knplTTOLGLY, £i¢ TPEIG UooTdoelg
Eévag AAMAA WY, TTavTdnaot Kexwplopévag, Statpodvteg TV dyiav povdda. vdcbat ydp dvdykn td 0@ TV SAwv TOV Beiov
Abyov, épgrroxwpeiv 8¢ T O kai evdiatdcdot del T0 dylov Tvedua, dn kal thv Belav tprdda ig Eva, Homep eig kopuerv
Tva (tov @0V T@V SAwv TOV Tavtokpdtopa Aéyw) cuykepahatodobai te kai cuvdyeoBal tdoa dvdykn. Mapkiwvog yap tod
patadgpovog didaypa eic Tpeic dpxdc TAG wovapxiag tounv kai Saipeotv (Sropilet), maidsvua ov Srafolikdv, odxi 8¢ thv
8vTwg padntdv tod Xp1otod . . . obtol ydp tpidda pév knputtouévny Omd Th¢ Belag ypaefic capdg émigtavtal, Tpeic 8 Beolg
oUte mahaiav obte katvv dabriknv knputtovsav According to Dionysius, then, some Alexandrian teachers taught “tpdmov
Tvd” — thisisthe only limitation — aform of Tritheism. The whole effort of the Bishop was to prevent this. We recognise
here the old Roman interest in the unity of God, as represented by Victor, Zephyrine, and Callistus, but Dionysius may also have
remembered, that his predecessors, Pontian and Fabian, assented to the condemnation of Origen. Should we not connect the
angry reproach, levelled at the Alexandrian teachers, that they were Tritheists, with the charge made by Callistus against
Hippolytus, that he was a Ditheist; and may we not perhaps conclude that Origen himself was also accused of Tritheismin
Rome?

254 The positive conclusion runs: 03t o0V katapepilely xpn eic Tpeig Bedtnrag thv Bavpactiv kai Oeiav povdda, obte motroet
KwAVeW 10 d&lwpa kol to UmépParov uéyebog Tod kupiov: GANX TemicTEVKEVAL €1 OOV TATEPA TAVTOKPATOPX Kl £1¢ Xp1oTOV
"Incodv ToV Lidv avToD Kal €ig TO dylov Tvedua, Tviodat 8¢ T¢) Oe® TV SAwv TOV Adyov' Eyw yap, pnot. kai 6 mathp €v Eopev.
Kal éyw €v T@ Tatpl kai O mathp €v éuol — these are the old Monarchian proof-texts — oUtw ydp av kai 1) Beia tprag kai to
dylov krjpuypa tfig povapyiog dacwlorto. We see that Dionysius simply places the “holy preaching of the Monarchy” and the
“Divine Triad” side by side: “stat pro ratione voluntas.” Between this conclusion and the commencement of the fragment
preserved by Athanasius given in the preceding note, we have a detailed attack on those who hold the Son to be a roinua like
other creatures, “while the Holy Scriptures witness to his having an appropriate birth, but not to his being formed and created
in someway.” The attack on the fjv &te o0k fjv touches the fundamental position of the Alexandrian scholars as little as the
opposition to three Gods; for Dionysius contents himself with arguing that God would have been without understanding, if the
Logos had not always been with him; a thing which no Alexandrian doubted. The subtle distinction between Logos and Logos
Dionysiusleaveswholly out of account, and the explanation of the Roman Bishop on Proverbs VI11. 32 (x0p1og €ktioé e dpxnv
0d®V avtoD): £ktioe Evraiba dkovotéov dvti T0D Enéotnoe Toig T avTOD yeyovioty €pyoig, yeyovdat 8¢ St adtod tod viod,
must merely have caused a compassionate smile among the theologians of Alexandria.
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self-contradictory. Thisthey grounded formally on their ancient Creed without even attempting to
argue out the connection: one God — Father, Son and Spirit; one Person — perfect God and
perfect man; one Person — two wills. Their contentment with establishing a middle line, which
possessed the attribute of that known in mathematics, is, however, a proof that they had not a
positive, but merely a negative, religious interest in these speculations. Otherwise they would not
have been satisfied with adefinition it was impossible to grasp; for no religion livesin conceptions
which cannot be represented and realised. Their religious interest centred in the God Jesus, who
had assumed the substantia humana.

Theletter of the Roman Bishop produced only apassing impression in Alexandria. Its adoption
would have meant the repudiation of science. A few years afterwards the great Synod of Antioch
expressly rejected the term opooveiog (consubstantial) as being liable to misconstruction.?s The
followersof Origenin histraining school continued their master'swork, and they were not molested
in Alexandriaitself, asit seems, up till about the close of the third century. If we review the great
literary labours of Dionysius, of which we, unfortunately, only possess fragments, and observe his
attitude in the questions debated in the Church in his time, we see how faithfully he followed in
the track of Origen. The only difference lay in greater laxity in matters of discipline.?® He proved,
in hiswork “On Promises’ (repi énayyeAi®v) that he possessed the zeal against all Chiliasm and
the dexterity in critical exegesis which characterised the school of Origen;” and in his work “On
Nature” (rmepi Uoewg) he introduced, and endeavoured to carry out, a new task in the science of
Christian theology, viz., the systematic refutation of Materialism, i.e., of the Atomic theory.?® Of
the later heads of the training school we know very little; but that little is enough to let us see that
they faithfully preserved the theology of Origen. Pierius, who aso led alife of strict asceticism,
wrote learned commentaries and treatises. Photius®™ testifies that he taught piously concerning the
Father and Son, “except that he speaks of two “beings’ and two natures; using the words being and
nature, asis plain from the context, in place of Hypostasis, and not as those who adhere to Arius’
(mAfv 611 ovoiag dVo kai @Uoelg d0o Aéyel T® TG 0VGLG Kal PUOEWS OVOUATL, WG dfjAov, €k Te
TOV EMOPEVWYV Kal TPONYoLUEVWY ToD Xwpiov dvti Tfig Umootdoews Kal obX wg ol Apeiw
npocavakeipevol xpwpevog). Thisexplanationishardly trustworthy; Photius himself is compelled
to add that Pierius held impious doctrines asto the Holy Ghost, and ranked him far below the Father
and Son. Now since he further expressly testifies that Pierius, like Origen, held the pre-existence

255 See above, page 45.

256 See the letter to Fabius of Antioch, and the attitude of Dionysiusin the Novatian controversy, in which he sought at first to act
as mediator precisely as he did in the dispute over the baptism of heretics (Euseb. H. E. VI. 41, 42, 44-46, V1. 2-9).

257 See the fragmentsin Euseb. H. E. V1. 24, 25. The criticism of the Apocalypse is a master-piece.

258 See Euseb. H. E. VII. 26, 2; the fragments of the work in Routh, Relig. S. V., p. 393 sg. On this, Roch, die Schrift des Alex.
Bischofs, Dionysius d. Gr. tiber die Natur (Leipzig 1882) and my account of this dissertationinthe Th. L. Z. 1883, No. 2.
Dionysius work, apart from afew Biblical quotations which do not affect the arguments, might have been composed by a
Neo-platonic philosopher. Very characteristic isthe opening of thefirst fragment preserved by Eusebius. TTdtepov &v €0t suvageg
0 &V, WG NUIV T€ Kai 101§ sowtdtolg EAAMvwv MTAdtwvt kal TTubaydpq kal Toig 4o tfig Ttodg kal ‘HpakAeitw @aivetal;
there we have in aline the whole company of the saints with whom Epicurus and the Atomists were confronted. We notice that
from and after Justin Epicurus and his followers were extremely abhorred by Christian theologians, and that in this abhorrence
they felt themselves at one with Platonists, Pythagoreans, and Stoics. But Dionysius was the first Christian to take over from
these philosophers the task of a systematic refutation.

259 Photius Cod. 119.
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of souls, and explained some passages in the O. T. “economically”, i.e., contested their literal
meaning, it becomes obvious that Pierius had not parted company with Origen;° indeed, he was
even called “Origen Junior” .2 He was the teacher of Pamphilus, and the latter inherited from him
his unconditional devotion to Origen's theology. Pierius was followed, in Diocletian's time, by
Theognostus at the Alexandrian school. This scholar composed a great dogmatic work in seven
books called “Hypotyposes”. It has been described for us by Photius,?? whose account shows that
it was planned on a strict system, and was distinguished from Origen's great work, in that the whole
was not discussed in each part under reference to one main thought, but the system of doctrine was
presented in a continuous and consecutive exposition.?® Thus Theognostus invented that form of
scientific, Church dogmatic which was to set a standard to posterity — though it was indeed long
before the Church took courage to erect a doctrinal structure of its own. Athanasius had nothing
but praise for the work of Theognostus, and has quoted a passage from the second book which
undoubtedly proves that Theognostus did full justice to the Homoousian side of Origen's
Christology.?* But even the Cappadocians remarked certain affinities between Arius and
Theognostus,?* and Photius informs us that he called the Son a*“ creature” (ktioua), and said such
mean things about him that one might perhaps suppose that he was simply quoting, in order to
refute, the opinions of other men. Healso, like Origen, taught heterodox views asto the Holy Spirit,
and the grounds on which he based the possibility of the incarnation were empty and worthless.
Asamatter of fact, Theognostus' exposition of the sin against the Holy Ghost showsthat he attached
himself most closely to Origen. For it is based on the well-known idea of the master that the Father
embraced the largest, the Son, the medium, and the Holy Spirit the smallest sphere; that the sphere
of the Son included all rational beings, inclusive of the imperfect, while that of the Spirit

260 Routh, Reliq. S. 1., pp. 425-435.

261 Jerome, devir. 76 ; see also Euseb. H. E. VII. 32.

262 Cod. 106.

263 The first book dealt with the Father and Creator; the second, with the necessity that God should have a son, and the Son; the
third, took up the Holy Ghost; the fourth, angels and demons; the fifth and sixth, the possibility and actuality of the Son's
incarnation; the seventh, God's creative work. From the description by Photius it appears that Theognostus laid the chief stress
on the refutation of two opinions, namely, that matter was eternal, and that the incarnation of the Logos was an impossibility.
These are, however, the two theses with which the Neoplatonic theol ogians of the 4th and 5th centuries confronted Christian
science, and in whose assertion the whol e difference between Neo-platonism, and the dogmatic of Alexandrian churchmen at
bottom consisted. It is very instructive to notice that even at the end of the 3rd century the antithesis thus fixed came clearly to
thefront. If Theognostus, for the rest, rejected the opinion that God created all things from amatter equally eternal with himself,
this did not necessarily imply his abandonment of Origen's principle of the eternity of matter; yet it is at any rate possible that
in this point he took a more guarded view of the master's doctrine.

264 The fragment given by Athanasius (de decr. Nic. syn. 25) runs as follows: 00k #€w0év t1g £otiv épevpebeica 1y Tob vioD ovaia,
003 €k un 8vtwv EnelorixOn’ GAAG €k Thg ToD TaTpog obolag £@u, WG ToD PWTOG TO dnadyaoud, WG Udatog dtui olte yap to
amavyaopa oUTE N AT avTo TO BdWp €0Tiv A AbTOG O fAL0G, 0UTe GAASTPLOV: KAl 0Ute aVTEG €0Tiv O MaThp 0UTE GAASTPLOG
GAAG andppora T Tod Tatpog 0VGig, OV HEPIGUOV UTTOUELVAGHG TG TOD TaTPog 006iag MG ydp Uévwy 6 fA10g 6 abTdg 00
peloTTan Taig EKXEOUEVALG UL abTOD adyaic, oUTwG 00dE 1) ovain ToD TaTpog GANOIWOLY UITEPEIVEY, EIKGVA EXVTTG EXOVOX TOV
vidv. Notice that the pepiopdg is here negatived; but this negative must have been limited by other definitions. At al eventswe
may perhaps regard Theognostus as midway between Pierius and Alexander of Alexandria.

265 See Gregory of Nyssa, ¢. Eunom. I11. in Routh, I.c., p. 412; he proscribes the proposition of Theognostus: tov ©e6v fovAduevov
168¢ 10 TV KaTackeLdoal, TP@TOV TOV LIV 016V TIV Kavdva ThG Snutovpylag mpotimostsacdal. Stephanus Gobarus has
expressly noted it as a scandal that Athanasius should neverthel ess have praised Theognostus (in Photius, Cod. 282). Jerome did
not admit him into his catalogue of authors, and it is remarkabl e that Eusebius has passed him over in silence; this may, however,
have been accidental.

73

Adolf Harnack



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

comprehended only the perfect (teAeloduevor), and that therefore the sin against the Holy Ghost,
N asthe sin of the “perfect”, could not be forgiven.® The only novelty is that Theognhostus saw
occasion expressly to attack the view “that the teaching of the Spirit was superior to that of the
Son” (tr|v tod mveduatog didaokaAiav vrepBaAAerv tig Tod viod di1dax7|¢). Perhaps he did thisto
oppose another disciple of Origen, Hieracas, who applied himself to speculations concerning
Melchizedek, as being the Holy Spirit, and emphasised the worship of the Spirit.?” This Copt, who
lived at the close of the third and in the first half of the fourth century, cannot be passed over,
because, a scholar like Origen,?® he on the one hand modified and refined on certain doctrines of
his master,?° and on the other hand, emphasised his practical principles, requiring celibacy as a
Christian law.?™ Hieracas is for us the connecting link between Origen and the Coptic monks; the
N union of ascetics founded by him may mark the transition from the learned schools of theologians
to the society of monks. But in his proposition that, as regards practice, the suppression of the sexual
impulsewasthe decisive, and original, demand of the Logos Christ, Hieracas set up the great theme

of the Church of the fourth and following century.

In Alexandria the system of faith and the theology of Origen were fused more and more
completely together, and it cannot be proved that the immediate disciples of Origen, the heads of
the training-school, corrected their master.?* The first to do thisin Alexandria was Peter, Bishop
and Martyr.22 In his writings “ Concerning divinity” (nept 6g6tnrog), “ Concerning the sojourn of
our Saviour” (mepl tfi¢ owtiipog NuUGV émdnuiag), and especially in his books “Concerning (the
fact) that the soul does not preexist, nor has entered this body after having sinned” (mept toG unde
TpoUTdpxeLV THV Puxnv unde duaptioacav todto eig odua PAnOfvatr), he maintainsagainst Origen
the complete humanity of the Redeemer, the creation of our souls along with our bodies, and the
historical character of the events narrated in Gen. 1ll., and he characterises the doctrine of a
pre-mundane fall asa* precept of Greek philosophy whichisforeign and alien to those who desire

266 See Athanas. Ep. ad Serap. 1V., ch. 11; Routh, |.c., pp. 407-422, where the fragments of Theognostus are collected.

267 See Epiph. H. 67. 3, 55. 5.

268 Epiphanius (H. 67) speaks in the highest terms of the knowledge, learning, and power of memory, possessed by Hieracas.

269 H. understood the resurrection in apurely spiritual sense, and repudiated the restitutio carnis. He would have nothing to do with
amateria Paradise; and Epiphaniusindicates other heresies, which H. tried to support by acomprehensive scriptural proof. The
most important point is that he disputed, on the ground of 2 Tim. 1. 5, the salvation of children who died even when baptised;
“for without knowledge no conflict, without conflict no reward.” Epiphanius expressly certifies his orthodoxy in the doctrine of
the Trinity; in fact. Ariusrejected his Christology along with that of Vaentinus, Mani, and Sabellius, in his letter to Alexander
of Alex. (Epiph. H. 69. 7). From his short description of it (008 wg ‘Tepdkag AUxvov &md Adxvov, fj wg Aapmdda gic dvo — these
are figures already employed by Tatian) we can only, however, conclude that H. declared the obo1a of the Son to be identical
with that of the Father. He may have developed Origen’s Christology in the direction of Athanasius.

270 Seemy Art. inHerzog'sR. E. 2 Aufl. V1., p. 100 f. Hieracas recognised the essential difference betweenthe O. and N. T. inthe
commandments asto dyveia, éykpdteia, and especialy, celibacy. “What then did the Logos bring that was new?’ or what isthe
novelty proclaimed and instituted by the Only-begotten? The fear of God? Thelaw already contained that. Wasit asto marriage?
The Scriptures (= the O. T.) had aready dealt with it. Or asto envy, greed, and unrighteousness? All that is already contained
inthe O. T. “Ev 8¢ uévov todto katopd@dcat AABE, T TV éykpdtelav knpbEal #v 16 kdouw kai £avtd dvaéEacBon dyveiay
Kal éykpdtetav. "Avev 8¢ tovtou ur dvvasdar (fjv (Epiph. H. 67, ch. 1). He appealed to 1 Cor. VII., Hebr. XI1. 14, Math. XIX.

12, XXV. 21.

271 Procopius undoubtedly maintains (Comm. in Genes., ch. 1., p. 76, in Routh, Relig. S. IV, p. 50) that Dionysius Alex., in his
commentary on Ecclesiastes, contradicted the allegorical explanation of Gen. I1., I11; but we do not know in what the contradiction
consisted.

272 Eysebius, H. E. 1X. 6: Peter was made a martyr, probably in A.D. 311.

74


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.3.xml#Gen.3.1
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iiTim.2.xml#iiTim.2.5
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iCor.7.xml#iCor.7.1
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Heb.12.xml#Heb.12.14
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.19.xml#Matt.19.12
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.19.xml#Matt.19.12
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.25.xml#Matt.25.21

History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

to live piously in Christ” (ud®nua tiig EAANvikig @ilocogiag, EEvng kal dANotpiag olong TV €v
Xp1ot® evoePig BeAdvtwv (fjv).2” This utterance provesthat Peter had taken up aposition definitely
opposed to Origen;?* but his own expositions show, on the other hand, that he only deprived
Origen’ s doctrines of their extreme conclusions, while otherwise he maintained them, in so far as

they did not come into direct conflict with the rule of faith. The corrections on Origen’s system

were therefore not undertaken silently even in Alexandria. A compromise took place between

N scientific theology, and the ancient antignostically determined Creed of the Church, or the letter
100 of Holy Scripture, to which all the doctrines of Origen were sacrificed that contradicted the tenor
of the sacred tradition.?” But above all, the distinction made by him between the Christian science

of the perfect and the faith of the smple was to be abolished. The former must be curtailed, the

latter added to, and thus a product arrived at in a uniform faith which should be at the same time
ecclesiastical and scientific. After theology had enjoyed a period of liberty, the four last decades

of the third century, a reaction seems to have set in at the beginning of the fourth, or even at the

end of thethird century, in Alexandria. But the man had not yet risen who wasto preserve theology

from stagnation, or from being resolved into the ideas of the time. All the categories employed by

the theologians of the fourth and fifth centuries were already current in theology,?” but they had

not yet received their definite impress and fixed value.?”” Even the Biblical texts which in those
centurieswere especially exploited pro and contra, had aready been collected inthethird. Dionysius

AN of Alexandria had aready given warning that the word 6poovetog did not occur in Holy Scripture,
101 and this point of view seems, asarule, to have been thoroughly decisive evenin thethird century.?®

273 See the fragments of Peter’ swritings in Routh, |.c., pp. 21-82, especially pp. 46-50. Vide also Pitra, Anaecta SacralV., p. 187
sq., 425 0.

274 Decidedly spuriousis the fragment of an Muotaywyia alleged of Peter, in which occur the words: T 8¢ efnw ‘HpakAdv kai
ANpATPIOV TOUG HaKKApiovg EMOKOTOUE, 0T0UG TELPATUOVG DITEGTNOAV UTO TOD HAVEVTOG QpLyEvoug, Kal avTol oxiopaTa
BaAAbvrog év tif ExkkAnoiy, Td €wg ofjuepov Tapaxag avtf éyeipavta (Routh, I.c., p. 81).

275 We have unfortunately no more precise information as to Peter’ s attitude; we may determine it, however, by that of Methodius
(see unde).

276 S0 uovdg — tpidg — ovoia - Uoig — Ookeipevov — Umdotaoic — Tpdowmov — meptypar — pepilecdat — Staipeiv — TAatdverv
— ovykepalatodobat — Ktilerv — moielv — yiyveoBat yevvav — dpoovolog — €k T ovoiag tod matpdg — did tod OeAfpatog
— @0 &K O£0D — PO €K PWTEC — YeVVNBEVTa 00 ToNBévTa — fv 8Te 00K v — 0k v 8T 00K iV — v 8Te 00K AV — £TEPOg
Kat ovoiav — dtpentog — dvalolwtog — ayévvntog — GAAGTpLOq — Tty TG BedtnTog — 300 oboiat — ovoia ovolwUévn —
EvavBpmnolg — BedvOpwnog — Evwolg o0oLddING — EVWOLG KATX HETOVGIOY — GUVAPELX KATA udOnotv kai petovoiav —
ovykpdolg — évoikelv etc. Hipler inthe Oesterr. Vierteljahrschrift fir kathol. Theol. 1869, p. 161 ff. (quoted after Ldsche, Ztschr.
f. wiss. Theol. 1884, S. 259) maintains that expressions occurred in the specul ations of Numenius and Porphyry asto the nature
of God, which only emerged in the Church in consequence of the Nicene Council. Those technical terms of religio-philosophical
speculation, common to the Neoplatonists of the 3rd century, the Gnostics and Catholic theol ogians, require reexamination. One
result of thiswill be perhaps the conclusion that the philosophy of Plotinus and Porphyry was not uninfluenced by the Christian
system, Gnostic and Origenistic, which they opposed. We await details under this head from Dr. Carl Schmidt.

277 The meaning which was afterwards attached to the received categories was absolutely unthinkable, and corresponded perfectly
to none of the definitions previously hit upon by the philosophical schools. But this only convinced men that Christianity was
arevealed doctrine, which was distinguished from philosophical systems by mysterious ideas or categories.

278 But we have not yet ascertained the method followed in the earlier period of collecting the verdicts of the older Fathers, and of
presenting them as precedents; yet it is noteworthy that Irenaaus and Clement already delighted in appealing to the tpeofitepot,
which meant for them, however, citing the Apostles' disciples, and that Paul of Samosata was accused in the epistle of the Synod
of Antioch, of despising the ancient interpreters of the Divine Word (Euseb. V1. 30).
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We get an insight into the state of religious doctrine about the middle of the third century and
afterwards from the works of Gregory,?” the miracle-worker, who was one of the most eminent of
Origen’ sdisciples, and whoseinfluence in the provinces of AsiaMinor extended far into the fourth
century. This scholar and Bishop who delivered the first Christian panegyric — one on Origen —
and has in it given his autobiography, remained throughout his life an enthusiastic follower of
Origen, and adhered, in what was essential, to his doctrine of the Trinity.?®® But Gregory felt
compelled, in opposition to Christians whose conception of the Trinity was absolutely polytheistic,
to emphasise the unity of the Godhead. He did this in his “Confession of faith”,?! and in a till
greater degree, according to the testimony of Basilius, in his lost work Si1dAe€ig pog AAiavov
(Debate with Ailianus),?? which contained a proposition, afterwards appeal ed to by Sabellians, and
somewhat to the following effect, viz., Father and Son are two in thought, but one in substance
(mathp kat vidg Emvolia uév eiot dVo, bootdoel 8¢ £v). Gregory, on the other hand, described the
Logos as creature (ktiopa) and created (moinua) — so Basilius tells us, — and this form of

N\ expression can probably be explained by the fact that he thought it necessary, in this way and
102 aggressively (dywviotik®g), to emphasise, on the basis of Origen’sidea of the Homoousia of the
Son, the substantial unity of the deity, in opposition to a view of the divine Hypostases which
approximated to polytheism. On the whole, however, we cannot avoid supposing, that at the time
when theology was introduced into the faith — awork in which Gregory especially took part, —

and in consequence the worst confusions set in, % the tendency to heathen Tritheism had grown,

and theol ogians found themselves compelled to maintain the* preaching of themonarchy” (krpvyua

Tfig povapyxiag) to an increasing extent. Thisis proved by the correspondence of the Dionysii, the
theology of Hieracas, and the attitude of Bishop Alexander of Alexandria; but we have also the
evidence of Gregory. True, the genuineness of the writing ascribed to him, on the “essential
identity” % (of the three Persons), isnot yet decided, but it belongs, at all events, to the period before
Athanasius. In this treatise the author seeks to establish the indivisibility and uniqueness of God,
subject to the hypothesis of a certain hypostatic difference. In this he obviously approaches
Monarchian ideas, yet without falling into them. Further, the very remarkable tractate, addressed

to Theopompus, on the incapability and capability of suffering,? treats this very subject, without

even hinting at adivision between Father and Son in this connection; on the other hand, the author
certainly doesnot call it in question. We can study in the works of Gregory, and in the two treati ses?®

just mentioned, which bear his name, the state of theological stagnation, connected with the

279 See Caspari IV., p. 10 ff.; Ryssel, Gregorius Thaumaturgus, 1880. Vide also Overbeck in the Th. L.—Z., 1881, No. 12, and
Drasckeinthe Jahrb. f. protest. Theol. 1881, H. 2. Edition by Fronto. Ducdus, 1621. Pitra, AnalectaSacralll.; also Loofs, Theol.
L.Z., 1884, No. 23.

280 See Caspari’s(I.¢.) conclusions asto Gregory’ s confession of faith, whose genuineness seems to me made out. Origen’ sdoctrine
of the Trinity appears clearly in the Panegyric. The fragment printed by Ryssel, p. 44 f., isnot by Gr. Thaumaturgus.

281 See Caspari, |.c., p. 10: tpidg téhera, §6&n kal &idi16tn T kai PaciAeio ur) pepilouévn undé dmarlotprovuévr. Obte 0OV KTIGTSV
L ) doDAov v tfj Tpiddi oUte Enelcaktov, WG TPSTEPOV HeEV 0DY Unapyov, Uotepov de éneioeAOGV: olte yap EvéAné Tote vidg
natpi, olte TiQ mvedua, FAN dtpentog kal avaAloiwtog N avTh TPLdg del.

282 Basil., ep. 210.

283 |t remained amatter of doubt in the East up to the beginning of the fourth century, whether one ought to speak of three Hypostases
(essences, natures), or one.

284 Ryssel, p. 65f., 100 f.; see Gregor. Naz., Ep. 243, Opp, p. I1., p. 196 sq., ed. Paris, 1840.

285 Ryssel, p. 71f., 118 f. The genuineness of the tractate is not so certain asits origin in the 3rd century; yet see Loofs, I.c.

286 See also the Sermo de incarnatione attributed to Gregory (Pitralll., p. 144 sq., 395 sq.)
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indeterminateness of all dogmatic ideas, and the danger, then imminent, of passing wholly over to

N\ the domain of abstract philosophy, and of relaxing the union of speculation with the exegesis of

103 Holy Scripture. The problems are strictly confined to the sphere of Origen’s theology; but that

theology was so elastic that they threatened to run wild and become thoroughly secular.’ If, e.g.,

we review the Christological tenets of Eusebius of Caesarea, one of Origen’s most enthusiastic

followers, we are struck by their universal hollowness and emptiness, uncertainty and instability.

While Monotheism is maintained with an immense stock of Bibletextsand adisplay of all possible
formulas, a created and subordinate God is, in fact, interposed between the deity and mankind.

But there was also in the East atheology which, while it sought to make use of philosophy, at
the same time tried to preserve in their realistic form the religious truths established in the fight
with Gnosticism. There were theol ogians who, following in the footsteps of Irenaaus and Hippolytus,
by no means despised science, yet found the highest truth expressed in the tenets handed down by
the Church; and who therefore, refusing the claim of philosophical Gnosisto re-edit the principles
of faith, only permitted it to support, connect, and interpret them. These theol ogians were necessarily
hostile to the science of religion cultivated in Alexandria, and enemies of its founder Origen. We
do not know whether, during his life-time, Origen came into conflict in the East with opponents
who met him in the spirit of an Irenaaus.?® From his own statements we must suppose that he only
had to deal with untrained disputants. But in the second half of the third century, and at the beginning

N\ of thefourth, there were on the side of the Church antagonists of Origen’ s theology who were well
104 versed in philosophical knowledge, and who not merely trumped his doctrine with their Y1An riotig
(barefaith), but protected the principles transmitted by the Church from spiritualising and artificial
interpretations, with all the weapons of science.?® The most important among them, indeed really

287 Origen himself always possessed in his unconditional adherence to the Bible a kind of corrective against the danger of passing
entirely over to philosophy. Though thoroughly versed in philosophical science, he sought never to be more than a scriptural
theologian, and urged his disciples — witness his | etter to Gregor. Thaum. — to give up their philosophical studies, and devote
themselves wholly to the Bible. No professedly philosophical expositions occur in Origen himself, so far as| know, like those
transmitted by his disciples. For the latter the comprehensive chapter of Eusebius (H. E. VII. 32) isvery instructive. Here we
meet with Bishops who seem to have been scholars first and clerics afterwards. This Eusebius (8 22) hasto tell of one: Adywv
HEV Prhocdewy kai Ti¢ dAANG map’ “EAAnet ondelag mapd toig moAAoig Bavpacbeic, ovy Opoiwg ye viv mept thv Beiav niotiv
datebeipévoc.

288 |t isunknown who wasthe kaAAwv U@V TpecPiTng kal pakaplotdg &vip quoted by Epiph. (H. 64, ch. 8 and 67) asan opponent
of Origen.

289 Besides these we have Eastern theol ogians, who, while they did not write against Origen, show no signsin their works of having
been influenced by Alexandrian theology, but rather resemblein their attitude Irenaaus and Hippolytus. Here we have especially
to mention the author of five dialogues against the Gnostics, which, under the title “De rectain deum fide,” bear the name of
Adamantius; see the editio princeps by Wetstein, 1673, and the version of Rufinus discovered by Caspari (Kirchenhistorische
Anecdota, 1883; also Th. L.—Z. 1884, No. 8) which shows that the Greek text is interpolated. The author, for whom we have
perhapsto look in the circle of Methodius, has at any rate borrowed not alittle from him (and a so from the work of Theophilus
against Marcion?). See Jahn, Methodii, Opp. I., p. 99, Il. Nos. 474, 542, 733-749, 771, 777. Méller in Herzog'sR. E., 2 Ed.,
1X., p. 725. Zahn, Ztschr. f. Kirchengesch., Vol. I X., p. 193 ff.: “ Die Dial oge des Adamantius mit den Gnostikern.” The dialogues
were written + 300, probably somewherein East AsiaMinor, or in West Syria, according to Zahn about 300-313 in Hellenic
Syria, or Antioch. They are skilfully written and instructive; avery moderate use is made of philosophical theology. Perhapsthe
Ep. ad Diogn. also came from the circle of Methodius. Again, thereislittle philosophical theology to be discovered intheorigina
edition of thefirst six books of the apostolic Constitutions, which belongsto the third century. See Lagardein Bunsen’s Analecta
Ante-NicanaT. |l. The author still occupied the standpoint of Ignatius, or the old anti-gnostic teachers. The dogmatic theology,
in the longer recension of the work, preserved in Greek, belongs entirely to the reviser who lived in or after the middle of the
4th century (so App. Const. I1. 24, V1. 11, 14, 41 [Hahn, Biblioth. der Symbole, 2 Aufl., 88 10, 11, 64]; see my edition of the
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the only one of whom we have any very precise knowledge, besides Peter of Alexandria(see above),

is Methodius.?® But of the great number of treatises by this origina and prolific author only one

has been till now preserved complete in the original — Conviv. decem virg., while we have the
greater part of a second — De resurr.?* The rest has been preserved in the Slavic language, and

N only very lately been rendered accessible. The personality of Methodius himself, with his position
105 in history, is obscure.?? But what we do know is enough to show that he was able to combine the
defence of the Rule of Faith as understood by Irenaaus, Hippolytus, and Tertullian,?? with the most
thorough study of Plato’ s writings and the reverent appropriation of Plato’sideas. Indeed he lived

in these.?* Accordingly, he defended “the popular conception of the common faith of the Church”

in an energetic counterblast to Origen, and rejected al his doctrines which contained an artificial
version of traditional principles.?® But on the other hand, he did not repudiate the basis on which
Origen’s speculation rested. He rather attempted with its presuppositions and method to arrive at
aresult in harmony with the common faith. There seemsto be no doubt that he took the great work

of Irenaaus as hismodel; for the manner in which M ethodius has endeavoured to overcome dualism

and spiritualism, and to establish a specul ative realism, recalls strikingly the undertaking of Irenaaus.

Like the latter, Methodius sought to demonstrate the eternal importance of the natural constitution

in spirit and body of the creatures made by God; and he conceived salvation not as adisembodying,

not in any sense as a division and separation, but as a transfiguration of the corporeal, and aunion

of what had been unnaturally divided. He rejected the pessimism with which Origen had, like the
Gnostics, viewed the world as it is, the cOotacig tod kdopov, making it, if a well-ordered and
necessary prison, yet a prison after all. This he confronted with the optimistic conviction, that
everything which God has created, and as he has created it, is capable of permanence and

N\ transfiguration.?®® Accordingly, he opposed Origen’s doctrines of the pre-existence of souls, the
106 nature and object of the world and of corporeality, the eternal duration of the world, a premundane
Fall, the resurrection as adestruction of the body, etc. At the sametime he certainly misrepresented

Aoy, p. 241 ff. That Aphraates and the author of the Acta Archelai were unaffected by Origen’ stheology will have been clear
from what was said above, p. 50 f.

290 Jahn, S. Methodii Opp., 1865; Pars 1. S. Methodius Platonizans, 1865; Bonwetsch, M. von Olympus |. 1891. Vide aso Pitra,
AnalectaSacraT. Il V. (see Loofs, Th. L.—Z., 1884, No. 23, col. 556 ff.). M6hler, Patrologie, pp. 680-700. Méller, I.c., p.
724 ff. Sdmon Dict. of Christian Biogr. I11. p. 909 sq.

291 Besides smaller fragments are found, increased by Pitra.

292 See Zahn, Ztschr. f. Kirchengesch. VVol. VIII., p. 15 ff. Place: Olympusin Lycia

293 He was ranked in later times with Irensaus and Hippolytus (see Andreas Caes. in prad. in Apoc., p. 2.) and that as awitness to
the inspiration of John’s Apocalypse.

294 See Jahn, |.c.

2% See the long fragments of the writing de resurrectione which was directed against Origen, as also the work mepi tv yevnt@v.
Methodius called Origen a*“ Centaur” (Opp. I. 100, 101), i.e., “ Sophist,” and compared his doctrine with the Hydra (1. 86). See
the violent attack on the new-fashioned exegetes and teachersin Deresurr. 8, 9 (Opp |. 67 sq.) and 20, (p. 74), where the dotd
vonta and odpkag vontdg of Origen’s school areridiculed; ch. 21, p. 75; 39, p. 83.

2% See the short argument against Origen, De resurr. 28, p. 78: Ei ydp kpeittov td ur| eivat tod ivar tdv kbopov, Sid tf o xeipov
1|pEiTo To100C TOV KOOV 6 O€bC; GAN 0D8EV 6 Bed¢ pataiwg A xeipov émoiel. 00koDV €ic Td eival kal péverv Thv ktioty 6 Oedg
diekoopnoato. Wisdom . 14 and Rom. VI11. 19 follow. The fight waged by Methodius against Origen presentsitself asa
continuation of that conducted by Irensaus against the Gnostics. It dealt in part with the same problems, and used the same
arguments and proofs. The extent to which Origen hellenised the Christian tradition wasin the end aslittle tol erated in the Church
as the latitude taken by the Gnostics. But while Gnosticism was completely ejected in two or three generationsit took much
longer to get rid of Origenism. Therefore, still more of Origen’stheology passed into the “revealed” system of Church doctrine,
than of the theology of the Gnostics.
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them, as, e.g., Origen’s doctrine of sin, p. 68 sg. Like Irensaus, Methodius introduced curious
speculations as to Adam for the purpose of establishing realism, i.e., the maintenance of the literal

truth of sacred history. Adam was to him the whole of natural humanity, and he assumed, going
beyond Irenaaus, that the Logos combined the first man created (protoplast) with himself.?” This

N union was conceived as a complete incorporation: “God embraced and comprehended in man;”
107 and, starting from this incorporation, the attempt was made to explain redemption in terms of a
mystical realism. Salvation was not consummated in knowledge (Gnosis), but it came to light,
already achieved for mankind, in the constitution of the God-man.?® But for this very reason
Methodius borders, just like Irensaus, on a mode of thought which sees in the incarnation the
necessary completion of creation, and conceives the imperfection of the first Adam to have been
natural .2® Adam, i.e., mankind, was before Christ still in a plastic condition, capable of receiving

any impression and liableto dissolution. Sin, which had exclusively an external source, had therefore

an easy task; humanity was first consolidated in Christ. In this way freedom is retained, but we
easily see that Origen’s idea of sin was more profound than that of Methodius.3® The fantastic

297 See Conviv. 111, 6 (p. 18 sq.): TadTn yap ToV dvBpwrov dvelhngev 6 Adyog, Smwg &) 81’ altod kataAvon thv & dAE0pw
yeyovuiav katadiknv, nrrioag tov S@v. fipuole yap un 8t £tépou viknOivat tov movnpov GAAa 8t kelvou, 6v 81 kai ékdumalev
amatroag avTOV TETVPAVVNKEVAL, GTL pn M we TV duaptiov AvBfivat kal THY katdkpioty Suvatdv fv, el uf méAy 6 avdtdg
keivog &vBpwog, 8t dv elpnto To “yi £l ka €ic yiv dmeAedon,” dvamAacdeic dvéAvoe THv dmdpacty ThHv 81’ adTdv €ic TdvTag
g€evnveypévny. Stwg, kabmg év T Addu tpdtepov Tdvteg droBvrckovoty, oUtw & mdAw kai év 1@ dvelAn@détt Xmiotd tov
‘Adap ndvteg {wonondmorv. Still clearer islll. 4, whereitisexpressly denied that Adamisonly atype of Christ: @épe yap fueig
¢miokePOUeda TGS 6pB0SEEWS dvryaye TOV ASdU £ig TOV Xp1oTdV, 00 Uévov TOTOV adTdV 1yodHeVOG eivat kai eikéva, GAAL
Kol a0TO To0TO XP1oTOV Kal avTOV yeyoveval 81 T TOV Tipod aidvwy ei¢ abtov ykatackipat Adyov. fpuole yap to npwtdyovov
100 O¢00 Kal TpdTov PAdoTNUa Kal HOVOYEVEG TRV oo<p1av T TPWTOTAGOTW Kal TPWTW Kal TPWToyovy TV GvBpdnwy
avOpdTw kepacOeioav svnvepoommsval To0to yap elvar tdv Xpiotdv, &vBpwnov év dxpdtw Bedtntt kod TeAeiq nemAnpwuévov
kol @edV v &vBpdTw KeEXWPNUEVOV AV Ydp Tpenwdéotatov Tév mpeafiTatov TdV aidvwy kal TpGTOV TGV &pxayyéhwy,
avOpwmnoig uéAlovta suvoutAely, gig TOV Tpeofitatov kal Tp&TOV TAOV AvOpdToV eldotkiobfval tov Addu. Seeaso 1. 7 8:
TpOyeYOUvVachaL yap . . . ¢ &pa O TpwTOTAACTOG oikelwg £i¢ avTOV dvagépesbat Suvatal oV Xp1otdv, 0VKETL TOTIOG WV Kal
dnelkaopa udvov kai eikwv 100 povoyevole, GAAG kai abTo To0To copin yeyovdg kal Adyog. diknv yap Gdatog cuykepaoheig
6 &vBpwmog tfj copla kai Tf {wij TodTo yéyovev, Smep Nv adTod T £ig adTOV éykataokApav dkpatov @ag.

298 Y et see, under, the new turn given to the speculation.

29 S, Conviv. 1. 5: #t1 yap tnAovpyolpevov tov Addy, we Zotiv einelv, kal Tnrtov Svta tai KSaph, kai undénw Odoavta diknv
dotpdkov Tii dpBapoia kpatalwOijvar kal mayiwbivat, Udwp Worep kataAelPopévn kai kanaotdlovoa SiEAvoev avTO 1) Auaptia.
816 &1 Ay Gvwbev avadedwv kal TNAOTAAGTOV TOV abTOV €ig Tiurv 6 Odg €V Tf] Tapbeviki] kpataldoag Tp@TOV Kal ThHEag
UATPQ Kal 6LVEVWOXG KAl GUYKEPAoag TG Aoyw, dtnktov kal &Bpavotov €fyayev ig tov Piov, Tva ur ndAv Toic tfg @Bopdg
£8P0ev EmkAvoBeic ieUpaoty, tnkedéva yevvioag dranéon. Methodius, like Irenaaus, gave much study to Paul’ s Epistles, because
they were especially quoted by Origen and his school (see ch. 51 fin., p. 90); on the difficulties which he felt see De resurr. 26,
p. 77; 38, p. 83.

300 The expositions of concupiscence, sin, and death, are distinguished very strongly from those of Origen. (For death as means of
salvation see Deresurr. 23, 49). They resemble the discussions of Irenaaus, only Methodius maintains — a sign of the times —
that sinlessnessisimpossible even to the Christian. See Deresurr. 22 (1., p. 75): {@vtog yap £t1 1o owpatog npd tod tedvriecbot
oLlfiv dvdykn kal thv Guaptiav, Evdov tag pifag adtiic v fiuiv drokpintovoay, el kal E€wbdev topais Taic 4o TOV 6WEPOVIGUGOV
Kol TGOV voubeTrioewv dveoTEAAETO, ETEL OUK GV LETA TO QwTioBfjvar cuvEPatvev adikelv, dte TavTdnacty eilkpvig denpnuévng
4@’ UGV Thg apaptiog vov 8¢ kal petd to motedoat Kal mi td Udwp EAOeTv ToD dyviopod moAAdKiG év quaptialg Svteg
ebprokduedar o0deic yap oltwe duaptiag éxtdg eivat £autdv kavyioetal, wg unde kav évluundfvar o sbvolov SAwe Tiv
&dikiav. To this conception corresponds the view of Methodius that Christianity is a cultus of mysteries, in which consecration
is unceasingly bestowed on the teAeiotpevor. Methodius also referred Rom. V1. 18 f. to those born again.
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108

109

realism of the latter’ s view is carried out in his speculations on the transference of salvation from
Christ toindividuals. The deep sleep of the Protoplast is paralleled in the second Adam by the Sleep
of death. Now as Eve was formed from, and was part of the being of sleeping Adam, so the Holy
Spirit issued from Christ lying in the sleep of death, and was part of his being;*** and from him the
Church was fashioned.

“The Apostle has excellently applied the history of Adam to Christ. So we will
require to say with him that the Church is of the bone and flesh of Christ, since for
her sake the Logos left the Heavenly Father, and came down that he might cleave
to his spouse; and he fell asleep unconscious of suffering, dying voluntarily for her,
that he might present the Church to himself glorious and faultless, after he had
purified her by the bath; so that she might receive the spiritual and blessed seed,
which he himself, instilling and implanting, scatters into the depths of the Spirit,
whom the Church receives and, fashioning, develops like a spouse, that she may
bear and rear virtue. For in thisway theword is also excellently fulfilled * Grow and
increase’; since the Church increases daily in greatness, beauty, and extent; because
the Logos dwellswith her, and holds communion with her, and he even now descends
to us, and in remembrance (Anamnesis) of his suffering (continually) diesto himself.
For not otherwise could the Church continually conceive believers in her womb,
and bear them anew through the bath of regeneration, unless Christ were repeatedly
to die, emptying himself for the sake of each individual, in order to find acceptance
by means of his sufferings continuing and completing themselves; unless, descending
from heaven, and united with his spouse, the Church, heimparted from hisown side
acertain power, that all who are edified in him should attain growth, those, namely,
who, born again through baptism, have received flesh of hisflesh, bone of hisbone,
i.e., of his holiness and glory. He, however, who calls bone and flesh wisdom and
virtue, speakstruly; but the side is the Spirit of truth, the Paraclete, from whom the
enlightened receiving their portion are born again, in aworthy manner, toimmortality.
But no one can participate in the Holy Spirit, and be accounted a member of Christ,
unless the Logos has first descended upon him, and, falling asleep, has ‘emptied’

himself, that he, rising again and rejuvenated, along with him who fell asleep for
his sake, and re-fashioned in his own person, may participate in the Holy Spirit. For
the side (mAevpd) of the Logos is realy the spirit of truth, the seven-formed of the
prophet, from whom God, in accordance with the self-sacrifice of Chrigt, that is, the
incarnation and suffering of Christ, takes away something, and fashionsfor him his
spouse, in other words, souls fit for him and prepared like a bride.” 32

301 The allegory receives another version Opp. I, p. 119: uf nwg &pa ai Tpeig adtan T@v mpoydvwv kepaai ndong Thg dvOpwndtntog
Opoovatol UIooTdoelg KT elkGva Tvd, g kal MeBodiw dokel — the passage occursin Anastasius Sin. ap. Mal, Script. Vet. N.
Coall. 1X. p. 619 — tumik®¢ yeyévaot Tfig aylag kai 0poovoiov Tpiddog, Tol pev dvattiov kal dyevvitov Adau tomov Kal eikéva
£xovtog oD dvaitiov kal Tdvtwy aitiov TavTokpdTopog Ocol kai ntatpdg, Tol 8¢ yevvntod viod adtol eikdva mpodiaypdpovtog
100 yevvntod vioT kai Adyouv tob Oeo0. T ¢ ekmopevtiig EVaG onpaivodong trv tod ayiov TveOIaTo EKTOPEVTHY UTEOTAGLY.

302 Conviv. I11. 8.
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Methodius accordingly, startsin his speculationsfrom Adam and Eve asthereal typesof Christ
and the Church; but he then varies this, holding that the individual soul rather must become the
bride of Christ, and that for each the descent of the Logos from heaven and his death must be
repeated — mysteriously and in the heart of the believer.

This variation became, and precisely through the instrumentality of Methodius, of eminent
importance in the history of dogma.®** We would not have had in the third century all the premises
from which Catholic Christianity was developed in the following centuries, unless this speculation
had been brought forward, or, been given a central place, by a Christian theologian of the earlier
period. It marks nothing less than the tapering of the realistic doctrinal system of the Church into
the subjectivity of monkish mysticism. For to Methodius, the history of the Logos-Christ, as
maintained by faith, was only the general background of an inner history, which required to repeat
itself in each believer: the Logos had to descend from heaven, suffer, die, and rise again for him.

N Nay, Methodius already formulated his view to the effect that every believer must, through
110 participation in Christ, be born as a Christ.®* The background was, however, not a matter of
indifference, seeing that what took placein theindividual must havefirst taken placein the Church.
The Church, accordingly, wasto be revered as mother, by the individual soul which wasto become
the bride of Christ. In aword: here we have the theological speculation of the future monachism
of the Church, and we seewhy it could not but pair with the loftiest obedience, and greatest devotion

to the Church.

But the evidence that we have really here the fundamental features of the monkish mysticism
of the Church, is contained in the correct perception of the final object of the work from which the
above details are taken. The whole writing seeks to represent the state of virginity asthe condition
of Christlikeness (l. 5, p. 13). Everything is directed to this end; yet marriage is not forbidden, but
is admitted to possess a mystery of its own. Unstained virginity is ranked high above the married
state; towards it all Christians must strive; it is the perfectly Christian life itself. Yet Methodius
succeeds in maintaining, beside it, marriage and sin-stained birth from the flesh (I1. 1 sg.). He had
already arrived at the position of Catholic monasticism; the body belonging to the soul that would
be the bride of Christ must remain virgin. The proper result of the work of Christ isrepresented in
the state of virginity of the believers who still walk upon earth, and it is the bloom of
imperishabl eness:

303 |t was not altogether absent in earlier times, and on thisseech. V. § 2. Aswe have remarked above, individualismin this extreme
form occurs also in Origen; seg, e.q., “Deorat.” 17.: “He who has perceived the beauty of the bride whom the Son of God loves
as bridegroom, namely, the soul.”

804 Conviv. VIII. 8: Eyw ydp tov dpoeva (Apoc. XI1. 1f.) tadtn yevvav eipficOot vopilw thv ékkAnoiav, émeldn Tovg xapaktiipag
Kal TV EKTUTWOLY Kal TNV dppevwniav oD Xptotod mpocAauPdvovoty ol pwti{dpevot, thig kad’ ouoiwotv pop@fic v adToig
EKTUTIOVPEVNG TOD AGYOU Kal €V aiToig YEVVWUEVHG KaTd THV dkp1Pf yv@otv kal miotiv HotTe év ekdotw yevvashal Tov Xpiotov
vont®g kai S tolto 1 ékkAnola omapyd kal wdivel, uéxpinep &v 6 Xp1otdg €v NUIv poppwbii yevvnoeic, mwg Eékaotog TV
ayiwv t@ uetéxerv Xpiotod Xpiotog yevvnoi, ka® 6v Adyov kal &v Tivi ypa@fi @épetat “ur GPnode tdv Xp1ot@dv pov” olovel
XpLot@v yeyovoTwV TAOV KATA HeTovsiav tol nveduatog ei¢ Xpiotov Pefantiopévwv, supfariovong évradba thv v td Adyw
Tpavwoly abT@V Kal petapdpewotv tfg ékkAnoiag. Even Tertullian teaches (De pud. 22) that the martyr who does what Christ
did, and livesin Christ, is Christ.
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“Exceedingly great and wonderful and glorious is virginity, and to speak plainly,

following Holy Scripture, this most noble and fair practice is aone the ripe result,

N the flower and first fruits of incorruption, and therefore the Lord promises to admit
1 “those who have preserved their virginity into the kingdom of heaven . .. for we
must understand that virginity, while walking “ upon the earth, reachesthe heavens”:

MEYAGAN Tig €oT1v UIepPLKE Kol Oavpaotr) kai £v80€og 1 TapOevia, Kal €1 xpn Pavep®( einelv
¢mouévny taic dylaic ypagaic, & o0Bap tiic dedapaiac kai T &vBog kai 1) drapyr adTig TodTo
70 Gp1otov Kal KAAALoTOV EMITASEVUA UOVOV TUYXAVEL Kal Sl TadTar Kal 6 KUp1og 1 TV BactAgioy
gloeAdoat T@v ovpav@V Tovg anomapOevevoavTag o@ig adToug énayyeAAetat. . ., mapBeviav yap
Paiverv pév émi yig, Empaverv 8¢ TV o0pav@dv nyntéov (Conv. 1. 1, p. 11).

Methodius started from other premises than the school of Origen, and bitterly opposed the | atter,
but in the end he came to the same practical result — witness the followers of Hieracas. Their
speculations also led to the depreciation of the objective redemption, and to monachism. But the
concrete forms were very different. In Origen himself and his earliest disciples the Church was by
no meansreally the mother, or, if it were, it wasin awholly different sense from that of Methodius.
Asceticism and in particular virginity were not in themselves valuable, an end in themselves, but
means to the end. Finally, Gnosis (knowledge) was different from Pistis (faith), and the ideal was
the perfect Gnostic, who is freed from all that is alien and fleeting, and lives in the eternal and
abiding. Methodius' teaching was different. Pistis and Gnosis were related to each other as theme
and exposition: thereisonly onetruth, which isthe samefor all; but on the soil of the Church there
isroom for the state of virginity, which isthe goal of the incarnation, though al may not yet reach
it. Theimportant and momentous achievement of Methodius®® consisted in subordinating arealistic
Church theology, which yet was not destitute of a speculative phase, and even made a moderate
use of the allegorical method, to the practical object of securing virginity, alifein which God and

N Christ wereimitated, (Conv. . 5, p. 13: to imitate God is to escape from corruption [Oopoiwoig @@
112 @Bopac amoguyr]]; Christisnot only arch-shepherd and arch-prophet [&pytrmolunv-dpytropogntng],
but also archetypal virgin [apxirapbvog]). Thisdoctrine, aswell asthe practical attitude of Hieracas,

and many other features, as, e.g., the considerably earlier Pseudo-Clementine epistles “De
virginitate,” 3% prove that the great aspiration of the time in the East was towards monachism, and

M ethodius succeeded in uniting thiswith a Church theology. In spite of his polemic against Origen

he did not despise those phases of the latter’s theology, which were at al compatible with the
traditional comprehension of religious doctrine. Thus he accepted the doctrine of the Logosimplicitly

in the form given to it by Origen’s school, without, of course, entangling himself in the disputed
terminology (see, e.g., De creat. 11, p. 102); so far as | know, he made no express defence of
Chiliasm, in spite of the high value he put on the Apocalypse. He is even said by Socrates (H. E.

V1. 13) to have admired Origen, in one of his latest writings, “a sort of recantation” (w¢ €k

305 The theology of Methodius was in the Eastern Church, like Tertullian’ s in the West, a prophecy of the future. His method of
combining tradition and speculation was not quite attained even by the Cappadocians in the 4th century. Men like Cyril of
Alexandriawere the first to resemble him. In Methodius we have already the final stage of Greek theology.

306 See Funk, Patr. App. Opp. I1. pp. 1-27, and Harnack, Sitzungsberichte d. Preuss. Akad. d. Wissensch. 1891, p. 361 ff.
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naAwvpdiag). However that may be, the future belonged not to Origen, nor to the scientific religion

that soared above faith, but to compromises, such as those, stamped with monachism, which

M ethodius concluded, to the combination of realistic and speculative elements, of the objectivity

of the Church and the mysticism of the monks.*” The great fight in the next decades was undoubtedly

to be fought out between two forms of the doctrine of the L ogos; the one, that of Lucian the martyr

and his school, which had adopted elements distinctive of Adoptianism, and the other, professed

by Alexander of Alexandria and the Western theologians, which with Sabellianism held fast the

unity of the divine nature. But, in the case of the majority of Eastern Christians in the 4th century,

N\ the background or basis of these opposite views was formed, not by a theology purely Origenist,

113 but by one of compromise, which had resulted from a combination of the former with the popular

idea of the rules of faith, and which sought its goal, not in an absolute knowledge and the calm

confidence of the pious sage, but in virginity, ecclesiasticism, and amystical deification. Men like

M ethodius became of the highest consequencein the development of thistheological genus, which,

indeed, could not but gain the upper hand more and more, from the elemental force of factors
existent in the Church.3®

But while as regards Origen’s theology reservations may have gradually grown stronger and
more numerous in the course of the next decades, theological speculation aimed in the East, from
about 250-320, at a result than which nothing grander or more assured could be imagined. In the
West the old, short, Creed was retained, and, except in one case,** the Christological conflictsdid
not induce men to change it. But in the leading Churches of the East, and during the given period,
the Creeds wer e expanded by theol ogical additions,**° and thus exegetical and speculative theology
was introduced into the Apostolic faith itself.3** Thus, in the Catholic Churches of the East, this

N theology wasfor ever fused with thefaith itself. A striking example has been already quoted; those
114 six Bishopswho wrote against Paul of Samosatain the seventh decade of thethird century, submitted

307 On the authority of Methodiusin later times, see the Testimonia Veterum in Jahn, 1. c. |, p. 6 sg. The defence of Origen against
Methodius by Pamphilus and Eusebius has unfortunately been preserved only to avery small extent. See Routh, Relig. S. IV,
p. 339 s0.

308 |t jsinstructive to notice how Athanasius has silently and calmly shelved those doctrines of Origen which did not harmonise
with the wording of the rule of faith, or allegorised facts whose artificial interpretation had ceased to be tolerated.

309 See above, p. 75.

310 |t s possible, and indeed probable, that Creeds were then set up for the first time in many Churches. The history of the rise of
Creeds— further than the Baptismal formula— in the East iswholly obscure. Of coursethere alwayswere detailed Christological
formulas, but the question is whether they were inserted into the Baptismal formula.

311 |t has been already pointed out on p. 48, note 1, that the Biblical character of some of those additions cannot be used against
their being regarded as theological and philosophical formulas. The theology of Origen — witness his letter to Gregory — was
throughout exegetical and speculative; therefore the reception of certain Biblical predicates of Christ into the Creeds meant a
desire to legitimise the speculation which clung to them as Apostolic. The Churches, however, by setting up theological Creeds
only repeated a development in which they had been anticipated about 120 years before by the “Gnostics.” The latter had
theologically worked out Creeds as early asin the second century. Tertullian, it istrue, says of the Vaentinians (adv. Valent.
1.) “communem fidem affirmant,” i.e., they adapt themselves to the common faith; but he himself relates (De carne, 20; see Iren.
1.7, 2) that they preferred “ S1& Mapiag” to “ék Mapiag”; in other words, of these two prepositions, which were still used without
question even in Justin’ s time, they, on theological grounds, admitted only the one. So also they said “ Resurrection from the
dead” instead of “of the body.” Irenaaus as well as Tertullian has spoken of the “blasphemous’ regulaeof the Gnostics and
Marcionites which were always being changed (Iren. 1. 215, 111. 11 3, 1. 31 3; |l predf.; 11. 19 8, 111. 16, |. 5; Tertull., De praescr.
42; Adv. Valent. 4; Adv. Marc. |. 1, 1V. 5, 1V. 17). We can till partly reconstruct these “Rules’ from the Philosoph. and the
Syntagma of Hippolytus (see esp. the regula of Apellesin Epiphan. H. XLIV. 2). They have mutatis mutandis the most striking
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aRule of Faith, which had been elaborated philosophically and theologically, as the faith handed
down in the holy Catholic Church from the Apostles? But we possess numerous other proofs.
Gregory of Nyssatells us that from the days of Gregory Thaumaturgus till his own, the Creed of
the latter formed the foundation of the instruction given to catechumens in Neo-Caesarea. But this
Creed® was neither more nor less than a compendium of Origen’s theology,** which, here, was
thus introduced into the faith and instruction of the Church. Further, it is clear from the letter of
Alexander of Alexandriato Alexander of Constantinople, that the Church of Alexandria possessed

similarity to the oriental confessions of faith published since the end of the third century; compare, e.g., the Creed, given under,
of Gregorius Thaumaturgus with the Gnostic rules of faith which Hippolytus had before him in the Philosoph. Thereis, further,
astriking affinity between themin thefact that the ancient Gnostics already appealed in support of their regulaeto secret tradition,
beit of one of the Apostles or dl, yet without renouncing the attestation of these rules by Holy Scripture through the spiritual
(pneumatic) method of Exegesis. Precisely the same thing took place in the Eastern Churches of the next age. For the tenor and
phrasing of the new Creeds which seemed to be necessary, the appeal to Holy Scripture was even here insufficient, and it was
necessary to resort to special revelations, asin the case alluded to, p. 115, note 3, or to anapddooig dypagog of the Church. That
the new theology and Christology had found their way into the psalms sung in the Church, can be seen from the Synodal document
on Paul of Samosata (Euseb. VII. 30, 11), whereit is said of the Bishop: YpaApoig todg pev eig tov kOptov Nuav 1. Xp. tadoag
¢ O vewTépoug Kal vewTépwy avdpdv ovyypdupata; i.€., Paul set aside those Church songs which contained the phil osophical
or Alexandrian christology. In this respect a so the Church followed the Gnostics: compare in the period immediately following,
the songs of Arius, on the one hand, and the orthodox hymns on the other; for we know of Marcionite, Valentinian, and Bardesanian
psalms and hymns. (See the close of the Muratorian Fragment, further my investigations in the Ztschr. f. wissensch. Theal.,
1876, p. 109 ff.; Tertull., De Carne Chr. 17; Hippol., Philos. V1. 37; the psalms of Bardesanes in Ephraim; the Gnostic hymns
inthe Actsof John and Thomas, in the Pistis Sophieg etc.). Itisself-evident that these psalms contained the characteristic theology
of the Gnostics; this a so appears from the fragments that have been preserved, and isvery clearly confirmed by Tertullian, who
says of Alexander the Valentinian (1. ¢.): “sed remisso Alexandro cum suis syllogismis, etiam cum Psalmis Valentini, quos
magna impudentia, quasi idonei alicuius auctoris interserit.” The scholastic form of the Church was more and more complete
inthe East in the second half of the third century Alexandrian Catechists, had finally succeeded in partly insinuating its teaching
into the Church. Where Vaentine Basilides, etc., had absolutely failed, and Bardesanes partly succeeded, the School of Origen
had been almost entirely successful. It isvery characteristic that the ecclesiastical parties which opposed each other in the third
century applied the term “school” (818aokaAeiov) as an opprobrious epithet to their antagonists. This term was meant to signify
a communion which rested on a merely human, instead of arevealed doctrine. But the Church nearly approximated, in respect
of doctrine, to the form of the philosophic schools, at the moment when her powerful organisation destroyed every anal ogy with
them, and when the possession of the two Testaments marked her off definitely from them. Much might be said on “schola” and
“ecclesia’; agood beginning has been made by Lange, Haus und Halle, 1885, p. 288 ff. See also v. Wilamowitz-Méllendorff,
“Die rechtliche Stellung der Philosophenschulen,” 1881.

812 See dl'so the document in Eusebius, H. E. VII1. 30, 6, whereit is said of Paul: &rmootdg tod kavévog émi kifdnAa kai véda
dddypata ueteAfAvbev.

313 Caspari, . . IV., p. 10. 27. Hahn, § 114.

814 |t runs: Eig ©€og, mathp Adyou {@vtog, copiag Dpeotwong kai Suvduews kol xapaktfipog &idlov, TéAelog tedeiov yevvritwp,
natnp viod povoyevols, Eig kOp1og, uévoc éx uévov, Oedc éx Oeod, xapakTip Kal elkwv TA¢ 0edtNnTog, Adyos évepydc, copia
Tfi¢ TOV SAwV cvotdoews TeplekTikn Kal duvauig thig GAng KTioews ok, vidg dAnOVdG dkAnBivol natpdg, dépatog
Gopdtov kai debaptog dpbaptov kai dBdvatog dfavdtov kai Gidiog &idiov. Kai £v mvebua dyiov, €k Ogod thv Unapéiv €xov
kol 8t viod TeEnVOg [dnAad) Toic dvBpwmolg], eikwv Tob V10T, Tekelov tekela, wn {WvTwv aitia, [tnyn ayia] ayidtng dylacuod
XOPNYSG, év O pavepodtal Oebc d mathp 6 Emi mdvTwy kal év Tdot, kol O£d¢ 6 vidg 6 S1& TdvTwv-Tp1dc Tehein, §6&n kol &id1dTNTL
kol PactAeiq ur uepilopévn unde draAAotpiovpevn. Olte oV kTioTéV T1§j SoBAov év Tif Tp1ddi, olte éneloartov, ¢ mpdTepov
UEV ovX Umdpyov, Uotepov d¢ éneloeABOV: oUte yap evEALTE ToTe LIOG atpi oUte VIR Tvedpa, GAN dtpentog Kal dvaAAoiwtog
1 abtr] Tpidg del. It ought to be distinctly noticed that the genuineness of this Creed is, in spite of Caspari’s brilliant defence,
not raised above all doubt. But the external and internal evidence in support of its authenticity seem to me overwhelming.
According to Gregory of Nyssait was said to have been revealed to Gregory Thaumaturgus immediately before entering on his
Bishopric, by the Virgin Mary and the Apostle John. If thislegend is old, and there is nothing to show it is not, then we may
regard it as proving that this confession of faith could only be introduced into the Church by the use of extraordinary means.
The abstract, unbiblical character of the Creed is noteworthy; it is admirably suited to afollower of Origen like Gregory; but it
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at that time a Creed which had been elaborated theol ogically.*> After the Bishop has quoted extensive
portions of it, which he describes as “the whole pious Apostolic doctring” (ndoa 1] AmocToAKr)
gvoefr¢ 86&a), he closes with the words “these things we teach and preach, that is the Apostolic
dogmas of the Church” (tadta iddokouev, tadta KNPOTTOUEV, TADTA TFG EKKANGLOG TG GTTOCTOAIKA
ddyuata) But these dogmas belong to Origen’s theology. Finaly, we perceive from the Nicene
transactions, that many Churches then possessed Creeds, which contained the Biblical theological
formulas of Origen. We may assert this decidedly of the Churches of Caesarea, Jerusalem, and
Antioch.**¢ The entire undertaking of the Fathers of the Nicene Council to set up atheological Creed
to be observed by the whole Church, would have been impossible, had not the Churches, or at least
the chief Churches, of the East already been accustomed to such Symbols. These Churches had
thus passed, in the generationsimmediately preceding the Nicene, through a Creed-forming period,
to which little attention has hitherto been paid. In its beginning and its course it iswholly obscure,
but it laid the foundation for the development of theol ogical dogmatics, peculiar to the Church, in
the fourth and fifth centuries. It laid the foundation — for the following epoch was distinguished
from this one by the fact that the precise definitions demanded by the doctrine of redemption, as
contained within the frame-work of Origen’s theology, were fixed and made exclusive. Thus the
dangers were guarded against, which rose out of the circumstance, that the philosophical theory of
God, and the idea of the Logos which belonged to it, had been received into the system of religion,
i.e., the Neo-platonic method and circle of ideas had been legitimised, without the traditional tenets
of thefaith having been sufficiently protected against them. In the new Creeds of the period 260-325
we find the conditions to hand for a system of religion based on the philosophical doctrine of God,
asystem specifically belonging to the Church, completely expressed in fixed and technical terms,
and scientific. We find the conditions ready — but nothing more, or less. But it was also due to the
Creedsthat in after times every controversy of the schools necessarily became a conflict that moved

isless suited to a post-Nicene Bishop. Origen himself would hardly have approved of so unbiblical a Creed. It pointsto atime
in which there was imminent danger of theological speculation relaxing its connection with the Books of Revelation.

315 See Theodoret, H. E. I. 4; Hahn, I. c., § 65: iotedouev, wg Tf] dmootohiki ékkAnoiq Sokei, eig udvov dyévvnrov matépa, o0déva
700 ivan a0t ToV aitiov xovta . . . kai gi¢ Eva kbplov Incodv Xpiotév, TOV LidV ToD O€0D TOV HoVOYEVT, YEVVNOEvTa 0K K
700 pn 8vtog, AN €k ToD 8vtog matpds . . . Tpog 8¢ tfj eVoePel Tavty Tepl TTaTpog Kol LioT 86N, kabwg NuUEG ai Osiat ypapal
dddokovory, £v nvedua dyov OpoAoyolueyv, TO kavicav Todg te Tf¢ maAodg diabrkng ayloug &vOpwmoug kai Tovg TG
xpnuatifovong katvig naidevtag Belovg. uiav kai pdvnv kaBoAikryv, tv drnoctoAikrv ékkAnoiav, dkabaipetov unv dei, k&v
¢ 6 kbopog adT ToAepelv PovAetnTal . . . MeTd ToUTwV TNV €k Vekp®V dvdotacty ofdapey, fig dmapxr| Yéyovev 6 kOp1og
NU&V 'L Xp., cdua @opécag AANB&OS kal ov doknoel €k tiig Beotdkou (one of the earliest passages, of which we are certain, for
this expression; yet it was probably already used in the middle of the third century; atreatise was al so written nepi tfg 6eotdkov
by Pierius) Mapiag €ri cuvteleiq t@v aldvwy, €ig d0étnov auaptiagé mdnuioag td yével TOV AvOpdTwY, oTavpwdeic Kal
anobavav, GAN o0 dia tadta tiig £avtod O6TNTOC HTTwY YEYEVNUEVOG, GVAOTAG €K VEKPDV, Avainuedeis év obpavoig,
Kabruevog év de€1d tfi¢ ueyahwodvng.

316 The Caesarean Creed in Athanasius, Socrates, Theodoret and Gelasius, see. Hahn, § 116 and Hort, Two Dissertations, pp. 138,
139. It runs: Motedopev €ig Eva OdV TATEPA TAVTOKPATOPX, TOV TOV GNAVTWY 6pat®V Te Kal Gopdtwv motnthv. Kal €ig £va
k0ptov L. Xp., TOV 100 O0Dd Adyov, Oedv £k O0D, OGS €K PWTAG, {wNV €k (WG, LIOV LOVOYEVT], TPWTOTOKOV TIAONG KTIoEWS,
PO MAVTWV TGV aldvwv ék To0 TaTpde yeyevvnuévov, 8t o0 kal éyéveto T mdvrar tov 81 v fuetépav swtnpiav capkwdéva
Kal &v avBpdolg toAitevoduevoy, kal taBdvta, kal dvaotdvta tfj Tpitn Auépa, kal dveABSvTa Tpdg Tov Tatépa, kal fifovta
ndAwy év 86&n kpivan {Gvtag kal vekpovg. Kai gic mvedpa &ytov. This Creed is aso remarkable from its markedly theological
character. On the Creeds of Antioch and Jerusalem, which are at any rate earlier then A.D. 325. see Hort, (I.c 73) and Hahn,

§ 63. We cannot appeal, as regards the phrasing, to the so-called Creed of Lucian (Hahn, § 115). Yet it is extremely probable
that it is based on a Creed by Lucian.
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and shook the Church to its very depths. The men, however, who in the fourth and fifth centuries
made orthodox dogma, were undoubtedly influenced, to a greater degree than their predecessors
of from A.D. 260-315, by specifically Church ideas; and their work, if we measureit by the mixture
of ideas and methods which they received from tradition, was eminently a conservative reduction
and securing of tradition, so far asthat was still in their possession. It wasreally anew thing, afirst
step of immeasurable significance, when Athanasius staked his whole life on the recognition of a
single attribute — the consubstantiality — of Christ, and rejected al othersasbeing liable to pagan
misinterpretation.

At the beginning of the fourth century, Rules of Faith and theology were differently related to
each other in the Churches of the East and West. In the latter, the phraseology of the primitive
Creed was strictly adhered to, and a ssmple antignostic interpretation was thought sufficient, by
means of formulas like “Father, Son, and Spirit: one God” — “Jesus Christ, God and man” —
“Jesus Christ, the Logos, wisdom, and power of God” In the former, theological formulas were
admitted into the Confession of Faith itself, which was thus shaped into atheol ogical compendium
ostensibly coming from the Apostles. But in both cases, the personal readlity, and, with it, the
pre-existence of the divinity manifested in Christ, were recognised by the vast mgjority;3*’ they
wereincluded in theinstruction given to Catechumens; they furnished the point of view from which
men sought to understand the Person of Christ. And, accordingly, the accurate definition of the
relation of the Deity to that other divine nature which appeared on earth necessarily became the
chief problem of the future.

118

119 DIVISION I1.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOGMA OF THE CHURCH.

BOOK I.

THE HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOGMA ASTHE DOCTRINE OF THE
GOD-MAN ON THE BASISOF NATURAL THEOLOGY.

AN Td kpatovpeva T@ AGyw THG GUOEWG OUK EXEL ENALVOV, TX
120 d¢ oxéoel @rhlag kpatovpeva Uepalveitat.

PauL oF SAMOSATA.

317 See the interesting passage in Eusebius’ letter to his Church, in which he (sophistically) so defends the rejection of the o0k v
1po ol yevvnoijva, asto fal back upon the universally recognised pre-existence of Christ (Theodoret, H. E. I. 12).
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Ohne Autoritat kann der Mensch nicht existiren, und doch bringt sie ebensoviel Irrthum als Wahrheit
mit sich; sie verewigt im Einzelnen. was einzeln voriibergehen sollte, lehnt ab und 1&sst
voriibergehen, was festgehalten werden sollte, und ist hauptsidchlich Ursache dass die
Menschheit nicht vom Flecke kommt.

BOOK 1.

THE HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOGMA ASTHE
DOCTRINE OF THE GOD-MAN ON THE BASISOF NATURAL
THEOLOGY.

CHAPTERII.

HISTORICAL SITUATION.3®

THE first main division of the history of dogma closed with the adoption of the L ogos doctrine
as the central dogma of the Church, and with the accompanying revision in the East of the old
formulas of the faith under the influence of philosophical theology. The testament of primitive
Christianity — the Holy Scriptures — and the testament of Antiquity — Neoplatonic speculation
— wereintimately and, asit seemed, inseparably connected in the great Churches of the East. The
system of doctrine established by the Church in thethird century corresponded to the Church whose
structure appeared complete in the same period. Asthe political powers of the Roman Empire were
conserved in the Catholic Church, so also were the spiritual forces of Antiquity in its faith. Both
required to be invested with divine lustre in order to live through storms and amid universal ruin.3¥
But Christianity was by no means completely Hellenised in Catholicism; that is proved, if we
needed proof, by the attacks of Porphyry and Julian. Undoubtedly all the institutions and ideas felt

N\ tobenecessary wereincluded in the“ Apostolic tradition” to an increasing extent. But since aplace
122 had been given in that tradition to the O. T. and the written memorias of primitive Christianity,
these really furnished aids to the comprehension of the Gospel, which had certainly been obscured
inthe“Gnosis’ aswell asinthe*New Law”. The theology of Origen, in spite of some very earnest

318 Walch, Entw. einer vollst. Historie der Ketzereien, 1762 ff. Hefele, Konciliengesch., 2 Bd. |.-V. Histories of the Roman Empire
by Tillemont, Gibbon, Richter und Ranke (Weltgesch., Bd. IV. und V.). Réville, Die Religion z. Rom unter den Severern (German
trandlation by Kriiger, 1888). V. Schultze, Gesch. des Untergangs des griechisch-romischen Heidenthums, 2 Bde., 1887 f.
Boissier, Lafin du paganisme, 2 Bde. 1891. Dorner, Entw.-Gesch. d. L. v. d. Person Christi, I1., 1853. H. Schultz, DieL. v. d.
Gottheit Christi, 1881. Gass, Symbolik d. griech. Kirche, 1872. Kattenbusch, Lehrbuch d. vergleichenden Konfessionskunde. 1
Bd., 1890. Denzinger, Ritus Orientalium, 2 Bde. 1863 f.

319 Tiele, Kompendium der Relig. Gesch. (German trangl.), p. 283: “the Catholic Church is the secular Roman rule, modified and
consecrated by Christian ideas.”
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attacks upon it, was held in the East to be the pattern and the inexhaustible source of the theology
of the Church, so far as a scientific system was desired. Even its opponents, like Methodius, could
not escape its influence. From its rich store of formulas were more fully elaborated, in opposition
to what was called Ebionitism and Sabellianism, those confessions which were employed in the
cultus and instruction of the Church, and which, thus enriched, were then invested with some sort
of Apostolic authority.®® The West did not go. so far; yet it was perfectly defenceless against the
“advances” made by the Church in the Eastern half of the Empire; for certain theological and
Christological conceptionsto which it also clung, made any counter-movement impossible, though
many teachers, preachers, and apologists went ways of their own, and in their doctrines of Christ
and salvation mixed up obsolete Christian traditions with the popular philosophy of the West.
Looking to theological metaphysics as wrapped up in the official formulas of the Church, the
difference wasfinally only one of degree. It showed itself among thoselessinterested and scholarly,
who weretherefore conservativein their instincts and looked with distrust on the theology of Origen,;
they thought with perfect simplicity that their own formulas: “Father, Son, and Spirit; one God”,
“Christ, the Logos, wisdom, and power of God”, “duae substantiag una persona”, “Jesus Christ,
God and man”, constituted the “faith” which needed no explanation. The element of speculative
philosophy was as a rule weak in the system of religion of the West. In place of it, the West of
Tertullian possessed a series of juristic “plans’ which were destined to have a great future.

In spite of many far-reaching differences in their practical and theoretical interests, in spite of
N\ thedevelopment in ecclesiastical affairs, Christiansin East and West felt that they belonged to one
123 united Church. The Novatian and Samosatian controversies ultimately resulted in strengthening
the consciousness of unity,*?* even though a not altogether insignificant part of Christendom cast
itself adrift. These controversies showed plainly that the Western and Eastern communities held
substantially the same position in theworld, and that both required to use the same meansto maintain
it. Communities everywhere adopted the character of the Church of theworld. Their union preserved
all the features of a political society, and, at the same time, of a disciplinary institution, equipped
with sacred sanctions and dreadful punishments, in which individual independence was lost.3 Of
course, in proportion asthis confederacy of Christians adapted itself to civic, national, and political
relationships, in order to maintain and strengthen itself, theintegrity of the Church was most gravely
imperilled, when these very relationships|lost their last shreds of unity in the collapse of the Empire.
Above all, the great cleavage between the Eastern and Western halves of the Empire could not fail
to be prejudicial to the Church. But about the close of the third century the latter, in spite of
discontent initsmidst, held morefirmly together than the Empire, and its unity was still maintained

after the fourth century by great Emperors and influential theologians.’

In addition to the episcopal constitution, uniformly and strictly carried out, the common basis
of the Churches was due to the recognition of the same authorities and designs, the uniform
appreciation of sacramental rites, and the strong tendency to asceticism for the sake of afuturelife.

320 See above, p. 47 ff., 113 ff.

321 See on thisthe correspondence between the oriental Bishops and Julius of Rome; Socr., H. E., 11. 15; Ep. Julii ap Athan., Apolog.
c. Arian, ch. 21 sq.

322 SeeVol. I1., p. 122f.

323 Reuter, Augustinische Studien, in the Zeitschr. f. K.-Gesch. V., p. 349 ff., V1., p. 155 ff., 190.
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It was, at first, too stable for the different forces which threatened to shatter the Empire, and also,

in consequence, beat upon the Imperial Church. But this basis was neverthelessinsufficient. It can

be easily shown that the elements composing it were as incapable of guaranteeing the unity, as of
N protecting the Christianity, of the Church, through a prolonged period.

124

Among the authoritiesthe two Testaments, combined by the evidence of prophecy and allegorical
explanation, took the first, indeed, strictly speaking, a unique place. But not only was their extent
not absolutely decided, but their interpretation was wholly uncertain. In addition to this, the scope
to beleft to the* Apostalic tradition”, i.e., theillusion of “antiquity”, and to the decision of episcopal
synods, was by no means defined; for the sufficiency of Holy Scripture was placed, theoretically,
beyond doubt. But where elementary wants, felt by the great majority, were to be satisfied, where
areassuring sanction was required for the advancing secularisation, men did not rack their brains,
if no inconvenient monitors were in the way, to find precedents in Holy Scripture for what was
novel. They went right back to the Apostles, and deduced from secret traditions what no tradition
ever possessed. Huge spheres of ecclesiastical activity embracing new and extensive institutions
— thereception of national customsand of the practices of heathen sects— werein thisway placed
under “Apostolic” sanction, without any controversy starting worth mention. Thisistrue, e.g., of
the ritual of worship and ecclesiastical discipline, “ The sacred canons’ or “the apostolic canons’
constituted from the close of the third century, a court of appeal, which practicaly held the same
rank as the sacred writings, and which, especially in the East, cast its protection to an increasing
extent over national customs and traditional moralsin the face of attacks of every kind. Itisobvious
that authorities so obtained were likely, in the end, to divide the Churches of the different nations.

The crudest superstition was thus consecrated by “apostolic” decrees, or legitimised, after the
event, from the O. T.,** and from the middle of the third century it ascended from the lower strata
of Christiansto the upper, which had lost all spiritual stability. And now in the fourth century, when
Church and State were fused into one, everything was assigned to the former which had ever, or
anywhere been regarded as venerable or holy. As it had submitted to the Church, it demanded
indulgent treatment. Thereligion of pure reason and of the strictest morality, the Christianity which
the ancient apologists had once portrayed, had long changed into areligion of the most powerful
125 rites, of mysterious means, and an external sanctity. The historical tradition of Christ and the

founding of Christianity was turned into a romance, and this historical romance, which was
interwoven with thereligion, constantly received new chapters. The stream of the history of salvation
ended in awaste swamp of countless and confused sacred tales, and in its course took in heathen
fictions and the stories of gods and heroes. Every traditional holy rite became the centre of new
sacred ceremonies, and every falling off in morality was covered by increasing the religious
apparatus. The idea of forgiveness of sinswasto many acloak for frivolity and wickedness. Up to
themiddle of thethird century, every Catholic Christian was, in all probability, agenuine monotheist.
That can no longer be said of the generations who afterwards pressed into the Church. Polytheism
had lost its name, indeed, but not its influence in the Church of the fourth century. Great masses
preserved, in spite of their baptism, the piety to which they had been accustomed. Christian priests
had to respect and adjust superstition, in order to keep the leadership in their hands, and theol ogians

324 See my Edition of the Atdaxr, Prolegg. pp. 222 ff., 239 ff.
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had no difficulty infinding, inthe O. T. and in many views and usages of Christian antiquity, means

of justifying what was most novel, alien, and absurd. Miracles were of everyday occurrence, and

they were barbarous and detestable miracles, directed to meet the meanest instincts, and offensive

to even moderately clear heads.®® The Christian religion threatened to become a new paganism;s?

N while, at the same time, making shipwreck of its own unity and common character. For even if

126 priests and theologians were always to be in a position to keep the reinsin their hands, dissolution

threatened the one undivided Church which girt the Empire, if the local rites, customs, usages of

men were consecrated as Christian in every province, and might establish themsel ves without any
decided counterpoise.

But where was such a counterpoise to be found? In the constitution? That was indeed a firm
structure, binding Christendom strongly together; but even it presented sides on which the centrifugal
forces, destructive of unity, found entrance. Love of rule and ambition were encouraged by the
episcopal chair. And when the danger of dismemberment into independent bishoprics was met by
a rigid metropolitan leadership, the way was opened up to that lofty ambition which desired the
first place and the highest influence in the province, and which sought to domineer over the civil
powers and to master neighbouring provinces. The Patriarchs and Metropolitans who — to use an
expression of Socrates — played at being “hereditary lords’ (Dynastai) no longer protected, but

N undermined the unity of the Church. The great Bishops of Rome and Alexandria, who sought to
127 rule over the Church in order to preserve its unity and independence, entangled themselvesin an
ambitious policy, and produced division. The Emperorswerereally patrons of unity, and the supreme
means at their disposal, the Ecumenical Synod, wastheir contrivance; in al casesit wasapolitical
institution, invented by the greatest of politicians, atwo-edged sword which protected the endangered

unity of the Church at the price of its independence.

325 Compare the criticism by Julian and his friends of the Christian religion and the worship paid to saints and relics, or read the
writings in which Sulpicius Severus attempts to recommend Christianity to the refined society of Aquitania. We can study in
the works of the historians Socrates and Sozomen the attitude of cultured Catholic Christians, after the complete triumph of the
Church over paganism. Even Sozomen cannot be regarded as having reached the stage of the “dry tree,” and yet into what a
superstition the Christian faith is transformed in his pages! We see how paganism thrust itself into worship, in — to quote a
well-known instance — August. Confess. V1. 2 ff. Let us, above all, remember that from the beginning of the fourth century
specia chapelsand churches were built to the different saints. The saints took the place of the local deities; their festivals of the
old provincial services of the gods. We have just begun to investigate the transformation of heathen tales of gods and heroes
into legends of the saints, and ancient light literature has contributed its quotain works of travel and adventure by land and sea.
These researches promise, if instituted critically and soberly, to give interesting results; yet | doubt if the state of our materials
will admit of confident conclusions. Besides the worship of the saints, the cultus of the Emperor threatened in the fourth century
tointrudeitself into the Church. Philostorgiusrelates (H. E. I1. 17) that Christians presented offeringsto the picture of Constantine,
and honoured it with lanterns and incense; they also seem to have offered vota to him that they might be protected from calamities.

326 Besides the worship of saints, martyrs, and relics, we have to notice the new forms of faith in demons. It would be impossible
to believe more sincerely in demons than Christians did in the second century. But that age was yet ignorant of the fantastic
tricks with them, which almost turned Christendom into a society of deceived deceivers. (The expression was first applied to
Christians by Plotinus: see VitaPlot. by Porphyrius 16: é€nndtwv kai adtol Aratnuévol). When we reflect that the Vita Antonii
waswritten by an Athanasius, nothing can again surprise us. Spiritualism with all its absurdity, which we are once more conversant
with in the nineteenth century, had long been familiar in heathen circles, and then, as now, it was connected with religiousideas
on the one hand, and physical experiments and speculations on the other. It forced itsway into the Church, in spite of all protests,
fromthethird, still more, however, from the fourth century, after it had long been wide-spread in “ Gnostic circles.” Asareligious
phenomenon it signified arenaissance of the lowest forms of religion. But even the most enlightened minds could not keep clear
of it. Augustine provesthis.
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But was not the bond of unity, the common ground, to be found in the common ideal, in the
certain hope of afuturelife, and in asceticism? This bond was assuredly a strong one. The Church
would hardly have succeeded in following out the free path opened up to it by Constantine had it
not had in its midst, besides its transcendent promises, a power to which all, Greek and barbarian,
polytheist and monotheist, learned and unlearned required ultimately, if reluctantly, to bow. And
that power was the asceticism which culminated in monachism. The ancient world had arrived, by
all the routes of its complicated development, at the bitterest criticism of and disgust at its own
existence; but in no other faith was religion itself as effectively combined with asceticism, in none
did the latter come so powerfully to the front, yet in none did it submit itself so pliably to Church
government, asin Catholicism. A religion comprehended in a mere sacramental communion could
not have gained the allegiance of the more clear-sighted and earnest. One that imposed on all, as
aninalienable duty, the perfect fulfilment of the positive moral law, could not have held its ground.
One that commanded all alike to renounce the world would have closed the world against it. But
areligion which graded its members as priests, monks, and laity, embraced a threefold piety of
initiated, perfect, and novices, and succeeded in the hardest task of all, that of reconciling priest
with monk,®?” and of admitting the layman to a share in the blessings of both, was superior to all

N\ others, and possessed in its organisation, generally established, a strong bond of association.

L Protestants at the present day can hardly form a conception of the hold which asceticism

possessed over the mind in the fourth and fifth centuries, or of the manner in which it influenced
imagination, thought, and thewhole of life. At bottom only asingle point was dealt with, abstinence

from sexual relationships; everything else was secondary; for he who had renounced these, found
nothing hard. Renunciation of the servile yoke of sin (servile peccati iugum discutere) was the
watchword of Christians, and an extraordinary unanimity prevailed as to the meaning of this
watchword, whether we turn to the Coptic porter or the learned Greek teacher, to the Bishop of
Hippo, or Jerome, the Roman presbyter, or the biographer of Saint Martin. Virginity was the
specifically Christian virtue, and the essence of all virtues: in this conviction the meaning of the
evangelical law was summed up.®?® But not only did the evangelical law culminate in virginity, but

N\ toit also belonged all promises. Methodius' teaching that it prepared the soul to be the bride of
129 Christ, was from the fourth century repeated by everyone. Virginity lies at the root of the figure of

327 The order of the monks had to pass through crises and conflicts before it was able to establish itself side by side with, and to
influence a secularised priesthood; we possess the key to this struggle in the East in the writings of the forger who composed
the Apostolic constitutions and the longer recension of the Ignatian Epistles; in the West in the works, written from the opposite
standpoint, of Sulpicius, as also in those of Jerome, Augustine, and the Gallican authors of the fifth century. Compare Hauck,
K.-Gesch. Deutschlands, I., p. 49 ff. The order of the monks was imported into the West. It was not till about the middle of the
fifth century that its opponents, inside and outside the ranks of the clergy, were silenced. For atime — at the end of the fourth
century — it wasin danger of being included in the condemnation of the Ascetics who held dualistic views.

328 The Fathers of the fourth century could not proceed so consistently as Hieracas (see Val. I11., p. 98, n. 5) since they had to
sanction the “lower” morality in the Church. The Eustathians who condemned marriage — see the decrees of the Synod of
Gangrain Hefele, Concil. Gesch., I. 2, p. 777 ff. — were therefore opposed. But the numerous tractates “ De virginitate” show
how near the great Fathers of the Church came to the Eustathian view. We can hardly point to one who did not write on the
subject. And the same thing is, above al, proved by Jerome's polemic against Jovinian, in spite of itslimitation, in the Ep. (48)
ad Pammachium. For the rest, Augustine did not differ from Jerome. His Confessions are pervaded by the thought that he alone
can enjoy peace with God who renounces all sexual intercourse. Like Hieracas, Ambrose celebrated virginity asthe real novelty
in Christian morality; see De virginibus, |. 3 sq.: “ Since the Lord wrapped himself in a bodily form, and consummated the
marriage of deity with humanity, without the shadow of astain, he hasinfused poor frail men with heavenly life over the whole
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bridegoom (Christ) and bride (the soul) which is constantly recurring in the greatest teachers of
East and West, and it is the key to the corresponding exposition of the Song of Songs, in which
often appear a surprising religious individualism and an impassioned love of Christ.

globe. That is the race which the angels symbolised when they came to serve the Lord in the wilderness.. . . That isthe heavenly
host which on that holy Christmasthe exulting choirs of angels promised to the earth. We have the testimony of antiquity therefore
from the beginning of time, but complete submission only since the word became flesh. Thisvirtueis, in fact, our exclusive
possession. The heathens had it not; it isnot practised by the still uncivilised barbarians; there are no other living creatures among
whomiitisto befound. We breathe the same air asthey do, we sharein all the conditions of an earthly life, we are not distinguished
from them in birth, and so we only escape from the miseries of a nature otherwise similar to theirs through the virgin chastity,
which, apparently extolled by the heathens, isyet, even if placed under the patronage of religion, outraged by them, which is
persecuted by the barbarians, and is known to no other creatures.” Compare with this Chrysostom’ s tractate on the state of
virginity. Much thought was given after the middle of the fourth century to the relation of priest and monk, especially by those
who wished to be monks and had to be priests. The virgin state (of the monks) was held by the earnest to be the easier and safer,
the priestly condition the more perilous and responsible; yet in many respects it was regarded as also loftier, because the priest
consummated the holy sacrifice and had to wield authority (Chrysostom de sacerdotio, esp. V1. 6-8 and I11. 4-6, V1. 4). But the
danger to which priests and bishops were subject of becoming worldly, wasfelt, not only by men like Gregory of Nasianzus and
Chrysostom, but by countless earnest-minded Christians. A combination of the priestly (episcopal) office and professional
asceticism was therefore early attempted and carried out.

329 SeeVals. I1., p. 294, 111., p. 109. The alegory of the soul of the Gnostic as the bride received itsfirst lofty treatment in the
Valentinian school. Thence Origen got it. The sources drawn upon by later writers were Origen’s homilies and commentary on
the Song of Songs (Lommatzsch. X1V ., p. 233 sq.): the prologue of the latter in Rufinus begins with the words: “ Epithalamium
libellus hic, id est, nuptiale carmen, dramatis in modum mihi videtur a Salomone conscriptus, quem cecinit instar nubentis
Sponsag et erga sponsum suum, qui est sermo dei, cadesti amore flagrantis. Adamavit enim eum, sive anima, quaead imaginem
eiusfactaest, sive ecclesia.” Jerome, who has trandlated the book, says that Origen surpassed himself in it. Methodius' writing
“Convivium” in which the same thought often occurs, was also much read. The purest and most attractive form of the conception
in the East appearsin Gregory of Nyssa; see e.g., his homilies on the Song of Songs, and his description of the life of Macrina
(Ed. Oehler, 1858, p. 172 sq.); we read p. 210 sq.: Atd o0t pot dokel tov Beiov keivov kal kabapdv Epwta Tol Gopdtov
vougiov. 8v éykekpuppévov eixev &v toig Tig Puxfig dmoppritolg tpe@duevov, EvEnlov motelv téte Toig apodot kad Snpooiedely
v év kapdia d1dBeorv, o enelyecbat mpdg TOV moBoduevov, w¢ &v d1d TdxXoug oLV AVTH YEVOLTo TAOV deopudv EKAVBEioN TOD
o@uatog. Besides Gregory we have to mention Macarius with his*“ Spiritual Homilies” (Migne T. XXXIV .; see Floss, Macarii
Aegypt. epp. etc., 1850, German tranglation by Jocham, Kempten, 1878); compare especially the 15th homily which contains
already thefigure, repeated a hundred times afterwards, of the soul as the poor maiden who possesses nothing but her own body
and whom the heavenly bridegroom loves. If she worthily cherishes chastity and love for him, then she becomes mistress of all
the treasures of her Lord, and her transfigured body itself sharesin hisdivinity. Further, Hom. IV., ch. 6 sq., 14 sq. Compare
also Ep. 2. “A soul which has cast aside the ignominy of its outward form, which is no longer ruled by shameful thoughts or
violated by evil desires, has manifestly become apartner of the heavenly bridegroom; for henceforth it has only one requirement.
Stung by love to him it demands and, to speak boldly, longs for the immediate fulfilment of a spiritual and mysterious union
that it may enter the indissoluble embrace of communion in sanctification.” See Cyril Catech. I11., ch. 16; kai yévoito navrag
VUAG AUOUWS TG VONT® Vupeiy tapactavtag k.T.A. Before this: 1) yap mpdrepov So0An Yuxn vov &deA@idotv adtov tov
Seonény éneypdato, 8¢ ThHV dvumbkpiTov dmodexdievog mpoaipeaty émpuwvricel 180U €1 kaAr] f) TAnoiov pov, i8oL i kaAh:
0d6vteg oov w¢ ayéAat Tdv kekapuévwv (Cantic. 4, 1) dia trv ebovveidntov opoloyiav. We can point to very few Greek Fathers
inwhom thefiguredoes not occur. All the greater isthe contrast presented by the depreciatory verdict of Theodore of Mopsuestia
on the Song of Songs (Kihn, Theodor v. M. 1880, p. 69 f.). It may be expressly noticed, besides, that Clement of Alex. aswell
as Methodius and Macarius had aready transferred the figure of the bride to the married woman. Indeed, M acarius was conscious
that he was acting boldly in doing so. Western nuns and monks were distinguished by lavishing those sexual feelings which
were forbidden them on Christ (and Mary). Ambrose especially taught the West the conception of the soul asthe bride of Christ;
while Augustine was, apart from afew passages, more reserved, and Jerome wanted strength in sentiment and language. Not
only in Ambrose’ stractate “De I saac et anima’, really acommentary on the Song of Songs, but in innumerable passagesin his
works — even when it is least expected, as in the consolatory discourse on Valentinian's death (ch. 59 sq.) — theidea of a
special tie between the virgin soul and Christ comes to the front. But Ambrose gave it a colouring of his own due to the deep
sentiment of agreat man, and hispeculiar faculty of giving awarm expression to his personal love of Christ (see also Prudentius);
compare passages like De pamit. I1. 8. We cannot appreciate too highly the important influence exerted on after times, and first
on Augustine, by Ambrose' sexpression of hispersonal religion. Thelight that dawned in Augustine’ s confessions already shone
from the works of Ambrose, and it was the latter, not the former, who conducted western piety to the specific love of Christ. On
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But the asceticideal did not succeed in establishing itself, especially in the West, without severe
conflicts, and it concealed within it dangers to the Church. Asceticism threatened to become an
endinitself, and to depart from the historical foundation of the Christian religion. When the Church
authorised the Christianity of ‘the perfect’, it really declared the great mass of itsdivine and apostolic

N\ institutions to be mere apparatus, meaningless to him who had resolved to renounce the world, and
131 to prepare for eternity. Those settlers in Egypt, who sought to obtain redemption by torturing
themselves, in the end imperilled religion not less than the great crowds who simply submitted to
certain sacramental observances, and with the approval of the priests dragged into Christianity
whatever pleased them. It was possible, and in fact the danger was imminent, for the ascetic ideal
to lose any assured connection with Jesus Christ. Asceticism had also been proclaimed indeed by
Greek science. But in that case the common character of religion disappeared; for amerely negative
ideal of life, which at the same time was without a close dependence on history, could not form a

lasting bond of connection among men.

130

Our information is exceptionally bad, and not from accident, as to the internal state of the
Church, at the time when Constantine chose it to be the support of the Empire. But what we know
is enough to establish the fact that the internal solidity by no means corresponded to the external.
We may with greater propriety affirm that the Churches of the East were in danger of relapsing
into worldliness, and that not only in the form of worldly modes of action.** The peril went deeper.
Theology, the power which, as matters then were, could alone give an energetic protection to the
N\ digtinctive character of religion, was at the point of dissolving it and abandoning it to the world.

132

We have aready described in this volume the state of Eastern theology at the beginning of the
fourth century. Conceptions of the faith which began and ended with the historical personality of
Jesus Christ were equally condemned with the attempts, whether unstudied or philosophical, to
identify the Person of Jesus with the Deity.*! The realistic and eclectic theology of Irenasaus had
probably very few defenders in the West. The theology of the Apologists had triumphed, and all
thinkers stood under the influence of Origen. But the genius of this great man was too powerful
for the Epigoni. The importance of his system lay in a threefold direction: first, in the sharp
distinction between Pistis and Gnosis, which he kept apart, and connected only by unity of aim;

the mysticism of Macarius, who was in many respects allied to these western Christians, compare also the detailsin Forster (in
the Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1873, p. 439f.). Bigg (the Christian Platonists of Alex., p. 188f.) hasvery rightly seenthat Origen’'s
homilies on the Song of Songs were at the root of Christian mysticism: “This book gave welcome expression to what after the
triumph of Athanasius was the dominant feeling, and redeemed in some degree the name of its author, damaged by his supposed
inclination to Arianism. And thus Origen, the first pioneer in so many fields of Christian thought, the father in one of his many
aspects of the English Latitudinarians, became also the spiritual ancestor of Bernard, the Victorines, and the author of the De
Imitatione, of Tauler, and Molinos and Mme. de Guyon.”

330 Church history hasat thispoint initsinvestigationsto collect the numerous datawhich prove how deeply members of the Church
had becomeinvolved in heathen polytheistic morals, usages, customs, and conceptions, how strong reliance on sacred witcheraft,
amulets, and sacramental vehicles had grown, and how far stability and peace of heart and mind had been lost. For the latter we
can especialy compare Eusebius (H. E. VIII. 1), (further the epitaph of Damasus on Euseb. the Roman Bishop, in Duchesne,
Leliber Pontificalis, Tom. |., 1885, p. 167); of alater date, Cyril, Catech. 15, ch. 7. Asregards syncretism, see the work on the
Egyptian mysteries (ed. Parthey).

331 Seethe short disclaimersin the fourth Catechism of Cyril of Jerusalem, (ch. 7. 8): 00y, &g Tiveg évéuicav, 6 vidg uetd T ndbog
ote@avwBelg (omep Urd To Oeod Sid Tiv Uopoviv FhaPe ToV &v Se&1d Bpdvov, AN &’ o0mép oty Exel T faciAikdv dElwua
... MAjte dmaAAoTpidong tol Tatpdg TOV vidv, UATE CUVAAOLPTV Epyacduevog viotatpiav motevong.. Further, the 11th
Catechism. So also Athanasius steadily disavows the heresy of the Adoptians as well as of the Sabellians.
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secondly, in the abundant material in his speculations, the conservatism that he showed ininweaving
all that was valuable, and the balance which he knew how to preserve between the different factors
of hissystem, relating them all to one’ uniform aim; thirdly, in the Biblical impress which he gave
his theology by strict adherence to the text of Holy Scripture. In all these respects the Epigoni
introduced changes. The most important in its consequences was the mingling of Pistisand Gnosis,
of faith and theology. Origen had not published his system, in which the faith of the Church was
reconciled with science, as Church doctrine. To him the distinction between the faith of the Church
and the science of faith remained fixed. But in the next period — following the precedent of
Methodius®*? and opposing Basil’s principle — it was thought necessary to identify them.
Reactionary and progressive tendencies met in these efforts. The Pistis (faith) was supplied with
N\ theformulas of Origen’s theology, and Gnosis was to stop short at certain tenets of tradition, and
133 to receive them without revision. The point was to find a new medium which should be at once
tradition and speculation, Pistisand Gnosis. This endeavour was undoubtedly justified by an actual
change accomplished before this and promoted by Origen himself, viz., the incorporation of the
doctrine of the Logos in the faith of “the smple.” These ssmple Christians already possessed a
dogmawhich was shaped by exegesis and specul ation, and confronted them as an external authority,
alaw of faith. This creation had forced its way from the circumference of the ecclesiastical system
into its centre. Besides, the sharp distinction between a traditional doctrine of the Church and a
science of religion contradicted the whole ecclesiastical tradition as established in the fight with
Gnosticism. But the intermingling at first produced a kind of stagnation. It threat. ened to make
faith lose its certainty, speculation its reasoning power, and the Church the unity of its confession.
If we review the new religious formulas, which were brought into circulation about the year 300,
and if we compare the theologies of the period — which unfortunately we only know in part —
the theologies, namely, of the Alexandrian teachers, Gregory Thaumaturgus, Lucian, Methodius,
Hieracas etc., we see a wealth of forms which, if blood-relations, are extremely different. How
could the unity of the Church continue under their sway? and if it continued, was it Christianity
after al that furnished the common element?

And this has brought us to the second point Origen had recognised the full significance of the
historical Christ for the stage of Pistis; while he directed the Gnostic to the eternal Logos. Now
uncertainties arose here also. The historical Christ threatened to fall entirely into the background.
We can observe this in the works of two of the Epigoni, which have no affinity to each other.
Gregory Thaumaturgus has in hisfamous Symbol dealt only with the Logos “apart from the flesh”
(Adyog doaprog), and Methodius intended to declare the loftiest truth when he demanded that

AN Christ should be born in every man ‘consciously’ (vont®g), and that each must become a Christ
134 by participation in Christ.3 Further, in Origen the cosmol ogical and soteriol ogical interests balanced
each other. Werecognisethisin hisformulaswhich relate to the Logos. But here al so adisplacement

was introduced, one that favoured cosmology. The word ‘Opoovtetog (consubstantial) was, indeed,

332 See Vol. Ill, p. 103.

333 SeeVal. ll1., p. 1157 thewords run: gig k0p1og, udvoc £k uévou, Oedg ¢k Ocod, xapakthp kai eikwv Tfig BedtnToc, Adyog Evepydq,
co@ia TG TtV GAwV cuotdoewg TepilekTikn Kal dOvapig tfig SAnG KTtioewg ToNTIKY, L1OG GANBIVOG dANBLvoD Tatpdg, ddpatog
Gopdtov kai dpBaptog dpOdptov kal aBdvatog dbavdrtov kai &idiog didiov..

334 See Val. 111, p. 110.
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retained by some, perhaps by many theologians; but as it was in itself ambiguous, so also it was
no evidence of an interest in soteriology. The crowd of rhetorical and philosophical predicates
heaped upon the Logos, did not serveto illustrate and establish the significance of the Logos asthe
principal factor in redemption; it wasrather aterm for the reason and order reigning in the universe,
and for the spiritual forces with which humanity had been gifted. Men indeed held firmly, on all
hands, to the incarnation; nay, it was regarded, as is proved by the great work of Theognostus, as
being, next to the doctrine of the creation of matter, the feature that distinguished the speculation
of the Church from that of the Neo-platonists. But the whole stress was laid on the question, what
idea was to be formed of the constitution of the subject of which incarnation was predicated. A
great school, that of Lucian of Antioch, distinguished, in the manner of Paul of Samosata, between
wisdom proper, eternal, existent in God, and a created wisdom or Logos; and identified the latter
alone with the incarnate Son — ‘wisdom arose through wisdom according to the will of the wise
God'. But in drawing this line, not only was the incarnation of the Deity rendered impossible, but
every form of Hispersonal activity on earth. Thetheological interest in Christ threatened to resolve
itself entirely into cosmology and morality, or, asin Methodius, to be deprived of its meaning by
amystical aloy.

The liberty which theology enjoyed in the East up to the beginning of the fourth century, and
the influence which it exerted on the Church in the same period, could not but produce complete
confusion and loss of meaning. All the elements united by Origen in his vast system sought to

N\ establish them. selves independently. Even tritheistic tendencies were not wanting; but, above all,
135 theidea of a subordinate God and semidivine beings began to befamiliar. Theideaof the subordinate
God isindeed as old as the theology of the Christian Church; even the Apologists shared it, and
Origen, with all caution, adopted and justified it in working out his doctrine of the Son. But in the
earlier period the simplices et rudes (the simple and uncultured) were still startled at the suggestion;
theologians provided the idea with strong safe-guards, and Origen himself, who in many points
bordered on Polytheism, on the other hand restored the L ogosto the being of God, and united Father
and Son as closely aspossible. But opposition to * Sabellianism’ evidently rendered alater age much
more careless. And it isindubitable that the idea of the created God, the God who came into being,
coalesced with ancient polytheistic inclinations. The claims of Monotheism were considered to be
satisfied by the effort to protect the supreme Deity, as against Modalism,. from change and plurality;
and the Logos and other beings entitled to worship were suffered calmly to spring up side by side
with God; they could not, it was presumed, endanger Monotheism, because they belonged to the
domain of the created. Add that theologians dealt in their speculations with a plethora of
philosophical categories destitute of afixed impress, or fixed value;** further, that thisterminol ogy,
unsifted and uncontrolled, everywhere forced its way into the faith of the community, and we can
form aconception of the danger which hovered over the Church. Wefind aMonotheism which did
not exclude polytheism, a Logos-Christ, who, as a cosmological quantity, was of shifting nature
and origin, ideas of the incarnation and redemption as designed to “enlighten” the human race, and
to effect an incarnation of God in every individual soul. All this, too, was clothed in arank growth
of artificial philosophical expressions, identical with that used in contemporary science. And we

335 See Vol. 11, p. 102.
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may well ask whether such atheology wasin acondition to protect even the scanty remains of the
N\ evangelictradition, above all, at the moment when the partition between State and Church wastorn
136 down and the Church was brought face to face with its greatest task. A deism — if the term may
be alowed — was at hand, surrounded by the shifting forms of a speculation which had neither a
settled boundary nor an assured object. It almost seemed as if the special characteristics of the
Christian religion were to be reduced to the evidence of antiquity and prophecy, what Porphyry
called ‘foreign fables'. Yet even Scriptural proof was no longer everywhere called for and given
with the zeal so noticeable in Origen; although it was just the school of Lucian which neglected it
least. But what could Scripture avail against the method? If a Bishop so capable and learned, and
so well versed in tradition as Eusebius of Caesareawas satisfied in his Christology with theformulas
we read there, if he could praise the religious edicts and manifestoes of his Emperor, though they
substantially celebrated “ God in nature”, as brilliant specimens of his Christian conviction, we must
conclude that the Logos doctrine settled in the Church was the strongest means of completely
effacing the figure of the historical Christ, and of resolving everything into mist.>*¢ Even the
rationalist, who in his study of the history of religions aways follows with sympathy the progress
to ‘natural’ religion, would requireto restrain his sympathy here. For the pure religion of humanity
could not have resulted from this development, but one that was wholly indefinite, and therefore
capable of being influenced from any quarter, one in whose centre was throned that hollow and
helpless figment of thought, the v, the tpwtn ovoia (being-primal being). And men would have
goneon proclaiming thisreligion to be Christianity, simply because they possessed in Holy Scripture
N themeansof provingit, and of dating it back to the beginning of the world asthe universal religion.
137 And they would have adopted sacred media, charms, and intermediary powers more and more
boldly, because they were incapable of understanding and applying either to God or to Jesus Christ

the tradition that God redeemed men through Jesus Christ.

The Bishops and theologiansin the East about A.D. 320, whose views were similar to those of
Eusebius, had on their side the strongest power to be found in an ecclesiastical communion —
tradition: they were the conservatives. Conservative theology, the theology that took its stand on
Origen, limited theidea of Deity to the primal being (rpwtn ovoia), inoperative and really incapable
of being reveded, i.e., to the Father. It accordingly ignored the Logos and Christ in determining
the conception of God. Further, it deduced, like the Neoplatonists, a second or third Ousia (being)
from thefirst, and adorned the L ogos created by thewill of the Father with theloftiest, yet vacillating,
predicates. It taught the incarnation of the Logos, and celebrated itsresult, yet once moreinindefinite,
in high-sounding and meaningless, Biblical phrases. Finally, it subordinated everything spiritual
and moral to the thought of free-will and human independence. Any attempt at precision could not
fail, on this domain, to be regarded as an innovation. Anything might establish itself aslong as it

336 On Eusebius' Christology see Dorner, Lehre v. d. Person Christi, |. (1845) p. 792 ff. Lee, on the Theophan. 1843, Preliminary
Dissert. The Christology of Euseb. isthat of the ancient apologists, approximating in its terms to Neoplatonic speculations and
richer in its phases on account of the many antitheses. In spite of his dependence on Origen, Euseb. was chary of receiving all
theideas and predicates which the former applied to the Son and to which orthodoxy afterwards appealed. That is of consequence.
Euseb. was more convinced than Origen that theidea of deity was completely exhausted in that of the strictly one and unchangeable
&v the mpwtn ovoia; he separated the devtepog @6 much further from God than the Apologists; see Zahn, Marcell., p. 37 f.
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did not claim to be exclusive*” There never did exist in the Church a general tendency to form

new dogmas — theterms ‘new’ and ‘dogma are mutually exclusive; least of al did it exist in the

East; there was either indifference to philosophical speculation, or a desire that it should have

liberty, or it was regarded with suspicion. For the rest, men reverenced in the cultus the mystery,
AN i.e., the complex of formulas whose origin had already become obscure.®

138

337 Gwatkin says very justly in Studies of Arianism (1882), p. 52: “In fact Christendom as a whole was neither Arian nor Nicene.
If the East was not Nicene, neither was it Arian, but conservative: and if the West was not Arian, neither was it Nicene, but
conservative also. Conservatism, however, had different meaningsin East and West.” In the East it was considered conservative
to uphold the formulas of Origen strengthened against Sabellianism. On the doctrine of the Logos and Christ in Origen Bigg
says very truly (The Christian Platonists of Alex., p. 182): “What struck later ages as the novelty and audacity of Origen’s

doctrine was in truth its archaism and conservatism.”
338

When theology is engaged in forming dogmas, it has never, as is really self-evident, enjoyed the sympathy of any large
section in the Church. There is nothing to support the contention that the Christian Church passed through a period — from
Origen up to the Synod of Chalcedon or A.D. 431 — during which there prevailed universaly, or even to a great extent, a
supreme interest in the abstract form of the contents of Religion, and an effort, with all the means at hand, to expound it as
exactly as possible. The great mass of Bishops, monks, and laity, were then wholly occupied in satisfying themselves with what
had been given. Thiswasthe highest demand of the Catholic religionitself, which presupposed the“ Apostolic” asitsfoundation,
which called everything else “heresy” (vewtepiouds), and as an institution for worship) did not permit changes. Undoubtedly,
the period from Origen, or say, from Athanasius up to the Ephesian Council, appears unique in the history of the Church. But
that was an episode enacted in opposition to the great body of Christians, and the theological leaders themselves, in proportion
to their piety, conceived their task to be compulsory, dangerous, and ensnaring them in guilt. To prove the former read Socrates
Church History (see my discussion in Herzog R. E., Vol. XIV. p. 408 ff.). This man was, on the one hand, orthodox at every
point, on the other, an enthusiastic partisan of ‘EAAnvikn naideia, full of veneration for the great Origen and his science, which
he held was to be fostered continually. But the production of dogma by scientific theology was repugnant to him in every sense,
i.e., he accused and execrated dogmatic controversies as much in the interest of a dogma fixed once for all asin that of science.
The Nicene Symbol belonged sufficiently to the past to be accepted by him as holy and apostolical; but beyond this every new
formula seemed to Socrates, pernicious, the controversies sometimes fights in the dark (nyktomachies), sometimes an outflow
of deceptive sophistry and ambitious rivalry: cwwnf] tpookuveicbw tod Gppnrov, i.e., the mystery of the trinity. Had Socrates
lived 100 years earlier, he would not have been a Nicene, but a Eusebian Christian. He therefore passes very liberal judgments
on, and can make excuses for, the latest “heretics’, i.e., theologians who have been recently refuted by the Church. In this he
stood by no means alone. Others, even at alater date, went still further. Compare Evagrius (H. E. 1. 11) whose argument recalls
Orig. c. Cels. 1. 12.

Dogma has been created by the small number of theol ogians who sought for precise notions, in the endeavour to make clear
the characteristic meaning of the Christian religion (Athanasius, Apollinaris, Cyril). That these notions, separated from their
underlying thought, fell into the hands of ambitious ecclesiastical politicians, that the latter excited the fanaticism of theignorant
in their support, and that the final decision was often due to motives which had nothing to do with the case, is admittedly
undeniable. But the theologians are not therefore to blame, who opposed in the Church alazy contentment with mystery, or an
unlimited pursuit of scientific speculation. Their effort to make clear the essence of Christianity, as they understood it, and at
the same time to provide a Aoywkn Aatpeia, was rather, next to the zealous order of monks with whom they were intimately
connected, the sole great feature in the epoch. They set themselves to stem the vis inertize of the pious, and with the highest
success. When indolence in the end held the field, an important result had at any rate been attained. The period from Athanasius
till about the middle of the fifth century wasin many respects the brilliant epoch of theology in the Church. Not even the age of
Scholasticism can compare with it. That the work of the theologians became faith according to the Church — athing Origen
never thought of — involved its strength and weakness alike. The fanaticism of the masses for dogmatic and philosophical
catch-words — see the amusing narrative of Gregory of Nyssa, Opp. ed. Paris, 1638, T. I11. p. 466 — affords no information as
to the measure of their comprehension; for the dogmatic catch-word is merely afetish in wide circles.
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Nevertheless, there probably never was atime in the East when areaction did not exist against
the development of the Logos doctrine towards complete separation of the Son from the Father .3
N It sprang not only from Modalists, but also from disciples of Origen, and it celebrated at Nicasa an
139 amazingly rapid triumph. In opposition to a school which had ventured too far forward, and had
embroidered the doctrines of Paul of Samosata with questionable tenets of Origen, the term
‘Opoovotog, once banned at Antioch, was successfully elevated to the dignity of the watchword of

faith.

The importance of this rapid triumph for the history of dogma cannot be rated too highly. But
procured as it was by the Emperor, the victory would have been resultless, had it not been for the
man whose biography coincides with the history of dogma of the fourth century — Athanasius.

The second division of the history of dogma, the account of its development, opens with
Athanasius, but his conception of the faith also dominated following centuries. Augustine alone
surpassed him in importance; for Augustine was an Origen and Athanasiusin one — and hewas
still more.** However, the future course of history has yet to decide whether Athanasius' thought

N will not in the end live longer than the conceptions of Augustine. At the present day at least
140 Augustine is given up sooner than Athanasius in the Churches.

But it isreally not permissible to compare these great men. Augustine was a loftier genius, a
man of inexhaustible wealth of ideas and sentiment; Athanasius greatness consisted in reduction,
in the energy with which, from a multitude of divergent speculations claiming to rest on tradition,
he gave exclusive validity to those in which the strength of religion then lay. Augustine opened up
anew view of the highest blessings and of human nature in the Church, he scattered a thousand
germsfor the future; Athanasius, like every reformer, reduced, he first secured a sphere of itsown
to the Christian religion on the soil, already won, of Greek speculation, and he referred everything
to the thought of redemption. Augustine invented a new speculation, and the fascinating language
of the deepest religious feeling, beyond which changed times and manners seem unable to go;
Athanasius was unable to put forward either gifts of speculation or of eloquence on behalf of the
thought in which he lived. His strength arose out of his conviction and his office.

Athanasius was areformer, though not in the highest sense of the word. Behind and beside him
existed a speculation which led on a shoreless sea, and the ship was in danger of losing its helm.3+

339 Origen’ s doctrine of subordination was felt in the West simply to constitute ditheism; see Val. I11., p. 89 ff.

340 See Ranke, Weltgeschichte Val. IV. 1, p. 307: “Augustine' s system is, if | mistake not, the second that arose in the Church; it
set aside the peculiar characteristics of thefirst, that of Origen, and then made good its position.” We can only admit that it held
itsground in amodified sense. In fact we see here a parallel of the highest significance in the history of the world. The Church
has produced two fundamental systems, Origen’s and Augustine’s. But the history of theology in the East is the history of the
setting aside of Origen’s system, and the same isto be said of the Augustinian in the Catholic West. Only the procedurein the
East was more thorough-going and open than in the West. In the former Origen was condemned, in the latter Augustine was
constantly celebrated as the greatest Doctor ecclesiae In both cases, however, the rejection of the theological system caused the
loss of a coherent and uniform Christian conception of the world.

341 1t might seem as if we ought to grant the same credit to Arius of having reduced and given fixity to vacillating and divergent
speculations. But apart from the contents and value of his doctrine, Arius was always disposed to make concessions, and as
semi-opponents defended him, so he unhesitatingly accepted half friends for complete allies. This very fact proves, however,
that he would never have succeeded in clearing up the position.
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He grasped the rudder. We may compare the situation with that in which Luther found himself
when confronting the mediaasal Church and Scholasticism. It was not for aword, or aformula,32
that he was concerned, but a crucia thought of his faith, the redemption and raising of humanity
N todivinelifethrough the God-man. It was only from the certainty that the divinity manifest in Jesus
141 Christ possessed the nature of the Deity (unity of being) and wasfor thisreason alone in aposition
toraiseustodivinelife, that faith wasto receiveits strength, lifeitslaw, and theology itsdirection.
But Athanasiusin thus giving the chief placeto faith in the God-man who alone deliversfrom death
and sin, furnished practical piety, then aimost exclusively to be found in monkish asceticism, with
its loftiest motive. To speak briefly, this combined as closely as possible the ‘Opoovoiog
(consubstantial), which guaranteed the deification of human nature, with monkish asceticism, and
raised the latter fromitsstill under-ground or, at least, insecure realm to the public life of the Church.
While fighting against the phrase the created Logos (Adyog-ktioua) as heathen and as a denial of
the power of the Christian religion, he at the same time as strenuously opposed worldly pursuits.
He subordinated Scripture, tradition, and theology to the thought that the Redeemer was God by
nature, but he also strove to work out the Christian life which received its motive from close
communion with the God-Christ,*® and the prospect of being invested both the divine nature. If
we would do justice to Athanasius, both these facts must be kept in mind. He became the father of
Catholic orthodoxy and the patron of ecclesiastical monachism, and that he never would have been,

had he not also set the practical ideal of the piety of the time ‘on the candlestick’ .3

There is here nothing new in the common sense of the word; Athanasius had really on his side,
the best part of the tradition of the Church, to which he also appealed. Irenaaus had already given
the central place to the object, nature, and accomplishment of redemption in the categories: Logos,

N incarnation, Godman, deification, and sons of God. Athanasius could refer to a series of ideasin

142 Origen and other Alexandrian catechistsin support of hisdistinctive treatment of the Logos doctrine.

New alone was the fact, the energy and exclusiveness of his view and action at a time when
everything threatened to undergo dissolution.

Athanasius was no scientific theologian in the strict sense of the term; from theology he
descended to piety, and found the exact word required. A man of authority, and attached to the
tradition of hisschool, he was not in aposition to disentangle the problem from the context in which
the Apologists and Origen had set it. He was adisciple of Origen, but hisattitudefirst to Marcellus,
and then to the recent defenders of ‘Opoovaoiog, the Cappadocians, proves that he was as destitute
of scientific interest in a philosophical theory of life, as of the obstinacy of theologians. He had to
deal with that which transcended theology. He was the first to raise to honour in the Church in all

342 Athanasius always made a sparing use of the catch-word ‘Ouootetog in hisworks. The formulawas not sacred to him, but only
the cause which he apprehended and established under cover of the formula. His conduct at the Synod of Alexandria shows that
he laid no stress on words. For his theology he needed no Creed. The existence of one in the Nicene was valuable to him, but
he was far from worshipping Symbols. While many of his friends sought support in the authority of the formula, he sought and
found it solely in the cause.

343 Bigg (1. c., p. 188) has very rightly called attention to the high value attached by orthodox Fathers after Athanasius’ triumph to
the Song of Songsin Origen’s exposition.

344 Seethe Vita Anton. of Athanasius and Gregory of Naz., Orat. 21. It is noteworthy that Paul of Samosata and the Eusebianswere
worldly Christians. On the other hand, the puritanism of Ariusis, of course, famous.
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its force the old maxim that we must think of Christ as God (wg mepi 6€00), and therefore he paved
the way for the new principle, that we must think of God asin Christ (wg év Xpiot®).

In this he stood aoof from the rational thought of his time. While admitting its premises, he
added an element, which neutral speculation was incapable of assimilating completely. Nothing
certainly was more unintelligible to it, than the assumption of an essential unity of the quiescent
and the active Deity. Athanasius fixed agulf between the Logos of the philosophers, and the Logos
whose redeeming work he proclaimed. What he said of the latter, declaring the mystery strongly
and simply, and by no means committing himself to new distinctions, could not but appear to the
Greeks ‘an offence and folly’. But he did not shrink from reproach; with firm hand, though in
awkward lines, he marked off a sphere of its own for the Christian faith.®*

And this man respected science and its free devel opment. We can observe thisin his criticisms
of Origen and the Alexandrian catechists. Undoubtedly it must have been important to him to obtain
reliable witnesses (testes veritatis) for his doctrine, and the effort to do this explains frequently his
practice of making the best of everything. But it does not entirely explain his conduct. Christian
faithwasin hisview exhausted in faith in the God-man, the incarnation, and the redemption which
constituted a divine nature; for this reason he permitted liberty in everything else. It would seem
that he had no desire to abolish Origen’s distinction between the Christian science of the perfect
and the faith of the imperfect. He did not sit as ajudge of heretics on Origen’s doubtful tenets and
correct them by the regula fidei, nor did he follow the course first taken by Bishop Peter, one of
his predecessors, in Alexandria.®* This is al the more remarkable, as for his own part he could
hardly find a single point in the Gnostic heterodoxies of Origen with which he could agree.

143

Athanasius did not see beyond the horizon of his own time. He attributed the highest efficacy
to the mysteries of the cultus. He regarded them as the personal legacy of Christ, immediate
emanations of his life as God-man, and as containing the means of applying salvation. If in
succeeding centuries the religious interest attached itself more and more closely to ritual, that did
not imply any contradiction of the conception of the great Alexandrian. He also laboured on behal f
of the dogma which was to obtain its practical and effective presentation in the monks on the one

N hand, and in ritual on the other, until the transitory was exalted into the permanent.

L Athanasius' importanceto posterity consisted in this, that he defined Christian faith exclusively

asfaith in redemption through the God-man who wasidentical in naturewith God, and that thereby

345 The Cappadocians, theol ogians who reconciled thefaith of Athanasiuswith the current philosophy, and apprehended it abstractly,
did not retain histeaching pure and simple. Thisis especially shown by their doubtful contention that the Christian idea of God
was the true mean between the Jewish and Greek. They boldly characterised the plurality of Hypostases, e.g., as a phase of truth
preserved in Greek polytheism. Athanasius, therefore, did not take unmixed pleasurein their work. Cf. the Adyog katnyntixdg
of Gregory of Nyssa (ch. 4, ed. Oehler): “Jewish dogmais refuted by adoption of the Word, and by faith in the Spirit, but the
illusion of the Greeks (EAAnviCovteg) in worshipping amultiplicity of Godsis dispelled by the (doctrine of the) unity of nature
which destroys the extravagant opinion of a (divine) plurality. We must, in turn, retain the unity of being from the Jewish type
of faith, and only the distinction of personal (divine) existences. from the Greek; and by this means godless conceptions are met
on the left and right in correspondingly salutary ways. For the trinity is a corrective for those who err as to unity, just asthe
doctrine of the unity (of God) isfor those who have made shipwreck by belief in plurality.”

346 See Vol. 111, p. 99 ff.
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he restored to it fixed boundaries and specific contents.**’Eastern Christendom has been able to
add nothing up to the present day. Even in theory it has hit on no change, merely overloading the
idea of Athanasius; but the Western Church also preserved this faith as fundamental. Following
on the theol ogy of the Apologists and Origen, it was the efficient means of preventing the complete
Hellenising and secularisation of Christianity.

The history of dogma in the East after the Nicene Council reveals two interlacing lines of
development. First, theideaof the God-man from the point of view of the redemption and elevation
of the human raceto divinelife, in other words, the faith of Athanasius, was elaborated on all sides.
In this the history of dogma, in the strict sense of the term, exhausted itself, for dogma was faith
in the God-man. But with this a second devel opment was closely connected, one which dealt with

N\ the relations of dogma and theology. Here also one man can be named: it was the science that
145 Origen had cultivated which formed the centre of interest. However, since his days the problem
had become more complicated, for theological principles that penetrated deeply had been received
into faith itself, and the great devel opment up to the Council of Chalcedon, and still later, consisted
in the incorporation of theological results and formulas in the general belief of the Church. The
guestion, accordingly, was not merely whether afreer and more independent theology, like Origen’s
in spirit and method, could receive an acknowledged position and latitude in the Church; whether,
in general, the phases of criticism and idealistic spiritualism, included in Origen’ s science, wereto
be tolerated. It was a much harder problem that arose, though one that from its nature was always
half concealed. If the theological dogma, at the moment when it became a creed of the Church,
received the value of an apostolic doctrine which had never been wanting in the Church, how were
the theologians to be regarded who had really created it, and how were the most venerated men of
the past to be looked upon who had either been wholly ignorant of the dogma, or had incidentally,
or avowedly, contradicted it? The conclusion is clear. The former were to receive special honour
as witnesses to, but not as creators of, the truth. The latter it was necessary to abandon, however
real and constructive their labours may once have been, or their workswere to be coloured, corrected,
or even amended by the insertion of glosses. But how long will a theology receive room to work
on dogma, if the work is again and again to be disguised and how long will theologians be found
to continue the dangerous business? “Theology is the most thankless of sciences. It crushes its
builders with the very stones which they have helped to erect.” The relation of theology to dogma
recallsthe myth of Chronos. But hereit isnot the father who swallowshischildren, it isthe creature

347 |n the cleverly written introduction to his description of “Western Church architecture “ (Stuttgart, 1884), Dehio works out the
ideathat the classical period of ancient Christian architecture, the fourth century, was distinguished not by the multiplicity of
ideasand forms of construction, but rather by the simplification or reduction of theforms. The Church, confronted by the number
of modelsin ancient architecture, laid hold of one of them, the Basilica, and transmitted it a one to the Middle Ages. That,
however, meant not aloss, but an advance. “The genius of Christianity contributed nothing new to the architectural creations of
Rome and Alexandria. The great revolution it evoked lay in another direction. It consisted in the reduction of the multiplicity
of stylesto one dominant and sole form, not so much by a metamorphosis of artistic feeling, as by making religion once more
the central motive of life. It thus assigned to the future architecture of the Middle Ages conditions analogous to those which
governed the beginnings of Greek art; and thus the birth of Gothic art was possible at the climax of the Middle Ages — for the
second time in history, atrue organic style, like that of the Greek temple.” This observation is extremely instructive to the
historian of dogma. The thought of Athanasius correspondsin theology to the meaning of the Basilicain the history of architecture
in the fourth century. Both were happy simplifications from a wealth of ideas — reductions which concealed full and varied
contents.
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that devours its creators up to the third and fourth generations. As, moreover, the age from the
fourth to the sixth centuriesisthe classic period of all dogma, so in no other period doesit so clearly
exhibit to the historian its characteristic of demanding living sacrifices.

Accordingly we observe two phenomena in these centuries. First, we have a continuous fight
against the free theology of Origen, against the heterodoxies which it embraced, its critical phase,
and its idealistic speculation. At any rate, more than two centuries elapsed before it was finally
refused all right of citizenship inthe Church, and at the same time ‘EAAnvikr| taideia Greek culture)
was deprived of any greater influence on dogma, than what the latter required for its correct
exposition and justification.>® But, in the second place, a traditionalism arose which looked
distrustfully on theology taking any share in the work of the Church at the time, which substituted
authority for science, while it either exalted ancient teachers to heaven as saints, or hurled them
downto hell asheretics. It was dueto the secret logic of eventsthat such atendency gained strength
and finally triumphed; for if even the most capable and independent theol ogians were compelled
to live under the delusion that what was new in their teaching could never be true, or that the true
could not possibly be new, it necessarily followed that fewer and fewer would be found to undertake
their dangerous work.>*® Accordingly, after dogma had developed to a certain extent, held acertain

AN number of conceptions capable of employing the intelligence, and was adapted to scholastic
147 treatment, it became so sensitive that it ceased to tolerate a theology that would carry it further,
even under all possible safe-guards. The theology that did independent work, that at no time professed

to produce dogma, and therefore really had not existed, now came actually to an end. The date
coincideswith that at which Origen was condemned (the sixth century). The history of this process

ran its course very gradually. On the other hand, there was no want of important actions in the
history of the gjection of Origen’ sdoctrine. We have here to mention the * Origenist controversies,
though we must not limit them, as has been customary, to a few decades. Along with them the
opposition to the school of Antioch and its condemnation come before us. But we must not ook

at the victory of the creed of the Church over theological liberties merely from the point of view

of adecline of science in the Church. We have rather to consider what a more liberal speculative

146

348 The prestige of Origen in the Church was still in the first half of the fifth century almost absolute and incomparable in wide
circles. Aswe have above remarked, the Church history of Socratesisin this respect particularly instructive. The belittlers and
enemies of this man were vain and ambitious obscurantists, hero-levelling fellows; against them — Methodius, Eustathius,
Apoallinaris, and Theophilus — he appealed to the testimony of Athanasius on behalf of Origen’s orthodoxy (V1. 13). Even the
view that Origen’ s works and utterances required to be sifted, appeared to him folly (V1. 17). He defended everything that the
master wrote. It was incomprehensible to him how the Arians could study and value Origen, without becoming orthodox (V1.
6) — to the Arians the opposite was incomprehensible — and he declares with absolute conviction that Porphyry and Julian
would not have written what they did if they had read the great teacher (111. 23). Further, Origen was once more quoted in the
Monophysite controversies. Apart from special uses of it, his name represented a great cause, namely, no less than the right of
science, EAAnvik taideia, in the Church, aright contested by traditionalism in conjunction with the monks.

349 |t was pointed out above, p. 138, note |, that even orthodox theological leaders were not comfortable in their (dogmatic work,
so that the position from the middle of the sixth century, the sovereign rule of traditionalism, was really the goal desired from
the beginning. The works of all prominent theol ogians testify to this. Some deplored the fact that the mystery could not be
worshipped in silence, that they were compelled to speak; and the rest say explicitly, that the truth of their propositionslay in
their negations alone. Hilary expresses himself perhaps most strongly (De trinit. 1. 2): “Compellimur hagreticorum et
blasphemantium vitiisillicita agere, ardua scandere, ineffabilia eloqui, inconcessa praesumere. Et cum sola fide explorari, quae
praecepta sunt, oporteret, adorare scilicet patrem et venerari cum eo filium, sancto spiritu abundare, cogimur sermonis nostri
humilitatem ad ea, quaeinenarrabilia sunt extendere et in vitium vitio coarctamur alieno, ut, quaecontineri religione mentium
oportuisset, nunc in periculum humani eloquii proferantur.”
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and critical science had to offer at the time to the Church. In view of the way in which the pursuit
of theology and the exposition of the faith were intertwined, there were gifts which the Church had
to decline in order to maintain its tradition, i.e., the standard |eft to it of its Christianity. But the
heterodoxies of the theologians presented neither an incentive to nor the means for arevision of
thewhole doctrinein its possession. Besides, the entire process of expelling the freer theology was
carried out without crises worth mentioning, asif spontaneously. That is the strongest evidence of
the weakness of the speculations and critical views which sought to hold their ground alongside
the doctrine of the Church. The condition of affairs at the close, when we have (1) dogma (2) a
theology of scholastic mysticism, and (3) antiquarian and formal science not confused with religion,
N wasinmany respects an improvement, and the val ue of the product received its strongest attestation
148 in the duration of the system. Leaving out of account a few oscillations, that had been actually
attained, which the‘ conservatives , i.e., the great majority in all phases of violent dogmatic conflicts,
had longed for, and had therefore always contemplated. A mysterious dogma had been arrived at,
one elevated above the schools, which gave theologians liberty to be antiquarians, philologists, or
philosophers; for what independent work was left in the pursuit of dogma was subject to the
jurisdiction of these specialists, so far asit did not come under thereview of the expertsin mysteries
and liturgies. But the great loss consisted in the fact that men no longer possessed a theological
system complete in itself. Origen’s was the only one that the Greek Church had produced. After
its rejection there existed, besides dogma, a vast sum of incongruous fragments, bound artificially
together by quotations from Scripture and tradition and from Aristotelian scholasticism. The great
dogmatic work of John of Damascus only appearsto be alogically connected system; itisinreality
far from that.

As regards the periods, the dividing lines are formed by the (Ecumenical Synods, namely, the

so-called 2nd, then the 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th. But we can a so use the names of Theodosius ., Pope

Leo I., Justinian, and Pope Agatho. The unification of the Churches was rendered possible by the

fact that they obtained a forum publicum (a public tribunal) in the universal Synods.** For the
Creeds of the provincial Churches, which agreed only in the main points, and not even in all these,

the Councils substituted a dogmatic confession whose proclamation, enactment, and extension
excited the most violent conflicts. At the same time the confederation of the Churches became a

N reality through the imperial policy, which sought to come into touch with the strongest dogmatic
149 currents, though not infrequently it supported trivialities. Thelast traces of independence possessed
by individual communities were destroyed; along with unity, uniformity in doctrine, discipline,

and worship was almost re-established, and the constitution of the Church, evenin the higher ranks,

was gradually so adapted to that of the empire that the hierarchical organisation and administration

of the Church corresponded to the order of the State. But this re-arrangement required, in part, to

be carried out by force (tvpavvic of the Emperors and afew great Bishops), and speaking strictly,

was aredlity for only afew decades. It excited counter-movements; in opposition to it nationalistic
feeling first really gained strength, especially in the East, and the great schisms of the national

3%0 But for Constantine the Nicene Council would not have been carried through, and but for the Emperor’s uniform creeds would
not been arrived at. They were Athanasius best coadjutors. Nay, even the Emperors hostile to him helped him; for they used
every effort to unite the Church on the basis of afixed confession. It is therefore absurd to abuse the State Church, and yet to
regard the establishment of the orthodox creed asagain.
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Churches there were al so a consequence of the absol utist attempts at unification.®* In the West the
State collapsed under the storms of the tribal migration at the moment when, in the. East, the
dismemberment of the imperial Church into national Churches began. The attempts of the East
Roman emperors to recover the Western half of the realm, or at least parts of it, more than once
N thwarted the oriental policy imperatively required of them, and are also, from the complicationsto
150 which they led, of great importance for the history of dogma. While the Emperors of Byzantium
wereinvolved in adoubletask, which constituted an insol uble dilemma, the Roman Bishops served
themselves heirs to the West Roman kingdom. In the revolution in political and social affairs,
Christians and L atins were compelled to postpone their separate interests and to attach themselves
closely to the most powerful defender of the old institutions. The Germans, who apparently broke
up the Empire, brought about the internal unity of all that was Catholic and Latin, and strengthened
the position of ecclesiastical Rome. The East, on the contrary, which had been less endangered
actually did break up. In the Western Catholic Church the ancient Roman Empire was preserved
after a fashion with its order and culture. This Church had no longer beside it a state similar in
character and closely related to itself and thusits Bishop could train the new peoplesto his service,
and soon undertook an independent policy against the Western schemes of the East Roman Emperors.
Theinternal separation between East and West was complete, when neither understood the language
of the other. Yet the West still took an active interest in the controversy of the ‘ Three Chapters’,
and at the same time obtained, in the tranglation of the Antiochene and Persian Instituta regularia
divineelegis, and in the great workstranslated at the instigation of Cassiodorus, valuable giftsfrom
the East which stand comparison with those made by Hilary, Ambrose, Rufinus, and Jerome. Even
in the seventh century Rome and the East were for atime engaged in alively correspondence. But
the rule of Byzantium over Rome was felt to be that of the foreigner, and conversely the Roman
spirit was alien to the Orientals. Their relations were forced. Augustine hardly left a trace in the
Eastern Church. That was its greatest calamity. Of course it was less disposed by its past to
understand him than the Western Church, and it was at no time really inclined to accept instruction
fromitsrival.

351 See Hatch, The Councils and the Unity of the Church, in his Social Constitution of the Christian Churches, p. 172 ff.; he has
given an excellent account of the share of the State in this unity and its limitations; compare also my Analekten, p. 253 ff. Inthe
process by which Christendom was united externally and ecclesiastically, we can distinguish in the East three, and in the West
four, epochs. Thefirst three were common to the Churches of both East and West. Thefirst was characterised by the recognition
of the apostalic rule of faith in opposition to the erroneous creeds of heretical associations, after acommon ideal and acommon
hope had united Christians up to the middle of the second century. The kavwv tfi¢ Ttiotewg became the basis of &deApdtng. The
second epoch, in which organisation became already of supreme importance, was represented in the theory of the episcopal
office, and in the creation of the metropolitan constitution. While this was struggling to establish itself amid violent crises, the
State of Constantine brought about the third epoch, in which the Church, by becoming completely political, was united, and thus
arrived at an external and uniform unity, so that in it the essential nature of the Empire was continued. The Church became the
most solid organisation in the Empire, because it rested on the imperial order of the ancient kingdom. It got no further than this
organisation in the East; indeed, several great provincial Churches soon separated from it; for the creation of Constantine
concealed germs of dissolution; see Zahn, Konstantin d. Gr. 1876, p. 31f. In the West, on the contrary, the Roman Bishop began
to engage in those enterprises which, favoured by circumstances, succeeded in the course of centuriesin substituting a new and
distinctively ecclesiastical unity for that created by the state.
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The first period of the History of Dogma closes with the Synods of Constantinople (381-383).

N Atthemfaithin the completedivinity of the Redeemer wasfinally settled asthe creed of the Catholic

151 Church, and his complete humanity was al so expressly acknowledged. Next to Athanasiusthe chief

part in the decision was taken by the Cappadocians on the one hand, and by the Roman Bishop and

Ambrose on the other. It would not have been arrived at, however, so early, if it had not been carried

through in Constantinople by a powerful ruler who came from the West. The theologians, so far

as any took part in it, were men who were equipped with the full culture of the period, and were

also devoted to the ideals of monastic piety. The Cappadocians were still relatively independent

theologians, worthy disciples and admirers of Origen, using new forms to make the faith of

Athanasius intelligible to contemporary thought, and thus establishing them, though with

maodifications, on asecure basis. Beside them stood Apollinarisof Laodicea, aman who anticipated

the problems of the future, who wastheir equal in scholarship, and surpassed them in many respects

in theology. But Arianism revealed its weakness by nothing more than its rapid decline after it

ceased to possess the imperial favour. The impression made by it on the German nations, and its.

prolonged popularity with them, must be described as an ‘accident’ in history. Catholicism was

first made a reality by Theodosius I. — ‘the idea of a communion which should unite East and

West in the same confession, beyond which no other form of confession was recognised.” But

Ranke remarks rightly=> that the Christian idea (of Nicene orthodoxy) gained the upper hand over

Hellenistic and heretical systems, not from the doctrine alone, but from the course of events. The

victory of the Nicene Council was also decided at the Tigrisby the defeat of Julian, and at Adrianople

by the death of Valens. In this first period the Christian Church was still in constant touch with

Hellenism, and adopted from it whatever it could use. But the history of dogma can only give a

very meagre view of these relations. Its boundaries gradually become altogether more restricted.

In the first three centuries it can hardly be separated from the universal history of the Church; in

N thosefollowing the general life of the Churchislessand lessclearly reflected in it. Hewho desires

152 to become acquainted with that life, must study the monachism, worship, ethics, and especially the

theological science of the age. There is nothing in the history of dogma to require us to portray a

figure like that of Synesius, and, if we define our task strictly, we can make little use of the rich
epistolary literature of the time.

The second period extends to the Council of Chalcedon (451). Its first and longer half covers
the time in which theimperial Church, resting on the Nicene basis and directed by emperor, priest,
and monk, established itself. But after atime of comparative peace,** the question again emerged
asto the relation of the divine and human in the person of the Redeemer. The opposition between
the school of Antioch and the new Alexandrian theology, which felt itself to be the sole teaching

352 Weltgeschichte IV. 1, p. 305 f.

353 On these decades, which are to be described asin many respects the most prosperous period of the Byzantine Church, see Herzog
R. E., Val. X1V., p. 403 ff. Heathenism was then first compl etely overthrown, and the heretics, even finally the Novatians, were
hard pressed. The regime of Chrysostom seemsto have been especially signalised by the suppression of hereticsin the patriarchate
of Constantinople; see the account of Socrates. We know of other Bishops who were active in extirpating heresy in the first half
of thefifth century, awork inwhich Theodoret took part. Thereigns of Gratian and Theodosius, on the one hand, the indefatigable
labours of Epiphanius on the other, laid the foundation. Their programme was carried out from the end of the fourth century.
But from about the middle of the fifth century, when the last traces of the ancient Gnostics, Novatians and Manichasans were
substantially removed, great schisms began to take place on the basis of the Chalcedonian decree.
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of the Church, culminated in this question, and the Alexandrian Bishop succeeded in making it the
centre of ecclesiastical interest. The theologians of the school of Antioch still wrought in freedom;

nay, even among their opponents there were to be found men who defined the faith by itsaim, and

were not overawed by traditionalism. Y et traditionalism grew more and more powerful. Under the
leadership of Epiphanius the great reaction against Origen began,® and not only the Alexandrian
Bishop, but the greatest scholar of the age took part in it.*® To this was added another fact. The

N\ constitution of the Patriarchate began to reveal its effect in threatening the unity of the Church. The
153 Cappadocian Churches of AsiaMinor receded into the background simply because they possessed
no patriarch of their own, dogmatics began to constitute an instrument of provincia ecclesiastical
policy, and the dogmatic formulato be amark of the diocese and nationality. In proportion as this

took place, the state was compelled to intervene. Dogmatic questions became vital to it, and the
appointment in the capital to the Patriarchate, which it had fostered, was now a political problem

of thefirst rank; for the occupant of the chair stood at the head of the spiritual affairs of the empire.

The great controversy was not settled at the two Synods of Ephesus (431, 449), but it was, ostensibly,

at the Synod of Chalcedon (451) by means of a long formula. This formula was proposed and
dictated by the West in the person of Bishop Leo and was approved by the Emperor; it wasregarded

in the West as the simple and unchanged creed of the Fathers, in the East as a compromise which
wasfelt by some not to be sufficiently orthodox, and by othersto requireinterpretation. Meanwhile

the East hardly possessed as yet the rudiments of a theology capable of interpreting it. Therefore
theformulaof Chalcedon has not unjustifiably been called a‘ national misfortune’ for the Byzantine
Empire. But even as regards the Church its advantages no more than balanced its disadvantages.
During this period the monks obtained the mastery over the Church. Although their relations with

the hierarchy were not infrequently strained, they added very grestly to its strength. The clergy
would have been completely eclipsed in the world and the state, if they had not obtained a new
support from the ‘religiosi’ and ‘religiosity’ . But while monachism became an important element
inthe Church, the prestige of the state declined in the minds of men; nothing was | eft to the Emperors

but to adopt certain monkish fashions for themselves, and along with the state the life of social
morality was depreciated in favour of ‘religiosity’ and a magical cultus. For monachism merely
promotesitself and next to that areligion of idol-worship; it quitsthefield where avigorous morality

N arises. On the other hand, however, the State was delivered at the close of this period from its most

154 powerful opponent, the Bishop of Alexandria, though at much too high a cost.

The third period extends up to the fifth Gcumenical Council (Constantinople A.D. 553). The
disadvantages of the Chalcedonian formula made themselves felt in the first half of this century.
Great ecclesiastical provinceswere in revolt, and threatened to secede from the membership of the
universal Church. Greek piety everywhere showed itself to have been unsettled by the decree of
Chalcedon. Theology could not follow it; nay, it appeared to be stifled by the decision, while in
Monophysitism life and movement prevailed. The perplexed Emperorswere at their wits' end, and
tried provisionally torecall, or at any rate to tone down, the formula, but in doing so they prejudiced
the union with the West. This was changed under Justin I., but above al under Justinian |. Asthe

354 See before this Demetrius, Peter, Methodius, Eustathius, Marcellus, and Apollinaris.
355 “Babylonisfallen, fallen,” — with these words of triumph did Jerome accompany the overthrow of Chrysostom in the Origenist
controversy (Ep. 88).
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reign of the latter was signalised politically by the restoration of the Byzantine supremacy, and the
codification of its laws, it was ecclesiastically distinguished by the restoration and establishment
of the constitution and dogmatics of the Church. The creed of Rome was recognised so far as its
wording was concerned, but Rome itself was humbled; the Chalcedonian formula remained in
force, but it wasinterpreted in terms of Cyril’ steaching, and its future position was assured by the
condemnation of the writings of the Antiochene schools on the one hand, and of Origen on the
other. Thus was the theology of the past judged: ‘solitudinem faciunt, pacem appellant’. The
Justinian Church condemned the glorious Fathers, and the fifth Gcumenical Council blotted out
thefreer theological science. However, thismeasure was only possible because an orthodox Church
theology had developed in the first half of the sixth century.®¢ It presupposed the Chalcedonian
formula, which had become more venerable by age, and explained it by means of the philosophy
of Aristotle, which had then come once more to the front, in order to reconcile it with the spirit of
N Cyril’s theology, and to make it in some measure comprehensible. Here we have the rise of
155 ecclesiastical scholasticism which now took its place beside the mystical Neo-platonic theology
that had been most comprehensively stated by the Pseudo-areopagite, and which corrected and
defined it, uniting with and balancing it. The effect of this development was extremely significant.
Men now began for the first time to feel themselves at home on the ground of the Chalcedonian
formula; piety also was reconciled to it. Productive dogmatic work ceased entirely; its place was
taken by the mystical theology of scholasticism based on the inheritance from antiquity and the
enumeration of authorities. Justinian in reality closed not only the school of Athens, but also that
of Origen, the schools, i.e., of productive theological science and criticism.®” Henceforth theology
only existed as a servant to the tradition of Justinian and Chalcedon. It was served in turn by the
dialectic of Aristotle on the one hand, and the Neo-platonic mysticism of the Areopagite on the
other. It did important work in the way of elaboration and adaptation; we are not warranted in
passing a sweeping verdict of stultification and sleep;**® but it made no further change in the creed
of the Church and was bound hand and foot.*°

3% See L oofs, Leontius von Byzanz in the “ Texten und Unters. z. alt-christl. Literaturgesch.,” Vol. Ill., parts 1 and 2, p. 37 ff., 303
ff.

357 The closing of the school of Athens has been disputed. It was certainly not a great, formal action; see Krummacher, Gesch. d.
Byzant. Litt., p. 4.

358 Seethe works of Gass and Gel zer, especially thelatter’ sinteresting lecture: “Die politische und kirchliche Stellung von Byzanz.
359

Noteworthy, but not surprising, isthe parallel capable of being drawn between the history of theology and that of (heathen)
philosophy during the whole period from Origen to Justinian. The history of Greek philosophy finds its limitsin the middle of
thefifth century, and again in the age of Justinian; the sameistrue of the science of the Church. In the general history of science
Plato comes to be supplanted by Aristotle from the close of the fifth century; in dogmatics the influence of the Stagirite makes
itself felt to an increased extent from the same date. Justinian’s epoch-making measures, the codification of the law, the closing
of the school of Athens, and the restoration of the Byzantine Church and Empire, point to an inner connection. This has not
escaped Ranke. On account of the importance of the matter | give here his excellent discussion (Vol. 1V. 2, p. 20 ff.): “Justinian
closed the school of Athens. .. An event of importance for the whole continued development of the human race; any further
development in adirect line on the basis laid in classical antiquity was rendered impossible to the Greek spirit, while to Roman
genius such an advance was left open and was only now rendered truly possible for after ages by means of the law-books. The
philosophical spirit perished in the contentions of religious parties; the legal found a mode of expression which, as it were,
concentrated it. The close of Greek philosophy recalls its beginning; nearly a thousand years had elapsed during which the
greatest transformationsin the history of the world had taken place. May | be permitted to add a genera reflection, as to which
I merely desire that it may not be rejected by the general feeling of scholars.
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Asregardsthe history of dogmathe fourth period possesses no real independence. The dogmatic
activity which characterised it was exclusively political; but since it created a new formula, we
may here assume aspecial period. It endswith the sixth &cumenical Council (A.D. 680). ‘ Justinian’s
N policy of conquest was in the highest degree unstable, and went far beyond the resources of the

157 Empire’ . Whether his dogmatic policy was correct, which maintained union with the West at the
cost of losing a large section of the Oriental Churches, is a question which may be debated. But
whether an open and consistently monophysite policy was then still possible in Constantinople is
very doubtful. Egypt, Syria, and Armeniawerelost, not only to the state, but also to Greek language
and culture. In order to keep them, or win them back from the Persians and Arabians, an energetic
Emperor resolved to publish a monophysite rallying cry without prejudicing the wording of the
Chal cedonian Creed. Monothelitism on the basis of the doctrine of the two naturesisin itself no
artificial creation; it is founded on the old consideration rising out of the doctrine of redemption;
but at that timeit had itsoriginin policy. Y et this still-born child of politics set the Eastern Church
in an uproar for more than two generations. To prevent the loss not only of the East but of Italy
also, the Emperor required the help of the Roman Bishop. Justinian’ s successin curbing the latter’s
authority had only continued for a little under his successors. The pontificate of Gregory |. still
exerted an influence, and, at the sixth Council, Agatho, repairing the fault of one of his predecessors,
dictated the formula, as L eo had done at Chalcedon. This bore the impress of the West, and did not
correspond perfectly to the eastern conception. It further became manifest at the Council that, when
it was aquestion of defining dogma, theology had been completely transformed into arehearsal of
authorities. Next to the older synodal decisions, the decisive precedent was formed by theimmense,
and frequently forged, collection of the dicta patrum.

156

After the sixth Council, orthodoxy and Monophysitism were definitively separated, though
attempts were not wanting to harmonise them in the following centuries, in keeping with the

The Christian religion had risen upon earth in the conflict of religious opinionswaged by nations, and had then in opposition
to these developed into a Church. Christian theology which set itself to appropriate the mysterious and to come to terms with
the intellect had grown up in constant contact, sometimes of a friendly, more often of a hostile kind, with Greek philosophy.
That was the business of those centuries. Then appeared the great Christian theologians from Origen onwards; as we said in
passing, they passed through, without exception, Greek or closely related Latin schools, and framed their doctrines accordingly.
Greek philosophy had produced nothing comparable to them; it had, as regards public life, been thrust into the background and
now it had perished. But it is striking that the great Christian theologians also came to an end. Never again do we find in later
times men like Athanasius, the Gregories of Cappadocia, Chrysostom, Ambrose and Augustine. | mean that along with Greek
philosophy the original development of Christian theology also came to a stand-still. The energy of the Church doctors, or the
importance of the Church assembliesin these centuries cannot be parallelled by anal ogous phenomena belonging to later times.
Different as they are in themselves we find a certain resemblance in the state of Roman law and of Christian theology. The old
Roman jurisprudence now appeared asuniversally valid law in aredaction which while historical wasyet swayed by the conditions
of theday. At the sametime, limits were set by the triumph of orthodoxy, especially of the dogmas declared in the Chalcedonian
resolutions, to all the internal divisions of theology in which the divergent opinions were also defended with ability and
thoroughness . . . Justinian who reinstated orthodoxy, and gave the force of law to juridical conceptions, takes a high placein
the rivalry of the centuries. Yet, while he raised his government to such a pinnacle of authority, he felt the ground shake
momentarily under his feet.” Greek science and the monkish view of the world, leagued as they were, dominated the spiritual
life of the Church before as well as after the Justinian age; they were at bottom indeed far from being opposed, but possessed a
common root. But how differently it was possible to combine them, what variations they were capable of! If we compare, e.g.,
Gregory of Nyssawith John of Damascusit is easy to seethat the former still really thinksindependently, whilethe latter confines
himself to editing what is given. It is above all clear that the critical elements of theology had been lost. They only held their
ground in the vagaries of mystical speculation; in all agesthey are most readily tolerated there.
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monophysite tendencies, never wholly destroyed, of eastern orthodoxy. The mystery was firmly
established, and obtained further definition; for the doctrine taught by John of Damascus of the
enhypostasis of the human nature in the Logos) had been accepted, even in the age of Justinian, to

N\ bethe correct interpretation of the doctrine of the two natures. The movement of thought in the
158 Church passed accordingly to a new sphere; or, more correctly, the old absorbing interest of the
Church in the mysteries of the cultus®*® now came to light undisguised, because the pursuit of
theology, converted as it was into scholasticism, had become the business of scholars and experts

in the mysteries, and it was only temporarily that a controversy springing out of it agitated the
Church. Dogma, designed by the Nicene and Chalcedonian Creeds to be looked at and treated
formally, henceforth revealed this its character thoroughly. The philosophy appropriate to it was
found, or invented — that compound of Neoplatonism and Aristotelianism, with which no one
could dispense who desired to unfold or comment on dogma orthodoxly.** He who passed over

the philosophy of the Church stood in danger of becoming a heretic.*? But dogmatics, undoubtedly

N the foundation, did not dominate the Church as a living power. The conception of the natures of
159 Christ found its continuation in that of the sacraments and sacramental things by which men became
participatorsin Christ. The perceived (aicbntdv) thereby obtained side by side with the conceived
(vontov) an ever loftier, and independent significance. Symbolism was more and more expunged;

the mystery became more and more sensuous. But, in proportion as the latter was made operative

in the cultus, the cultus itself was regarded, in al its setting and performance, in the light of the
divino-human.® All its sensuous side, which was presented for his benefit to the worshipper, was
regarded as deified and as promoting deification. Now in so far as the believer derived his life
entirely from this cultus, aritual system, to which the character of the divino-human attached, took

the place of the God-man, Christ. Piety threatened to be submerged in acontempl ation of wonders,

the spiritual in the sensuous, and theology, in so far as not identified with scholasticism and polemics,

360 |t js said of Polycarp in his Vita per Pionium (saec. 1V.): épunvedoat te tkavodg puothpia, & Toic ToAAoic v dndkpuea, obtw
Pavep®c avta £€eTiBeto, oTe TOUG dkoVOVTAC HapPTUPETV, 8TL 0V pdvov dkovouaotv GAAG kal dpdoty avtd. That was accordingly
the supreme thing; to be able also to see the mystery, the Christian possession of salvation.

361 Thefight between Platonism and Aristotelianism was accordingly acute among theol ogiansin the following centuries; they often
indeed made heretics of one another. Up till now we only know these disputes in part; they are important for the later conflicts
in the West, but they do not belong to the history of dogma.

362 Even to-day simple-minded Catholic historians of dogma exist who frankly admit that he becomes necessarily a heretic who
does not, e.g., use the conceptions “ nature” and “person” correctly; and they even derive heresy from this starting-point. Thus
Bertram (Theodoreti, Ep. Cyrensis, doctrina christologica, 1883) writes of Theodore of Mopsuestia: “Manifesto declarat, simile
vel idem esse perfectam naturam et perfectam personam . . . Naturaevox designat, quid sit aliquares, vel essentiam vel quidditatem;
hypostasis vero modum metaphysicum existendi monstrat. Ex quo patet, ad notionem perfectaenatursemodum illum perfectum
existendi non requiri. Hac in re erravit Mopsuestenus, et haaresis perniciosa ex hoc errore nata est. What aquid pro quo! The
ignorance of the terminology, which was yet first created ad hoc, in order to escape Scyllaand Charybdis, is held to be the redl
ground of the origin of the heresy. Such aview of things, which is as old as scholasticism, undoubtedly needed mysticism asits
counterpoise, in order not to perish wholly from the religious sphere. Atzberger (Die Logodslehred. h. Athan., 1880) has expressed
himself still more unsophisticatedly, and therefore more instructively, on the relation of philosophy and dogma (p. 8, 29). But
see also Hagemann (ROm Kirche, p. 361): “The Patripassians arrived at their doctrines of God, his attributes, his creation, and
incarnation, because they took their stand on Stoic logic and with it cherished the most extreme nominalism, and because they
absolutely rejected the objective existence of ideas.”

363 For the history of the development of the Greek liturgy after the fourth century. Swainson’s The Greek Liturgies, chiefly from
original authorities (London 1884), isthe standard work. For the doctrine of the mysteriescf. Steitz’ Abhandlungen in the Lehrbb.
f. deutsche Theol. 1864 ff.
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in a science of mysteries.® From this point of view we can understand the worship of images and

the reaction of iconoclasm which opened the fifth period. But this explanation is not complete;

N\ another factor codperated. This was the relation of Church and State which was also involved in

160 the controversy about images. There always were discords between them; but these became more

and more acute when the priesthood fell completely under the sway of the monks. Even from the

fifth century the practice had begun of transferring monks to episcopal chairs, and it had almost

becometherulein thefollowing centuries. But the monks both strove zeal ously to make the Church

independent and claimed sovereignty among the people, and as arule, though interested on behalf

of the nations, they also cherished a strong hostility to the State: in other words they endangered

the settlement of Church and State established in the fifth and sixth centuries. Their most powerful

instrument was the sensuous cultus which had captivated the people, but which undoubtedly,

barbarous and mechanical asit waswith al its appliances and amulets, was yet connected with the

ideal forces still to be credited to the age, with science, art, and especially piety. Here we have the

miserable dilemma of the period, and of the Church; the worship of images was barbarous, but

iconoclasm threatened to introduce an increased degree of barbarism. For the ‘enlightened’

(Aufklarung) were at the disposal of an iron military despotism, and despised science, art, and
religion.

The Church of Byzantium was at that time engaged in alife and death struggle. Its existence
was really at stake, and with it the existence of the old form of society and culture, in opposition
to forces which as yet had no positive policy, but at first merely ruled by brute force. The priestly
caste was arrayed against the military, the hosts of shaven monks against the standing army, which
from the fourth century had played a great rdle, but now sought to be master in the state. These
fearful fights ended in the restoration of the status quo ante, in so far as dogma and cultus were
concerned, and the old order seemed all the more sacred after the attacks that had been made upon
it. But on the political side, the state supported by the army carried off the victory — and thiswas

161

364 1f we collect the fourth-century evidence of crude sensuous superstition intimately combined with Christian piety, we might
believe that it could go no further. And yet it did go further from century to century, as anyone can easily convince himself by
reading the tales of saints and relics, among which those of the oriental monophysites are the worst. But apart from thisincrease,
we haveto call attention to the fact that this barbarous superstition ascended into higher and more influential circles and was
systematically cultivated by the monks, while the corrective of a more rational theology grew ever weaker. Theology became
more defenceless, because it had to adapt itself to sacred ceremony. The worst gift bequeathed by moribund antiquity to the
Church was the ritual of magic and the monstrous number of great and little aids in need and means of atonement. It is not the
case that this state of matters was produced by the inrush of barbarian peoples; on the contrary, the decomposition of ancient
culture and religion takes the first place in the process, and even the Neo-platonic philosophers are not free from blame. In view
of this circumstance it is natural to conclude that the reformation of Athanasius bore little fruit, that it only checked for atime
the polytheistic under-current, and, in aword, that the Church could not have got into aworse state than, in spite of Athanasius,
it did, as regards the worship of Mary, angels, saints, martyrs, images and relics, and the trickery practised with amulets. But
even if wewereto go further and suggest that the later development of dogmaitself, ase.g., in the worship of Mary and images,
directly promoted religious materialism, yet we cannot rate too highly the salutary importance of this dogma. For it kept the
worship of saints, images and the rest at the stage of a christianity of the second order, invested with doubtful authority, and it
prevented the monksfrom cutting themselveswholly adrift fromthereligio publica. Finally, it isto be pointed out that superstition
has brought with it at all times ideas and conceptions extremely questionable from the point of view of dogmatics, ideas which
seem to be affected by no amount of censure. Overbeck (Gott. Gel.-Auz. 1883, no. 28, p. 870) hasrightly described it asa
phenomenon requiring explanation that the gnat-straining centuries which followed Nicas, could have swallowed such camels
as, e.g., delighted the readers of the Acts of Thomas (even in the Catholic edition) or of the numerous Apocalypses (see the
edition of the Apoc. Apocal. by Tischendorf and James, Apocrypha anecdota, 1893).
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not without consequencesfor the system and life of the Church. The monkswere given afree hand
in dogma, but their activity as ecclesiastical politicians was checked. The Emperor remained chief
priest, in spite of some patriarchs who, until after the eleventh century, attempted to maintain an
independent and equal position side by side with him. With the support of his army he resisted
them. The independence of the Church was gone, in so far asit sought to rise above the level of an
institution devoted to ritual and worship. Its activity was completely restricted to the mysteriesand
the preparation for death. It became an ingtitution of the state, impressing it only by the
unchangeableness of its doctrine and ceremonies. To the new peoples to whom this Church came,
the Slavs, it was far more than to the Greeks an unchangeabl e, heavenly creation. A thousand years
have passed away since the Slavswere hellenised; and they have not yet ventured, like the Germans,
to think and feel freely and at their ease in the Church, although they recognisein it amain defence
of their national characteristics against the West. From the West these * Greek Slavs were spiritually
Separated, after Augustine' sideas were admitted there. The external cleavage, though only complete
in the eleventh century, began immediately after the image controversy. The statesin the territory
of the Greek Church still really stand under a military dictatorship: where this hasfallen, asin the
kingdom of Greece, a fina stage has not yet been reached. States like the former support an
N\ ecclesiastical department, but no Church.

162

The path into which Athanasius led the Church has not been abandoned; but the other forces
of life completely restricted it. Orthodox dogma corresponds on the whole to the conception of
Athanasius; but the balance which he held between the religious creed and the cultus has been
disturbed to the disadvantage of the former. The creed still showslifewhenitiscalled in question,
or when the nation it serves requires a flag. In other cases it lives in the science of scholastic
mysticism, which has already become by degrees stereotyped and sacred, and in its presentation
in public worship. Theology also is bound to the latter; it has thus received a standard of which
Athanasius knew nothing.3%

Our sources are the works of the Church Fathers and the Acts of Councils (Mansi). We still
want a history of Greek ecclesiastical literature after Eusebius, capable of satisfying the most
reasonable demands. Of more recent works on the subject that of Fessler is the best (Instit.
Patrologiag 1850-52), Alzog'sisthe most familiar, and Nirschl’s the newest.

CHAPTERII.

365 |t is very characteristic as regards this, that while Cyril of Jerusalem described the Christian religion as uddnua tdv Soypdrwv
kol tpdéeig dyadai, Photius defined it as udbnoig kal puotaywyia. From the fourth century interest was more and more transferred
from the regulation of the whole life by religion, to its external consecration through the mysteries. The distinctions are indeed
only gradual, but the descent was very significant. The Greek Church ultimately gave up the regulation of moral socid life, and
therewith renounced the power to determine private morality so far asthe latter was not dominated by fear of death. The ultimate
reason of thisisto be sought in the order of the monks and the constitution of the Graeco-Slavic states.
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THE FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTION OF SALVATION AND GENERAL OUTLINE OF
THE DOCTRINAL SYSTEM.

|. THE dogmatic conflicts in the East from the fourth up to the seventh century have thisin
common, that they centred almost entirely in Christology in the narrower sense, as well asin the
incarnation of the Deity. Since men of al parties were meanwhile conscious that they were
contending for the essence of Christianity, it follows that the conception of the salvation offered
in the Christian religion is to be deduced from the formulas over which they fought, and which
then made good their ground. This conclusion is, however, made further certain from the fact that
the oriental Church took no interest in dogma, apart from those formulas, at least in the time of
these conflicts.** Anything else, therefore, outside of the formulas, which was either fixed as matter
of course, or maintained in ambiguous propositions in opposition to Manichaasm, Fatalism, and
Epicureanism, did not possess the value of adogmatic declaration in the strict sense. Remembering
this, there can be no doubt that the essence of the Christian religion, and therefore the contents of
164 its creed, are summed up in the following proposition. The salvation presented in Christianity

consistsin the redemption of the human race from the state of mortality and the sin involved in it,

that men might attain divinelife, i.e., the everlasting contemplation of God, this redemption having
already been consummated in the incarnation of the Son of God, and being conferred on men by

their close union with him: Christianity is the religion which delivers from death and leads to the
contemplation of God.*" This proposition can be more precisely defined as follows: the highest
blessing bestowed in Christianity isadoption into the divine sonship, which isassured to the believer,

and is completed in participation in the divine nature, or more accurately, in the deification of man
through the gift of immortality. This gift includes the perfect knowledge and the lasting vision of

God, in a blessedness void of suffering, but it does not do away with the interval between Christ

and the believer.®® From thisit follows: (1) that redemption, asseeninitsfinal effect, was conceived

N\ to be the abrogation of the natural state by a miraculous transformation of our nature; that
165 accordingly (2) the supreme good was definitely distinguished from the morally good; and that (3)

366 \/ery instructive in this respect is the Church History of Socrates. A man’s orthodoxy is completely decided for him by his
attitude to the dogma of the Trinity (seeH. E. I11. 7, VI. 13, VII. 6, 11). The Cappadocians and the theol ogians after Socrates
held similar views; see Gregory of Naz. Orat. XX V1. 10: “Philosophise about the world and worlds, matter, the soul, rational
beings, good and bad alike, about resurrection, judgment, and retribution, and the sufferings of Christ. For if on these points you
hit on the truth it is not without service, but if you fail, you can suffer no harm” (cf. Ullmann, Gregory of Naz., 1867, p. 217 f.).
We have also to consider here the contents of the oriental symbols, creed-decalogues etc. The interest taken to an increasing
extent from thefifth century in the tenetslevelled against Origen was biblical and traditional. It only became dogmatic at atime
when in theology and Christology theinfluence of “antiquity” had taken the place of that of dogma. On the place and importance
of the doctrine of the Trinity in Gregory, see Ullman, p. 232 ff.

367 | share fully the view of Kattenbusch ( Confessionskunde I., p. 296) that the dogma was not merely supported by one idea, and
that in the Greek Church of to-day the idea of redemption held by the ancient Church no longer rules directly; but this view does
not contradict the exposition given in the text.

368 The fact that the idea of deification was the ultimate and supreme thought is not a discovery of recent times, butitisonly in
recent times that it has been appreciated in all itsimportance. After Theophilus, Irenaaus, Hippolytus, and Origen, it isfound in
all the Fathers of the ancient Church, and that in a primary position, We haveit in Athanasius, the Cappadocians, Apollinaris,
Ephraem Syrus, Epiphanius, and others, as also in Cyril, Sophronius, and late Greek and Russian theologians. In proof of it
Psalm LXXXII. 6 is very often quoted — “1 said ye are gods and all sons of the most High.” Just as often are Osomnoinoig and
aBavaoia expressly combined. Some Fathers feel the boldness of the formula; but that is very rare. | select merely afew from
my collection of passages: Athanas. deincarn. 54: “ AUtog évnvOpwmrnoev, va Nueic Beomond@uev, kal abTOG EPavEPWoEV
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an atonement was not included in it. For atonement can only be thought of where the division
between God and man is regarded as an opposition of thewill. But it further follows from this that
thistheology, in agreement with the apol ogetic and old Catholic doctrine, admitted no independent
object to our present life. The work of the Christian consisted wholly in preparing for death (to
€pyov To0 Xprotiavod ovdEv dANo €otiv f ueletdv arnobvriokety In the present there only existed
N apreliminary possession of salvation. This was represented (1) in the knowledge of God and of
166 the accomplished incarnation of the Son of God, and therewith in the certain hope of being deified;
(2) in power over demons; (3) in the call to salvation and perfect acquaintance with the conditions
of itsreception; (4) in certain communications of divine Grace which supported believersin fulfilling
those conditions—the forgiveness of sin in baptism, the power of certain holy rites, and holy
vehicles, the example of the God-man etc.; and (5) in participation in the mysteries—worship and
the Lord’s supper—and in the enjoyment of the consecration they imparted, as also, for ascetics,

in aforetaste of the future liberation from the senses and deification.®

The certainty of faith in the future deification, however, because its possibility and reality,
rested exclusively on thefact of theincarnation of the Son of God. The divine had already appeared
on earth and had united itself inseparably with human nature.

£aUTOV d10 0WUATOG, Tva LG ToT GopdTtov TaTpdg Evvorav AdPwpev, Kal avTdg DTEPELVEY TV TTap’ avBpToL UPpLv, Tva fUETg
abavaciov kAnpovounowuev, cf. Ep. ad Serap. I. 24, Orat. c. Arian. . 38, 39, and often; VitaAntonii, c. 74, Ephraem, Comment.
inDiatess,, init. (ed. Moesinger, p. 1): “Quare dominus noster carnem induit? Ut ipsa caro victorisegaudiagustaret et donagratice
explorata et cognita haberet. Si deus sine carne vicisset, queeel tribuerentur laudes? Secundo, ut dominus noster manifestum
faceret, seinitio creationis nequaquam ex invidia prohibuisse, quominus homo fieret deus, quia maius est, quod dominus noster
in homine humiliabatur, quam quod in eo, dum magnus et gloriosus erat, habitabat. Hinc illud: ‘ Ego dixi, dii estis’.” Gregory
of Nyss., Collog. cum Macrina (ed. Oehler, p. 170): TGV obv tol06TwV Taic 814 oD mupdg latpeiong EkkabapBéviwy Te kal
dpayvicBéviwy, EKacTov TAOV TPOG TO KPEITTOV VOOoUUEVWY dvTtelseleloeTal, 1) dpBapoia, 1) {wr, 1 Tiuh, 1 xdpig, 1 86&a, 1)
d0vaypig, kai €1 T EAAo Torobtov avTd te T) O Embewpeiodat eikdlopev. Gregory of Naz., Orat. 40, c. 45 (Decalogus fidei,
ed Caspari, Alte und Neue Quellen, 1879, p. 21): micteve TOV VIOV TOD O€0D . . . TocodToV AvBpwToV d1d o€, Soov oL yivn &t
£keivov @e6¢. So also Orat. 1. 5: “We become like Christ, since Christ also became like us; we become gods on his account,
since he also became man for our sake.” On the other hand, compare Orat. XLII. 17: ue®’ nu&v to ktioua, tOv 00 Oe®v: €l
ktiopa 8¢, o0 @dg, and XX X1X. 17: "How should he not be God, to insert in passing a bold deduction, by whom thou al so dost
become God?' Apollinaris Laod., Kata pépog mtiotig (ed. Lagarde, p. 110): gapév dvOpwmnov yeyevijobat tov T0d Og0l Adyov,
tva v dpoiwoty Tod émovpaviov AdPwuev kai Beomoindduev. Macar., hom. 39. Pseudo-hippolytus, Theophan. (ed. Lagarde,
p. 41, 21): £l obv 40dvatog yéyovev 6 &vOpwmog, #otat kol Bedg. Dionys. Areopag., sapissime, e.g., de cadesti hierar. ¢. 1. 1)
MUV dvaAoyog Béwatg. Sophronius, Christmas Sermon (ed. Usener, Rhein. Mus. fiir Philologie, 1886, p. 505): 0swB&uev Beinig
uetaPoAaic kai puiufoeotv. Leo, Patriarch of Russia ( Pawlow, p. 126): £0s0nuev ©cod tfj petaArpet. Gennadius, Confess.
(ed. Kimmel, p. 10): “dixit deus: Induam me carne.. . . et erit omnis homo tamquam deus non secundum naturam sed secundum
participationem.” We have, however, to notice that this deification, as understood by the Greek Church, did not by any means
signify roundly “Becoming like God”. The Greeks in the main did not connect any clear conception with the thought of the
possession of salvation (felicity) further than the idea of imperishableness; and this very fact was their characteristic feature. It
istheineffable, the transcendent which may therefore be described as the Oeia @Uo1g, becauseit is enjoyed for ever. Theinterval
between Christ — who was born, and did not become, Son of God — and the sons by adoptionisawaysvery strongly emphasi sed;
compare (the precise expositions in Augustine, De remiss. pace. |1. 24) and above all, Athanasius' third discourse against the
Arians; further, Cyril Catech. I1., ch. 4-7 and 19. Y et the 0¢wo1g of Mary forms akind of exception. The idea of deification is
also found in Western writers, especially Augustine. But if | am not deceived Augustine himself brought it to an edifying end.
369 Athanasius (Ep. encycl. ad episc. Agypt. et Lib. ch. |.) mentions as the gifts of grace aready possessed by Christians: (1) the
type of the heavenly mode of life, (2) power over demons, (3) adoption to be sons, (4) and what is exalted and rises high above
every gift—the knowledge of the Father and the Word himself and the grant of the Holy Spirit. Thislist is not quite complete.
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This conception formed the universal foundation for the development of dogmas in the fourth
to the seventh century, though all might not equally understand it or see its consequences clearly.
Only thus can we comprehend how the Church could perceive, define, and establish the nature of
salvation in the constitution of theincarnate Son of God. Faith smply embracesthe correct perception
of the nature of the incarnate Logos, because this perception of faith includes the assured hope of
achange of human nature analogous to the divinity of Jesus Christ, and therewith everything worth
striving for. “ We become divine through him, because for our sake he became man’. But the dogmatic
formulas corresponding to this conception only established their position after severe fights; they
never arrived at a perfectly exact expression; and they never obtained the exclusive supremacy
which they demanded.

The reasons for this delay, inexactness, and failure to obtain supremacy are numerous and

21 various. The most important deserve to be emphasised.

Firstly, every new formula, however necessary it might appear, had the spirit of the Catholic
Church against it, simply because it was new; it could only gain acceptance by deceiving asto its
character of novelty, and as long as the attempt to do so was unsuccessful, it was regarded by the
pious with suspicion.®™ Secondly, the ability of the Catholic Fathers really to explain their faith,
and to deduce dogmatic consequences, was extremely slight. Grown up in the school s of philosophy
and rhetoric, they never clearly felt it to be their duty to give an abstract account of their faith,
however they might understand it. Far from describing the system of doctrine as a statement of the
nature and contents of Christian piety, and from evolving the latter from its distinctive conditions,
they found it difficult even to make a simple inference from their conception of salvation to the
person of Christ and vice versa. Their reasoning was always being disturbed by apologetic or other
considerationsforeign toit. Energetic men, to whom the matter of religion should be al inall, were
accordingly required, if an advance were to take place in the work of formulating it. But such men
have been extremely rare. There have been few in all periods of the history of dogmawho clearly
perceived and duly appreciated the final interests which moved themselves. This is true of the
ancient Church, though then matterswerealittle better thanin later centuries. Thirdly, theformulas
required conflicted with every kind of philosophy; they amounted to an offence to the thought of
the schools. This circumstance undoubtedly might afterwards prove an advantage; it was possible
to show the divinity and sacredness of the formulas by referring to their inscrutability and therefore
to the mystery that surrounded them. But as long as the formula was still new, this confirmation
encountered doubts, and even afterwards, in spite of the ‘mystery’, it wasimpossible to do without
a philosophy which should interpret it, and should restore confidence, as to the contradictions, by

AN new combinations of categories. Now, as long as no such philosophy was created, faith was not
168 satisfied, and the formulawas not guaranteed permanence. Fourthly, it was of the highest importance
that by amost all the Fatherstheir conception of the salvation procured by the God-man (deification)

was appended to, or bolstered up by, the system of ‘natural theology’. But under this system
knowledge and virtue were the highest blessings, and God was exclusively thejudge who rewarded

the good and punished the wicked. Now, it was undoubtedly possible so to combine these two lines

of thought that neither was prejudiced, and we will seethat such acombination a one corresponded

370 See above, p. 137, f.
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to the ideas of those Christians, and was actually brought about. But it was impossible to prevent
natural theology from intruding more and moreinto dogmatics, and from interfering with the success
of the mystical doctrine of redemption—for so we may well name it. Men were not in a position
to strike at the roots of those views of Christian salvation which did not definitely conceive the
latter to be distinctive, and which therefore did not sufficiently differentiate it from virtue and the
natural knowledge of God.

Fifthly, the complete acceptance of the mystical doctrine of redemption was imperilled from
another side, and this menace also could never be completely averted. The picture of the life of
Jesus contained in the Gospels, in spite of al the arts of exegesis, contradicted in a way it was
impossible to disregard the Christological formulas called for by the doctrine. The life even
influenced the form given to the dogma of the incarnation and its consequences®™ to an extent
which, from the standpoint of the theory of redemption, was questionable; and it subsequently
always accompanied the dogmatic formulas, keeping aivein the Church the remnant of aconception

N of the Redeemer’s personality which did not agree with them. The Church indeed never lost
169 recollection of the human individuality of Jesusin its simple loftiness, its heart-winning love, and
its holy earnestness; it never forgot the revelation of God in humanity. Scripture reading and, in
part also, preaching preserved the memory, and with and by it thought was ever again led to the
simplest and highest of facts, the love of God which is loftier than all reason, the rendering of
service to our neighbour, sincere humility, and patience. But as the gospel prevented dogma from
obtaining an exclusive supremacy, so also Pauline theology, and kindred views found in Holy
Scripture, exerted an important influence, which maintained its ground side by side with the dogma,
and often very strongly decided its exposition. That thework of Christ consisted in what he achieved,
culminating in his sacrificial death, and signifying the overcoming and removal of guilt; that
salvation accordingly consisted in the forgiveness, justification and adoption of men, are ideas
absolutely wanting in none of the Church Fathers, and very prominent in afew, whilein the majority
they find their way into the exposition of the dogma of redemption. They do not agree with the
latter, nay, in this combination can hardly be held to have deepened the conception in any point;
for they rather menaced the finality of the fundamental dogmatic thought in which men lived. In
fact they wrought mischief, i.e., they led to moral laxity, asin all caseswherethey are only allowed
a secondary authority. But their existence must be expressly stated if our view is to be complete.
New Testament reminiscences and thoughts and in general Biblical theological ideas of the most
varied kind, always accompanied and impinged on dogma growing or full-grown.®? They helped
to delay its reduction into formulas, and prevented the mystical doctrine of redemption and its
corresponding dogmas obtaining a completely exclusive supremacy in the Eastern Churches.

871 |n the introductory fourth Catechism in which Cyril summarises the, main points of the faith, he says (ch. 1X.): ni{cteve 8¢ 811
00TO0C 6 HOVOYEVIIC L1dC ToD O0D S1d TG duaptiog NUGY € 0bpavdv katiABev ém Thic yA. (ch. X.): obtog éotavpwdn Umép
@V apaptidv nuédv. Nothing is said of the abolition of death. So also in the Homilies of Chrysostom who generally tried to
follow Paul, sin comes to the front. The saying “Let us not fear death, but only sin,” is often repeated with variations by
Chrysostom. Alexander of Alex. alsoin hisletter to Alexander (Theodoret H. E. I. 4) gives asthe only ground of theincarnation
of the Son of God, that he came €i¢ d6étnowv apaptiag, but heisunable to carry out the thought.

372 The contradictions and inconsistencies were not felt if it was possible to support the separate propositions by an appeal to Holy
Scripture: see on thisVoal. 11., p. 331, n. 1.
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Sixthly and finally, the scheme of Christology, distinctive of the West, forced on the Church
AN by the policy of the emperors, brought a disturbing and confusing influenceinto the Eastern history
170 of dogma. The Eastern Church, left to itself, could only, if it had simply given expression to its
own idea of redemption, have raised to adogmathe one nature, made flesh, of God, the Logos (uia
@Uo1g B00 Adyov cecapkwuévn), and must have left the paradox standing that the humanity of
Christ was consubstantial (6poototog) with ours, and was yet from the beginning not only without
sin, but free from any kind of corruption (¢6opd). This dogma was condemned as heretical in the
process, as we know, of forming an exclusive authoritative doctrine, and another was set up in its
place which it required the most elaborate efforts of theologians to connect closely with the idea
of redemption. Conversely, as regards the doctrine of the Trinity in the fourth century, while the
correct formula—correct, i.e., when gauged by the conception of redemption—triumphed, yet the
considerations springing from natural theology and science were here so strong that the Eastern
Church could only reconcile itself to the doctrine by the aid of a complicated theology, which in
this case, however, was really heterodox, because it weakened the meaning of the formula. In the
fourth century the correct formula triumphed, but the triumph was procured by a theology really
heterodox; in the fifth and up to the seventh an incorrect formula, if gauged by the idea of
redemption, became supreme, but theology was able to treat it orthodoxly. In view of these
incongruities one is aimost tempted to believe in the ‘cunning of the idea ; for this development
alone made possible, or demanded, the application of thewhole apparatus of Platonic and Aristotelian
philosophy to dogma. Neither the conception of the opoovotoo (consubstantial) as given by
Athanasius, nor the strictly Monophysite form of the incarnation dogma, would have conjured
philosophy anew to its aid, and to a greater extent than was contained in the dogma itself. This
happened and could not but happen, because men would not understand opoote106 as tavtovs10g
(of the same substance); and because they were forced to fit the two natures into their system.
Dogmatics (the doctrines of the Trinity and the Incarnation) became the high school of Philosophy.
By them the Middle Agesreceived all that they ever did of philosophical thought. And these facts
N\ weredue to the circumstance that the idea of redemption was not expressed purely and absolutely
171 in dogma, that rather in the doctrine of the Trinity, as well as in the Christology, the formula
overlapped its support, or the support the formula, and therefore necessarily called for endless
exertions. Where would Plato and Aristotle have been in the Church or the Middle Agesif the East
had honoured Athanasius and Julian of Halicarnassus as the sole authoritative Fathers of the Church,
and how nearly was this the case with both! How much the East owes to the interference of the
West, and yet, on the other hand, how greatly did the same West disturb it! But it isto be described
as again from another point of view, that the correct formulas—those which corresponded to the
Greek idea of redemption—did not establish their position. The evangelical conception of Christ
was preserved to a greater degree in the Byzantine and Nestorian Church, based on the doctrine
of the two natures, than in the Monophysite Churches. The latter only prove that the consistent
development of the materialistic idea of redemption reduces Christianity to barbarism. The Arabians
taught Aristotle to the Nestorians and not to the Monophysites. But those Churches aso show that
the Christ who possessed one incarnate nature—that phantom—reduced the historical Christ amost
to the vanishing point. All the features of the man Christ of history, which the Byzantine and
Nestorian Church still kept alive in their communities, are so many evidences that the old idea of
redemption was forced to submit to limitations.
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But in spite of this the dogma of the God-man which sprang from the doctrine of redemption
assumed aunique and predominant position and alone constituted dogmain the strict sense. Theology
= the doctrine of the Trinity, Economy = the idea and realisation of the Incarnation. The course of
development also shows by itsinner logic, which indeed, asalready pointed out, was not so stringent
as more recent scholars would have us believe, that it was in this dogma that the strongest interest
was taken. After Athanasius had proved the necessity and realisation of redemption through the
incarnation of the Son of God, the consubstantiality (Homoousia) of the Son of God with God

N himself was first established. Then the fact was emphasised that the Incarnate was constituted

172 similarly with man, and finally, the unity of deity and humanity in the incarnate Son of God was

settled. The historian of dogma has here simply to follow the course of history. It isin thisconnection

by no means clear how besides this the work of the God-man is to be treated. As regards the work

of Christ we can only deal with ‘conceptions’ which are not firmly allied to the dogma. But we

have to remark finally, that not only in theory was the dogma planned eschatologicaly, i.e., with

aview to the future life, but that also in practice faith in the imminent approach of the end of the

world still influenced the pious. In afew Fathers this faith undoubtedly held a subordinate place;

but yet it formed the rule, and the storms caused by the invasion of the tribes aswell asthe political
revolutions constantly gave it strength.

I1. In relation to the blessing of salvation man is receptive and passive. He receivesiit in this

world in the hope of his faith, and enjoysit in the other as a transcendently glorious gift of grace.

God aone can grant it, and no human effort can deserveit. Aswe have already noticed, thisreligious
blessing of salvation is wholly different from moral goodness; for moral goodness cannot be
presented, but must be gained by our own actions. On the other hand, Christianity as a religion
cannot take up aneutral attitude to moral goodness, but must rather embrace the |oftiest morality.

That was also the universal conviction of the Greek Church and itstheol ogians. The problem which

thus arose was solved without noteworthy vacillations, and in the sense of the theology of the
apologistsand Origen. It was assumed that freedom in the moral sphere corresponded to receptivity

in the domain of religion and the blessings of salvation conferred by it; and that God attached the

grant of the religious blessing of salvation to the achievement of a perfectly moral life, whose law,
though not new, had first found expression in the Christian religion as something perfect and capable

of being easily recognised. The scheme of nature and grace current in the West since Augustine,

was not entirely unknown in the East, so far as words were concerned.?” But the latter already

N found “grace’ in “nature’, i.e., in the inalienable natural disposition to freedom, and, on the other
173 hand, conceived “grace” to be the communication of ahigher nature. Hence the above scheme was
not adapted to express Greek thought. Christianity was rather, on the one hand, the perfect law of

873 |t occurs, e.g., in the Homilies of Macarius. If elsewhere he speaks of xdpig, it isas arule the substantial grace imparted in the
sacraments (baptism) that is meant. The beginning of Cyril’ sfirst Catechism isvery instructive: Katviig d1a8rikng padntai kai
Xpiotod puotnpiwv kovwvol, vov uév tff kAfjoet, puet’ 0Afyov 8¢ kal T xdpitt, kapdiav éxvtoig motfoate KaviV Kai Tvedua
Kawvdv, iva ebppooivrg UTdBeoIC YéVNobe TOiC 0VPaVOIG.
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goodness, and, on the other, a promise and sure pledge of immortality.*” It was therefore holy living
and correct faith. The convictionsthat God himself isthe good; that heisthe creator of theinalienable
reason and freedom of man; that the perfect morality of man representsthe only form of hissimilarity
to God attainable in the sphere of the temporal and created; that the supreme law of goodness,
hitherto obscured, has been once more revealed to men in the Christian religion, and that in the
most impressive way imaginable—by the deity in ahuman form; finally, that the religious blessing
of salvation procured by Christ contains the strongest motive to practise morality,*™ while it also
includes mysterious forces which promote it: these convictions, according to the conception of
Greek theologians, bound religion and morality together as closely as possible, and, since only the
good man could receive salvation, guaranteed the character of Christianity as the moral religion.
The monk Sophronius (seventh century) saysin his Christmas Sermon: “ Therefore the Son of God
assumed human poverty, that he might make us gods by grace; and the divine father David sings

inhispsalms. . . | said, ye are gods and all sons of the highest. God isin us; let us become gods

by divine transformations and imitations’ (Aix toGto 6 vio¢ To0 Oeol avOpwmivnv TTwyelav

NN évdletan Tva Bsovg fuag dmepydontal xdpitt. kol Tadta ueAwd@v 6 Beomdtwp Aais .. .. Eyw
174 gina- Oeof £ote kai viol VPiotov mMavreg. OedG év NUiv: Bewdduev Oeiong uetafolaic kai

pipnoeotv).®® In the last phrase the Greek fundamental thought is put into a classic form. Only we
must not take “uetafolaic” and “piurioectv” to be equivalent. The former signifies the actua
process, the latter its condition and form; not the sufficient reason, asis proved by “xd&piti.”#”” There
is, however, aform of morality which does not appear to be merely subordinate to religious faith
and hope, but which anticipates the future blessings, or puts man into the condition of being able
to receivethem immediately. Thisis negative morality, or asceticism. It correspondsin atrue sense
to the characteristic of the religious gift of salvation,; it is also therefore no longer a mere adjunct
to the latter, but it is the adequate and essential disposition for the reception of salvation. But in so
far as ecstasy, intuition, and the power of working miracles can be combined with it, it forms the
anticipation of the future state. The ultimate rule of this conception of Christianity may accordingly
be compressed, perhaps, into the saying: “Dost thou desire the supreme good, incorruption
(apBapoia), then divest thyself of all that is perishable.” Side by side with this we have the more

874 See Cyril, Catech. 4, c¢. 2: 0 g Oooefelag Tpémog éx §Uo ToUTwV cuvéstnke, Soyudtwy eboefdv kol TpdEewv dyaddv. Kai
oUte T ddypata xwpig Epywv dyabdv ebmpdodekta T& Oe@, oUte T& Ui LET eVoePDV doypdtwv Epya teAodueva mpocdéxetal
0 0€6( . . . péylotov Toivuv KTfpd £0Tt TO TGOV doyudtwy Hadnnua.

375 Cyril begins his 18th Catechism with thewords* The root of every good action isthe hope of the resurrection. For the expectation
of obtaining a corresponding reward is a spur to incite the soul to practise good works.” The way to morality is made easy by
removal of the fear of death.

376 Ed. Usener, . c. Once more we have to compare Cyril of Jerusalem. After he has limited the “creed” to the ten sections of the
Symbol he continues: peta 8¢ thv yv@owv tiig oepviig kai évd6€ov tavtng kal Tavayiag tiotewg kal oeavtov yv®OL Aotmdv
Sotic e1. Accordingly, faith is that given from without, divine. Moral self-knowledge and self-discipline are independent of it.

377 The Greek Fathers speak not infrequently of the new birth in connection with N. T. passages and it is to be admitted that some
succeed in reproducing the thought satisfactorily, but only—so far as | know—when they adhere closely to the sacred texts. At
all events we must not let ourselves be misled by the meretitle. Thisis shown most clearly by the closing chapters of Gregory
of Nyssa's Orat. catechet. (ch. 33 sg.). By regeneration Gregory understands the mysterious birth in us of the divine nature,
whichisimplanted by baptism. Asthe natural manisborn of moist seed, so the new undying man isborn of water at theinvocation
of the Holy Trinity. The new immortal nature is thus begun in germ by baptism and is nourished by the Eucharist. That this
conception has nothing in common with the new birth of the New Test., sinceit has a physical processin view, needs no proof.
According to Cyril, regeneration only takes place after man has voluntarily left the service of sin (see Catech. I., ch. 2).
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genera rule “Dost thou desire the supreme good, then first be good and nourish the new nature

N implanted in thee in Baptism by the Eucharist and the other mysterious gifts.” The extent to which

175 all this was connected with Christ is shown by the saying of Clemens Alex. (Protrept. I. 7)—a

saying which retained its force in after times: “ Appearing as a teacher he taught the good life, in

order that afterwards as God he might grant everlasting life” (to €0 {fv £8i8aéev ém@aveig wg
diddokalog, tva to el {fjv Dotepov w¢ Oed¢ xopnyron).

Thiswhole conception of the importance of morality needed, however, no doctrinal and specific
description, any more than the nature of morality and the principles of natural theology in general.

All that was already settled in its fundamental lines; man knew it by his own reason; it formed the
self-evident presupposition of the doctrine of redemption. The very freedom used by the Church
Fathersin dealing with details shows that here they were treating matters generally recognised and

only called in question by Manichaaans, Fatalists, etc., and that it was therefore unnecessary to have
recourseto revelation. In describing the dogmaof the Greek Fathers, therefore, we haveto consider

their views of the nature of salvation,*”® of God as the Good and the Giver of salvation, of the state

N\ and duties of man, etc., on the one hand, as a kind of a priori presuppositions of the doctrine of
176 redemption; but, on the other, as individual conceptions, framed partly from contemporary
philosophy, and partly from the Bible. They certainly have aright to a place in a description of the
complete view taken by the ancient Church of Christianity; but as certainly they cannot be called
dogmas; for dogmas are as essentialy different from self-evident presuppositions asfrom fluctuating
conceptions. Our only reason for discussing them in the history of dogma is that we may guard
dogma from misunderstanding and correctly mark off the space due to it.3” The Greek conception

of Chrigtianity has, like an elipse, two centres. the doctrine of liberty, which embraces the whole

378 The fundamental conception of the nature of the blessing secured by salvation is yet not wholly unknown to rational theology,
since the latter supposed, though with some uncertainty, that it could perceive adivine element in the original constitution of
men (see, e.g., Gregory of Nyssa). Even for the doctrine of the Trinity recourse was had here and there to reason and the
philosophers. But we must go still farther. If the doctrine of redemption has been characterised above as mystical, this does not
exclude the fact that faith confers redemption in so far asit confers a knowledge which in and by itself includes liberation. As
long as men dealt independently with dogma, this conception was by no means wanting; indeed it was really the hidden mystery
in dogmawhich was clearly expressed by Clement and Origen, but only dimly shadowed by |ater teachers. From this point,
however, faith and ethics were intimately combined; for ethics was also intellectual. No later writer has stated and known the
thought so clearly expressed by Clement of Alex. (Strom. 1V. 23, 149): A1érep 6 Anuébkpito €0 Aéyet “66 1) @Uo1g Te kai S18axn
napanAfotov €ott” . . . kal yap 1 Sdaxr petappuduiler tov &vOpwmov, petappuduilovoa d¢ puotonorel kai diveykev o0dEV i
@Uoel TAacdfjvat To16vle f xpdvw kal pabrioet petatunwdivar duew 8¢ 6 kKOplog Ttapéoxntat, TO uEV Katd trv dnutovpylav,
76 8¢ katd £k tfic Sradrikng dvdktiow te kai dvavéwotv. The whole matter gradually becamereally mystical, i.e., indescribable
and inconceivable in every sense in the Fathers; the intellectual phase and intention almost disappeared. Conversely, the reality
of theblessing in salvation was thought of from the beginning as something supernatural, surprising, and bestowed from without.

379 One might be disposed to assume that the dogmatic of the ancient Church also contained articuli puri et mixti, but this designation
would be misleading. In the opinion of the Fathers, the gospel must have made everything, clear; conversely, there is hardly
anything in the dogmatics which able philosophers had not foreshadowed. The realisation was the mystery. Socrates says (H.
E. I11. 16): MoAMoi tdv ap’ "EAANGL @1A060¢NodvTwy o0 Hakpdv To0 yv@dval Tov Oedv EyEvovTo, Kal yap Kai Tpdg ToUg
anpovoneiav elodyovtag, oite Entkovpioug, j EAAWG €p1oTikovg, PETA TFG Aoyikig EmoTthung yevvaiwg drrivtnoav, thv duabdiov
AVTOV GVATPETOVTEG, Kol S1X TOVTWV TV AGywV Xpewdelg Y€V Toig TV e0oEPelav dyandot KatéoTnoav: o0 UNV Ti§ KEQAATG
100 Adyov ékpdtnoav, Tod un yv@val Td &TOKPURTOUEVOV A0 TOV YEVEDV KAl Ao TOV alidVwV KATd XploTOv uotrplov:
Socrates had already in view violent opponents of theintrusion of 'EAAnvikn naideia into theology; but the dispute so passionately
conducted never really weakened the confidence placed in natural theology. The actual positioniscorrectly described in Eusebius
phrase (H. E. IV. 7, 14): f ka®’ Nuag €mni Oeloig te kal prAocd@oig déypaoct didaokalia.
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of rational theology, Stoic and Platonic, and the doctrine of the actual redemption, which is
supranatural. Supranatural asit wasit admitted arelationship to natural theology, just as, conversaly,
freedom was regarded as a gift of divine grace. We find, indeed, that the two centres were first
brought into the greatest possible proximity by the negative morality. Therefore from this point
also the achievements of positive morality necessarily appear as a minimum to which the shadow
of essential imperfection aways clings.

It follows from the above exposition that the doctrines of God, the world, and man—uwith
freedom and sin, areto be prefixed, as presuppositions and conceptions, to dogma, i.e., the doctrines
of the godman, while they are only to be discussed in so far as such discussion is required for the

N\ comprehension of dogma. But this does not complete the list of our tasks; the whole presentment
177 of dogmamust be prefaced by achapter treating of the sources of our knowledge and our authorities,
i.e., Scripture, tradition, and the Church. So also we must at the close examine the mysterious
application of redemption—the mysteries—and al that is connected with it.The following
arrangement of our material, in which a systematic exposition forms the basis of the historical,
because the foundations of our view have not changed since the time of Origen, will thus be

appropriate.

Ch. I11. Of the sources of knowledge and the authorities, or of Scripture, tradition, and the
Church.

A. The Presuppositions of the Doctrine of Redemption, or Natural Theology.
Ch. IV. The presuppositions and conceptions of God the Creator as bestower of salvation.
Ch. V. The presuppositions and conceptions of man as recipient of salvation.

B. The Doctrine of Redemption in the Person of the God-man in its Historical Development.

Ch. V1. The doctrine of the necessity and realisation of redemption through the incarnation of
the Son of God.

Appendix. The ideas of redemption from the devil and atonement through the work of the
God-man.

Ch. VII. The doctrine of the consubstantiality of the Son of God with God himself.
Appendix. The doctrine of the Holy Spirit and the Trinity.

Ch. VIII. The doctrine of the perfect similarity of constitution between the incarnate Son of
God and humanity.

Ch. IX. Continuation. The doctrine of the personal unity of the divine and human naturein the
incarnate Son of God.

C. The Foretaste of Redemption.
Ch. X. The mysteries and the like.
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Ch. X1. Conclusion. Sketch of the history of the genesis of the orthodox system.

Supplement 1.—The Greek conception of Christianity appears undoubtedly to be exceedingly
compact and clear, aslong aswe do not look too deeply into the heart of it. The freeing of dogmatics
of all matters which do not fall within the scope of the doctrine of redemption is very remarkable.
But these advantages are purchased, first, by abandoning any attempt to establish an inner unity
between the supreme notions of “moral good” and “ blessedness’ (imperishableness); secondly, by
the depreciation of positive morality in favour of asceticism; thirdly, by completely caricaturing
the historical Christ. But the knowledge of the Christian faith possessed by the Fathers up to the
middle of the fifth century was still far from being in the desolate state in which theology makes
no resol ute attempt to deduce the consequences of adoctrine, while it does not venture to abandon
it, but contentsitself with perceiving “aprofound el ement of truth” in any or every theologoumenon
brought to it by tradition. The idea of the Greek Fathers, to which everything was subordinate, that
Chrigtianity is the religion which delivers from perishableness and death, was derived from the
ancient Catholic Church. It presentsitself asaspecific limitation of primitive Christian hopes under
the influence of views held by the ancients. It is possible to expressit in agrand and awe-inspiring
form, and thisthe Greek Fathers understood. Further, where misery, mortality, and finitude are felt
to be the heaviest burdens laid upon men, the supreme good can be nothing but endless, blessed
rest. In so far asthe Greek Fathers perceived and firmly believed in this gift being conferred by the
Christian religion, while they connected its bestowal with Jesus Christ, they assigned to Christianity
the highest conceivable significance, and to itsfounder the highest conceivable dignity, within their
range of vision. But the mood which looked on Christianity from this point of view and regarded
it as consolatory, was that of the fall and ruin of the ancient world, which no longer possessed the
power to turn earnestly to an energetic life. Without premising this the dogmatic developments are
not intelligible. But we cannot retain the formulas of the Greek faith without self-deception, if we
change or refuse to admit the validity of its premises. But if we are ready honestly to retain them,

N\ then let us clearly understand to what Orthodoxy and Monophysitism came in the East. After they
179 had piled one monstrosity on the top of the other, they were—to use a strong figure of
Goethe’ s—almost choked in chewing the cud of moral and religious absurdities. Originally their
doctrine was good for nothing in the world but for dying; afterwards they became deadly sick on

this very doctrine.

178

Supplement 2—If the conception of the supreme good may be regarded as a revised version,
made by Greek philosophy, of the ancient Christian hopes of the future, yet this philosophy aways
rejected the idea of the incarnation of God, and therefore could not, in its definition of the supreme
good, attain the certainty which was given in the Christian conception. In the fourth and fifth
centuries, however, there were even Christian theologians—Synesius, for example—who would
not admit the incarnation of God without revision, and yet held by the thought of deification; who
accordingly approached, not rationalistic, but rather pantheistic views. At any rate, faith in the
incarnation of God, along with the idea of creation, formed the dividing line between Greek
philosophy and the dogmatics of the Church. “For what,” says Athanasius, deincarn. 41, “isabsurd
or ridiculous in our teaching, except merely our saying that the Logos was made manifest in a
human body?’ (ti yap dtomov, fj T xAevng map’ nuiv &€lov, f| tdvtwg &ti Tov Adyov v cuatt
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nepavepOodat Aéyopev;).3 On the other hand, the Christian says (Cyril, Catech. 4, ch. 9): “If the
incarnation was a dream, then salvation is also a dream.” (Ei @dvtaoua v 1] évavBpwnnoic,
eavtaoua kai 1) owtnpia). That is the confession which in the Greek Church was the equivalent
of 1 Cor. XV. 17f.

Supplement 3.—In order to learn the classical form of Greek piety, the strongest root of dogma,
it is necessary to study the literature of asceticism. For it seldom comes clearly to light in the
dogmatic, apologetic, and polemical works, with the exception of the writings of Athanasius, and
in the homiletic literature, apart from Chrysostom, it is always greatly disguised by rhetoric. But a

N distinction must be made even in ascetic literature. The descriptions of the piety of monkish heroes

180 lose themselves as arule in extravagance and eccentricity, and are not typical because the writers

set out to prove the already supramundane character of those heroes. We have especially to examine

numerous writings on “the resurrection,” “virginity,” “perfection,” and similar subjects, and aso

the practical homilies. We obtain perhaps the clearest and truest impression of the piety of the

Greek Church from reading the biography of sister Macrina, by Gregory of Nyssa (Oehler, Biblioth.

d. KVV. 1.1, 1858, p. 172 ff.). The dying prayer put in her lips (p. 213 f.) is given here because it

expresses inimitably the hopes and consolation of Greek Christianity, yet without omitting the
characteristic warmth of feeling which belonged to its very essence.

“Her prayer was such that one could not doubt that she was with God, and heard his voice. She
said: Thou, Lord, hast for us destroyed the fear of death. Thou hast made the end of this earthly
life the beginning of the true life. Thou makest our bodies rest for atimein sleep, and dost awaken
them again with the last trumpet. Thou givest our clay, which Thou didst fashion with Thy hands,
to the earth to keep it, and Thou takest again what Thou didst give, and dost transform into
imperishableness and beauty that which was mortal and unseemly. Thou hast snatched us from the
curseand sin, having Thyself become both for us. Thou hast crushed the heads of the dragon, which
had grasped man with its jaw in the abyss of disobedience. Thou hast paved the way of the
resurrection for us, having shattered the gate of Hades, and destroyed him who had the power of
death. Thou has given those who fear Thee theimage of Thy holy crossfor asign for the destruction
of the adversary and the safety of our life. Eternal God, to Whom | was dedicated from the womb,
Whom my soul has loved with all its power, to Whom | have consecrated my flesh and my soul
from my youth and till now! Place Thou an angel of light by my side to lead me to the place of
guickening where is the source of rest in the bosom of the Holy Fathers. Oh Thou who didst break

N\ the flaming sword, and didst restore to Paradise the man crucified with Thee who begged Thy
181 mercy. Remember me, too, in Thy kingdom, because | also am crucified with Thee, piercing my
flesh with nails from fear of Thee, and fainting in dread of Thy judgments! May the awful abyss

not divide me from Thine elect, nor the calumniator block my way; may my sin not be found before

Thine eyes, if |, having failed through the weakness of our nature, should have sinned in word, or

deed, or thought! Thou who hast power on earth to forgive sins, grant me forgiveness, that | may

be quickened, and when | put off my body may | be found by Thee without stain in my soul, so

380 Compare Gregory Nyss., Orat. catech. 5: TO ugv eivat Adyov ©€od kol mvedua 81 Te T@®V kKOIV@V évvoiév 6 “EAANY kai 81
TGOV ypaik®Vv 6 Tovdaiog fowg 00k dvtiAéEet, trv 8¢ kata TOV &vBpwmnov oikovouiav tod Ogol Adyou kata to {oov ékdtepog
aOT@V drodokipudoet wg anibavov te kal dnpenti nepi Ool Aéyeobat.
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that my soul, spotless and blameless, may be received into Thy hands like a sacrifice before Thy
presence.”

Supplement 4.—For centuries after the great work of Theognostus, which we only know very
imperfectly, no complete system of scientific theology waswrittenin the East. Theideaof asystem
was in itself a philosophical one, and for its execution all that was in existence were examples
whose authority was already shaken. Platonism only contributed to form a heterodox system.
Aristotelianism with its formal logic, which triumphed over all difficulties, first succeeded in
creating an orthodox system. Systematic works, in the period up to Johannes Damascenus, fall into
the following lists.

(2) On the incarnation of the Logos—or Son of God. In these works the central question of
Greek dogmaisdiscussed. Thetitle varies, or is more precise, according to the standpoint of each:
“On the two natures’, “On not confounding the natures’, etc. Under this head come also the
polemical, dogmatic tractates—against Arius, Marcellus, Eunomius, Apollinaris, Nestorius, etc.—as
well as dogmatic monographs—on the Holy Ghost, the Trinity, etc. We have to notice finally the
Expositiones veritatis at the close of the writings against the heretics, like those found, after the
precedent of Hippolytus, in, e.g., Epiphanius and Theodoret.

(2) Exposition of Christian doctrinesin catechetical form. Here Cyril’ s catechisms are especially

important.®* The catechism was always bound by the Symbol, but the Symbol necessitated the

N\ treatment of the main points of Jesus history as points of doctrine, and the expiscation of their

182 exact value for faith. Thus dogma gained an important supplement from the exposition of the

Symbol. The decalogue of the creed by Gregory of Nazianzus also falls to be mentioned here. In

the great catechism of Gregory of Nyssa catechetic treatment is combined with apologetic.

Instructions how to pursue theological science came from the Antiochene school and thence

penetrated into the West—Junilius—where Augustine had aready written his work De doctrina
Christiana. So far as | know, the older Byzantine Church possessed no such instructions.

381 Theplan of Cyril’ scatechismsisvery instructive. First, thereisin the preface an inquiry asto theaim and nature of theinstruction.
It begins with the words "Hdn pakapiétntog doan mtpdg Uudg. Compare also ch. VI: BAéne pot tnAiknv oot &€iav 6 ‘Incotg
xapiletat. . . un vouiong 6t uikpdv mpdypa Aaupavelg &vBpwmog v oiktpds, Ool AauPdverg tpoonyopiav . . . todto mpoPAénwy
6 WaApwddg #Aeyev éx mpoowymov o0 OeoD, Enerd) uéAAovoty &vBpwnot @od mpoonyopiav Aaupdverv: Eyw gina, Ocof éote
Kkal viol VPiotov Tdvteg, €. 12: £dv oe katnyoluevog é€gtdon, T1 eipfikaocty ol diddokovteg, undev Aéye td €w* puotrplov ydp
oot tapadidopev kai EAnida péAAovtog aldvog: Thpnoov to puothptov Td uobanoddty. Then follow three Catechisms which
impart information concerning sin, baptism, and penitencein general, and are meant to awaken theright disposition. Inthe fourth
a sketch is given of the system of faith according to the Symbol. Ten systems are distinguished, whose numbering, however,
can no longer be established with certainty. The exposition contained in Catechisms 5-18 do not agree with the sketch, seeing
that to the latter is appended a didactic section on the soul, the body, food, and clothing, a section which iswanting in the
exposition; the latter rather in the last catechism deals with the Church, which is not mentioned in the sketch. Thewholeis
concluded by five catechismswhich explain the secret rites of the mysteriesto the baptised. The decal ogue of thefaith by Gregory
contains, in the first commandment, the doctrine of the Trinity; in the second, the creation out of nothing and the providence of
God; in thethird, the origin of evil from freedom, not from an evil matter or God; in the fourth, the doctrine of the incarnation
and constitution of the Redeemer; in the fifth, the crucifixion and burid; in the sixth, the resurrection and ascension; in the
seventh, the return of Christ in glory to act asjudge; in the eight and ninth, the general resurrection and retributive judgment;
the tenth runs: Aékatov €pyddov t0 dyabov £mi tovtw @ BepeAin tdOV Soyudtwy, Eneldn tiotig xwpic Epywv vekpd, wg Epya
dixa niotewg.
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(3) Apologetic works in reference to heathens and Jews. In these, natural theology—the
monotheistic faith and doctrine of freedom—is unfolded, and the Christian view of history, aswell
asthe proof of its antiquity, presented in opposition to polytheism and ceremonial religions; so in
several works by Eusebius, Apollinaris, Cyril of Alexandria, etc.

(4) Monographs on the work of the six days, on the human soul, the body, the immortality of
the soul, etc. In these, also, natural theology is developed and the scientific cosmology and
psychology in the oldest sources of the Bible stated.

183

(5) Monographs on virginity, monachism, perfection, the virtues, the resurrection. Here the
ultimate and supreme practical interests of piety and faith find expression.

(6) Monographs on the mysteries, cultus and priesthood. These are not numerousin the earlier
period—yet instruction in the sacraments and their ritual was regularly attached to the training in
the Symbol; seethe Catechismsof Cyril which form aguideto the mysteries Their number, however,
increased from the sixth century.

Copious, often intentionally elaborated, dogmatic material, finally, isalso contained in scientific
commentaries on the Biblical books and in the Homilies.

The right use for the history of dogma of these different kinds of sourcesis an art of method
for which rules can hardly be given. Therhetorical, exegetical, philosophical, and strictly dogmatic
expositions must be recognised as such and distinguished. At the same time we have to remember
that this was an age of rhetoric which did not shrink from artifices and untruths of every kind.
Jerome admitsthat in the works of the most cel ebrated Fathers one must alway's distingui sh between
what they wrote argumentatively (Siadektik®g), and what they set down as truth. Basilius also
(Ep. 210) was at once prepared to explain a. heterodox passage in Gregory Thaumaturgus, by
supposing that he had been speaking not dogmatically (Soyuatik®g), but for the sake of argument
(dywvictik®g). So also Athanasius excuses Origen on the ground that he wrote much for the sake
of practice and investigation (De decretis synod. Nic.27, cf. ad Serap. 1V. 9); and while completely
defending the Christology of DionysiusAlex., heremarksthat the latter in many details spokefrom
policy (kat’ oikovouiav). The same stock excuse was seized upon by the Fathers at Sardicain the
caseof Marcellus. According to this, how often must the great writers of the fourth and fifth centuries
themselves have written for the sake of argument (&ywviotik@g)! Moreover, Gregory of Nazianzus
speaks of a necessary and salutary oikovoun®fjvat thv aAnbeiav, i.e., of the politic and prudent

AN disguise and the gradual communication of the truth; and he appeals in support of this to God
184 himself who only revealed the truth at the fitting time, oikovouik&g (Orat. 41. 6, Ep. 26). Cyrus
declares, in the monothelite controversy, that one must assume kat’ oikovopiav a not altogether

correct dogma, in order to attain something of importance.

Some, however, went much farther in this matter. As they did not hold themselves bound to
stick to the truth in dealing with an opponent, and thus had forgotten the command of the gospel,
so they went on in theology to impute untruthfulness to the Apostles, citing the dispute between
Paul and Peter, and to Christ (he concealed his omniscience, etc.). They even charged God with
falsehood in dealing with his enemy, the devil, asis proved by the views held by Origen, Gregory
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of Nyssa, and most of the later Fathers, of redemption from the power of the devil. But if God
himself deceived his enemy by stratagem (pia fraus), then so also might men. Under such
circumstances it cannot be wondered at that forgeries were the order of the day. And this was the
case. Weread even in the second century of numerous falsifications and interpol ations made under
their very eyes on the works of still living authors. Think of the grievances of the Church Fathers
against the Gnostics, and the complaints of Dionysius of Corinth and Irensaus. But what did these
often naive and subjectively innocent fal sifications signify compared with that spirit of lying which
was powerfully at work evenin official compositionsin thethird and fourth centuries? Read Rufinus
De adulterat. libr. Origenis, and weigh Rufinus’ principlesin translating the works of Origen. And
the same spirit prevailed in the Church in the fifth and sixth centuries; see a collection of the means
employed to deceive in my atchrist. Litt.-Gesch. I., p. xlii ff. In these centuries no one continued
to put any trust in a documentary authority, a record of proceedings, or protocol. The letters by
Bishops of this period throng with complaints of forgeries, the defeated party at a Synod almost
regularly raises the charge that the acts of Synod are falsified; Cyril and the great letter-writers
complain that their letters are circulated in a corrupt form; the epistles of dead Fathers—e.g., that
N of Athanasiusto Epictetus—werefalsified, and foreign matter wasinserted into them; thefollowers
185 of Apollinarisand Monophysites, e.g., Systematically corrupted the tradition. See the investigations
of Caspari and Draseke. Conversely, the smplest method of defending an ancient Church Father
who was cited by the opposition, or on whose orthodoxy suspicion was cast, was to say that the
hereties had corrected his works to suit themselves and had sown weeds among his wheat. The
officia literature of the Nestorian and Monophysite controversy is a swamp of mendacity and
knavery, above which only afew spots rise on which it is possible to find a firm footing. Gregory
l. (Ep. VI. 14) at once recallsin agiven case the forging of the acts of the Ephesian Synod. What
was not published as Nicene in later times, and to some extent very soon! Much indeed was even
then dismissed as mendacity and deceit, much has been laid bare by the scholars of the seventeenth
century. But if one considers the verdicts, anxieties, and assertions of suspicion of contemporaries
of those conflicts, he cannot avoid the fear that present-day historians are still much too confiding
in dealing with this whole literature. The uncertainties which remain in the study precisely of the
most important alterations of the history of dogma, and of the Church of the Byzantine period,
necessarily awaken the suspicion that we are almost throughout more or less helplessin face of the
systematically corrupted tradition. All the same | would not recommend so bold a handling of the
sources as that formerly practised by the Jesuits, and to-day by Vincenzi (Ketzertaufstreit, Acten
des 5 Concils, Honoriusfrage).

Supplement 5.—The form assumed by the substance of the faith in the Greek Church shows
very clearly the characteristic point of view. First, namely, it was conceived—though, so far as|
know, seldom—as law; indeed Gregory of Nazianzus sketched a decalogue of faith. This form
must not be misunderstood. The faith appears as law only in so far as its contents constitute a
revealed ordinance of God to which man has to submit; we must not let it suggest to us a parallel
to the moral law. Secondly, however, the creed isregarded in its formulas as a mystery to be kept
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secret. Men were initiated into the faith as they were initiated into the sacred rites.>® Secrecy was,
N\ according to ancient ideas, the necessary nimbus of all consecration. The conceptions of the creed
186 aslaw and as mystery have thisin common, that in them the content of the faith appears as something
strictly objective, something given from without.*® But in so far as the authority of any formula
whatever conflicts with original Christianity as much asthis secrecy, the dependence of the Greek

Church on the practice of the ancient mysteries and schools of philosophy is here manifest.

Supplement 6.—Ideas of the realisation of the supreme good in the world beyond had to attach
themselves to the phrases of the creed known in the Symbols, and were not permitted to disregard
the numerous and diversified statements of Holy Scripture. The motley and manifold conceptions
which resulted were owing to harmonising with primitive Christian eschatology on the one hand,
and Origen’s doctrine of the consummation on the other, subject to due regard for the sacred
writings. Origen’s doctrine was more and more regarded as heretical from the end of the fourth
century, while previously recognised theologians, like Gregory of Nyssa, had reproduced it in all
its main points. Its regjection marks the first decisive victory of traditionalism—itself indeed
impregnated with speculation—over spiritualising speculation. In the fifth century, there were
counted as heretical, (1) the doctrine of apokatastasis (universalism) and the possibility of redemption
for the devil;®* (2) the doctrine of the complete annihilation of evil; (3) the conception of the
penalties of hell as tortures of conscience; (4) the spiritualising version of the resuscitation of the
body; and (5) theidea of the continued creation of new worlds. On the other hand, the doctrines of

N Christ’ s reign on earth for a thousand years, and the double resurrection, etc., were in the East in
187 part shelved, in part absolutely characterised as Jewish heresies.® The return of Christ, which was
still described as imminent, though for many theologians it had lost its essential significance, the
judgment of the world, the resurrection of the body,** the eternal misery (6dvatog €v
&bavacig—undying death) of the wicked, were maintained, and even the conception of a
transfiguration of heaven and this earth was not everywhere rejected. Retained accordingly were

382 See the investigations into the so-called Arcan-Disciplin, by Rothe, Th. Harnack, Bonwetsch, and Von Zezschwitz.

383 Constantine delighted in applying the name “law” to the whole of the Christian religion. Thisiswestern (nostralex = nostra
religio); itisrarein the East. On the other hand, the whole Bible was not infrequently “the law” in the one Church aswell asin
the other.

384 Gregory of Nyssastill defended it, appealing to 1 Cor. XV. 28; see the second half of hiswriting epi Yoy kai dvactdoewc,
and Orat. catech. 8, 35. So also—for atime—Jerome and the older Antiochenes; even in the fifth century it had numerous
defendersin both East and West. It was definitively condemned with the condemnation of Origen under Justinian. See under,
ch. XI.

385 The last important theological representative of Chiliasm in the East was Apollinaris of Laodicea; see Epiph. H. 77, ch. 37,
Jeromedevir. inl. 18. Jerome labours to prove (Ep.129) that the terra promissioniswas not Palestine, but a heavenly place. The
Apocalypse was, as arule, not included in the Canon in the East (in older times). With this state of mattersis contrasted very
strongly the fact that in the lower ranks of priests, monks, and laity apocalypses continued to be eagerly read, and new oneswere
ever being produced on the basis of the old.

386 The doctrine of the resurrection of man in spirit and body still always formed amain point in Apologetic evidences, and was,
asformerly, proved from the omnipotence of God, from various analogical inferences, and from the essential importance of the
body for human personality. The Cappadocians and some later Greek theologians still held, though in a much weakened form,
to the spiritualistic version of the doctrine attempted by Origen. But, following Methodius, Epiphanius (H. 64, ch. 12 ff.) especialy
insisted that there was the most perfect identity between the resurrection body and our material body, and thisfaith, enforced in
the West by Jerome, soon established itself as alone orthodox. There now arose many problems concerning the limbs and members
of the future body, and even Augustine seriously considered these. He experimented on the flesh of a peacock, and confirmed
hisfaith in the resurrection by the discovery of its preservation from decay.
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only those points enumerated in the symbols, and therefore no longer to be passed over. To these

were added the expectation of Antichrist, which, however, only emerged, asarule, during exceptional
distress, asin the times of Arian emperors, Julian, barbarous nations, Mohammed, etc., and by no
means now belonged to the solid substance of theological eschatology; (yet see Cyril, Catech. 15,

ch. 11 f., the pseudo-hippolytan work nepi cuvteAeiag, and the late apocalypses of from the fourth

to the seventh century). Blessedness was regarded as a state of freedom from suffering, of the
perfect knowledge, and theintuitive and entrancing enjoyment, of God. Y et the majority recognised
different degrees and stages of blessedness, aconception in which we perceive the moralist encroach

N upon the ground of religion,®” since it put a high value on special earthly achievements, such as
188 asceticism and martyrdom. As regards the blessed dead, it was supposed in wide circles that their
soulswaited in Hades, a subterranean place, for the return of Christ;**® there Christ had also preached

the gospel to the good who had died before him.® Not a few Fathers of the fourth century
maintained, following Origen, that the souls of the pious at once enter Paradise, or cometo Christ,3®°

and this opinion gained ground more and more. It was universal in regard to saints and martyrs.
Besides, the conceptions of the intermediate state, like everything else in this connection, were
altogether vague, since Greek theologianswere only interested ultimately in the hope of deification.®!

N In the West, on the contrary, the entire primitive Christian eschatology was upheld pretty nearly
189 intact during the fourth century, and even the idea of Nero returning as Antichrist had numerous
supporters. Thereason of thisliesin the fact that Neoplatonic specul ation, and specul ation generaly,
obtained at first no footing here, and the specific import of Christianity at the same time was still
always expressed in the dramatically conceived eschatology. But the distinction between West and

East goes at this point much deeper. Strongly eschatol ogical aswas the aim of the whole dogmatics

of the East, it cannot be overlooked that the heart of the matter—the thought of the judgement—had

been torn away from the eschatology since Origen. This thought which expresses the fearful

387 The assumption of various degrees of blessedness (and damnation) must have been almost universal; for the divergent opinion
of Jovinian was felt to be heretical; see Jerome adv. Jovin. I. 3, I1. 18-34. Still it excited more real interest in the West than in
the East (Augustine, De civitate, XXI1., ch. 30). Asregards the idea of future existence, some Fathers supposed that men would
positively become angels, others that they would be like the angels.

388 Thedifferent conceptions asto the relations of Hades, Hell, Paradise, the bosom of Abraham, etc., do not comein here. According
to Gregory of Nyssa, Hadesis not to be held a place, but an invisible and incorporeal state of the life of the soul.

389 Thisold theologoumenon (seeVal. 1., p. 203) occursin western and eastern theol ogians. Those who would have become Christians
if they had lived later, i.e., after Christ’s appearance, were redeemed. The phrase descendit ad inferna came into the Symbols
from the fourth century. We find it in the West first, in the Symbol of Aquileia, in the East in the formula of the fourth Synod
at Sirmium (359 €ic t& kataxBovia kateAOGvta). It is at least questionable whether it was aready in the Jerusalemite Symbol
at the same date. Compare Hahn, Bibliothek d. Symbole, 2 Aufl. 88 24, 27, 34, 36, 37, 39-41, 43, 45, 46-60, 93, 94, 96, 108;
Caspari, Ueber das Jerus. Taufbekenntnissin Cyrillus' Katechesen, with an excursus: Hat das Jerus. Taufbekenntniss den
descensus ad inferos enthalten, in the norweg. Theol. Ztschr. Vol. I.

3% With thisit could be and, as arule, was understood that their felicity up to the last judgment was only preliminary. Two interests
met here: those of a spiritualising religion and of primitive Christian eschatology; see Vol. |., p. 129 f. The latter required that
blessedness should be attached to the return of Christ and the last judgment; the former demanded that it should be complete as
soon as the believing soul had parted from the mortal body. Therefore, in spite of Jerome's polemic against Vigilantius and
Augustine' sagainst Pelagius, no fixed Church doctrine could be arrived at here, however much piety desired an absol ute decision.
See for details Petavius and Schwane D. Gesch. d. patrist Zeit, p. 749 ff.

391 Clement and Origen had assumed a purgatory in the shape of acleansing fire (see Val. Il., p. 377, n. 5); the Greek Fathers,
however, have, so far as| know, dropped theidea, with the exception of Gregory of Nyssa (rept Yuxfig kal dvaotdoewg, Oehler,
Voal. I., p. 98 f.). From Origen and Gregory the conception passed to Ambrose who established it in the West, after the way had
been prepared for it by Tertullian. The Scriptural proof was 1 Cor. I11. 13 f.; compare Augustine De civitate dei, XXI. 23 sq.
Enchir. 68 sq. (ignis purgatorius).
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responsibility of every soul to the God of holiness, and without which the forgiveness of sins must
remain an enigmaand an empty word, dominated the gospel, and determined ancient Christianity.
But “scientific” theology had shelved it.*? The name is not wanting in Origen’s system, but the
thing had disappeared. In spite of al the emphasis laid on freedom, nothing exists but a cosmic
process, in which the many issues from the one, in order to return into the one. In such a scheme
the Judgment has been deprived of its meaning. In subsequent times
apokatastasi s—universalism—wasindeed condemned in the East, and Origen’ s system wasrejected;
but any one who studies closely Greek Byzantine dogmatics will see how profound was the
attachment to this most important point in Origenism and Neoplatonism. The problems to which
the creed gave birth in the fourth to the seventh century, and which men laboured to solve,
discountenance any effective reference to the judgment. Again and again we have deification asa
hyperphysical and therefore physical process, but dogmatics tell us little of the tenet that it is
N\ appointed unto man to die and after that the judgment. For this reason also the strict connection
190 with morality was lost, and therefore in some regions even Islam was a deliverer. It was different
in the West. What has been named the “ Chiliasm” of the West, possessed its essential significance
inthe prospect of thejudgment. If we compare West and East in the Middle Ages—the theol ogians,
not the laity—no impression is stronger than that the former knew the fear of the judge to which
the latter had become indifferent. It was the restless element in the life of faith of the West; it
sustained the thought of forgiveness of sins; it accordingly made the reformation of Catholicism
possible. And any reformation, if it should ever take place in the Greek Church, will begin by
restoring the conviction of the responsibility of every individual soul, emphasising the judgment,
and thus gaining the fixed point from which to cast down the walls of dogmatics.

Literature—Hermann, Gregorii Nysseni sententize de salute adipiscenda, 1875. H. Schultz,
Die Lehre von der Gottheit Christi, 1881. Kattenbusch, Kritische Studien der Symbolik, in the
Studien und Kritiken, 1878, p. 94 ff. Ritschl, Die Christl. Lehrev. d. Rechtfertigung und Versshnung,
2Ed., Val. ., pp. 3-21. Kattenbusch, Konfessionskunde 1., p. 296 ff. On Monachism, especially in
Russia, see Frank, Russ. Kirche, p. 190 ff.

o CHAPTER 1.

SOURCES OF KNOWLEDGE AND AUTHORITIES; OR, SCRIPTURE, TRADITION,
AND THE CHURCH.

THe extent and authority of the Catholic authorities were already substantially fixed at the
beginning of the fourth century, though their mutual relations and the manner of using them in
detail were not.>* Among the parties which contended over the correct definition of the dogma of

392 1t il lived in the popular views of Christianity held by the Orientals.
393 See the account givenin Vol. 11, pp. 18-127, and elsewhere.
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redemption, they had to a certain degree become undoubtedly subjects of controversy. The great
opposition between a more liberal theology and pure traditionalism was based upon a difference
in the way of looking at the authorities. But this opposition never culminated in a clear contrast of
principles. Consequently, theologians had no occasion to frame a special doctrine of the Church
and the authorities—Scripture and tradition. The need was not, as in the case of the dogma of
redemption, so pressing as to lead men to adopt the perilous and obnoxious course of formulating
laws of faith anew. The petty skirmishes, however, with more or less obscure theologians and
reformers, who point-blank objected to this or that portion of the traditional basis, did not come
before the great tribunal of the Church, and the conflict with Manichaeans, Paulicians, Euchites,
and Bogomilians, has left no trace in the history of dogma.®*

Still, changes took place in the period between Eusebius and Johannes Damascenus. They
followed simply the altered requirements of the Church. They gave utterance to the increased
traditionalism. Necessity becameavirtue, i.e., every new point which wasfelt to be needed in order
to preserve the unity of the Church, or to adapt itsinstitutions to the taste of the time, was inserted
inthelist of authorities. Thismethod wasin vogue even in thethird century. It was now only further
and further extended. But it ishard to fix its results, since at that time there was no fixity and there
could be none, from the nature of the principle that the state of the Church at any time was to be
declared asin every respect the traditional one.>®

192

1. Holy Scripture.®®

394 The opposition to the Eustathians and Andians (see the Acts of the Synod of Gangra and Epiph. H.70) does not belong to this
section; for it arose from a different conception of the obligatoriness of the monk’slife on Christians. On the contrary, it is
noteworthy that Aérius, once afriend of Eustathius (Epiph. H.75) not only maintained the original identity of bishops and
presbyters—that had also been done, and supported from the N. T., by Jerome and the theol ogians of Antioch—but he madethe
question an articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae We cannot now determine what motive influenced him. The attack of Marcellus
of Ancyraon the foundations of the prevalent theology, and his argument that the dogma was essentially dv6pwnivng BovAfig
Te Kol yvwung, are of incomparably greater significance in principle. But his arguments were not understood, and produced no
effect. Meanwhile, the basis of the whol e structure of the Catholic Church in the East was at no time |eft unassailed. The Church
has never embraced everything which was, and might be, named Christian. After the Marcionites and the older sects had retired
from the stage, or had fused with the Manichagans, Paulicians, Euchites, and Bogomilians, etc., came upon the scene. These
Churches contested the Catholic foundations as the Marcionites and Manichaaans had done; they accepted neither the Catholic
Canon, nor the hierarchical order and tradition. They succeeded, in part, in creating lasting, comprehensive, and exclusive
systems, and afforded work to Byzantine theologians and politicians for centuries. But important asit isto assert their existence,
they have no place in the history of dogma; for at no time had they any influence whatever on the formation of dogmain the
East; they have left no effect on the Church. Therefore general Church history has alone to deal with them.

395 The view held of the apostolate of the twelve first fully reached its Catholic level in the fourth and fifth centuries. The Apostles
were (1) missionaries who had traversed the whole world and performed unheard of miracles, (2) the rulers of the Churches, (3)
teachersand law-giversin succession to Christ, having given in speech and writing to the least detail all the regul ations necessary
to the Church for faith and morals, (4) the authors of the order of worship, theliturgy, (5) heroic ascetics and fathers of monachism,
(6) though hesitatingly, the mediators of salvation.

39% See histories of the Canon by Holtzmann, Schmiedel (in Ersch and Gruber “Kanon”); Weiss, Westcott, and especially Zahn.
Overbeck, Z. Gesch. des Kanons, 1880. The controversy with the Jews as to the possession and exposition of the O. T. till
continued in the Byzantine period; see on this McGiffert, Dialogue between a Christian and a Jew, entitled 'AvtifoAn Maniokov
kal ®iAwvog k.T.A. . . . together with adiscussion of Christian polemics against the Jews. New Y ork, 1889.
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To the two Testaments a unique authority was ascribed. They were the Holy Scriptures kat’

g€oxnv; every doctrine had to be proved out of them, in other words, opinionsthat held something

N necessary to faith which did not occur in Scripture, had no absolute validity. Any onewho declared

103 that he took his stand on Scripture alone did not assume an uncatholic attitude. This view of the

Holy Scriptures presupposed that their extent was strictly defined, and placed beyond all doubt.

But this supposition was for centuries contradicted by the actual facts, which, however, were

concealed, partly because men neither would nor dared ook at them, partly becausethey redlly did

not see them. The theologians of Antioch, and especially Theodore, criticised on internal and

external grounds the contents of the Canon, as these were gradually being fixed; but in doing so

even they were guided by an ecclesiastical tradition. Their criticism still had its supportersin the

sixth century, and itsinfluence extended not only to Persia, but even, through Junilius, to the West.

But neither the spirit of the criticism nor itsresults ever made any impression whatever on the great
Church.®?

Asregards the O. T., the oldest and most revered of the Greek Fathers followed Melito and

Origen, and only recognised the 22-24 books of the Hebrew Canon,**® according to the othersin

the Alexandrian Canon only a secondary validity, or none at all. While there was some hesitation
about the Book of Esther, and that not only in Antioch, this decision obtained in the Greek Churches,

N\ though divergences were not wanting in provincial communities. But it was always in danger of
104 being disregarded, for the sacred books were continually transcribed from the LXX.; and so, asa
rule, those writings, excluded in theory, were copied along with the others. Thelegend of the genesis

of the LXX., again, was aways highly valued, and it seemed to imply the sacredness of the whole
trandation. Y et it was only in consegquence of the attempts at union with the Roman Church in the
Middle Ages, and still more after theill-fated enterprise of Cyrillus Lucaris (17th century), that the
Greek Church was persuaded to give up the Hebrew and adopt the Alexandrian and Roman Canon.

But abinding, official declaration never followed; the passiveness and thoughtlessness with which

it changed, or upturned its position in so important a question, is extraordinarily characteristic of

the modern Graeco-Slavic Church. The question is not even yet decided, and there are distinguished
Russian theol ogians, who regard the books of the Hebrew Canon as being alone strictly canonical.

They are, however, growing ever fewer.*® In the Western Church a state of complete uncertainty

still prevailed in the fourth century asto the extent of the O. T. But the Latin Bible, complete copies

of which may not have been very common, was atrand ation of the LXX. Thisfact was more potent

than the historical views which found their way into the West from the East, in adigointed form,

and for whose triumph Jerome had laboured. Augustine, who was ignorant of Biblical criticism,

397 On the attitude of Theodore and his disciples to the Canon, see the thorough investigations of Kihn (Theodorus von Mopsuestia
und Junilius Africanus, 1880). Theodore rejected from the O. T., Job, the Song of Songs, Chronicles, Ezraand Nehemiah, Esther,
and the inscriptions of the Psalms; see Leontius Byz. Contra Nestor. et Eutych. L. I11., ch. 13-17, Migne T. 86, p. 1365 sg. The
fifth Synod expressy condemned Theodore’ s criticism and interpretation of Job and the Song of Songs, as well as his idea of
inspiration in reference to Solomon’ swritings, and his exposition of some of the Psalms. On Theodore' s prestige in Nisibis, see
Kihn, p. 333 f.; on Junilius' dependence on him, I. c., 350-382. For the dependence of the Nestorian Canon on Theodore's, see
Noeldeke in the Gott. Gel. Anz. 1868, St. 46, p. 1826 and Kihn, I. c., 336.

398 Authoritative were especially the views of Athanasius, Cyril of Jerus. and Gregory of Nazianzus, who reckoned only 22 Books;
see al so the sixtieth Canon of the Council of Laodicea (3637 inauthentic?).

399 See Gass, Symbolik der griechischen Kirche, p. 97 ff.; Strack, Kanon desA. T. in Prot. R.-E., Vol. VII. 2, p. 412 ff. The reader
isreferred to this article and to Introductions to the O. T. for details. Kattenbusch, Confessionskundel., p. 292.

130



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

held to the current Latin collection (see, e.g., hislistin De doct. christ. 1., 8), and at the Synods of

Hippo, A.D. 393 (can. 36), and Carthage, A.D. 397 (can. 47), the Alexandrian Canon was adopted.

The decision that the Roman Church was to be asked for a confirmation of this conclusion does

not seem to have been carried out. From that date the Hebrew Canon was departed from in the

West, though the view of Athanasius, conveyed to it by Rufinus, and the decision of Jerome, exerted

aquiet influence, and even apart from this some uncertainty—e.g., in the case of 4 Esra, the Pastor

N of Hermas, etc.,—still remained.*® Cassiodorus seemsto have taken avery important part in finally

105 shaping the Latin Bible. But we cannot by any means describe the attitude of the West asuncritical.

It only avoided the inconsi stency into which scholars had fallen in extolling the LXX. asadivinely
composed and authentic work, while they ranked the Hebrew Bible above it.

Asregards the N. T., the Alexandrian Church accepted the Western collection in the time of
Origen, and in the course of the third century most of the others, though not yet all,** seem to have
followed its example. In so far as any reflection was given to their historical characteristics, the
Scriptures were regarded as A postolic-catholic, and were acknowledged to contain the real sources
of evidencefor Christian doctrine. But the principle of apostolicity could not be strictly carried out.
In many national Churches apostolic writings were known and revered which were not found in
the Western collection, and conversely, it was not always possible to perceive the Apostolic origin
and Catholic recognition of areceived book. Origen already therefore adopted the idea, consonant
to the spirit of antiquity, that the collection embraced those books about whose title a general
agreement had prevailed from the earliest times. Canonicity was decided by unanimous testimony.
But even this principle did not meet the whol e case; Origen himself violated it in forming the group
of seven Catholic Epistles. Yet it became the established rule, and put an end to any consideration
of the question based on criticism of the facts. Eusebius, who was a very important authority, and

N who—if we are to understand the passage so—had been commissioned by the Emperor to prepare
196 standard Bibles, followed the view of Origen; yet in the case of one book, the Apocalypse, he
expressed his dislike in a way that ran counter to the principle of the Canon. The three, or four,
categories, in which he required to arrange the books, show that men were struggling with adifficulty

not to be solved in this way, which could only be solved by time with its power to hallow all
inconsistencies.*? If we collected statistically all the Eastern information we possess concerning

the extent of the N. T. from the date of Eusebius up to the destruction of Constantinople—direct

and indirect statements by Church Fathers, Synodal decisions, Bible manuscripts and indices from

the Churches of various provinces, and especially Syria—we would be forced to the conclusion

400 Gregory I. (Moral XIX. 13) thought it necessary to excuse himself for arguing from Maccabees.

401 Thus Syrian Churches till used Tatian’ s Diatessaron in the fourth century; and in afew circles among them there were retained
in the Canon, the apocryphal correspondence of the Corinthians and Paul, the two Epp. of Clement, nay, even the Ep. of Clement
devirginitate. On the other hand, some books were wanting. Not afew apocryphal writings held an undefined rank in the Syrian
Patriarchate. In aword, the old Roman Canon, expanded in the course of the third century in Alexandria, did not get the length
of being acknowledged in vast territories of the East proper. In spite of the association of the Apostolic Epistleswith the Gospels,
the higher rank peculiar to the latter was not done away with aslate asthe fourth century. Alexander of Alexandria (in Theodoret
H. E. . 4) describes the contents of Holy Scripture briefly as‘Law, Prophets, and Gospels.’

402 On the efforts of Eusebiusto fix the extent of the N. T., see Texte und Untersuch. zur altchristl. Litteratur-Geschichte, VVol. I1.
1,2 p. 5ff.
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that complete confusion and uncertainty prevailed.** But this view would be erroneous. We have
to multiply by hundreds the lists which enumerate 26 (27) books, i.e., the Acknowledged and the
Disputed melioris notee of Eusebius—Athanasius Festival Epistle, A.D. 367, was of paramount
importance in settling the complete equality of these two classesin the Patriarchates of Alexandria
and Constantinople and in the West.—On the other hand, apart from the Syrian Churches,** the
lists which diverge from the above owe their existence either to a badly applied scholarship, or to
AN individual reminiscences, in rare cases to a divergent usage on the part of provincial Churches.
197 From the end of the fourth century real unanimity prevailed, in the main, as to the contents of the
N. T. and the authorship of the separate books, in Constantinople, AsiaMinor, Alexandria, and the
West. Apart from doubts of long standing, yet ineffectual and isolated, about the Catholic Epistles
(and Philemon?), the one exception was John's Revelation, for which Eusebius verdict was
momentous.*® But even in this case attempts to come to a decision were given up: the book was
shelved, and reemerged, from the circles in which it had maintained its ground, without exciting
any controversy worth mentioning. The disquieting distinction between Acknowledged and Disputed
books, abolished by Athanasius, was but very seldom of any consequence in practice; but scholars
still recalled it here and there. When the collection was limited to 26 (27) books, the reading of
others in the Church was, from the end of the fourth century, more strictly prohibited. But even at
the beginning of the fifth, men in aposition to know, like Jerome and Sozomen, can tell usthat the
prohibition was here and there unknown or disregarded. Some primitive Christian writings were
thus in use in the Churches down to the fifth century and later; but the Monophysite Churches
preserved, as a monkish protest against the spiritualism of Origen, Jewish Apocalypses revised by
Christians and belonging to the earliest period, and the barbarism into which they fell spread a
protective covering over these writings.*®

The details are obscure of the way in which the Western Church obtained the Epistle of James,

N\ second Peter, and third John. The Epistleto the Hebrews, not unknownto it from thefirst, it received
108 in the fourth century as a Pauline composition, from the East, through the famous intermediaries.
Those same men did away with al uncertainty at the close of the fourth century on the ground of

the decisions given by Eusebius and Athanasius. The 27 books, i.e., the Canon of Athanasius, were

alone recognised at the Synods of Hippo and Carthage (397), and this result was confirmed by

403 Almost everything which was esteemed in quite different circumstances in the earliest period, is to be again found somewhere
or other in the Byzantine age. Most instructive is the history of Clement’ s Epistles and Hermas. Conversely, the old doubts also
remain and even new ones emerge (Philemon, see Jerome in his preface to the Epistle).

404 TheN. T. had apeculiar history in the Syrian Churches, which has not yet been written; see Nestle, * Syrische Bibel libersetzungen’
inthe Prot. R.-E. Vol. XV.; Bithgen’swork on the Syrus Cureton. 1885, and my ‘das N. T. um das Jahr 200" ( 1888). It ismore
than questionable whether Theodore of Mopsuestiadid any independent criticism on the extent of the N. T. He, probably, simply
adhered to the Canon of his Church, which then of the Catholic Epistles only admitted 1 Peter and 1 John, and rejected the
Apocalypse; see Kihn, I. c., 65 ff. and the Canon of Chrysostom. While the whole Church was substantially agreed about the
extent of the N. T., from the end of the fourth century, wide districtsin the Patriarchate of Antioch retained their separate
traditions. Only we must not forget that the vast majority even of these had accepted the Roman Canon of undisputed booksin
the second half of the third century. But the agreement went no further; for from the fourth century they would take no more
instruction from Alexandria.

405 For the rest, Weiss hasrightly shown (Einleitung in das N. T., p. 98) that the extent to which the Apocalypse was rejected, has
been somewhat exaggerated. Extremely noteworthy is the view of Didymus on 2 Peter (Enarrat. in epp. cathol.): “Non est
ignorandum prassentem epistolam esse falsatam, quaelicet publicetur non tamen in canone est.”

406 |n the Byzantine Church also Apocalypses continued to be read, and new ones were constantly being produced.

132



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

Augustine sauthority (see, e.g., Dedoctr. christ. I1. 8) without any general declaration having been
made.*” But the sharper the line drawn between the collection and all other writings, the more
suspi cious must those have appeared whose title could lead, or had once admittedly led, to aclaim
for recognition as Catholic and Apostolic. The category of “apocryphal” in which they had formerly
been placed, solely in order to mark the alleged or real absence of general testimony in their favour,
now obtained more and more an additional meaning; they were of unknown origin, or ‘fabricated’,
and this was often supplemented by the charge of being ‘heretical’. But however great the gulf
between the canonical and uncanonical books, it isimpossible to conceal the fact that the Church
AN never published ageneral decision, excluding all doubt, on the extent of the Canon in ancient times.
199 The Canon of Augustine was adopted by Pope Innocent I. (Ep. 6, ch. 7, ad Exsuperium).

With the complete elaboration of the conception of canonical books, every other description
applied to them gave way to theideaof their divinity.*® What could any predicate signify compared
with the conviction that they had been composed by the Holy Ghost himself? Therefore the categories
of canonical and inspired writings coincided, nay, inspiration in its highest sense was limited to
the canonical books. The belief in inspiration was necessarily attended by the duty of pneumatic
or allegorical exegesis. This sacred art was then practised by all, who were able thus to disregard
the results of any other kind of exposition. The problems which pneumatic exegesis, praised even
by cultured Hellenists,*® had to solve, were mainly the following. It had (1) to demonstrate the
agreement between the two Testaments, in other words; to christianise the O. T. completely, to
discover prophecy everywhere, to get rid of the literal meaning where it was obnoxious, and to
repel Jewish claims;*° (2) to harmonise the statements of Holy Scripture with the prevailing
dogmatics; (3) to furnish every text with a profound meaning, one valuable for the time. Exegesis
became akind of black art, and Augustine was not the only man who was delivered from Manichaean,
by Biblical, Alchemy.

407 See also under this head the verdict, freer because dependent on Theodore, which Junilius passed on the Catholic Epistles. Critical
investigations have not yet arrived at afinal result regarding the Decretum Gelasii. Augustine himself has not failed, besides, to
notice the doubts that existed in histime; see Retractat. 1. 4, 2. In his De pecc. mer. |. 27, he still leaves the Ep. to the Hebrews
unassigned. In De doctr. christ. I1. 8, he writes: “In canonicis autem scripturis ecclesiarum catholicarum quam plurimum
auctoritatem sequatur, inter quas saneillaesint, quaeapostolicas sedes habere et epistol as accipere meruerunt.” Accordingly, this
principle still holds. “ Tenebit igitur hunc modum in scripturis canonicis, ut eas quaeab omnibus accipiuntur ecclesiis catholicis,
pragoonat eis quas quaadam non accipiunt; in iis vero quaenon accipiuntur ab omnibus, pragonat eas, quas plures gravioresgue
accipiunt eis, quas pauciores minorisque auctoritatis ecclesisetenent. Si autem aliasinvenerit a pluribus, alias a gravioribus
haberi, guamquam hoc facile inveniri non possit, aaqualis tamen auctoritatis eas habendas puto.” Since the older copies of the
Bible continued to betranscribed, uniformity had not been secured. It istruewe no longer possess western Bibleswhose contents
are limited to the earliest Roman Canon—Gospels, Acts, 13 Pauline Ep., 1 and 2 John, 1 Peter, Jude, Revelation—but we have
them with an Ep. to the Laodiceans, the Pastor (though in the O. T.), and even with the apocryphal correspondence of the
Corinthians and Paul.

408 The conception that the canonical bookswere solemnly set apart, occursfirst in Athanasius; the Alexandrians, however, including
Origen, had theideaand even the word before him (Orig. Prolog. in Cantic.). Athanasiuswritesin his Festival Ep. t& kavovi{ueva
ko mapadofévta motevbévra te Bl eivan PifAia.

409 The Neoplatonic opponents of the Church were not quite honest, they were rather talking SiaAektikéc, when they objected to
the allegorical method of interpreting Holy Scripture. They treated their own sacred writingsin exactly the same way.

410 Sozomen says (H. E. V.22) that the Jewswere more readily seduced to heathenism, because they only interpreted Holy Scripture
npog pntdv, and not mpdg Bswpliav.
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But while these tasks were generally fixed, a sure and unvarying method was still wanting.**
Even the principles of Origen were not strictly retained.*? On the other hand, the historical
antiquarian interest, which he had awakened, in Holy Scripture, continued to exert itsinfluence. It
not only lasted up to the fifth century,* but it also exerted a critical and restrictive influence on
pneumatic exegesis* This was the case among the scholars of Antioch. Diodorus and Theodore
tried, following the precedent set by Lucian and Dorotheus, to form an inner connection between
the pneumatic and the grammati co-historical exegesis. It cannot be held that thisgaveriseto amore
rational method, or one more tenable from the critical standpoint. Y et in detail they followed sound
principles. These again had been already pared down by Chrysostom and Theodoret in favour of

411 Thus Arians and Orthodox sometimes appeal ed to the same texts. But the impossibility of drawing up a rule deciding how far
the letter of Scripture was authoritative, caused more anxiety. Had God a human form, eyes, or voice; was Paradise situated on
the earth; did the dead rise with al their bodily members, even with their hair, etc.?—to all these and ahundred similar questions
there was no sure answer, and consequently disputes arose between adherents of one and the same confession. All had to
allegorise, and, inturn, all had to take certain textsliterally. But what a difference existed between an Epiphanius and a Gregory
of Nyssa, and how many shades of belief there were between the crude anthropomorphists and the spiritualists! The latter, asa
rule, had reason to dread the arguments, and frequently the fists, of the former; they could not but be anxious about their own
orthodoxy, for the old regula was on the side of their opponents, and the most absurd opinion had the prejudice that it was the
most piousin itsfavour. Ultimately, in the course of the fifth century, a sort of common sense established itself, which could be
taken as forming, with regard to the anthropomorphists, a middle line between the exegetic methods of Chrysostom and Cyril
of Alexandria, and which had been anticipated by afew Fathers of the fourth century. Y et not many concessions were made to
the anthropomorphists. Even Antiochians like Theodore had become suspected of an anthropomorphism incompatible with the
honour of God (see Johannes Philoponus, De creat. mundi, |. 22. in Gallandi XI1., p. 496). He who did not rise from the turpitudo
littersead decorem intelligentisespiritalis (Jerome ad Amos. 2) might come under suspicion of heresy. But, on the other hand,
the Cappadocians themsel ves opposed those who allegorised “too much”, and thus approximated too closely to heathen
philosophers; and after a part of Origen’s expositions had passed into the traditional possessions of the Church, the rest was
declared heretical. Even before this Epiphanius had written (H. 61, ch. 6): Tldvta ta Ogia pripata obk dAAnyopiag deitat, GAAG
wg Exel, €xet, Oewplag de deitar kal alobroewg. Origen’s thorough-going principle that “God can say and do nothing, which is
not good and just”, by which he criticised and occasionally set aside the letter of Scripture, was too bold for the Epigoni with
their faith in authority. God had done what Scripture said of him, and what God did was good. This principle not only ruined all
lucid science, but aso deprived the Church of the intrinsic completeness of her creed. Y et we must not minimise the result of
the compromise made in the fourth and fifth centuries, between the literal, allegorical, and typical methods of interpreting
Scripture; for it has held its ground up to the present day in away really identical in al Churches, and it seems to possess no
small power to convince.

412 For Origen’ s principles see Vol. I1., p. 346.

413 Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome are linksin achain of scholarly tradition and work. The succession, however, marked a descent
not only in point of time. The attitude of Jerome and the conflicts in which he wasinvolved show at the same time that the age
no longer tolerated independent scholarship in historical criticism. Therefore it ceased after Jerome; such work was confined to
registering antiquarian notices, even doubtful ones, which were accepted without reflection, since, having entered into the stock
of tradition, they no longer roused criticism.

414 Besides, when driven by necessity, i.e., when brought face to face with inconvenient passages of Scripture, away was found
out of the difficulty in the demand that the historical occasion of the text must be carefully weighed. Thus Athanasius writes
(Orat. c. Arian. |. 54), when setting himself to refute the Scriptural proofs of the Arians, and finding that heisin considerable
straits: 8¢i 8¢, ¢ &mi tdong Oelag ypapfic mpoorikel motelv kol dvaykaidv Eotiv, otw kal évtadfa, kad dv einev 6 dndotolog
Ka1pov Kai to mpdowmov Kal to Tpdyua, didmep Eypae, motdg EkAaufdvely, iva pr mapd tadta | kal ap’ ETepSV Tt TOVTWV
Gyvo®@v 0 avaytyviokwy E€w thg dAnOwviig Siavoiag yévntat. The same contention was often upheld in earlier timesby Tertullian
when driven into a corner by the exegesis of the Marcionites (see De prasscr. adv. Marc. 11.-V.). The exegetical “principle”’ of
the Fathers gradually became the complexus oppositorum; i.e., when the literal meaning was disturbing, then it was, in the words
of Gregory of Nazianzus, (Orat. XXXI. 3): &vdvua tfi¢ doePeiag éotiv 1) dprAia Tod ypdupatog: or men spoke of the turpitudo
litterrag the Jewish understanding of Scripture, the necessity of considering historical circumstancesor thelike. But if “advanced”
theol ogians produced suspected allegorical explanations, then the cry was raised wg £xet, £xet, Holy Scriptureis not to be
understood according to Plato, etc.
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the dominant method, but they lasted in the Nestorian Church and its schools as long as science
existed there at all, and their influence extended into the West through Junilius.#

TheWest received through Hilary, Ambrose, Jerome, and Rufinus, the erudite pneumatic method
of the Greeks, as practised especialy by the Cappadocians. Before this, and for a few decades
afterwards, the exegesis of the West was mainly characterised by absence of system; along with
N reverence for the letter we find all sorts of alegorical explanations, and in turn a predilection for

203 adramatic close to earthly history. Jerome was far from having fixed exegetic principles, since he
allegorised against his better knowledge wherever the orthodox confession required it. In histime
Tychonius, a Donatist, drew up for the interpretation of Holy Scripture seven rules which were to
removeall difficulties (Augustine, Dedoctr. christ. 111. 30 sg.).4¢ These were adopted by Augustine

202

415

The distinction between Alexandrian—Origenistic—and Antiochene exegesis does not consist in the representatives of the
latter having rejected wholesale the spiritual meaning. They rather recognised it, but they tried to determineit typically from the
literal meaning. While the Alexandrians avowedly set aside the literal meaning in many passages, and attached the pneumatic
sense to texts by some sort of device, the Antiochenes started from the literal meaning, seeking to discover it by all the means
of asound exegesis, and then showed that the narrative concerned was a ok T@v peAAévtwy, atype created by God, which
had been fulfilled by Jesus Christ. They set up definite rules for the discovery of the literal meaning as well as for that of the
typical and allegorical sense (Bswpia, not &AAnyopia), which lay not in thewords, but the redlities, persons, and events designated
by thewords. Therules are strikingly like those of the Federal theol ogians—Cocceius—and the school of Hofmann; the method
of the author of the Hebrews furnished their model. This procedure had various results. First, the method of Philo and Origen
followed by the Alexandrians was strenuously opposed both in independent treatises, and in connection with exegesis. Secondly,
an effort was made to give the literal meaning in all cases its due; thus Diodorus saysin the Catena of Nicephorus (Leipz. 1772,
I. p. 524): to0 &AAnyopikoD to iotopikov TAgiotov Soov mpotiuduev. Thirdly, areal covenant was accordingly recognised
between God and the Jewish people, and that nation was accorded its significant place in the history of salvation: the “history
of salvation” which thus originated differed essentially from that of Irensaus (see Val. Il., p. 305). Fourthly and finaly, the
number of directly Messianic passages in the O. T. became extraordinarily limited; while, according to pneumatic exegesis,
everythinginthe O. T. wasin asense directly Messianic, i.e., Christian, the Antiochenes only retained afew such passages. The
horizon of O. T. authors was more correctly defined. Theodore decidedly disputed the presence of anything in the O. T. about
the Son of God or the Trinity. Further, the Antiochenes distinguished grades of inspiration, namely, the spirit of prophecy, and
that of wisdom, and they placed the former far above the latter. Although the advance of this exegesis on the Alexandrian is
obvious, yet it is seriously defective in completeness and consistency in method. First, the Antiochenes, in spite of their polemic
against the older expositors—Hippolytus, Origen, Eusebius, Apollinaris, Didymus, and Jerome—could not altogether divest
themselves of the old principle of the authoritative interpretation of Scripture; “they regarded the old traditional doctrine, the
exposition given by the Fathers, and the definitions of Synods, as the standard and touch-stone of agreement with the creed of
the Church, and they made of this rule what use they pleased”; from this source their attitude became somewhat uncertain.
Secondly, they only rarely succeeded in criticising the literal meaning historically; where they did, they employed rationalistic
interpretations, and accordingly their procedure approximated to Origen’s. speculative exegesis, yet without following any fixed
principle. Thirdly, their typological exegesisalso often bordered very closely ontheallegorical, and since they assumed adouble
sensein Scripture, they did not remove, but only disguised, the fundamental error of current exegesis. Fourthly, they could not
make clear the difference betweenthe O. T. and the N. T., because, in spite of their assumption of different degrees of inspiration,
they placed the O. T. prophets on alevel with the Apostles; see Theodore, Comment. on Neh. I. in Migne, T. LXVI., p. 402: tfig
a0t ToD ayiov TVeVHATOG XApLTog of Te At UETEIXOV Kol ol T) TG Kaviig dtabrkng Unnpetovuevog puotnpiw. Finaly, by
assuming directly Messianic passagesin the O. T. they gave up their own position, and placed themselves at the mercy of their
opponents.

Seelater for the history of the school of Antioch, especially itsrelation to Aristotle. Diestel, Gesch. desA. T. in der christl.
Kirche, p. 126 ff. Fritzsche, de Theod. Mops. vita et scriptis, Halae, 1836. Above all, the works of Kihn, Die Bedeutung der
Antioch. Schule a. d. exeget. Gebiete (1866), and Theodor von Mopsuestia und Junilius als Exegeten (1880), where the older
literature is given. Swete, Theodori ep. Mops. in epp. Pauli Comment. Cambridge, 1880, 1881.
416 These rules are of material importance (for theology). The first treats of the Lord and his body: i.e., we must and may apply the
truth concerning the Lord to the Church, and vice versa, since they form one person; only in this way do we frequently get a
correct sense. The second deal s with the bi-partite body of the Lord: we must carefully consider whether the true or the empirical
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in his work ‘On Christian Science’, which, subject as it is to the errors of the age, is a glorious
memorial of the great Bishop'slove of truth, and evangelical feeling. Of evangelical feeling, in so
far as Augustine, in opposition to all biblicism, declared the study of Holy Scripture to be merely
the path towards love; he who possessed love, no longer needed the Scripture, he lived with Christ
and God; accordingly he had ceased to require separate ‘saving truths', for he lived in truth and
love. s

But thisthought of the book does not giveits prevailing colour; thisisfurnished, on the contrary,
by the other ideas that Scripture is the only way by which to come to God and Chrigt, that it isto
be interpreted by therule of faith, that obscure passages are to be explained by clear ones, and that
the literal meaning, where offensive, must yield to the deeper sense. The numerous hermeneutic
rules set up by Augustine,*® which are so many expedients and very like Origen’s methodic
principles, determined the nature of exegesis in later periods in the West. In connection with
whatever else was derived from the East, the view that there was a triple and fourfold meaning in
Scripture became a fixed doctrine.#° The little book by Junilius which contained the Antiochene

N\ system of hermeneutics as handed down at Nisibis, although much read, made few changes. But it
205 was exceedingly significant that Augustine, in spite of hisview that it was only ameans, had placed

204

Church is meant. The third takes up the promises and the law, i.e., the spirit and | etter; the fourth treats of genus and species:
we must observe the extent to which texts apply; thefifth, of the dates: we must harmoni se contradi ctory dates by afixed method,
and understand certain stereotyped numbers as symbolical. The sixth discusses repetition: i.e., we have frequently to refrain
from assuming a chronological order, where such an order appears to exist, and the seventh deals with the devil and his body,
i.e., the devil and the godless, many things referring to the latter which are said of the devil and vice versa—see thefirst rule.

417 The thought wavers between that of Origen, who also el evates himself above the historical Christ, and the genuinely evangelical
ideathat the Christian must stop short at “means of salvation”; see Dedoctr. I. 34: “Nullaresin via (ad deum) tenere nos debet,
guando nec ipse dominus, in quantum via nostra esse dignatus est, tenere nos voluerit, sed transire; ne rebus temporalibus,
quamvis ab illo pro salute nostra susceptis et gestis, haareamus infirmiter, sed per eas potius curramus alacriter etc.” In ch. 35
loveisheld up asthe exclusive goal: ch. 36 teaches that no one has understood Scripture who has not been led by it to love God
and his neighbour; but if he has been led to thislove, then he loses nothing by failing to hit on the correct sense of detached
texts: in that case he is deceived, but without guilt: “Quisquisin scripturis (I. 37) aliud sentit quamiille qui scripsit, illisnon
mentientibus fallitur; sed tamen, ut dicere cogeram, si ea sententia fallitur, qua aadificet caritatem, quaefinis prascepti est, ita
fallitur ac si quisquam errore deserens viam, eo tamen per agrum pergat, quo etiam viailla perducit.” Augustine saysindeed (l.
c.): “titubabit fides, si divinarum scripturarum vacillat auctoritas,” but, on the other hand (1. 39): “Homo, fide, spe et caritate
subnixus eague inconcusse retinens, non indiget scipturis nisi ad aliosinstruendos. Itaque multi per ha tria etiam in solitudine
sinecodicibusvivunt . . . Quibustamen quasi machinistantafidei, spel et caritatisin eis surrexit instructio, ut perfectum aliquid
tenentes, eaquaesunt ex parte non quagrant; perfectum sane, quantumin hac vitapotest.” Thisforcible way of assigning apractical
purpose to the reading of Scripture and the understanding at the root of it, viz., that it was the whole that was of importance, is
the opposite of the conception that Scripture embraces innumerable mysteries; but an affinity exists far down between them,
inasmuch as Augustine seems to reserve to the monks the state in which Scriptureis not required, and he borders on the belief
of Origen (I. 34) that the Christ of history belongs to the past for him who livesin love. The whole conception isfirst found,
besides, in the descri ption by the Vaentinian school of the perfect Gnostic; see Excerptaex Theodoto, ch. 27: o0 8¢ t1 ypapfig
kol pabfoews katdpOwua tij Yuxi ékeivn th kabapd yevouévy, Smov kai d€rotat tpdowmnov npdg npdowmnov Oedv 6pav;
besides Augustine expressly argued against those who supposed they could dispense with Scripture from the start, and appeal ed
to an inner revelation (see the Pradfat. to De doctr. christ.). He putsit beyond doubt that he who uses Scripture must bow to its
authority even where he does not understand it.

418 See the second and especially the third book of the work quoted. The second contains a short and precise review of all branches
of knowledge which are collectively perceived to spring from heathenism, and it states which may and must be used by the

Christian, and to what extent. The third book contains the hermeneutics proper.
419

See Eucherius of Lyons, liber formularum spiritalis intelligentisead Veranium filium, in Migne, Ser. lat. T. 50, p. 727. In
later times the mnemonic formula was composed:
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the Bible on such a pinnacle that all theologians who afterwards took their stand upon it alone as
against tradition, were able to appeal to him. As a matter of fact Scripture held quite a different
place in the Church life of the West from that in the East: it came more into the foreground. That
also isto be explained, above all, by the influence of Augustine,** and the deficiency of the West
in speculative ability .

As the Church had never published a general decree, exclusive of all doubt, on the extent of
Scripture, it had also failed to publish one concerning its characteristics. Freedom from error was
generally deduced from inspiration, and it was, as a rule, referred to the very words. But on the
other hand, an attempt was made here and there to leave room for the individuality and historical
limitation of the authors; minor inconsi stencieswere not wholly denied (see even Aug., De consensu
evang.); and exegesis was often practised as if the strict dogma of inspiration did not exist.*? A
clear idea of the sufficiency of Scripture was certainly not reached; it was maintained in general

N phrases, and was violated in generalities and in details.*® Finaly, asregards the relation of the two
206 Testamentsto each other, three views existed side by side. The Old Testament was a Christian book
as well as the New: it was throughout the record of prophecy: it contained the true creed under

certain limitations and imperfections, and led and still leads educationally to Christ. These points

of view were adopted aternately asthe occasion required. It was recognised that the Jewish nation

Littera gesta docet, quid credas allegoria,
Moralis quid agas, quo tendas anagogia.

420 The work “On Christian Science” points to Scripture asiits sole object, and does not discuss tradition at all. However, the latter
receives its due inasmuch as Augustine regards the propositions of the rule of faith—based on the Symbol—as the matters,
which constituted the essential contents of Scripture. In this definition we find. the reason why dogmatics never ceased to waver
between Scripture and the rule of faith. Y et we know that Augustine was by no meansthefirst to hold thisview. Even the writer
of the Muratorian fragment and I renaaus knew no better.

421 Origen taught that Christian science was the science of Scripture; Augustine stands upon his shoulders. But afterwards, in the
East, theinterest in dogmatic formul as became uppermost, whilein the West, the Bible remained pre-eminently the direct source
of knowledge of the faith.

422 Eyen themen of Antioch, by whom, Chrysostom not excepted, human elementswere aknowledged to exist in the Bible, maintained
the inspiration of other passages quoad litteram, just like Origen and the Cappadocians. Augustine accepted this freedom from
error in its strictest sense; see Ep. 82. 3 (ad Hieron.): “Ego fateor caritati tuag solis eis scriptuaram libris, qui iam canonici
appellantur, didici hunc timorem honoremque deferre, ut nullum eorum auctorem scribendo aliquid errasse firmissime credam.
Ac s aliquid in eis offendero litteris, quod videatur contrarium veritati, nihil aliud quam vel mendosum esse codicem, vel
interpretem non assecutum esse quod dictum est, vel me minime intellexisse non ambigam.” In hiswork De consensu evang.,
which is particularly instructive as regards his whole attitude to Holy Writ, he declares that the Apostles’ writings make up
sufficiently for the absence of any by our Lord; for the Apostles were the Lord’ s hands, and had written what he commanded.
It is extremely surprising that this being the view taken of the Bible—and even the trandation of the LXX. was held to be
inspired—yet no one ever ex professo reflected on how the Canon was formed. No miracle was assumed. Even Augustine quite
naively stated, sancti et docti homines had formed the N. T. (c. Faustum XXI1. 79). Here the authority of the Church comesin.

423 The early Catholic Fathers had already maintai ned the sufficiency of Holy Scripture, aswell asthe necessity of proving everything
out of it; seefor the latter point Orig. in Jerem., Hom. |. ¢. 7 (Lomm. XV. p. 115): Mdptupag 31 AaPeiv tag ypagdg. Audptupot
yap al gmPoial NuaV kai al E€nyfoeig dmotol eiotv. Cyril of Jerusalem has expressed himself similarly (Cat. 4, 17: Asi ydp
nepl TOV Oelwv kal ayiwv tAg niotewg puotnpiwv unde T Tuxov dvev Tdv Belwv tapadidocdal ypagdv: kai un arAdg
mlavdTnot kai Adywv Kataokevaic napagépeodat. Mnde £pol td taita cot Aéyovt, ArA&G miotedong: €av Thv anddei€v T@v
KatayyeAAopévwyv &mo tdv Oeiwv un AdPne ypaedv: ‘H cwtnpia yap abtn tfig niotewg nudv obk €€ ebpecihoyiag, GAAG €€
anodeiews tdv Belwv €oti ypae@v); cf. Athanasius (Orat. adv. gentesinit.: Avtdpkeig pév gioty ai &yt kal Bednvevotor
ypagai tpog TN tAg dAnbeiag dnayyeAiav). So also the Antiochenes, moreover Augustine Dedoctr. 11. 9: “Iniis queeapertein
scriptura posita sunt, inveniuntur illa omnia, quaecontinent fidem moresgue vivendi, spem scilicet et caritatem.” Vincent.,
Commonit. 2.
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had possessed a covenant with God, yet the consequences of this were far from being admitted.
The same method of employing the Bible was still upheld in apol ogetic arguments as was followed
by the Apologists of the second century.®* For the rest, even Cyril of Alexandria still brought
“heathen prophecy” to bear in this matter, while in other respects—speaking generally—the
assumption of heathen ‘ prophets  and inspired philosophers excited suspicion.

2. Tradition.

207
The authority of Holy Scripture frequently appearsin the Fathers as something wholly abstract
and despotic. It contained, in fact, alatent tendency to assert itsindependence of the conditions out
of which it had arisen. But the revolution which was characterised by the isolation of the Bible, its
deliverance from the authority of ecclesiastical tradition, and the annihilation of the latter, only
took place in the sixteenth century, and even then it was, we know, not completely successful. In
ecclesiastical antiquity, on the contrary, the bond was by no means severed which connected
Scripture with the maternal organism of the Church. The Church, its doctrine, institutions, and
constitution, were held, in and by themselves, to constitute the source of knowledge and the
authoritative guarantee of truth. Asthe holy, Apostolic, and Catholic institution, it possessed nothing
whatever untrue or capable of amendment either in its foundations or its development. Everything
in it, rather, was apostolic, and the guidance of the Church by the Holy Ghost had preserved this
apostolic fabric from any change. Thisthought was necessarily emphasi sed more and more strongly
in consequence of the development undergone by Church affairs in the fourth and following
centuries. Since at the same time, however, the independent authority and the sufficiency of the
Bible were also emphasised, there arose difficulties, in part even manifest inconsistencies, which
were never removed.”?> But they were not clearly felt, because men always possessed the power,
when confronted by inconvenient monitors, to carry through ultimately, whether in the form of
dogma, or in that of order, whatever was required. In face of traditions become obsolete an appeal
was made to other traditions, or to the Bible; where written testimony was uncertain or awanting,
recourse was had to tradition; i.e., that was declared to be tradition which was not to be justified
AN under another title. Henceit isalready clear that tradition never was and never could be systematised
208 and catal ogued, that an authentic declaration never was and never could be published asto its extent
and scope. There was no single deliverance on the application of tradition, which would not, if
consistently carried out, have thrown the Church into confusion. If Augustine therefore (De bapt.
c. Donat. 11.3, 4) declared—certainly against his better knowledge—that * canonical Scripture was
contained within fixed limits of itsown’ (scriptura canonica certis suis terminis continetur), yet it
never occurred to him or any one el se to maintain as much about tradition. The latter wasin antiquity

424 All the more did the use made of the O. T. for the constitution of the Church differ from the apologetic view. VVery many of the
regulations of the O. T. ceremonia law came once more to be highly valued by the Church, not as spiritually understood, but
as directly applied to ecclesiastical institutions of every sort.

425 The Orientals, especially the Antiochenes, but Cyril of Jerus. al so, adhered more exclusively to Scripture; the Alexandrians, and
even the Cappadociansrelied more strongly on tradition. Y et the differencesare only in degree. At any rate, the difference comes
out more strongly on a comparison of Theodoret and Cyril of Alexandria.
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awholly elastic category, as we see when we look at its use in individua cases; in summa it was,
however, an extremely rigid and clear notion: meaning simply that the Church was determined, in
spite of al changes, to regard itself as the unchangeable creation of the Apostles. It derived its
claimto thisview partly from the divine promises, partly from the organisation instituted for it, yet
without alleging confidently any empirical factor within the Church which should be the bearer of
itsinfallibility.*?¢ The most important consequences of thisview held by the Church regarding itself
have been aready stated in the second volume; but others cameto be added in the post-Constantinian
period.

A. The creed of the Church was always held to be the most important part of its tradition. The
anti-gnostic formulas which the creed had preserved passed over in the East, along with theorems,
half biblical half speculative, and here and there with purely philosophical or polemical discussions,
into the Symbols.*?” These Symbols, which had been adopted for use in the Church, were regarded

N\ asapostolic testimonies. Their phrasing was not considered in the East to be due to the Apostles,
209 but the honour paid them was justified from the Apostles preaching.® These Symbols of the
provincial Churches were supplanted in the period between the first and third (fourth) Gcumenical
Councils by the Nicene, or soon thereafter by the so-called Constantinopolitan Symbol.*?® This
confession** had already been held at Chalcedon to be the creed pure and ssmple, and it never lost

this place of honour. If it had already been constantly assumed that the doctrine of the Church was

the theme, or the matter, constituting the real contents of Scripture, then this assumption was now
definitely transferred to the Nicene or the Constantinopolitan Symbol. All subsequent dogmatic
conclusions were accordingly regarded solely as explanations of this Symbol,** which was not
maintained, however, to be of Apostolic origin—in its language. Tradition, in the strictest sense

of the term, consisted in the contents of the Symbol for the time being. Cyril says of this (Cat. V.

12): ‘Inthese few paragraphs the whole dogma of thefaith (is) comprised’ (€v 0Alyoig toig otixoig

426 Reuter’ s excellent explanation of Augustine's position (Ztschrft. fir K.-Gesch. Val. VIII., pp. 181 f., 186 f.) was then true of
very wide circles: “ The Episcopate, and the Roman sedes apostolica, the whole relatively codrdinated sedes apostolicee the
relative and the absol ute plenary councilswere held to be representations of the (infallible) Church; but not one of these factors,
not all of them combined, formed the (infallible) representation of the (infallible) Church. The latter possessed no indubitably
sureingtitution or organs, indubitably representative of it.” The decrees of councils were only placed on a complete equality
with Scripture in the East, after councils had ceased to be held, and when the latter therefore were seen, like Scripture, in a
nimbus of hoary antiquity.

427 SeeVol. Il., p. 20f. and I11., pp. 48 ff., 111 ff.

428 The Symbol of Gregory Thaumaturgus was derived from a special revelation; see Val. 111, p. 115.

429 There were two symbol-constructing periodsin the East before auniversal Confession wasframed. Theformer of these embraced
A.D. 250-325, the second, A.D. 325 up to the beginning or the middle of the fifth century. In the latter period the attempt was
made, either to transform the Nicene Creed into a baptismal Confession, or to displace it by parallel formulas; sometimes the
leading words of the Nicene Symbol wereinserted in those of the provincial Churches. See on the history of this, the part played
by the Bishops of AsiaMinor in these devel opments, and the history of the so-called Constantinop. Symbol, my art. “ Konstantinop.
Symbol” in Herzog R.-E. 21 Vol. VIII.; Caspari’ sworks, Hort’ s investigations, Two Dissertations, Cambridge, 1876, and
Kattenbusch, Confessionskunde 1., p. 252 ff.

430 |t was originally the Baptismal Confession of the Church of Jerusalem, revised soon after the middle of the fourth century, and
furnished with aregula fidei concerning the Holy Spirit; it came thus to be honoured first through the authority of Epiphanius,
and then through the energy of the Bishop of Constantinople, which also led to its supplanting the Nicene Symbol.

431 Monophysites and orthodox believers always professed to be able to read their Christological formulas word for word in the
Symbol. The Greek Church maintains to the present day that the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Symbol contains everything we
reguire to believe.
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70 av ddypa tiig tiotews mepthapPavdpevov). Asthe Church had obtained in the Nicene Creed
N acomplete and uniform Symbol, the view was transferred to it. There were two sides meanwhile
210 to the relations of Scripture and Symbol. Y ou might not believe the contents of the Symbol unless
you could convince yourself of their truth from Scripture;*® but on the other hand, your interpretation
of Scripture had to be regulated by the creed laid down in the Symbol.** In the West a unique
dignity was retained by the old Roman Symbol (or its parallel forms in the provincial Churches)
which was regarded as being composed of twelve articles. From the fourth century at least it was
held to be the Apostolic Creed in the strict sense of the term.** Its brevity and simplicity long
preserved the Roman Church from extravagant theol ogical speculations, but they could not barricade
it against the theological development of the East. An industrious attempt was made, or at least
professed, to derive the decision of dogmatic questions, as they emerged, from this Apostolic
Symbol, and to rest upon it the whole of the ever increasing material of dogmatics.*® It was only
after the beginning of thefifth century that the Constantinopolitan Symbol supplanted the apostolic
N in Church use in Rome and the West,** yet without the latter losing its prestige. Thiswas of course
11 transferred in part to the new Symbol, but the old remained, though latent, in force.*” The twelve
articles the Apostolic Symbol, to be explained by the Constantinopolitan, constituted in the West
the ecclesiastical tradition kat’ é€oxrjv. Justinian’s legislation confirmed this conception, though,

indeed, that was not needed.*®

B. At the beginning of the fourth century there already entered into the composition of the
Church, not only its creed, but a cultus fixed in its main features; there were further disciplinary
and ceremonial provisions—still differing, indeed, in part in the various provincial Churches*—and
finally, a settled constitution. It was only in a very late period that the notion of apostolicity was
applied, in the strict sense, to the whole of these elements;*° but not only did the foundations of
these ordinances come to be characterised as apostolic, but as a rule, and to an increasing extent,

432 S0, above al, Cyril and the Antiochenes.

433 No hesitation prevailed in the Church on this point; yet Synods simply forbade certain expositions of Scriptural textsasheretical.
The Church alone furnished the gubernaculum inter pretationis (see Vincent., Commonit. 2, 41) and that in its concise guide to
faith, the Symbol. After the Constantinopolitan Symbol had been placed on an inaccessible height, we no longer find the blunt
assertion that the creed is compiled from the Holy Scriptures. But this contention was also historically false. (For it see Cyril,
Cat. V. 12): 00 yap wg £80&ev avOpwmoig ouvetédn td tiig Miotews GAN €k Tdong ypagfg t& katprdtata suAexdévta plav
avanAnpol tv tAg Miotewg SidaokaAiav. “Canon” was originally the rule of faith; the Scripture had in truth intervened, yet so
that its authority had a support placed still further back, namely, the O. T. and the Lord' s sayings.

434 See my art. “ Apostolisches Symbol” in Herzog R.-E. 2 B. |. The opinion that the Apostles had composed the Symbol jointly
(Rufinus) cannot be traced earlier than the middle of the fourth century, but it may be much older. Y et we must not date it too
soon; for if the Churches of the western provinces had received the Symbol with this legend attached, they would hardly have
ventured to propose changes on it. It was certainly not extolled even in Romein the third century, so exuberantly asit was
afterwards by Ambrose.

435 This point falls to be discussed in the next book. Augustine had to rest his distinctive theology on the Symbol, though the latter
was only imperfectly adapted for the purpose.

436 See my art. on the Constantinop. Symbol, 1. c.

437 The history of the Apostolic Symbol between the fifth and sixth centuries urgently requiresinvestigation.

438 Justinian’s law-book is headed by the art. “De summatrinitate et de fide catholica et ut nemo de ea publice contendere audeat”;
but see al so the famous decree of the Emperors, Gratian, Va entinian and Theodosius, A.D. 380, with which the law-book begins.

439 See, e.g., Socrates, H. E. V. 22.

440 When this occurred a very exact distinction had already been made between faith and disciplinary law. Apostolic faith was
something different from and higher than apostolic laws { Siatdéeic, vopor, kavdveg EkkAnoiaotikol S TV drmootéAwv} . This
corrected the equality apparently attributed to the two branches of tradition by the common predicate “ apostolic.”
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everything which there was a desire to assure of permanence. Different methods were adopted,

however, of establishing the apostolic character of these institutions. First, it was maintained that

regulations observed by the whole Church required no proof that they were Apostolic.** Secondly,

N\ advantage was taken in the East, of the numerous legends of the Apostles current in the Churches;

212 they began to be used in connection with the government and cultus of the Churchesin such away

that definite detailled regulations were attributed to the Apostles, individually or collectively,

whenever they were required for the discipline or cultus of the time.*2 Thirdly, men began in the

fourth century—not uninfluenced by Clement and Origen—to introduce the notion of anapd&dootg

dyapeog (unwritten tradition), in whose wholly undefined contents were even included dogmatic

theorieswhich it was not everyone’ s business to understand; yet it dealt extremely seldom with the

trinitarian and Christological catchwords. This idea of an ‘unwritten tradition’ crept in in a very

real sense; for it conflicted with more than one main point in the fundamental positions of the

Church. But it attained high honour, and its existence absolutely became a dogma. But because it

N really made all else unnecessary and was a dangerous drastic expediet, it was not defined, nor was

13 its extent ever determined. And it did not banish Scriptural proof or the appeal to familiar and

demonstrable tradition. The existence was maintained of a tradition which dispensed with all

criteria—and that waswhat the tapadooig dypagog was; but a prudent use was made of it. Unwritten

tradition was preferentially applied to the development of ritual and the sacramental performance

of the mysteries, while the secret truths of the creed were based exclusively on Scripture and the
Councils.# But this distinction was not sufficient, nor was it firmly held to be unalterable.

214

441 See August., De bapt. ¢. Donat. 11. 7, 12: “Multa, quaenon inveniuntur in litteris apostolorum neque in conciliis posteriorum, et
tamen quiaper universam custodiuntur ecclesiam, non nisi ab ipsistraditaet commendatacreduatur.” 1V. 24. 31: “Quod universa
tenet ecclesia, nec conciliis institutum sed semper retentum est, non nisi auctoritate apostolica traditum rectissime creditur.” V.
23. 31: “Multa, queeuniversatenet ecclesia et ob hoc ab apostolis praecepta bene creduntur, quamquam scripta non reperiantur.”

442 The Apologists had exhibited Christianity as the worship of God in Spirit and in truth, and as an aliance regulated by equality
and fraternity. But there had gradually developed a complicated cultus round the mysteries, and a comprehensive and detailed
code of discipline had become necessary. For both of these appeal was made to an increasing extent to apostolic authority.
Compare the Apostolic Constitutions, the kavéveg ékkAnocaotikoi, the Apostolic Canons, in genera the mass of material, partly
published, partly discussed, by Bickell, Pitra, and Lagarde; further, the designation of the Liturgies of the provincial Churches
as by Mark, James, etc. The history, still partly unwritten, of these Eastern forgeries under apostolic namesis closely connected
with the general history of the legends of the Apostles (see Lipsius, Die apokryphen Apostelgesch.). The O. T. commandments
were again introduced into the Church by means of apostolic fictions, until the ancient awe of Moses, the law-giver, was
surmounted. After apostolic commandments of this sort had been allowed to spring up luxuriantly for atime, the Church had
no little trouble to exorcise the spiritsit had conjured. A sifting process began from the sixth century—at least in the Byzantine
Church—to which, e.g., the Constitutions fell avictim. In the law books of the Monophysite and Nestorian Churches, much
more comprehensive matter had been preserved, under apostolic names, as possessed of the value of law. Yet it did not receive
the same honour asthe Holy Scriptures. In order to realise the possibility of such an unabashed invention of regulations cloaked
with the authority and name of the Apostles, we must remember that, from the second century, writings bearing on discipline
werein existence, called Sidayai or Siatdéeic T@v drootdéAwv, and that these, having no individual impress, were thoroughly
adapted for constant remodelling and expansion.

443 The assumption of a secret apostolic tradition—that is, the napddooig dypagoc—first appeared among the Gnostics, i.e., among
thefirst theologians, who had to legitimise as apostolic aworld of notions aien to primitive Christianity. It then was found quite
logically among the Alexandrians, and from them passed to Eusebius, who not only accepted it (H. E. 11. 1, 4), but also vindicated
it against Marcellus (lib. 1. c. 1): ékkAnoiog tag &mod T@v Beiwv ypap®v paptupiag € dypdpov tapaddoews oppayllopévng.
But the Cappadocians first established it in their conflict with the Eunomians and Pneumatomachoi, yet the bold use made of it
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C. All conceptions of the authority of tradition, of which many Fathers—e.g., Cyprian—described
Scripture to be the main element,** were based ultimately on the conviction that the Church had
been invested with authority through its connection with the Holy Spirit himself.#5 At this point
two problemsarose, which, though hardly ever clearly formulated, were yet felt, and which attempts
were made to solve. |.—By whom and when did the Church speak? [|.—How were noveltiesto be
explained in the Church, especially in the sphere of doctrine, if the authority of the Church had its
root exclusively in its apostolic character, that is, its ability to preserve the legacy of the Apostles?

Asto |. It was a settled doctrine from the third century, that the representation of the Church
was vested in the Episcopate, though the strict conception of the latter, as first taught by Cyprian,
that it was the main support of the Church, was for along time not universally held.*¢ We find,
meanwhile, even, e.g., from the plan of Eusebius’ Church History, that the Bishops, the successors

by them in defence of the dogmaof the Trinity, was not afterwards parallelled. Basil (De spiritu sancto, 27) referred the orthodox
doctrine of the Holy Ghost to the unwritten tradition, placing the latter on an equality with the public tradition; but he endeavoured
at the same time to retain the old Alexandrian distinction between krjpuyua and 3éyua, d6yua being meant to embrace the
theological formulation of the faith (t&v €v tfj ékkAnoia tepuAayuévwv Soypdtwy Kal KnpUYHETWY T& uev €K THig Eyypdpou
Ndackahiag Exopev, T 8¢ €k Tii¢ TV dmootéAwV mapaddoswg dradodévta Nuiv év puotnpiw napedeldusda dnep dupdtepa
TNV aUTAV loxUv ExeL Ttpdg TV eboEPetav . . . GAAo yap déyua, kai GAAO kApuypa, T& pev yap SOypata olwndTat, Té 8¢ knpUypata
dnuoaievetar). The latter distinction was opposed to the tendency of the age, and remained without effect. (With that which
Basil named dogma, the pvotiki napddooig was identical, of which Pamphilus and Eusebius speak, and by the aid of which
they defended the orthodoxy of Origen; see Socrates||1. 7.) But it isimportant that in order to prove the existence of anapadooig
dypagog, Basil appeals merely to matters of ritual—signs of the Cross, prayers of consecration, and baptismal rites. To these
the unwritten tradition wasin later times almost exclusively applied. Gregory of Nazianzus advanced in a different direction
from Basil: he admitted to his opponents (Orat. 37) that tradition was defective in reference to the doctrine of the Spirit, but he
believed he could assume a progressive development of the truth of revelation. But, asfar as| know, he only once expressed
himself so imprudently, and he found absolutely no imitators. His attempt only proves the difficulty caused by the defence of
the dogma of the Trinity in the fourth century. In Cyril of Jerusalem (see his view so divergent from that of the Cappadocians,
Cat. 16, ch. 2) and the older Antiochenes the ntapddooig dypagog does not occur, but it does in Epiphanius (H. 61, ch. 6: 8¢l kai
napaddoet kexpiiocOat. o0 y&p mavta and tig Oelag ypaphg dvvatat AaufdvesOar 310 T pev év ypagaic, Ta 8¢ év mapaddoeotv
napédwkav ol dytot drdotolor). It isalso found in Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria, and others down to John of Damascus,
who says plainly (De fide orthod. 1V. ch. 12): dypagdg £otiv 1] tapddooig alitn TV dtootdAwv, ToOAAG yap dypdew AUV
napédooav (see detailsin Langen, Joh. von Damaskus, 1879, p. 271 ff.). So also the Greek Church of to-day teaches: diwpeitat
70 Belov phiua €ig Te T ypantov kal dypagov (see Gass, Symbolik der griech. Kirche, p. 107 ff.) Quotations are especially taken
from Pauline texts in which ntapaddoeig occur, and thus a sort of Scriptural proof isled in support of what does not occur in
Scripture. The unwritten tradition is hardly again applied to the creed, since it was thought to be sufficiently supported by
Scripture and the Symbol. In the West, Augustine was in the same doubtful position, with regard to certain theses which he
defended against Donatists and Pelagians, as the Cappadocians were in reference to the orthodox doctrine of the Holy Ghost.
Hence hederived, e.g., thedoctrine of origina sin, which could not be otherwise proved out of tradition, from therite of exorcism,
declaring this to have been an apostalic tradition; (see c. Julian. V1. 5, 11): “Sed etsi nullaratione indagetur, nullo sermone
explicetur, verum tamen est quod antiquitus veraci fide catholica praadicatur et creditur per ecclesiam totam; queefiliosfidelium
nec exorcizaret, nec exsufflaret, s non eos de potestate tenebrarum et a principe mortis erueret, etc.). So also he appealed against
the Donatistsin the controversy asto Baptism by Heretics (against Cyprian’s authority) to the unwritten testimony of the whole
Church (see note 6, p. 211).

444 Cyprian calls Scripture “divineetraditionis caput et origo” (Ep.74, ch. 10). This designation is not common.

445 The universal conviction is expressed in the famous sentence of Augustine (C. ep. Manich. 6) which he has given in various
formsin the Confessions and el sewhere: Ego vero evangelio non crederem, nisi me catholicaeecclesiaecommoveret auctoritas.
Even Cyril of Jerusalem, who has emphasised most strongly the authority of Scripture, could not pass over that of the Church
(Cat. 1V, ch. 33).

446 | n his studies on Augustine, Reuter has shown that Augustine fell short of Cyprian (see histhesesin the Ztschr. f. K.-Gesch.,
Vol. VIII., p. 184, and therelative discussionsin Vol. VII.). In the East the compiler of Apostolic Constitutionstook substantially
the view of the Episcopate held by Ignatius, but not by Irensaus and Cyprian. Even Chrysostom’ s work, mepi iepwotvng, tends
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of the Apostles, were regarded as guarantors of thelegitimacy of the Church. The conception never
emerged that the Bishop was infalible as an individual;*” but a certain inspiration was
already—though not without differences of opinion—attributed to the provincial Synods.*#®
Constantine wasthefirst to form theideaof auniversal Synod,*° and he a so supposed such abody
to be under the special guidance of the Holy Spirit, and therefore incapable of error.*® In the course
of thefourth century theideathat the Nicene Synod possessed an infallible authority became slowly
established;*! it was transferred in the following centuries to the Gcumenical Synods generally,
yet so that one—the second—was only subsequently stamped as (Ecumenical.*? From the sixth
century there gradually ceased to be any doubt that the resol utions of (Ecumenical Synods possessed

in the same direction as the Constitutions. It is very remarkable that Cyril of Jerusalem (Cat. XVI111., ch. 27) makes no mention
of the hierarchy, but only of the Apostles, prophets, teachers and other office-bearers enumerated in the well-known passage in
the Ep. to the Corinthians. That is a memorable archaism; yet see even Vincentius, Commonit. 40. He also says very little about
Bishops, and nothing at all about. the apostolic succession.

447 On the contrary, the fallibility of individual bishops was always admitted from Irenaaus down (I11. 3, 1): “Valde perfectos et
irreprehensibilesin omnibus eos volebant esse (apostoli), quos et successores relinquebant, suum ipsorum locum magisterii
tradentes, quibus emendate agentibus fieret magna utilitas, lapsis autem summa calamitas.”

448 Cyprian (Ep. LVII., ch. 5) introduces the decree of the provincial Council of Carthage with the words, “ Placuit nobis spiritu
sancto suggerente.” Acts XV. 28 certainly influenced this phrase. On the other hand, we must not allow it too much weight, for
Cyprian often appeal sto instructions given to him personally by the Holy Ghost. See a so the V otum of Bishop Lucius of Ausafa,
No. 73 of the sentent. episcoporum LXXXVII. at the Carthaginian Council: “ Secundum motum animi mei et spiritus sancti.”
The Synod of Arles, A.D. 314, also used theformula, “ Placuit ergo, prassente spiritu sancto et angeliseius’ (seeMansi, Collect.
Concil. I1. p. 469, and Hefele, Conciliengesch. 1. 2, p. 204); and Constantine wished to have its decision regarded as “ cadeste
iudicium’: this judgment by priests was to have the same honour asif it had been pronounced by the Lord himself (Mansi, 1.c.
p. 478). For the rest, we may here recall the fact that ) iepa cbvodog had long been a technical term in common use among the
Greeks (see also “holy senate” in Justin). On the origin of the ecclesiastical Synods see Sohm's excellent discussionsin
Kirchenrecht. I. p. 247 ff.

449 Thisis now amost universally admitted; yet the idea was introduced by the great Oriental Synods in the cases of Novatian and
Paul of Samosata, as well as by the Synod of Arles already indeed summoned by Constantine. The latter has been looked on in
the West as a General Council for more than a century, and can also be regarded as such in many respects. On the Councils see
Hatch's fine lecture in his book “The Social Constitution of Christian Churches,” p. 172 f.

450 See Constantine's letter to the Bishops after the Council of Nicaea (in Theodoret H. E. I. 9 fin): “Whatever is determined in the
holy assemblies of the Bishops, may be attributed to the divine will.” Further, Socrates H. E. |. 9, who contrasts the recognition
by the Emperor of the divine character of the Synod, with the aspersions of Sabinus the Macedonian.

451 The orthodox party made use of the advantage presented by the decision of a Synod which none could refuse to recognise as a
wholly extraordinary event. On the other hand, nothing but such an event could atone for the unusual forms given to the creed,
and thus attest anew theory. For in spite of everything which it had been hitherto possibleto relate of Synods being under divine
leadership, it was anovelty to raise the decision of a Synod to the level of an authority above discussion. Of such athing even
Bishop Julius of Rome, e.g., knew nothing. And it was all the more startling when the decision was supported neither by the
letter of Scripture, nor aclear tradition, nor even an analogy of any sort. But thisvery fact promoted the assumption of an absolute
authority,—though not yet in the case of Athanasius (see Gwatkin, Stud. of Arianism, p. 50); a virtue was made of necessity.
Withthefirst victory over Arianism, the view arose that the dogma of the Trinity was a certain truth because it had been affirmed
at Niceaea by 318 Bishops inspired by the Holy Ghost—thus the Cappadocians, Cyril of Alex. etc. It is, however, extremely
paradoxical, that even up to the middle of the fourth century the Eusebians laid greater stress on the authority of Synodical
decisions than the orthodox party. In order to get the West to accept the deposition of Athanasius, they continued to appeal to
their Antiochene Synod, and declared its decisionsto be irreversible. Although their tactics compelled them also to admit the
validity of the Nicene Creed, they did so in the hope that after the removal of Athanasius they would be able to carry an
interpretation of it suitable to their own views.

452 The latter fact is admitted also by Hefele (1. ¢. Val. I, p. 3). Besides, nothing could be more incorrect than the opinion that the
distinction between (Ecumenical and other Synods, as regards dogmatics, was established soon after the Nicene Council. The
greatest variety of opinion prevailed till past the middle of the fifth century as to what Synods were (Ecumenical and might be
ranked along with the Nicene. Gregory of Nazianzuswe know, e.g., to have spoken very contemptuously of the Constantinopolitan
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an absolute authority.* Whoever rebelled against them refused to admit that the Synodsin question
wereregular, but did not dispute the authority of regular Synodsin general. After the seventh Synod
it was a settled principle in the orthodox Church of the East that Scripture and the decisions of the
seven (Ecumenical Councils formed the sources of the knowledge of Christian truth.> They were
characterised simply as the tradition, nay, men spoke, and not infrequently speak and act up to the
present day, asif the Church possessed and required no other sources of knowledge or authorities.
Asarule, the tapddooig dypagog isnot included when Holy Scripture and the seven Councils are
spoken of.

Synod, and, indeed, of Synodsin general. Conversely, a certain authority was still ascribed to Provincial Synods in dogmatic
questions. Further, there is a passage in Augustine which infers not only arelatively binding authority on the part of Provincial
Councils, but also uncertainty as to the absolute authority of General Councils. The passage is extraordinarily characteristic of
the unsteadiness of the whole structure of tradition. Meanwhile Reuter (Zeitschr. f. K.-Gesch. VIII. p. 167, 173, 176, 186) has
rightly decided that we must keep steadily in view the special circumstances under which Augustine has here written; De bap.
c. Donat. 11. 3, 4: “Quis nesciat sanctam scripturam canonicam tam veteris quam novi testamenti certis suis terminis contineri,
eamque omnibus posterioribus episcoporum litteris ita pragooni, ut de illaomnino dubitari et disceptari non possit, utrum verum
vel utrum rectum sit, quidquid in ea scriptum esse congtiterit: episcoporum autem litteras quaepost confirmatum canonem vel
scriptaesunt vel scribuntur, et per sermonem forte sapientiorem cuiuslibet in eare peritioris, et per aliorum episcoporum graviorem
auctoritatem doctioremgue prudentiam et per concilialicere reprehendi, si quidin eisforte averitate deviatum est: et ipsaconcilia
queeper singulas regiones vel provincias fiunt, plenariorum conciliorum auctoritati quaefiunt ex universo orbe Christiano, sine
ullis ambagibus cedere: ipsagque plenaria sagpe priora posterioribus emendari, cum aliquo experimento rerum aperitur quod
clausum erat, et cognoscitur quod latebat.” Emendari can only mean here actual emendation—not merely explanation, as Catholic
historians of dogma haveto assume. It isalso worthy of note, that Augustine assigned GEcumenical rank to several Synods—e.g.,
that of Arles—which afterwards were not held to be Gcumenical. On the other hand, it isinstructive that he himself did not,
likethe Orientals, regard the Nicene decree as the foundation of the doctrine of the Trinity; see Reuter’ sarguments on therelation
of thework “Detrinitate” to the Nicene Symbol, (Ztschr. f. K.-Gesch. V. p. 375 ff.). The Council of Chalcedon first put an end
to dubiety as to the number, and the authority, of (Ecumenical Councilsin the East (even at the Robber Synod, A.D. 449, only
two had been recognised). Up till then the Nicene stood alone on an inaccessible height; moreover, in after times the uniqueness
of this Council was still remembered, though others were added besideit. For the rest, Roman Bishops spoke very depreciatorily
of, or even refused to recognise, many canons of later councils; so Leo I. of the third of Constantinople (Ep. 106 [al. 80]), to say
nothing of the twenty-eighth of Chalcedon. But Leo did not recognise the second Council as legitimate. Even Felix 111. and
Gelasius knew only of three Gcumenical Councils. General SynodsLeo |. declared to beinspired (see Ep. 114, 2, to the Bishops
assembled at Chalcedon); but it is more than questionable whether he therefore held all their resolutions to be absol utely
irreversible.

453 After the Council of Chalcedon, it was, above all, Justinian’s legislation which confirmed and popularised, even in the West,
the view that there had been four umenical Councils: see his edict on the Three Chapters, 131: 01 016 T®v tedodpwv cuvddwv,
1OV £v Nikaiq kal KwvotavtivourdAet, £v E@éow kal £v XaAkndévi tifévteg Spot vopwy td&iv xétwonav kal td déyuata
avT®V WG al Bednvevotor Tindsbwoav ypagai, Accordingly, this development was inaugurated by Constantine and closed by
Justinian. After him Gregory I. (Ep. L. I. 25) wrote: “ Sicut sancti evangelii quattuor libros, sic quattuor concilia suscipere et
venerari me fateor.” But this very utterance proves that the West only slowly accepted this whole development; for Gregory
leaves out of account the fifth Gcumenical Council held meanwhile. Again, the attitude of the North African Church in the sixth
century provesthat there the dubiety felt by Augustine had not yet been wholly overcome. But the attempts of the papal theologian
Vincenzi to dispute the independent authority of the councils generally—even for the above date—are thoroughly biassed, and
carried out with the most daring indifference to historical fact. See his“In St. Gregorii Nyss. et Origenis scripta et doctrinam
novadefensio”, 5 T., 1865 f. and “De processione spiritus s. ex patre et filio”, 1878.

4% Thisis taught without any variation by the later so-called Symbols of the Greek Church and the most distinguished theologians
up to the present day; see, e.g., Damalas, ‘H 6p86dofog rtiotig, Athens, 1877, p. 3 ff.; 00deig miotever ig plav ékkAnociav 6 un
OpoAOY®V 8TL TAG EKTTPOCWTOVOAG TAVTHV OIKOUUEVIKAG 6LVOdoUG TO Tvebua o dytov 6dnyel eig tdoav dAROelav. kai ti
gxrAnoia adtn 8&v Sovatal va A EAAN Tapd TV énwkoSounuévny éml tic uévng évomotod &pxfig TGV 0ikoUUEVIKGV GLUVESwW V"
16111 dpx N TOV UEPIKGDV DTIOXPEWTIK@V OpHOAOYIDV, Hiv kabiépwoav ai Aowrai ékkAnoiat, £0tiv i uATNp Thg dapésewe . . . 1
TPOUVNHOVEVOETSH GVayV@PLOLG TAOV ENTA OIKOVUEVIK®V 6UVOSwV £0Ti YeYovOg LoTopikGV, undepiav tAéov ékkAnolaotiknv
avapnAdenorv émdexdpevov. According to present Greek ideas, the whole period of the Councils belongs to the classical
antiquity of the Church; this period has long run its course.
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This apparently smple, consistent development, seemingly corresponding to all requirements,

did not, however, solve all difficulties, either after it had come to an end, or still less during its
course. But it had further to reckon with authorities, some of which were of long standing, while
others emerged in the contemporary organisation of the Church. What position was to be taken up

in doctrinal controversies in which an Gcumenical Synod had not pronounced its decision? Must

there not be forthcoming in the Church at any moment a clear testimony to the truth, solving all

N\ doubtful questions, and giving forth no uncertain sound? What importance was due to the occupants
219 of the great episcopal chairs, the Bishops of the apostolic communities, and especially of Rome?
Decisions were not reached in all these questions, but a certain common sense arose. First, the
Church speaks also by a unanimous testimony, audible from the earliest days, and this testimony

never has been and never for amoment is, lacking. What has been always, everywhere, and by all,
believed isinerrant tradition, even if it has not been solemnly and formally attested, or laid down

in primitive authorities. This leads to a procedure similar to that followed by Eusebius in settling

the N. T., viz., that the antiquity, unanimous attestation, and catholicity of a doctrine are to be
expiscated in order that it may be certified a doctrine of the Church. The notion of *antiquity’ had

now been extended and shifted with the advance of the Church. In thefourth century all the teachers

held orthodox before Origen had been regarded as ancient, or vicini apostolorum (neighbours of

the Apostles); the latter predicate especially had gradually been extended to the beginning of the

third century: menlike Irenaaus, Apoallinarisof Hierapolis and Hippolytus even were called yvwprpot

TV anootdAwv (friends of the Apostles).*> Then the whole period of the martyrs came to be
considered sacred as the ancient time. But the Church was compelled to recognise to an increasing
extent, that not much was to be gained for its purposes from its theological ‘witnesses before
Athanasius, from those before as well as after Origen. Their names were still held in sacred
memory—uwith the exception of those who seemed too greatly compromised, or had even fallen

into bad odour with their own contemporaries; but their works disappeared more and more, or gave
placeto forgeries. Accordingly, from thefifth century, Athanasius and orthodox teachers of similar
views of the fourth century, appeared as the *Fathers’ proper.** When controversies arose, and

N\ soon even at Synods, the votes of these men were counted. Doctrines were looked on as armed
220 with the testimony of antiquity, when they could be supported from the Fathers from Athanasius
to Cyril. Nor were forgeries wanting here. The disciples of Apollinaris of Laodicea practised these
frauds to a vast extent, in order to rediscover their master’s teaching in antiquity; they were
afterwardsimitated by others. In any case, the tribunal of the ‘ Fathers’ remained an uncertain one;

great as was the scope assigned to it, its place and value were not dogmatically detailed. It was not

even really decided what relation the inspiration of the Councils held to the consensus patrum,*”

455 See as to this the introduction to my History of Ancient Christian Literature up to Eusebius, VVol. I. 1893.

456 Athanasius was not indeed so frequently quoted as one would believe. His works have been comparatively eclipsed by those of
the Cappadocians, and the final statement arrived at in the East, A.D. 381, of the dogma of the Trinity was more favourable to
them than to Athanasius. The Synod of Constantinople, A.D. 383, (seein loco) furnishes the first example of the authority of
the Fathers being made decisive, and of the Scriptures themselves being ignored. But the attempt miscarried at the time.

457 To the “teachers’ the predicate “@eénvevotog” was also applied. Thus Athanasius writes (De incarn. verbi 56): Al ypagai uév
yap 816 OeoAdywv dvEp@dv mapd Oeod EAaAnOnoav kai ypdenoav. NUEIG 8¢ Tapd TV avTAis Evvyxavéviwy BeonvevoTwv
ddaokdAwv, ol kai udptupeg tig Xprotod Oedtnrog yeydvaot, pabdvteg uetadidopev kai tfj off rhopadiq. Similarly, though
very rhetoricaly, Ariusin his Thalia (Athanas. Orat. c. Arian |. 5): katd ntioTiv ékAekTt®V O£0D, cuveT®V O0D, Taidwv dyiwv,
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(see under). Such a consensus had often enough to be first restored; this was done by exegesis, or
even by fabrications, becauseit was necessary to presupposeit. References of an opposite character
remained of no effect; but when needs must awant of accuracy (akribeia) and detached errorswere
admitted in the case of individual Fathers, without the general conception being modified by these
concessions. The Fathers were just read backwards—so to speak—i.e., from the standpoint of the
dogmaof thetime being, and their undevel oped or divergent doctrineswereinterpreted in accordance
with the principle of making the best of everything.*

VpBotduwy, dylov @0l vedpa Aafdvtwv, tdde Euabov Eywye OTO TAOV coPiNg peTexdvtwy, doteiwv, OeodiddKTwy, Katd
TAVTA 6OPRV TE.

458 |t would take ustoo far to give detailed instances of the points discussed under this head. We only emphasise the following. (1)
The attestation of a doctrine by the Councils was often set side by side with that given by the “ Fathers’, the “ancient” or “holy
doctors’, in such away that the former seemed often to be merely a specia case of the latter. And this was quite natural. The
Church possessed no continuous testimony in the Councils; from its distinctive character, however, it required one. And this
could only be furnished by the unbroken chorus of orthodox doctors. Even taken historically this court of appeal was the older.
Irenaaus and especially Clemens Alex. had already referred to deceased presbyters as authoritative teachers; and Eusebius
conception of Church History embraced the idea—see preface and outline—that side by side with the successio episcoporum
there stood a series of witnesses who, in uninterrupted succession, had declared the true doctrine orally and in writing. (2) No
definitions were arrived at of the manner in which the authority of the Bishops was related to that of the doctors. It was possible
to shut on€e's eyesto this question, because in most cases the teachers were also bishops. As arule, the Greeks spoke not of
bishops, but the ancient doctors, when appealing to the witnesses to the truth. It was otherwise with the majority of the Latins
after Cyprian (see p. 214). (3) Asthe usual procedure at the Councils was to set up no doctrinal tenet unlessit was believed to
have the support of the doctors, and as the claim was made that this course should always be adopted, the idea that the Councils
wereinspired was already abolished, and they were subordinated to the continuous testimony of the Church (see under). (4) The
practice of consulting authorities began at the Ephesian Council; it played a more prominent part in every succeeding Synod.
Athanasius and the Arians had undoubtedly disputed before this over passages in the Fathers, but their disputes were of dight
importance compared with those that took place afterwards. (5) The notion of ecclesiastical antiquity gradually became more
and more comprehensive; meanwhile the real ancient period of Christianity became more obscure, and bit by bit came to be
forgotten. After the seventh the whole period of the Councils was looked on as the classical antiquity of the Church. If evenin
the fourth, nay, up to the middle of the fifth century, Councils were held to be an innovation, their absence was now considered
acharacteristic of the age of the Epigoni; indeed they were thought to be unnecessary, because everything was aready settled.
(6) The opinion held by faith that the “ Fathers” had decided every disputed point beforehand, was a strong challenge to produce
forgeries, and resulted in objective and and subjective falsehood. Caspari (Alte und neue Quellen, etc., 1879) has shown that the
followersof Apollinariswerethefirst to forge on alarge scale; but the Acts of Councils, and the examination of writings circul ated
under the names of celebrated Fathers, show that they had numerousimitatorsin the ranks of all parties. The practice of compiling
collections of extracts, which was so much favoured after the middle of the fifth century, was, besides, especially adapted to
conceal forgeries or inaccuracies. (7) But the limits, authority, and character of the Court of Appeal of the “ Fathers’ were never
determined. It was taught that the orthodox Fathers agreed in all matters, nay, this theory was treated as a dogma. Stephen
Gobarus' attempt (Photius, Cod.232) to demonstrate the contradictions of the Fathers was felt to be profane, just as Eusebius
had condemned as unchurchmanlike the attitude of Marcellus of Ancyra, who had censured the consultation, without independent
examination, of the“wisest” Fathers. But even John of Damascus had to admit that Fathers—otherwise orthodox—held divergent
opinions on single points (De imag. |. 25), and Phatius actually was more than once compelled, in the course of his learned
studies, to notice mistakes committed by them (see his Bibliotheca). Therefore the question was never decided who constituted
the orthodox Fathers. It became the custom to prefer (Athanasius), Gregory of Nazianzus, Chrysostom, Cyril, and afterwards
also John of Damascus. In the fourth century the orthodox were much troubled by the fact that the Synod of Antioch (A.D. 268)
rejected, while that of Nicasa accepted, the term ‘Opoovotog. The treatment of this difficulty in Athanasius, “De synod.” 43 sq.,
shows that no one had hit on the idea that the later decision made the earlier obsolete. It was rather held on the contrary: ot
npoAaPévteg apavifovory Tovg petd tadta yevoepuvous. Therefore Athanasius sought and found evidences of theword ‘Opoototog
before the Samosatian controversy. Ultimately, however, he had to adopt a different treatment of the whole question, i.e., to
show that ‘Opoovetog had only been rejected at Antioch as against Paul, in order not to admit a contradiction in the chorus of
the Fathers. The same difficulty was caused about the middle of the fifth century by the term “ 300 @voeig;”, for it was hard to
find an instance of that in antiquity. Of Eutyches the following expression is recorded (Mansi V1., p. 700): t6 €k 800 @Uoewv
EvwBelo®v kad’ dotaoctv yeyevviioal oV kOpLov AUGY Tnoodv Xpiotdv urte uepadnkévar év taig EkBéoeot T@V ayiwv
natépwv Urte katadéyeobat, el Txot T adTH Tol00TO Mapd TIvog Umavayvwokesdat, 81 T TG Oefac ypapdg dueivovag eivat
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Secondly, a peculiar reverence was inherited from the past for Apostolic Churches or their
bishops, entwined with the evidence based on history and dogmatics. Although the theory of
Cyprian, which allowed no special importance to the Bishops of Apostolic communities within the
1 general authority of the Episcopate, had weakened this prestige, it still held its ground. Augustine

222 still recalled it in the question of the extent of the Holy Scriptures.® But there now grew up, in
consequence of the Metropolitan and Patriarchate form of government, a new aristocracy among
1N the Bishops, which received its importance from the size and influence of the episcopal cities.
223 Rome, Alexandria—the founding of whose Church by Mark was undisputed about A.D. 300—and
Antioch were not affected by therivalry involved in this new principle; for in these cases the special
connection with the Apostles coincided with the greatness of the city. But the political factor
prevailed so strongly that the Chairs of Corinth, Thessalonica, etc., and finally, even that of
Ephesus,*° lost all peculiar prestige—only that of Jerusalem, in spite of the political insignificance
of the city, was ranked with those more distinguished*—but Constantinople was added to the list
of the outstanding episcopates. In the East thiswas frankly justified by the political position of the
city;*2 but thisjustification was so far insufficient asthe chair, by its co-ordination with the Apostolic

221

tfi¢ T@v matépwv Ndaokaliag. He afterwards disowned this expression as being distorted, his advocate corrected it in hisname
thus: “The Fathers have spoken in different ways, and | accept everything they say, but not asarule of faith” (ei¢ kavéva 8¢
niotewg). That isvery instructive. The words excited the greatest consternation in the assembly in which they were uttered, and
the speaker felt himself compelled at once to excuse them on the ground of a momentary confusion.

459 See above, Note 1, p. 198, and compare “De peccator. mer. et remiss.” 1., 50. Here the auctoritas ecclesiarum orientaliumis
mentioned (in reference to the Ep. to the Hebrews), and to Augustine this auctoritas was exalted, because Christianity had come
from the Apostolic Churches, from the communities to which John and Paul had written, above all, from Jerusalem (unde ipsum
evangelium coepit pragdicari). The fact that the Donatists had been separated from Apostolic Churches proved to him that they
were wrong; see especially the Liber ad Donat. post collat. c. 4, ¢. 29; also Ep. 52, ¢. 3and c. Lib. Petil. I. I1., c. 51 (Reuter in
the Ztschr. f. K.-Gesch. V., p. 361 ff.). Optatus had aready held the same view as Augustine; see the important details “De
schism. Donat.” 11., 6, V1., 3. But even after the middle of the sixth century a Roman Pope, Pelagius ., singled out the fact in
praise of Augustine, that he, “mindful of the divine teaching which founded the Church on the Apostolic Chairs, taught that
those were schismatics who seceded from the doctrine and communion of these Apostolic Chairs’ (Mansi, Concil. I1X., p. 716).
Pelagius even declared that when doubts asto the faith arose it was necessary to conform to the Apostolic Chairs (1. c. p. 732).
Thisform of expression is all the more remarkable since the Roman Bishops of the fifth century spoke, asarule, asif the
designation sedes apostolica belonged peculiarly to their Chair.

460 At the transition from the fourth to the fifth century; see Hefelelll., pp. 77 ff., 495 f., 528 ff.

461 See the 7th Canon of Nicas, and in addition, Hefele' s details, Val. ., p. 403 f.; I1., p. 213, Jerusalem wasfirst raised to a
Patriarchate at Chalcedon, see Hefele I1., pp. 477, 502. Jerusalem became once more the *holy city’ in the fourth century; see
Epiphanius and others.

462 See the 3rd Canon of Constantinople, Hefele, 1., p. 17 f. and the 28th of Chalcedon, Hefele, 1., p. 527 f.; ¢ 0pév tfig
npeoPutépag Pwung dix to Pacidevey thv oA €keivy, ol atépeg eikdtwg drodedwkaot T mpeoPeia, Kal TG AT GKOTR
KIVOUUEVOL Ol EKatOV evtrikovta Beo@iléotatol éniokomot ta ioa peoPeia dmévetpav T thg véag Pwung dytwtdty Bpdve,
€0AGyw¢ kpivavteg, Thv PaciAeia kai suykAfte Tiundeioav éAwv kai tdv lowv droAadovsav npecfeiwv Tf npecfutépy
PactAidt Paoun. kai €v T0ig EKKANOIAOTIKOIG, WG EKELVNV, YeyaAbveoBatl TpdyHaot, SEVTEpav UET EKEIVNV UITAPXOLOAV.
Constantinople was factitiously promoted to the place of Ephesus by reason of this unexampled act of |egitimation. At the Robber
Synod, nevertheless, it till held the fifth place. Asregardsthe historical interpretation of the sixth Canon of Nicaea and the third
of Constantinople, | agree substantially with the excellent arguments of Kattenbusch (1. c. I., p. 81 ff.); only it must be still more
strongly emphasised that the Canons of A.D. 381 bore a clearly marked hostility to Alexandria. Even then it was considered
necessary to suppress the authority of the Alexandrian Church, which was on the point of devel oping into the premier Church
of the East.
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sees, participated in the attributes which the latter possessed in virtue of their apostolic character.*

N Such attributes continued to be ascribed to those chairs without it being stated, however, in what
224 they really consisted. They were nothing tangible, and yet they were held to exist.** But even in
the view of Orientalsthey belonged in apreéminent degreeto Rome. Theworks of the only western

author before Jerome who was also read in the East—i.e., Cyprian—could not fail to heighten the
prestige of Rome.*> But that was already great enoughinitself. Asthe ancient capital of the Empire,

asthe city of the two chief Apostles, of the Cathedra Petri, as the only apostolic community of the

West, that which had done more for the whole Church than any other, Rome even in the East
enjoyed aunique prestige.*® But as early asthe fourth century, and certainly from thefifth onwards,

Rome. meant the Roman Bishop, with whose spiritual dignity were fused the memories of the

ancient city that had ruled the world. These memories overhung the place, after the Emperor had

left, and the most of them clung to the Bishop. In the momentous Arian conflict the great Eastern

sees, except Alexandria, became compromised or dishonoured; the orthodox Orientals sought and

found their support in Rome.*” The Emperor in Constantinople who brought the great controversy

N toanendwasaWestern, full of veneration for Rome. The promotion which he afterwards assigned
- to Constantinople was no equivalent—at first, at |east,—for the advance in political power secured

463 An energetic protest was admittedly raised, especially by Leo I. and his successors. Leo at the same time al so advocated the
rights of the Apostolic Churchesin general (Ep. 106). We cannot here follow out the controversy, although it reflects the
revivification of the Byzantine Church and State, and the attitude of the Roman Bishops, which was purely ecclesiastical, though
it did rest on fictions: see Hefele 1., pp. 408, 539 ff., 549 ff., and Sohm I. c. |., pp. 377-440. It was not until the fourth Lateran
Synod (Can. 5), when a Latin Patriachate existed at Constantinople (1215), that Rome recognised the 28th Canon of Chalcedon.

464 Although all Bishops were held to be successors of the Apostles, yet Leo |. singles out very distinctly those who had inherited
the chairs of the Apostles; see his |etter to the Emperor Marcian (Ep. 104).

465 Not only Eusebius, but also Theodore of Mopsuestia had read Cyprian’'s Epistles. At the Council of Ephesus evidence taken
from him was read; see Vincent, Commonit. 42. Of the Westerns, after Cyprian, Ambrose was especially esteemed in the East.
Augustine also possessed a certain authority.

466 See Vol. I1., p. 149f.

467 On the authority of the Roman Bishop in thefourth century, see Hauck, Der rémische Bischop in 4 Jahrh., 1881; Rade, Damasus,
1881; Langen, Gesch. der romischen Kirche, 2 Vol., 1881, 1885; Sohm, I. c. In what follows we only discuss Rome's prestige
inthe East. Even Hefele(l. c. I., p. 8) admitsthat thefirst eight Synods were not appointed and convoked by the Roman Bishops.
His arguments as to the presidency at the Synods are, however, biassed (pp. 29-44). It was at Chalcedon that the legates of the
Roman Bishop first occupied a special position. The sixth Canon of Nicas, when correctly interpreted, gives no preference to
Rome, but refers merely to the fact that it was the ecclesiastical metropolis for the Churches of several provinces. It is credible
that Julius|. uttered the principle (SocratesH. E. 11. 17): ur) dlv mapd yv@unv tod éniokdmov Poung kavoviletv tag EkkAnoiag.
The peculiar authority of the Roman Chair showed itself in thefourth century in the following facts. First, Constantine transferred
to the Roman Bishop the duty of presiding over the commission to examine the case of the Donatists. Secondly, the oppressed
adherents of the Nicene Symbol in the East turned to him for protection (see even Langen, I. c. |, p. 425f.). Thirdly, we have
the request of the Eusebians that Julius should decide the dogmatic question; it is true that very soon—when they foresaw their
defeat in Rome—they changed their tone. They still conceded a peculiar dignity to Rome; it does not seem to me possible to
trandate pilotipiav (Sozom. I11. 8) with Langen by “ambition.” Y et they pointed out that Rome had received its Christianity
from the East, and that it was aslittle entitled to review the decision of a dogmatic question given in the East, as the Oriental
Bishops would have been to take up the Novatian affair after Rome had spoken. (The letter is to be reconstructed from Sozom.
I11. 8, and Athanas. apolog. c. Arian. 25-35.) Fourthly, we have evidence of Rome’'sposition alsoin Julius' epistleto the Orientals
(Athanas. I. c.); fifthly, in Canons 3 and 5 of the Synod of Sardica; and sixthly, in the request of the Antiochenes, or Jerome, to
Damasus, for a decision in the Antiochene schism (Ep. 16).
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to Rome by the Arian controversy.*® The role of observer and arbiter, which the Roman Bishop

N wasableto play inthe Christological controversies, madeit possible for him to maintain for atime
226 thelofty position he had won.*® (On the aspirations of the Alexandrian Bishops, Athanasius, Peter,
etc., and the successful opposition to them by Leo, see chap. IX.) There can be no doubt that even

in the eyes of the Orientals there attached to the Roman Bishop a specia something, which was
wanting to all the rest, a nimbus which conferred upon him apeculiar authority.* Y et this nimbus

was not sufficiently bright and luminous to bestow upon its possessor an unimpeachabl e authority;

AN it was rather so nebulous that it was possible to disregard it without running counter to the spirit
227 of the universal Church. And it gradually became fainter. The more completely, after the middie
of the fifth century, the internal relations of West and East ceased, and the more strongly the
distinctively Byzantine spirit could assert itself in the diminished Church of the East, so the more

rapidly declined the prestige of the Roman Bishop. Constantinople put an end to it in itsown midst,

when the Roman Bishop set up claims which in the fourth and fifth centuries had been palliated

468 Damasus’ policy did not at once succeed in raising the prestige of the Roman Chair in the East (see Rade, I. c., p, 137 f.), but
the manner in which Theodosius |. at first decided the Arian controversy there, did. “ Cunctos popul os, quos clementigenostrae
regit temperamentum, in tali volumus religione versari, quam divinum Petrum atostolum tradidisse Romanis religio usque ad
nunc ab ipso insinuata declarat,” etc. Besides, the new style adopted by Damasusin his|etter to the Oriental Bishops (Theodoret
H. E. V. 10) was not without effect in the East. He callsthem my “sons’ instead of my “brethren,” and he no longer speaks, like
other Bishops, as commissioned by the Synod—though the question at issue was a decision of the Synod—or as representing
the Western Church. On the contrary, he addresses them in virtue of the authority of his“Apostolic Chair,” which he connects
solely with Peter and without any reference to Paul. “ The first rank is due to the Holy Church, in which the Holy Apostle had
his seat, and taught how we should fitly guide the helm which we have undertaken to control.” Rade has, besides, here rightly
conjectured (p. 136) that Jerome had a share in this letter, which did a great deal to raise the influence of the Roman Chair in
the East.

469 From and after Siricius 1., the Roman Bishops maintained that it was their province to care for all Churches (Constant., p. 659.
Ep. 6, ch. 1). Ontherelation of Leo |. to the East, and to the fourth Council, see Langen, I. c. I1., pp. 10f., 50 ff. The phrase “our
fatherly solicitude” occurs frequently even in the letters of his predecessorsto the East. The appeal of Cyril to Coelestineisvery
important in its bearing on the dignity of the Roman Chair; compare the language of the Roman legate at the Council of Ephesus
(Mansi 111, p. 1279 sq.).

470 |n the work “Der Papst und das Concil von Janus’ (1869), p. 93, we find this passage. “In the writings of the doctors of the
Greek Church, Eusebius, Athanasius, Basil the Grest, the two Gregorys, and Epiphanius, not aword is to be found of peculiar
prerogatives being assigned to a Roman Bishop. Chrysostom, the most prolific of the Greek Fathers, is absolutely silent on the
point, and so also arethetwo Cyrils. Basil (Opp. ed. Bened. 111. 301, Ep. 239 and 214) has expressed his contempt for the writings
of the Popesin the strongest terms [in the affairs of Marcellus): ‘these proud and conceited westerns, who would only fortify
heresy’; even if their letters descended from heaven, he would not accept them.” It istrue that, seeing the now wide-spread view
of the apostolic succession of all Bishops, the prestige of the Roman Bishop is hardly perceptible in the East at the beginning of
the fourth century, and that he had to fight, i.e., to wrest for himself the position which had formerly belonged to the Roman
Church. Therefore the testimonies to a special dignity being possessed by the Roman Bishops in the East in the fourth century
areinfact comparatively scanty, But they are not wanting—see, e.g., Greg. Naz., Carmen devitasuaT. Il., p. 9, and Chrysostom,
Ep. ad Innocent |.—and from A.D. 380 thisdignity bulked morelargely in the eyes of Orientals, though indeed, without receiving
adefinite and fixed meaning. Very characteristic in this respect are the Church Histories of Socrates and Sozomen, who on this
point are free from partiality, and reflect the universal opinion. But it does not occur to them to doubt that the Roman Bishop
had a special authority and a unique relation to the whole Church (see, e.g., Socrat. I1. 8, 15, 17; Soz. 1. 8; also Theodoret’s
letter to Leo 1.). Instructive here are the collections of Leo Allatius and in the Innsbrucker Theol. Ztschr., 1877, p. 662 f.; see
also three treatises by the Abbé Martin: “ Saint Pierre, savenue et son martyrea Rome,” in the Rev. des quest. historig., 1873
(principally from oriental sources); “S. Pierre et S. Paul dans |’ église Nestorienne,” Paris, 1875; “S. Pierre et |e Rationalisme
devant leséglises orientales,” Amiens, 1876. These discussions, though in part uncritical, are very full of matter. Matt. XVI. 18,
John XXI. 18, were undoubtedly never referred in the East to the primacy of Rome (see Janus, p. 97). Still inany caseitissaying
too little—even for the period about the year A.D. 380—to remark as Rade does (I. c., p. 137). To the Oriental s the Bishop of
Romewasliketherest, only, thanksto his situation, the natural representative of the Churches of the western half of the Empire,
acting, as it were, as correspondent in the name of the Christians of the West.
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by actual circumstances and the necessities of the time, but which 500 years afterwards could not
fail to be felt as the intrusion of an alien spirit.*™* Yet, in spite of this, the idea of the unity of the
Church still held its ground for along time. After Synods ceased to be held, the influence of the
great Patriarchates throughout the whole Church in the East increased*>—though, indeed, the
orthodox Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, had lost their real importance; and
theoretically the dignity of the Roman Bishop as primus inter pares, though not unassailed, was
N\ embraced in that of the great Eastern sees. But it was never made clear how far the Patriarchs in
228 their collective capacity realy constituted an authority in dogma: there is not even an explicit
statement that they did form such an authority. There was an uncertainty of opinion as to their
position alongside of and in the (Ecumenical Synods.*” Here also there was an absence of fixed
definitions. The Church as it is, with its graduated orders, crowned by the Patriarchs, constituted
the tradition and the authority. But the authority of no factor in this system possessed, when isolated,
any significance whatever. It might not assert itself at the expense of therest. Itsdignity wasfounded

on its being a part of antiquity.

Asto ll. This at once involves the answer to the second question (see p. 214). The assumption
that the Councils were inspired did not imply any power on their part to deliver new revelationsto
the Church. On the contrary, they proved their peculiar possession of the Holy Spirit by their
unfailing testimony to the ancient doctrinal tradition.* But in that case the new formulas created
by the Councils could not but cause offence. How far they did is shown by the history of the

N dogmatic controversies. Above al, the unbiblical catch-word ‘ consubstantial’ (‘Opoovotog), for a
229 time directly rejected by the Church, only won acceptance under great difficulties, even among
those who had little or no objection to the cause it represented. These formulas had to be proved

471 The prestige of the Roman Bishop in the East was accordingly on the increase from the beginning of the fourth till the middle
of the fifth century, remained at its height till about the time of Justinian, when, however, it lost its practical importance, and
then, apart from the events about A.D. 680 and the next decades, slowly declined, yet without ever being wholly destroyed. The
Roman Chair was now held to be schismatic; if not that, it would still have been the first. Undoubtedly there was a strong
inclination in later timesto oppose it by advancing the see of Jerusalem, the seat of James, but it was not possible to gain any
confidencein the claim of thelatter to thefirst place. See on the criticism of the papacy by the Greeks, Pichler, Gesch. der kirchl.
Trennung zwischen Or. u. Occ., 1864; Hergenrdther, Photius, 3 Vols. 1867 ff.; Gass, Symbolik, p. 216 ff.; Kattenbusch, I. c.,
pp. 79-124. It was a settled doctrine of the Church in the East, that the Church has no visible head.

472 The terms tupavvic and Suvaocteia are first used, so far as| know, in referenceto Antioch, i.e., against Paul of Samos. (Eus. H.
E. VII. 30), after Origen had already complained of the ambition of the Great Bishops. Socrates has expressed himself very
frankly about this matter.

473 The importance of the four Patriarchs—of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem—uwas celebrated here and there
in lofty expressions; it was especially prominent in the later Symbols, so-called, of the Greek Church (see Gass, I. c., p. 222 1.).
Their presence or that of their representative was even held to be absolutely necessary at an Gcumenical Synod; but not only
was the extent of their authority never defined, but the essential equality of all Bishops was steadily maintained in the East; and
thelatest development of the Greek Church, i.e., itsdisruption into perfectly independent National Churches, hasthrown overboard
the whole ‘ Constitution of the Patriarchate’, which in all ages was more a matter of assertion than reality. The Bishop of
Alexandria, undoubtedly, nearly succeeded in becoming in the fifth century supreme Bishop of the East, but Leo and Pulcheria
overthrew him. Kattenbusch (I. c. p. 357 ff.) furnishes further details asto the “five Patriarchs as symbolical figures.” Hasthe
Patriarchate of Rome come to an end in the view of the Greek Church? In the abstract, no; in the concrete, yes.

474 See above, p. 215 f. Augustine gives utterance to a very remarkable statement in De bapt. c. Donat. 1., 4, 5: “Quomodo potuit
istares (the baptism by heretics), tantis altercationum nebulis involuta, ad plenarii concilii luculentam illustrationem
confirmationemque perduci, nisi primo diutius per orbisterrarum regiones multis hinc atque hinc disputationibus et collationibus
episcoporum pertractata constaret?” Accordingly, only a matter which had already become ripe for decision through frequent
deliberations could be submitted to and decided by a Council.
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in some way or other to have been anciently held. For ‘Opoovtatiog it was of the highest importance
that a Council had made it an accomplished fact. Asthe word gradually made good its ground, the
Council lay far enough in the past to beitself regarded as bel onging to antiquity. The evidence was
got by reasoning in a circle; the authority of the Council supported the word which was anything
but old, but the authority of any Council was dependent on itsrejection of all innovations. Numerous
passages in the Fathers furnished material in confirmation of thelater formulas—which were never,
so far as | know, bluntly deduced from unwritten tradition (rapddooig dypapog); but a strong
preference was shown for understanding them as arepetition of the Nicene Symbol, the explication
being disregarded, just as Irenaausin histime had passed off the Symbol unfolded in an antignostic
sense, the regula fidei, for the Symbol itself, i.e., for the ancient repository of the truth. In spite of
all novdlties, it was thus contended that novelties were not forthcoming in the Church. Nay, even
the power of the Councils to unfold doctrines authoritatively was not plainly asserted in the East;
on the other hand, a Western, Vincentius of Lerinum, did maintain it, and essayed to furnish a
theory on the subject. After the uncertainties of the Greeks over the conception of tradition, we
really breathe freely when we study the attempt of this man to introduce light and certainty into
the question. However, evenin the East, the younger generation now and then gave the older Fathers
the benefit of looking at their words as having been uttered at a time when dogma was not yet
explained, or sharply formulated. Strictly speaking, this expedient was not tenable on Greek ground.
Only avery sparing use therefore was made of it there,*”> while the Catholic West employsit to a
N\ great extent up to the present day.*®

230

475 The more common way of putting it in the East wasthat the writer in question had failed in the necessary “ Akribeia’ (exactness),
i.e., he could, and should, have done it better (see, above all, the views of Photius). But it was rarely admitted that the Church
at the time referred to did not yet possess complete akribeia in dogma. But we have further to notice here that a distinction was
still drawn both in East and West between questions of faith, in the strict sense of the term, and theological doctrines, and that
unity in the former was alone demanded. But as this distinction was in itself obscure, since in fact questions of faith had been
transformed into theological and scientific ones, so in the East it became more and more restricted, though it was never wholly
effaced. Augustine, besides, till laid great stress on this distinction, and accepted awhole group of theological doctrinesin
which differences did not endanger unity; the passages are given in Reuter, Ztschr. f. K.-Gesch. V., p. 363 ff. But if “faith” is
itself adoctrine, where does it cease and the doctrine begin? Besides the excuse of want of accuracy, which, indeed, involves
censure, that amAovotepov yeypagpéval was asserted. It involved no fault. Thus Athanasius writes (De Synod. 45) of the Fathers
whoin A.D. 268 rejected the term ‘Opootoiog at Antioch: mept tig To0 vioD BedtrTog ATAOVOTEPOV YPEPOVTEG OV KATEYEVOVTO
nepl Tfig o0 opovsiov dxpiferag. Precisely in the same way the Homoiousians at Nice excused the Nicene Fathers. Unique, so
far as| know, isthe statement of Gregory of Naz. (Orat. 31. 28), which is only explicable from the still wholly confused state
of the doctrine of the Holy Ghost in histime. “Asthe O. T. declared the Father clearly, but the Son more vaguely, sothe N. T.
has reveal ed the Son, but only suggested the divinity of the Spirit” [compare the contentions of the Montanists]. “Now, however,
the Spirit reigns among us, and makes himself more clearly known to us; for it was not advisable to proclaim the divinity of the
Son, so long asthat of the Father was not recognised, or to impose upon the former—if we may use such abold expression—that
of the Spirit, whileit (viz., the divinity of the Son) was not accepted.” We may in this passage study the distinction between

Gregory the theologian and Athanasius.
476

So, aboveall, Augustine, who excused Cyprian in thisway, and further, set up the general rulethat aslong as no unequivocal
decisions had been given in aquestion, the bond of unity wasto be maintained among the dissentient Bishops (De bapt. c. Donat.
I1. 4, 5). Augustine thus admitted that ecclesiastical tradition did not at every moment solve all questions pending in the Church.
The Donatist and Pelagian controversy roused Western theologians to reflect on tradition. One fruit of this reflection was the
Commonitorium of Vincentius of Lerinum, unique, because it deals professedly with the question of tradition. The arguments
are decisive of Western views, but the book did not extend its influence into the East; there the ideas about tradition remained
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characteristically indefinite. A short analysis of the Commonitorium is necessary. Let it be noticed that it is ultimately aimed at
Augustine’ s doctrine of grace and predestination, but that alarge part of the rules are taken from that theol ogian.

After apreface, in which Vincentius remarks that he is only sketching out what he had received from the past, he sets side
by side the two foundations of the faith, the divine law (Holy Scripture) and the tradition of the Catholic Church (1). The former
is sufficient by itself, but it requires the latter for its correct explanation (2). The latter embraces what had been believed
everywhere, at all times, and by all—or, at least, by almost all priests and doctors (3). Accordingly, the following criteria were
to be applied: (a) When a section of the Church renounced the communion of the Catholic faith, the Christian followed the great
communion; (b) when a heresy threatened danger to the whole Church, he held by antiquity, “which, certainly, could not now
be seduced”; (¢) when he came upon heresy in antiquity itself, in afew men, or in acity or province, he followed the decision
of aGeneral Council; (d) if no such Council had spoken, he examined and compared the orthodox doctors and retained what—not
two, or three—but all, had alike taught clearly, frequently, and persistently, in one and the same sense (4). These rules are
illustrated by reference to the dangers, which had threatened the Church from Donatism, Arianism, and the Anabaptists (5-10).
At this point, however, it is conceded that orthodox teachers might have and had fallen into error on one point; neverthelessthey
were blessed, but hell received the Epigoni, who, in order to start aheresy, took hold of thewritings of one or other of the ancients
(asthe Donatists did of Cyprian’s) which were composed in obscure language, and which, owing to the obscurity prevailing in
them, seemed to coincide with their teaching, so that the views brought forward by these heretics bore not to have been maintained
for the first time and exclusively by them. Such people were like Ham in uncovering the shame of their father (11). After this
excursus the author adduces proofs from Paul Epistles, that changes in the creed, in short, any kind of innovation, constituted
theworst evil (12-14). In order to prove and tempt his own, God had permitted teachers belonging to the Church, and therefore
not foisted in from without, to essay the setting up of new tenets in the Church; examples are taken from Nestorius, Photinus,
and Apollinaris; their heresy is described, and contrasted with the true faith (15-22). But the greatest temptation of the Church
was due to the innovations of Origen, who was so famous (23), and of the no less distinguished Tertullian (24). Here follows a
detailed practica application; those who have been seduced by the great heretics should unlearn to their salvation, what they
have learned to their destruction; they must apprehend as much of the doctrine of the Church as can be grasped by the mind, and
believe what they cannot understand; all novelty is wickedness and folly; in making innovations ignorance cloaks itself under
the ‘scientific spirit’, imbecility under ‘enlightenment’, darkness under ‘light’. The pure science of the worship of God is only
given in the Catholic, ancient, and harmonious tradition (25-27). Antiquity is really the thorough-going criterion of the truth.

Thisisfollowed by the second part, which contains the most original matter. It opens with the question whether there is
any progress in the Church of Christ in religion. Thisis answered in the affirmative; the progressis ‘very great’; but it consists
in deepening, not in altering. It is organic growth of knowledge both on the part of individuals and the Church (28). In order to
illustrate this, useis made figuratively of the growth of the child and plants; religion isfortified with years, expanded with time,
and devel oped more subtly with age; yet everything remains really what it was, no innovation takes place, for a single novelty
would destroy everything (29-31). The Church isintent only on clearness, light, a more subtle differentiation and invigoration
of doctrine. What then did it ever seek to attain by the decrees of Councils, except that simple belief should become more definite,
supine preaching be rendered more urgent, and that awholly indolent conduct of affairs should give place to a correspondingly
anxious performance of duty? “Hoc inquam semper negue quidguam praderea, hagreticorum novitatibus excitata [that then is
admitted], conciliorum suorum decretis catholica perfecit ecclesia, nisi ut quod prius amajoribus sola traditione susceperat, hoc
deinde posteris etiam per scripturae chirographum consignaret, magnam rerum summam paucis litteris comprehendendo et
plerumque propter intelligentiaelucem non novum fidei sensum novae appellationis proprietate signando” (32). As compared
with this admission, the author attacks all the more vigorously the ‘wicked verbal innovations' practised by all heretics (33, 34).
But it was still more necessary to be on one's guard when heretics appealed to Scripture—as e.g., the Arians did to predicates
taken from the Bible against the term ‘Opoovciogc—for they were the real wolvesin sheeps' clothing, sons of the devil, for the
devil aso quoted the Bible (35-37). All that was necessary to meet their exposition and obtain the correct sense, was simply to
apply the criteriagivenin ch. 4. (38). Thelast of these was the search for the concordant views of many and great teachers, when
a Council had not yet decided the question concerned. Then follows a particular instruction which betrays very clearly the
uncertainty of that citerion. It was to be applied, not to every unimportant question, but only, at least for the most part only, in
the case of the rule of faith; it was, further, only to be used when heresies had just arisen, “before they had time to falsify the
standards of the ancient creed, before they could by a wider diffusion of the poison adulterate the writings of the forefathers.
Heresies already circulated and deeply rooted were not to be attacked in thisway, because in the long lapse of time they had had
sufficient opportunity to purloin the truth” (1!). Christians must try to refute these ancient heresies by the authority of Scripture
alone—accordingly the principle of tradition is declared insolvent; or they must simply be avoided as having been already
condemned. But even the principle of the consensus of the teachersis to be used with the greatest caution; it is strictly guarded;
itisonly of weight when, asit were, awhole Council of doctors can be cited (39). But in that case no oneis entitled to disregard
it, for the ancient doctors are the ‘ prophets and teachers' ranked by Paul next to the Apostles, and described by him as presented
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The conception of tradition is accordingly quite obscure. The hierarchical element does not in
theory play theleading partinit. The apostolical succession hasin theory had no such thorough-going
importance even in the West for the proof of tradition as one would expect. After the time of the
931 Councils the authority of the Bishops as bearers of tradition was wholly spent on that proof. Y et
even that is perhaps saying too much. Everything wasreally obscure. So far, however, asthe Greek
232 Church has not changed since John of Damascus, the Greek has at present aperfectly definite sense
of the foundation of religion. Besides Holy Scripture, tradition is the source of knowledge of, the
N authority for, the truth; and tradition is the Church itself, not, asin the West, governed by Rome,

233 as a sovereign, living power, but in its immovable, thousand-year-old doctrines and orders. Even
Scriptureisto be explained by the tradition which transmits it, athough Scripture isitself to some
extent the caput et origo traditionis. But tradition still really presentsitself in two forms asit did
among the earliest Alexandrians: there is a perfectly official form—now that of the Councils, and
one more profound and indefinite—corresponding to the ‘ scientific tradition’ (rap&dootg yvwotikr)
of the ancient Alexandrians.

7

7

3. The Church.4”

Cyril of Jerusalem in his Catechisms portrays the Church to his disciples as a spiritual
communion. But in explaining the predicate ‘catholic’#® he completely identifies this spiritual
communion with theempirical Church. Itiscalled ExkAnocia, becauseit summonsall men together,
and unites them with one another. This it does at God’'s command; for after God had rejected the
first community asthe ‘* synagogue of the wicked’, because they had crucified the Saviour, he built

N\ out of the heathen asecond Church, on which hisfavour rests; that isthe Church. of theliving God,
234 pillar and foundation of the truth. To it alone belong the predicates one, holy, and catholic; the
communities of the Marcionites, Manichaeans, and other heretics. are societies of godlessness. The
Church, which wasformerly barren, isthe mother of usall; sheisthe Bride of Christ. In this second

to the Church by God. He who despises them despises God. We must cling to the agreement of the holy Churches, which are
holy because they continue in the communion of the faith (40).

In the so-called second Commonitorium (ch. 41-43) there is first a recapitulation in which the sufficiency of Scripture as
source of truth isonce more emphasised. It isthen shown that, at the Council of Ephesus held three years before, no novelty was
proposed, but decisions were based on the sayings of the Fathers. The Fathers are named singly whose works were publicly read
there (42). Vincentius therefore considered that the authority of the Council consisted wholly in its strict adherence to the
testimony of tradition. In the last chapter statements follow to the same effect by the two last Roman Bishops. The authority of
the Roman Chair is appended ‘that nothing may seem wanting to completeness'. Perhaps the most notable feature in the whole
of Vincentius' exposition is that the Bishops as such—apart from the Council—play absolutely no part, and that, in particular,
no reference is made to their Apostolic succession as sharing in the proof of doctrine. The ancient “teachers’ are the court of
appeal. We see that Cyprian’s influence was not so far-reaching, even in the West, as one should have supposed. The proof of
tradition was not really based on the hierarchy.

477 Compare the statements of Kattenbusch, 1. c., p. 330 ff. The East never arrived at a definite theory of the nature and features of
the Church.

478 On this attribute see Vol. 11., p, 75. n. 1. From the middle of the fourth century the clause “kai [gig] piav &ylav kaBoAikmnv
gkkAnoiav” must have stood in the Symbols of by far the most of the provincial Churchesin the East. The ig isto be referred
also to the Church.
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Church God has appointed Apostles, Prophets, and teachers, and miraculous gifts of every kind;
he has adorned it with all virtues, proved it to be unconquerable in persecution, and made it an
object of veneration even to kings, sinceits boundaries are wider than those of any secular kingdom.
Itis called Catholic because it extends over the whole globe, teaches all necessary dogmas to men
universally and unceasingly, comprehends and leads to the true worship of God all men without
respect of class, is able to cure all sinsin soul and body, and possessesin its midst all virtues and
all conceivable gifts of grace.*”

These utterances of Cyril concerning the Church contain the quintessence of al that has ever
been said of it by the Greeks.*® They have adorned it with all conceivable attributes, applying to
it all the O. T. passages descriptive of the people of Israel.** They glorified it as the communion
of faith and virtue, and as arule clung to this description of it in their catechetical and homiletical

I\ teaching.”® Indeed, their position was here so far archaic, that they either did not mention the
235 organisation of the Church at al, or—what was even more significant—they named in this connection
the Apostles, Prophets, teachers and the rest, in brief, the possessors and gifts of the Spirit (see

above in Cyril). We find the same teaching even in John of Damascus, who in his great work on

dogma has given no place at al to the Church,** and in the later so-called Symbols of the Greek
Church.*** The difficult question, which Origen first discussed, and which Augustine considered

so thoroughly in hisfight with Donati sm—the question about the Church as cor pus verum (the true

body) and corpus permixtum (the mixed body)—was hardly touched on in the East.*> When we

read Greek statements as to the Church—statements, besides, which are atogether few in
number—we not infrequently believe that we are living in the second century, nay, before the
Gnostic controversy. We must not perceive in this attitude of the Greek Fathers any sign of
exceptional maturity. It was prescribed to them, on the one hand, by natural theology, on the other,

by the narrowness of their view of the task of the Church. Redemption through Christ applied in
intention to the whole human race, which meanwhile was always simply conceived as the sum of

al individuals. Initsresult, it was limited by the liberty of man to resist salvation through sin. The

Church was redlly, therefore, nothing but the sum of all individual believers in heaven and upon

earth. The view that the Church was the mother of believers, a divine creation, the body of Christ,

479 Cyril, Cat. XVII1., ch. 22-27

480 For Western doctrines of the Church see the next book. But they are not so different in theory from those of the East as some
suppose.

481 The Greeks spoke not infrequently of the“state” or “city” of God; Origen had already used theterm, and it iscommon in Eusebius.
On the other hand, the fine combination “Christ and the Church (as bride)” or “the Church as the body of Christ”, which had
been at avery early date reduced to the level of ahomiletical or rhetorical view, was either thrust into the background, or
superseded by the phrase “ Christ and the individual soul.” At alater date, the proposition, that Christ is the head of the Church,
was often asserted against the Latins; but it was not very effective; for, seeing that the Greeks granted that the Church was a
visible body in the common sense of the term, their thesis that this visible Church had none but an invisible head was beset with
difficulties. Besides, Origen had been attacked as early as about A.D. 300, because he had explained Adam and Eve asreferring
to Christ and the Church (SocratesH. E. 111. 7), though this allegory was supported by avery ancient tradition. Tychonius repeated
it.

482 There are very numerous instances of this, and most of al in the influential Chrysostom. Epiphanius’ contention in the Expos.
fid. cathal., ch. 3isworthy of notice: ‘0 ©€dg, 6 émi TadvTwv, NUiv Odg TIGPXEL TOIG €K THG dying EékkAnoiag yevvnoeiotv. This
Jewish Christian regarded the Church as Israel, and its God as the God of Israel; see what follows.

483 |_angen, Joh. Damascenus, p. 299 f.

484 Gass, I. c., p. 205f.

485 |t istreated in the later Symbols; see Gass, p. 206 f.
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was not properly carried out in dogma. Even the thought that Christ had so assumed human nature

that all it experienced in him benefited mankind, was only applied—not to the Church—but to

N mankind as it existed, and the Eucharist itself did not help the Church to a special place in

236 dogmatics.** In spite of the belief in one holy Catholic Church’ (motetery gig piav ayiav kaboAwknv

¢kkAnoiav) the Church was no dogmatic conception in the strict sense of the term. It did not form

alink in the chain of the doctrines of redemption. And that is not surprising. Seeing the form given

to the blessing of salvation, a religious conception of the Church could not be obtained. All was
contained in the factors, God, mankind, Christ, the mysteries, and the individual.

But occasion was given to draw up definitions of the Church by (1) the O. T. and the spurious

Jewish Church, (2) heresy and the actual organisation of the Church, (3) the administration of the

mysteries, (4) and the fight against the Roman claimsto the primacy. As regardsthe first point, all

that was necessary had been said in the second and third centuries; there was nothing to add; it was

repeated with greater or less animosity to Judaism, whose history appeared sometimes as the

mysterious type of the Church, sometimes as its antitype. Asto the second and third, there was no

doubt that the Church was the true teacher of the truth*” and the legitimate administrator of the

mysteries.*® |t transmitted the uadnoig (learning) and it possessed the mysteries. Therefore—and

of thisthere was no doubt—it was essential to her to have the organisation, which was crowned by

Bishops and Councils, and priests who should present the sacrifices and judge in God's stead.

Bishops and Councils we have spoken of above, the priests and their duties will be discussed in

Chap. X.* It is remarkable, however, that the latter is brought more to the front than the former.

N The Pseudo-areopagite was not the first to make his view of the Church depend essentially on the

237 mysteries, and to regard the hierarchy primarily as performers of the sacred rites; he only completed

what Ignatius, Clement, thefirst draft of the Apostolic Constitutions, Chrysostom de sacerdotio,*®

and many others had developed before or contemporaneously with him. The Church had been

entrusted to the Bishops, because they constituted the living representation of God on earth, the

vicars of Christ, participators in the activity of the Holy Spirit, and therefore the source of all

sacraments. They were much less thought of as successors of the Apostles; the Church was the
legacy not of the Apostles, but of Christ, and the dwelling place of the Holy Spirit.**

486 Cyril of Alexandriafreguently connects the Church with the incarnation and the Eucharist; but even he has not gone beyond the
homiletic and edifying point of view.

487 Religious truth, however, really embraced all philosophy, see Anastasius Sin., Visedux (Migne, Patrol., Vol. 89, p. 76 sq.):
‘0pBodotia éotiv apevdng Tept Ol Kai kticewg UTOANYIG A Evvora Tepl mdvtwy GAndrg, fj d6&a TdV Svtwv kabdmep loiv.

488 Damalas has given a very pregnant summary of the old Patristic conception ‘H 6p8680&og miotig (1877) p. 3: 1) 8¢ miotig aditn
€1¢ TV piav aylav kaboAiknv kai drootoAiknv ékkAnoiav £oti enoibnoig, 6ti alitn €otiv O Qopevg TA¢ Being xdpitog T
gvdetkvupévng eic dvo Tivd, tpdtov St altn éotiv O dAdBactog Siddokalog tfig xprotiavikiig dAnOeiag kai devtepov O yvriotog
TGOV puotnplwv oikovéuog.

489 See Kattenbusch, I. c., pp. 346 ff., 357 ff., 393 ff.

490 See Val. 111. 4-6, V1. 4; also the Homily on the day of his ordination as priest, Montfaucon 1., p. 436 sg.

491 Of course the Church was conscious of being, and called itself “apostolic.” But it is perhaps not amere accident that this predicate
is not so stereotyped in the Symbols and other official manifestoes as the rest—unity, holiness and catholicity. The otherwise
substantially identical expositions by the Greek Fathers of the word “catholic” have been collected by Séder, Der Begriff der
Katholicitét der Kirche und des Glaubens (1881), pp. 95 ff., 110 ff., 113 f., 115 f. “Catholic” was equivalent to orthodox even
before Eusebius, asis shown by the interpolations of the word into the Martyrium Polycarpi. That this word was interpolated |
have tried to prove in “The Expositor,” 1885, Dec., p. 410 sg. It may bein place here to remark generally that the copyists are
least to be trusted in the case of such predicates as were current at alater date—e.g., as regards words like “bearer of God”
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In the polemic against the Roman claims to supremacy, the view was strongly emphasi sed that
Christ is the foundation and sole head of the Church, and this principle was opposed even to an
exaggerated estimate of the Apostlesin general and Peter in particular.

“He who secedes from the Church, withdraws himself at the same time from the influences of
the Holy Spirit, and it is not easy to find awise man among the heretics’;*? but on what pointsthe
N unity of the Church was based has not been made clear. It first appears as if faith and virtue were
238 sufficient, but participation in the mysteries of the Church, and submission to its organisation and
tradition were added: indeed these in practice took thefirst place. Y et the organisation of the Church
was not really carried higher than the Bishops, in spite of all the empty words used about the
Patriarchs: the Church was orthodox and perfect, because it offered a security in its episcopa and
priestly constitution that it was the ancient institution founded by Christ. In this conviction—we
can hardly call it adoctrine—the Church became more and more narrow; it made itself aholy piece

of antiquity.*

But after the close of thefifth century it ceased to be the one Church. Tradition, which had been
created to maintain the unity of the Church, served in the end to split it up, because nationa and
local traditions, views, and customs had been received into it to an increasing extent. The great
cleavage into Catholic and Novatian Catholic was not yet determined, or supported by national
considerations. The division into Graaco-Roman Catholicism and Germanic Arianism did owe its
duration to opposite national tendencies. On the other hand, the disruption of the Eastern Church
into the Byzantine (Roman) and the Oriental (Nestorian-Syrian, Jacobitish-Syrian, Coptic, and
Armenian) rested entirely on national antitheses, and, preserved mainly by the monkswho, in spite
of all their renunciation of theworld, have aways adopted a National Church attitude, has continued
up to the present day. Now, after the schism had further taken place between the Byzantine
(Neo-Roman) and the Roman branches, the Church was divided into three (four) great territories
distinguished by their nationality: the Germano-Roman West (Rome), the countries on the A£gean

N\ sea(Constantinople), and the East split into Nestorianism and Monophysitism. Each had its own
239 peculiar traditions and authorities. The Orientals, though rent asunder and quarrelling with each
other, felt that they formed a unity compared with the two other sections, i.e., the “Romans,” and

could, in reply to the “bragging of the Romans,” point to a hundred marks which revealed the
superiority of their Churches. They regarded their land asthe cradle of the human race, their Church

as the primitive home of religion; and if Jerusalem was no longer in their possession, yet they still

had the ancient site of Paradise.*** The Neo-Romans boasted of their Patriarchate, their unchanged

“Homoousios’, “Catholic” etc. The Monophysites especially made great effortsto introduce their catch-wordsinto older writers.
Even to-day the Armenians are not to be trusted.

492 Heretics and Schismatics were more and more identified; see the so-called 6th Canon of Constantinople, A.D. 381 (it realy
datesfrom A.D. 382): aipetikoUg Aéyouev tolg Te tdAat Thg ékkAnoiag droknpuxBévag kal Tovg Uetd Tadta DY APV
avabepatiodévtag. mpdg de TouTolg Kal Tovg TV mioTiv uv thv Uyifj tpoonotovuévoug dpoAoyelv, drooyisavtag d¢ kal
GVTIGLVAYOVTAG TOIGC KAVOVIKOIG UGV EMLOKOTOLG.

493 The question whether the holiness of Christians was founded on being members in the Church—initiation into it—or depended
on personal virtuewas not decided in the East, but it was never even definitely put. The cause of thisvagueness existed ultimately
in the obscurity which prevailed among the Greeks in reference to the relation of natural theology and dogmain general; see on
this the following chapters.

494 See, e.g., Elias of Nisibis, Proof of the truth of the faith (Ed. by Horst, 1886, p. 112 ff.).
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faith, and their nation, which took no part in the crucifixion of Christ, in which the Romans and
Barbarians had made common cause. The Romans, finally, had the chiefs of the Apostles, Peter
and Paul, and the Pope, Peter’ s successor, with the secular power committed to him by Christ and
Constantine. The common foundation of these Churcheswas not solid enough to resist the el ements
that were dissolving it. Nationality was stronger than religion.

Literature—Jacobi, Die kirchliche Lehre von der Tradition u. heil. Schrift., Part 1., 1847.
Holtzmann, Kanon u. Tradition, 1859 (does not discuss to any extent the Church in antiquity).
Soder, Der Begriff der Katholicitét der Kirche, 1881. Seeberg, Studien zur Geschichte des Begriffs
der Kirche, 1885. Kattenbusch, I. c. There is much material in Schwane, also in the writings which
passed between Old Catholics and Roman Catholics after A.D. 1869.

A.—Presuppositions of the Doctrine of Redemption, or Natural Theology.
240

“Natural Theology” did not pass through any very thoroughgoing development in the Greek
Church; but it reveals differences, according as Aristotelianism or Neoplatonism prevailed. By
Natural Theology we are to understand the complex of conceptionsthat, according to the view then
held, formed the self-evident and certain contents of the human mind, which was only held to be
more or less darkened (see Chap. Il.). These conceptions, however, arose in fact historically, and
corresponded to the degree of culture at which the ancient world had arrived, especially through
the work of the Greek Philosophers. We can divide them appropriately into doctrines concerning
God and concerning man. But changes also took place in proportion to the growing influence
exerted on these conceptions by the words of the Bible literally understood. Nevertheless the
fundamental features remained in force; yet they were displaced and confused by foreign material
during the period from Origen to John of Damascus.

A.—PRESUPPOSITION OF DOCTRINE OF REDEMPTION OR NATURAL THEOLOGY .

241

CHAPTER IV.

PRESUPPOSITIONS AND CONCEPTIONS REGARDING GOD, THE CREATOR, AS
DISPENSER OF SALVATION.

§ 1. The Doctrine of God. Its Method.

THe main features of the doctrine of God were those familiar from the theology of the Apologists,
as they were partly fixed and partly supplemented by the fight with Gnosticism. Speculations on
the Deity as a Trinity (tpidg) modified but little the general doctrine of God (yet see attemptsin
Augustine, Detrinitate); for the unity, simplicity, indivisibility, and unchangeabl eness of God were
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at the same time maintained most definitely: in other words, the Father alone was almost always.
regarded as ‘root of the Deity” (pila tfic Oedtntog), where the Deity, in its essential being, was
described in comparison with the world. The ultimate reason of this was that theology counted on
ageneral intelligence for its general doctrine of God, and therefore had recourse to natural religion
and theology, i.e., to the results of Greek philosophy. It was, indeed admitted by many Fathers (see
esp. Athanasius, Deincarn.) that men could know the Deity from creation only dimly, if at all; and
that therefore the manifestation of God in Christ alone made it possible to recognise the nature of
God as the undivided, spiritual and good Lord of the World. But, in fact, it was only a question of
more or less as regards the natural knowledge of the spiritual and good God, the Creator. Other
Fathers, especially those influenced by Aristotle, declared the knowledge of God initswhole extent
to be innate (see Arnobius), or, a knowledge to be constantly tested by the observation of nature.
N No differenceis here caused by the fact that some Fathers have described the existence of God and
242 his distinctive nature as capable of proof, others, asincapable; for the latter only rejected the proof
in so far as God could not be discovered by means of deduction from a prius. The psychological,
cosmological,** and natural theological proofs were not despised by them in meeting Atheism,
Polytheism, Manichadsm, etc. We already find in Augustine suggestions of an ontological proof.*%
All these evidences were, indeed, given subject to the proviso, that all knowledge of God must be
traced back to God himself, that it became indistinct in proportion to man’s alienation from God,

and that the revelation of Scripture first rendered everything clear and certain.

Further, it was expresdy contended that God, astheinfinite one, was, strictly speaking, incapable
of being known, because his nature could not be described by any predicate. But thisinscrutability,
so far asrepresented in the avowal “whatever the creatureis, that God isnot,” was held—and with
this the Neopl atonists were agreed—to be the valuable and true knowledge (Athan. ad monach. 2:
“even if it is not possible to comprehend what God is, it is possible to say what he is not:” kai i
un duvatov katalaPécdot ti €0t Oedg, AAAG Suvartov einelv, ti oUk éotiv.*” Therevelation through

495 The influence of Aristotleis first conspicuous in Diodore of Tarsus, who reproduced independently the cosmological proof of
Aristotle (see Photius, Biblioth. 223). From the sixth century it is evident in the majority of the Fathers, and especially John of
Damascus. See Defide orthod. 1. 3 (12): Everything perceptible by the senses, as a so the higher world of spirits, is subject to
change; therefore it must have had a beginning, and been created. There must accordingly exist abeing who created it, and that
is God. Two other proofs are found in John of Dam.

49 Augustine' s line of argument was first to demonstrate rules of human thought, which accordingly transcended it. These
rules—logical and ethical—he stated to be truths, their sum being the truth. Thistruth wasaliving power, accordingly it existed.
Thus the way to the existence of God was given; see esp. Delib. arbitr. 11. 3-15, but the thought is also suggested elsewhere in
hiswritings, e.g., the Confessions.

497 |n this the great majority of the Fathers were agreed. Augustine describes (De doctr. I. 6) the impossibility of declaring God, in
away that coincides word for word with the tenets of the Basilidians (Hippol., Philos. VII. 20). Augustine writes: “ Diximusne
aliquid et sonuimus aliquid dignum deo? Immo vero nihil me aliud quam dicere voluisse sentio; si autem dixi, non hoc est quod
dicere volui. Hoc unde scio, pisi quiadeusineffabilis est, quod autem ame dictum est, si ineffabile esset, dictum non esset? Ac
per hoc ne ineffabilis quidem dicendus est deus, quia et hoc cum dicitur, aliquid dicitur. Et fit nescio quae pugna verborum,
quoniam si illud est ineffabile, quod dici non potest, non est ineffabile, quod vel ineffabile dici potest.” Basilides: "Ecott ydp,
@notv, €kelvo ovy anA®¢ dppntov, 6 dvoudletar &ppntov yoOv avtd KaAoDuev, Ekeivo d¢ 00dE dppnTov: kKal yap o 00d dppntov
oUK Gpprrov dvopdletat, GAAG 0T, enolv, mepdvw TavTtog dvéuatog dvopalouévov.. Men were therefore at the point already
reached by Basilides followersin the second century. Even Catechumens were taught this; see Cyril, Cat. VI., ch. 2: o0 to ti
£0T1 ©£0¢ £€nyovpeda . . . €v TOIG epl O0D peydAn yv@oig to Thv dyvwoiav opoloyeiv. Similar teaching is very frequent in
Plotinus. In the Vita Plot. of Porphyry, ch. 23, the supreme God is thus defined: 6 ©g0¢ 0 ufite poperv prite Tva 1déav xwv,
vmnep 8¢ voiv Kal Ttév TO VoNTov idpouevog.
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the Logos only went beyond thisin that it established this knowledge regarding the infinite Spirit

N\ and his inexpressible nature, and made it possible to perceive him in his likeness.*® The Fathers

43 influenced by Neoplatonism, however, assumed further that the contemplative ascetic, who was

on theway to deification, could gain adirect vision of God in all his splendour, a conception which

the Areopagite has combined with a scholastic theory of the knowableness of God by negation,
eminence, causality.*®

7

8 2. The Doctrine of God's Nature and Attributes.

244

The Being of God wasimmortal substance and was primarily defined—as already resultsfrom
the method of knowing God—nby affirming that he was without beginning or end, that he was a
spirit and the supreme First Cause, all which predicates were proved in connection with the proofs
of hisexistence. Thedeity isthe pneumatic "Ov which, becauseit isnot theworld, is supramundane,
simply governing the world, the one, indivisible, imperishable, unchangeable, supremely good and
impassive being, to which, in the strict sense, areal existence alone belongs: the Fathersinfluenced
by Aristotelianism emphasised especially the spiritual power which determined its own aims and
the causality of the deity. God istheintelligiblereality and infinite reason. So far asit is maintained
of this being (secundum hominem) that he is good, the predicate affirms nothing but that he is
perfect, i.e., iscompletely self-sufficient and possesses blessedness in himself and thereforeis not
envious—see esp. Athanasius adv. pagan., also the Catechisms of Cyril. But the goodness of the
Deity was also established from the fact of the revelation of God, first from creation, and here
meant that God, since he is the gracious one, willed that creatures should participate in his
blessedness, and carried out his intention under all circumstances.

Augustine broke through this natural conception of the goodness of God; for he understands
by the Deity as summum bonum the power of love which takes hold of man, and leads him from
worldliness and selfishness to peace and felicity. But even in Augustine this idea is intimately
connected with the natural view.

498 The Dogmatics of John of Damascus begin with John I. 18, Matt. XI. 17, and 1 Cor. I1. 11.

499 The striking contention of some disciples of Lucian (according to Philostorgius), and the most extreme Arians, Eunomius and
Aétius, but not Arius himself, that men could know the nature of God as well as God himself did, and as well as they knew
themselves, is most closely connected with their Christology and their Aristotelianism. When the orthodox Fathers argued that
the indescribable God could only be perceived in the Logos and through his work, and that God therefore would have been
unknowable had not the L ogos been hisimage, possessed of alike nature, those Arians had to meet the objection by emphasising
even in the course of the christological controversy, the possibility of knowing God directly. In taking up this position they had
of course to leave the nature of God out of the question, and to confine themselves to hiswill, as it had been clearly manifested
in creation, and the preaching of the truth by the Logos. But this to them was no limitation; for they only attached importance
in thefirst place to the knowledge of the divine will, and secondly to the renewed submission of men to the sovereignty of the
divine will: (not to participation in the divine nature. unlessin so far as that was aready involved in the origina equipment of
man; see Socrates|V. 7; Epiph. H. LXXVI. 4, and the counter-observations of the Cappadocians). Their expositions are exceded
by the Areopagite’ s completely Neoplatonic theology, from which, meanwhile, Augustinein one of hislines of thought was not
far removed. The Areopagite aready adopted the position that ruled for more than a thousand years, in which the contention
that God—Dby reason of his splendour—was absolutely unknowable, was balanced by the mystical assumption of a sensuous,
suprasensuous knowableness in virtue of the fusion of the mind of God with the mind of man. To him also we trace back the
theology of affirmation and negation (kataphatic and apophatic)—the thing had, indeed, been very long in existence—i.e., the
method of making statements about God via eminentiseand via negationis; see his Letters, the work, De divinis nominibus, and
the beginning of the tractate, De mystica theologia. The importance of John of Damascus consists for posterity in his having
united the Neoplatonic and Aristotelian elementsin his doctrine of God; see De fide orthod. I. 1-4.
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As regards the divine attributes, the Fathers sought, while speaking of such, to keep clear of

the idea of a plurality in God, or conceptions of anything accidental. It is only for human thought

N\ that the absolute, perfect, homogeneous Being has attributes assigned to him, as varied

245 representations of him in relation to the finite. The elevation above time and space presented itself

as eternity and omnipresence; the latter attribute at the same time was the root of omniscience and

omnipotence. Omnipotence was limited by the Fathers by two thoughts: it was circumscribed by

the good will of God, and it left scope for human liberty.5® Origen’s thesis of the limitation of
omniscience found no supportersin later times.

From the goodness (perfection) of God** all conceivable ethical qualities were deduced. But
they did not obtain their due significance, because the abstract idea that God was the requiter, i.e.,
rewarded the good and punished the wicked, formed, in spite of all Neoplatonic philosophy, the
foundation of the whole conceptions of God, in so far as ethics were taken into account at all. This
view, however, which was considered the “ natural” one, readily became indifferent to the thought
that men as God'’ s creatures are dependent on him, that they are meant to form an inner unity, and
that their life is conducted to a definite goal; in other words, it endangered the religious view of
Christianity. It gave man complete independence in presence of God, and broke mankind up into
agroup of disconnected individuals. It descended from Judaism and the ancient world—the gods
arejust, because they reward and punish, the two facts being conceived in codrdination. Thisview,
further, was entitled to its place within the narrow horizon of the citizens of ancient communities,>*?

N but whileit could not be omitted from Christianity, it required to be subordinated to ahigher thought.
246 Accordingly, significant tendencies to correct the prevalent system of thought were not wanting
on the part of the Fathers. Origen had already tried to regard the righteousness of God as aform of

his loving discipline; the conception that suffering is aways bound up with penal justice, had
undoubtedly something to do with this attempt. The continued fight with
dualism—M anichad sm—constantly made it necessary to demonstrate that power, goodness, wisdom,

and justice were combined in the Deity.>® But in almost all the Fathers the attributes of goodness

and justice stood asunder. We can see the reason of thisin the fact that up to Augustine no serious
effort was made to understand the goodness of God as moral holiness, and this failure wasin turn

due to the characteristic method of obtaining a knowledge of God, the attempt to rise to the Deity

from the notion of the finite by means of sublimations.>* The theory of God was beset at this most
important point with uncertainties, nay, inconsistencies. He was at once the impassive Being ("Ov)

500 Along with al fatalism and astrology the Greek Fathers also unanimously rejected the idea that God' s prescience acted as fate
and was the first cause of human actions, or that prophecy controlled the course of events. It was rather taught that prescience
was consequent to the event perceived beforehand. But Augustine was not perfectly satisfied with thisidea. He deepened it
through the thought that the sum of al that happened was before God in an eternal now.

501 But of thisthe saying of Gregory of Nyssaistrue (repi Yuy. k. dvactac Oehler, p. 92): Mavtdg dyabol énékerva 1) Oeia pooig,
70 8¢ dyaov ayad@ @iAov dvtwg, Sk Todto eavtnv BAEmovoa kai O Exet OAet kal 6 OENeL & Exer o0dev TV EEwBev elg avtdv
Sexouévn. "E€w 8¢ adtiic 0084V, 811 un 1 kakia puévn, fric, kév mapddo&ov 1, &v TG U eival o givan #xet. o ydp &AAN Tic éott
chKlag Yéveotc, €1 un 1 100 8vtog otépnoiq. TO 82 kupiwg 8v 1) ToD &yaBod @ioig otiv: 8 00V év T¢ vt 00k #oTLv, &V TQ Un
81VO(1 T[(XV‘E(J.)C £oTiv.

502 See L eopold Schmidt, Die Ethik der alten Griechen, 2 Vols., 1882; further, Ritschl inthe Th. L. Z. 1883, Col. 6 f.

503 These four attributes Gregory of Nyssa has particularised and sought to harmonise in his great Catechism.

504 This method, however, was by no means despised by Augustine himself.
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and the judge who requited actions’®—the latter conception, further, not only including the

codrdination of goodness and justice, but also the superiority of the former to the latter. The

Alexandrians had grasped at the expedient, following Philo,>® of representing God as absolutely

benevolent, but the Logos as the Just; this, however, was to confess despair of solving the problem,

showing once more very clearly that men could not think without compunction (affectiones humanag

of the (penal) justice of which at most the Logos was capable; and it isinteresting as a counterpart

N\ totheoppositeideaadopted in later times.*” But we see even here, why the doctrine of redemption

247 could not become one of atonement in the ancient Church. If the distinctive form in which redemption

was accomplished was to be justified, and its intrinsic necessity to be proved, then there must not

only exist, but speculation must be founded on, the conviction that God’ s saving purpose transcended

the thought of requital, and that he was morally holy. But that is out of the question where the
Fathers are concerned.>®

§ 3. The Cosmology.

The Cosmological and allied anthropological problems were treated by the Fathers—who
formally used Gen. I.-111. as their text—with the whole apparatus of contemporary philosophy, in
this way satisfying their scientific craving for arational conception of the world. The systems are
therefore very different in details; but on the whole they existed peaceably side by side, showing
that the differences presupposed ameasure of agreement, sufficient for the solidarity of the doctrinal
structure.

These differences were sightest in the Cosmology proper. The task set the theologians of the
fourth century was to bring Origen’s cosmology more into harmony with the demands of the rule
of faith, to adapt it more closely to the account given in Gen. |., and to defeat the Manichaaan
Cosmology. After the last decades of the fourth century, the slow course of development was
hastened by violent opposition to Origen’s cosmology, and the view of the Church, held before

248

505 The doctrine of God came in this form to the theologians of the middle ages. The nuances and inconsistencies of scholastic
theology were caused by the necessity of alternating between the two ideas of God astheintelligibleOv and the Requiter. Some
emphasised the one, others the other, more strongly. In certain doctrines only the former, in others only the latter conception,
could be used.

506 See Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alex. (1886), p. 12 f.

507 |n this view—in the Middle Ages—God appears rather as the strictly Just, Christ as the “good”; but the idea of goodness had
changed.

508 |n the lower ranks of the communities, and among a few Oriental sects (Audians), anthropomorphic conceptions of God, the
belief that he had a human shape, abody etc., held their ground. But they were retained al so in some circles of monks (e.g., those
of the Scetian Desert), and even by afew Bishops. From the close of the fourth century, with the hostility to Origen’ sspiritualism
was combined active resistance to this opposite view (Sozom. VII1. 11). The Stoic notion of God’s corporeality had scarcely a
defender after Tertullian; for Lactantius' view of the “figura’ and “affectus’ of God is not Stoic, but belongs to popular realism.
In general, much that was anthropomorphic was retained in Western theology along with the realistic eschatology, and that by
theologians who cherished a colourless eclectic moralism. Very instructive is Augustine's confession (Confess. V. fin.; VI. 3)
that it was the sermons of Ambrose that first delivered him from the prejudice that the Catholic Church taught that the Deity
was fashioned like man. If we reflect how much Augustine had mingled with Catholic Christians before his conversion, and
how much he had heard of the Church, we cannot suppose he was the only one guilty of this prejudice. We need only recall the
“apocryphal” writings of the Byzantine age, which wereread to an extraordinary extent, to see how strong were anthropomorphism
and the conceptions of a magic God.
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Origen, was substantially restored, though now as a scientific theory.>® Y et the conception of an

upper world of spirits, related to the present world asitsideal and type, continued to exist, and ever

threw its shadow on the latter.5® On the other hand, the Trinitarian conflicts led to a precise

N\ distinction being drawn between creating, making, begetting, and emanating, and thus the notion

249 of creation out of nothing now first received its strict impress. But Neoplatonic ideas of the origin

of the world lasted till after the beginning of the fifth century, even in the case of some Bishops,

and side by sidewith it the M anichasan conception of theworld spread secretly and found adherents

among the clergy themselves up to the middle of it. The following proposition may be regarded as

containing the quintessence of the orthodox Fathers from the fifth century, and at the same time as

the presupposition that gave scopeto al their further speculations. It can be stated thus: God from

eternity borein his own mind the idea of the world. In free self-determination he, in order to prove

his goodness, created by the L ogos, who embraces al ideas, thisworld, which has had a beginning

and will have an end, in six days out of nothing, in accordance with the pattern of an upper world
created by him.

The justification of divine providence and the production of Theodicies were caled for by
Manichadsm and fatalism on the one hand, and the great political catastrophes and calamities on
the other. It wastaught that God constantly remained closeto hiscreation, preserving and governing
it. With this, rational beings were looked upon in their numerical sum total as the peculiar objects
of divine providence. Providence was also defended in opposition to the loose and unstable form

509 See Justinian’ s edict against Origen, and thefifth Synod of Constantinople, Hefele, Concil. Gesch. I1. 21 p. 780-797; at an earlier
date, the attacks of Theophilus and Jerome on Origen.

510 Origen held that the present world was only aplace of punishment and purification. Thisview, which approximated very closely
to the old Gnostic idea, was rejected; but the conception remained of an upper world of spirits, of which our world was the
materialised copy. Where this conception was potent, a considerable part of the feeling which possessed Origen (after Plato) as
he looked at our world must have endured. It was never wanting among the orthodox Fathers, and the Greeks of to-day have not
lost it. “The world isawhole, but divided into two spheres of which the higher is the necessary prius and type of the lower”:
that is still the Greek view (see Gass, Symboalik, p. 143 f.). “God first and by his mere thought evoked out of non-existence all
heavenly powersto exhibit his glory, and thisintelligible world (k6ouog voepdg) is the expression of undisturbed harmony and
obedient service.” Man belongs to both worlds. The conception, as expounded by the Areopagite and established by John of
Damascus (De fide orthod. 11 2-12), that the world was created in successive stages, has not the importance of a dogma, but it
has that of awide-spread theologoumenon. It is Neoplatonic and Gnostic, and its publication and recognition show that the
dissatisfaction felt by Origen with the account of the creation in Gen. |. was constantly shared by others. Menfelt aliving interest,
not in theway plants, fishes, and birds cameinto being, but in the emanation of the spiritual from the Deity at the head of creation
down to man. Therefore we have the kSopog voepdg, the intelligible world, whose most characteristic feature consisted in its
(3) gradations (diakoopriceig), which again fell into (three) orders, down to archangels and angels. (See Dionys. De divina
hierarch. 6 sq., and John of Damascus, |.c., ch. l11: tdoa /| Beodoyia tag ovpaviovg ovolag évvéa kEKANKe. TavTag 6 Ogiog
lepoteéotng eig Tpeig dpopilel Tpradikag drakoourioeig, Seraphim, Cherubim, thrones, dominions, powers, forces, principalities,
archangels, and angels. Wefind a step in this direction as early asthe App. Constit. V1I. 35). In the creation, the system of
spiritual powers was built from above downwards; while in sanctification by the mysteries, it was necessary to ascend the same
series. The significant point was the union of the conception of creation with the system of the cultus, or, better, the scheme
which embodied the idea of creation in accordance with the line of progress laid down for asceticism and sanctification. This
was retained by Greek theology in spite of all its disavowal of Origen, Neoplatonism, and Gnosticism. But even in the region
of the material, incomparably greater interest was taken in warmth, cold, moisture, drought, infire, air, earth, and water, in the
four vital humours, than in the childish elements which the O. T. narrative of creation takes into account. Y et the whole was
included under thetitle of the ‘work of the six days’, and the allegories of Origen were, in theory, rejected. The exegesis of Gen.
|. became the doctoral problem proper among the Greek Fathers. The most important wrote works on the Hexaémeron; among
them that of Johannes Philoponusis scientific. ally the most advanced (nepi koopomotiag); it is dependent, not on Platonism,
but on Aristotle, though it also opposes the latter.
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in which earlier and contemporary monotheistic philosophers had avowed it; it was recognised in
principle to be a power protecting also the individua creature. Yet here Christian theologians
N\ themselvesdid not arrive at complete certainty. It was admitted that providence was above human
250 freedom in so far as it was maintained that neither that freedom nor the evil proceeding from it
could hinder the divine intentions. But the belief in providence was not definitely connected with
redemption by Christ or with the Church, for it was considered a selfevident presupposition of
redemption and a piece of Natural Theology. Therefore it was also destitute of any strict object.
The uncertainty of the ancient world as to the extent and method of providence had left its
influence,>** and empirical reflections on the objectlessness of certain institutions, or phenomena
intheworld—e.g., of vermin—could not be defeated by aview which had itself anaturalistic basis.
Yet in proportion as the sure and real knowledge of God was only derived from the Christian
religion, it was also recognised that faith in providence was first made certain through Christ, and
that Christians were under the particular providence of God.>*? The problem of the theodicy was
solved (1) by proving that the freedom of the creature was something appropriate and good, the
possibility of wickedness and evil, however, being necessarily combined with it; (2) by denying to
wickedness any reality in the higher sense of the term, since wickedness as it was separated from
God, the principle of all being, was held to be not—being;> (3) by defending the mala poaae or
evil’ sfitting means of purification; and finally, (4) by representing temporal sufferingsasindifferent
to the soul. Some older Fathers, e.g., Lactantius, emphasised, besides, even the necessity of
wickednessin theinterest of moralism: without it virtue would be impossible.>* But such opinions
died out in the fight with Manichaasm.5

In reference to the heavenly spirits which belonged to, and indeed formed, the upper world, the
recognised Fathers were convinced of the following points. (1) They were created by God (see the
Symb. Nic.). (2) They were endowed with freedom, but had no material bodies (¢yyotata tod
aowpdtov). (3) They had passed through a crisis after which a section had remained true to the
good, while another had revolted. (4) The good spirits were instruments of the divine government
of the world, their activity being useful and beneficial to men, even entering into the sacramental
system by which grace wasimparted. (5) Thereality of wickednessintheworld wasto be attributed
to the bad spirits, and especially to their head, the devil; they exercised an amost unbounded power
on earth, not being able indeed to compel man, but only to induce him, to sin; they could also be
scared away without fail by the name of Chrit, the sign of the cross, and the Sacraments.5® As
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511 For this reason a startling casuistry isto be noticed here and there, and exceptions are laid down.

512 Degrees of providence were generally distinguished.

513 After Origen this Platonic proposition enjoyed the widest circulation: see esp. Athanasius and the Cappadocians; but the
Antiochians held no other view. Augustine made use of it in a peculiar and characteristic way.

514 |_actant. Instit. div. 11., ch. 8,12; V., ch. 7.

515 See Vol. V ., for the extent and form in which Augustine held such views.

516 No doubt existed of the necessity of believing in heavenly spiritual beings. Origen counted this belief a doctrine of the Church
(De princip. pred. 10). The points numbered in the text may be regarded as the quintessence of what obtained generally. But
such an agreement only madeits appearance in the sixth century. Until then this point was a centre of contention between aform
of Biblical “realism,” and the Origenistic, i.e., the Greek philosophical, view as to the world of spirits. The treatment of the
question by the Areopagite, and its approval by the Church, constituted atriumph of Neoplatonic mysticism over Biblicism. But
that tendencieswhich went still farther in this direction had not been wholly destroyed, was shown by the Hesychastic controversy
of the fourteenth century, or the assumption of an uncreated divine light, which was not the nature of God, but a specific energy,

163



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

regards the relation of the good angels to men, their superiority to men—in the present condition

N of thelatter—was emphasised, but it was al so taught on the other hand, that man after he was made
250 perfect would be at least equal to them. The former position gave rise to a sort of angel-worship,
which nevertheless in earlier times was no proper part of religion. The Synod of Laodicea, about

A.D. 360, declared it in itsthirty-fifth Canon to be idolatry.>” And it was kept in check by the idea

that Christ’ swork possessed also amysterious significance for the upper world. But the polytheistic
cravings of man constantly influenced religious ideas, and as the Deity was farther and farther
removed from ordinary Christian people by speculation, there gradually arose, along with the
thought of the intercession of the angels,>® aworshipping of them, which was indeed only settled
ecclesiastically at the seventh GEcumenical Synod (A.D. 787). There it was defined as adoration
(mpookvvnotc) in distinction from service (Aatpeia).>® Even Gregory |. had assigned the service

of angelsto the pre-christian stage of religion. The points of doctrine which we have above grouped
together became the bases of a great number of very different conceptions, which grew up in
opposition to Origen’ s doctrine, or under itsinfluence, or in dependence on exegesis (esp. of Gen.

V1.), or, lastly, as aresult of reminiscences of Greek folk-lore and philosophy. Men speculated on

the date of the creation of angels, and the method by which they were created, on their spirituality

or higher corporeality, their functions—as guardian angels and genii, the manner in which the
wicked angels fell 5 the orders and divisions of angels, and much else. Here also the doctrine of

N Origen, which culminated in the restoration of the revolted spirits, wasin the end expressly disowned.
253 On the other hand, the Neoplatonic conception of spirits and their orders, or the Gnostic idea of
the AEons as interpreters of the divine, was more and more legitimised in the Church doctrine of
angels, and was combined by the Areopagite with the mystic system of the illumination of the
world, and the communication of the divineto the creaturely. It was avery old idea—see Hebrews

and First Clement—that Christ was in Heaven the High Priest and head (rpootdtng) of believers
inthe presence of God. Clement of Alex. had already worked out this conception, following Philo’s
model, to the effect that Christ, in conjunction with the angelic powers subject to him, conveyed

different from himself, and which could be seen. (See Engelhardt in Illgen’s Ztschr., 1838, Part |, p. 68 ff.; Gass, Die Mystik
des Nik. Kabasilas, 1849, p. 1. ff., and in Herzog's R.-E., 2nd Ed.). The Logos, accordingly, no longer satisfied, or rather, as
Scholasticism had placed the Logos under an embargo, piety sought for anew mediator. He was to accomplish what the Logos
no longer did: hewasto be avisiblerevelation of God, himself and yet not himself; for God himself was simply quiescent being;
accordingly he himself was conceived and realised in the form of an energy that could be traced. The theory of the Areopagite
was, however, not satisfactory in this respect; for while the spirits might doctrinally be regarded as created beings, they were
perceived as divine forces, emanations, rays of the perfect light, conceivable by degrees by man, and bridging him nearer to the
deity. We have here a great difference from the western conception; in the East the Platonic and Gnostic doctrine of Aons had
never been entirely abolished. In the West, while the gradation of angelic powers had been accepted, the pious impulse from
which it originated had not.

517 There undoubtedly existed, even in the earliest time, a view which conjoined the angels with God, and thus made them also
objects of worship, or, included them in the fides, quoecreditur. We may here perhapsrecall even 1 Tim. V. 21: Siapaptiopopat
Evmiov Tod Oe0l Kal Xp1otol Inood kal Tdv ékAektdv ayyédwv. We can at any rate refer to Justin., Apol 1. 6: (We worship
God) kai tov map’ avtod vidv. . . Kal ToV TV FAAwV Emopévwy kai E€opotovpévwy ayabdv dyyédwv otpatdv. Athenag. Suppl.
10, 24.

518 This thought is undoubtedly extremely ancient, but at the earlier date it only existed in the outer circle of the faith.

519 |t had long—as early asthe fourth century—been on the way; see the miraculous oratories of St. Michael; Sozom. I1. 3, Theodoret
on Coloss. T. IlI., p. 355 ff.

520 On the devil, “the prince of the ranks encircling the earth,” see the exposition by John of Dam., De fide orthod. I1. 4. The devil
and the demons of their own free will turned away unnaturally from God.
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to men the energies of the heavenly sphere; that he ever offered himself for men to the Father asa
sacrifice without fire (60ua drvpov); that the Holy Spirit along with the angels kept the heavenly
and the earthly Church in constant contact. In short, the thought of a graded hierarchy in heaven,
with heavenly sacrifices, intercessions, etc., as it also occurs among the Vaentinians, lay on the
confines of the Alexandrian’s speculation. These thoughts are more fully matured in Origen: the
sacrifice of Christ applied also to the celestials, and the upper world, brought into harmony,
contributed to the redemption of the lower. They were confirmed by the Neoplatonic philosophy
of religion. On the other hand, Ignatius conceived the governing body of the Church on earth asa
hierarchy which represented the heavenly order, and put it in operation. The two ideas—the Son,
the Holy Ghost and the angelic hosts on the one hand, and the earthly priesthood, on the other—only
needed to be combined, and a new stage of ecclesiastical theosophy was reached. The
Pseudo-areopagite was the first to gain it—after, indeed, it had been already suggested clearly
enough by Clement of Alex.; see Strom. VI. 13, 107, and other passages. Clement makes three
dwellings in heaven correspond on one side to the divisions of angels, and, again, to the threefold
hierarchy on earth. On the spread of thisform of theosophy among the Syrian M onophysite monks,
see Frothingham, Stephen bar Sudaili, 1886.

Thiswhole conception was after all, indeed, nothing but a timid expression of the thought that
the plan of creation itself, extending down from the deity to man, included the means of redemption,
and that, as alienation from the deity was due to the existence of graduated creations, so, at the
same time was the restoration to God. This conception, which contrasts abruptly with that of the
Old Testament and Christianity, was compatible in principle neither with the idea of the creation,
nor with the one historical redemption that took place oncefor al. It was Gnostic and Neoplatonic,
i.e., pagan. Thisits character was simply disguised by the retention of the creation so far as words
went, and by the substitution for the Azons of Jesus Christ, the Holy Ghost, and angelic powers
with Biblical names; and, further, of sacraments, sacrifices, and priests, whose existence and
operations were derived from the work of Christ.

254

The root of this whole conception is ultimately found in the notion that the Logos, who was
identified with the Son of God, continued to be conceived as the abode and bearer of all theideas
from which the world was evolved. Even Athanasius was not in a position thoroughly to correct
thisview,—see Atzberger, Die Logoslehre des heiligen Athanasius, 1880, p. 138 ff. Consequently,
even the most clear-sighted of the Fathers were helpless against speculations which deduced
redemption from the Cosmology. And thus a new Church Theosophy arose. A fantastic pantheism
was introduced which had been created by the barbarous theosophy of expiring antiquity. It
harmonised excellently with the religious barbarism which satisfied itself in the crudest and most
daring myths and legends; nay, it kindled into fresh life with it. The living God, apart from whom
the Soul possesses nothing, and the fervour of the saint threatened meanwhile to disappear. And
side by side, nay, in cordial agreement, with these fantastic speculations, there existed a prosaic
worship of the letter.

Literature—See Nitzsch account, here especially thorough, Dogmengesch. 1. pp. 268-287,
328-347, and Schwane, Vol. Il. pp. 15-108, 272-328.
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- CHAPTER V.

PRESUPPOSITIONS AND CONCEPTIONS REGARDING MAN ASTHE RECIPIENT
OF SALVATION.

§ 1. Introductory.

AccorpING to theideas of the Fathers, the doctrines of the condition and destiny of man bel onged
to Natural Theology. Thisappearsfrom the fact that, starting from their Cosmol ogy, they all strove
to ascertain, from the original state of man, the nature of Christian redemption, in other words, the
state of perfection. At the same time the reservation held good, that we should receive more than
we could think or expect, and, in fact, that which was expected, and was deduced from thereligious
and ethical value which man had cometo put upon himself in the course of history, wasonly carried
back into his original state. The following propositions contain everything that can be stated as
embodying acommon conviction and common presupposition of all further conceptions, whichin
this matter turned out very different, in accordance with the speculative and empirical studies of
the Fathers, and the object of their investigations for the time. Man made in the image of God isa
free self-determining being. He was endowed with reason by God, that he might decide for the
good, and enjoy immortality. He has fallen short of this destiny by having voluntarily yielded and
continuing to yield himself—under temptation, but not under compulsion—to sin, yet without having
lost the possibility and power of a virtuouslife, or the capacity for immortality. The possibility was
strengthened and immortality restored and offered by the Christian revelation which came to the
aid of the darkened reason with complete knowledge of God. Accordingly, knowledge decides

N between good and evil. Srictly taken, thewill ismorally nothing. On thisbasisvery different views
256 were possible. It was asked, first, what was original endowment, and what destiny, in the case of
man; secondly, in connection with this, how much was to be claimed as human nature, and how
much as a gift of grace originally bestowed; and thirdly, in keeping with the above, how far and

how deep the consequences of sin extended. The gquestion was put, in the fourth place, whether

bare freedom constituted man’ s character, or whether it did not correspond to his natureto be good.
Fifthly, the philosophical question asto the constitution of man was here introduced and answered

in variousways [dichatomically, trichotomically, the extent and scope of the flesh (odp€) in human
nature, in itsrelation to the spirit (mvedua) and to sin]. Sixthly, the relation of the creaturely spirit
(mvebua) to the divine, in other words, the origin of the human spirit, was discussed. Seventhly,
lastly, and above all, men possessed two sources of knowledge: the account in Genesis with a
realistic exposition, which seemed to pour scornon all “spiritual” conceptions, but had nevertheless

to be respected; and the relative section from Origen’s theology, which was felt to an increasing
extent to be intolerable to the Church, and which yet expressed the scientific, religious conviction

of the Fathers, in so far as their thought was scientific. Under such circumstances different
conceptions, compromises of all sorts, necessarily arose; but hardly anywhere was an advance made

in the end on the views already presented by Irenaaus. In the latest results, as they are to be found

in the Dogmatics of John of Damascus, there is much that is more realistic than in Irenaaus, but on
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the whole atype of doctrine is obtained which is more inadequate and confused, and less valuable.
In what follows we intend to enter in detail only into the most important points.

§ 2. The Anthropology.

Since the end of the creation of the world was held to consist in the creation of rational beings,

who could exhibit the image of God and share in his blessedness, it followed that the power of free

N self-determination and the capacity for immortality belonged to the notion of man, and that they
257 were therefore regarded as inalienable. All the doctors of the Church, however, comprehended, in
the idea of innate freedom, the conceptions of the rational and moral plan of man’s nature as a
whole, and they defined this natural disposition to be the power to know God’ s will accurately, to
follow it, and thus to rise above nature. While it was left in doubt whether this whole natural plan
implied that man possessed bare freedom or freedom directed to the good, it certainly characterised

man as a spiritual being, and for that very reason as an image of God. Being such, man was
independent asregards God. In other words, thefact that he was an “image” did not directly establish

a lasting dependence on God, nor did it find expression in such a dependence. On the contrary, it
established his freedom in relation to God, so that man, being independent, was now only subject

to the law of God, i.e., to that dispensation in virtue of which he was either rewarded or punished
according as he behaved. The connection with God was thus exhausted in the noble constitution

of man fixed once for al, but was supremely valued and acutely felt as a gift of divine grace, in

the comparison with irrational animals. Meanwhile, the Fathers differed from one another.
Some—Ilike Athanasius, see even Tatian—assigned to human nature, in the strictest sense of the

term, only the creaturely and sensuous state of being, in respect of which man is perishable, and

they described everything else as a gift of divine grace inherent in human nature. Others embraced

in this nature the moral capacity, endowment of reason, and knowledge of God,—so the mgjority;

and very strenuously John of Damascus who repeatedly characterises the good as the natural: see
Defide orthod. I1. 30, 111. 14. The third class, finally, included even immortality, as a possession

and not merely as a destiny, among the natural attributes of the human soul. These distinctions,
which, however, are not particularly important for dogmatics, since all ultimately held nature to be

a gift of grace, and the gift of grace to be a natural provision, were due partly to the different

N psychological conceptions of the Fathers, partly to the standpoint from which they investigated the
258 problems; they might—as e.g., Athanasius—start from the doctrine of redemption or depend on
moral, or empirical philosophical considerations. In psychology, the only point settled was that the
fundamental form of human nature was twofold, spiritual and corporeal. This conception existed

even where the soul itself was represented as something corporeal, or asonly “asnearly as possible
incorporeal” (¢yyvtata tod dowpdtov). Very many Greek Fathers, however, followed the view of

Plato and Origen, according to which man consists of spirit, body, and soul—the soul uniting the

other two. Consistently carried out, this opinion constantly led them back to the conception of
Origen (Philo) that the spirit in man alone constituted his true nature, that it had its own, even a
pretemporal, history, that in itself it belonged to the supernatural and divine sphere, and that the

body was only a prison which had to be stripped off before the spirit could present itself initstrue
being. In order to escape these consequences, which were already discredited in the controversy

with Neoplatonism and Manichadsm, different methods were adopted. Among these occurred that
already alluded to above, the conception of the spirit solely as a “superadded gift” (donum
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superadditum), areligious principle, to be found exclusively in the pious. But this expedient was
seldom chosen; the whole question, so important and crucial, wasrather stifled in ahundred questions

of detail, tortured out of, or read into, the account in Genesis. The ever increasing restriction of the
allegorical and spiritualising method of interpreting Gen. 1. ff., led the Fathers nolens-volens to
opinionsremote from their scientific thought on religion The only passage in that account, moreover,
which seemed to support the spirituaistic conception—“God breathed his own breath into
man”—proved too much, and had therefore to be let alone.’* Origen’s idea, that the body was a

N prison of the soul, was contrasted with the other, also ancient, that man was rather a microcosm,
259 having received parts from the two created worlds, the upper and under.522 But this conception, the
only one which contained a coherent theory of equal value formally with the doctrine of Origen,
could not fail to remain a mere theory, for the ethics corresponding to it, or its ethical ideal, were

not supported by the final aims of the dominant theology. When anthropological questions or the
Biblical narrative were not directly taken into account, it becomes everywhere obvious, that the

old Platonic antithesis of spirit and body was regarded by the Fathers as the antithesi s between that
which was precious and that which was to be mortified, and that the earthly and creaturely in man
wasfelt to be ahampering barrier which was to be surmounted. M onachism and the eschatol ogical
prospect of deification are examples which show how thoroughly practical ideas and hopes were
determined by the dualistic view, though its point had been blunted by the tenet of the resurrection

of the body. Meanwhile the theoretical doctrines as to the nature of man continued to be beset by
aprofound inconsistency, and ultimately, in consequence of Biblicism, became aimlessand barren.>=

Supplement.—The different psychological views of the Fathers are reflected in the various
theoriesasto the origin of individual souls. The oldest of these wasthe traducian theory of Tertullian,
which was aso represented by a few Greeks—Gregory of Nyssa, Anastasius Sinaita. According
to it the soul was begotten along with the body. Its extreme opposite was Origen’s idea of

N pre-existence which had still many adherents in the fourth century, but fell more and more into
260 discredit, until, finaly, it was expressly condemned at the Synod of Constantinople, A. D. 553.
According to this doctrine, all souls were created at once by God along with the upper world, and

fell successively into the lower world, and into their bodies. The middle viewv—an expedient of
perplexity—was the creatian which gradually gained ground all through the fourth century, and

can be characterised as the most wide-spread, at least in the West, from the beginning of the fifth.

It taught that God was ever creating souls and planting them in the embryos. The East contented

521 Augusting’ sexpositionin Ep. CCV. 19, was ultimately the opinion of most of the Greek Fathers, so far asthey were not completely
devoted to Neoplatonism. “Vis etiam per me scire, utrum dei flatusillein Adam idem ipse sit anima. Breviter respondeo, aut
ipse est aut ipso animafactaest. Sed si ipse est, factusest . . . In hac enim quaestione maxime cavendum est, ne animanon a
deo factanatura, sed ipsius dei substantiatamquam unigenitusfilius, quod est verbum eius, aut aliqua eius particula esse credatur,
tamquam illa natura atque substantia, qua deus est quidquid est, commutabilis esse possit: quod esse animam nemo non sentit,
qui se animam habere sentit.” But the thought which underlay the last saying of the dying Plotinus (Porphyr., VitaPlot., ch. 2):
Telp®OUaL To €v Nuiv Belov avdyerv mpodg to év t@ mavti Belov was not entirely surmounted by many Greek Fathers.

522 Therefore the great controversy lasting for centuries, whether the skins with which God clothed Adam and Eve were real skins,
or bodies. He who agreed with Origen taught the | atter; he who looked on man as a microcosm, the former. Y et here also there
were composite forms: e.g., the skin meant only the fleshly body.

523 Scriptural proofsin support of the pre-existence of souls were not wanting: see John 1X. 2. Jerome held to the doctrine for a
time. Even Augustine was uncertain, and up to the time of Gregory the Great its flat rejection had not been determined on in the
West (see Ep. VII. 53).
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itself with disowning Origen’s theory. Augustine, the greatest theologian of the West, was unable
to come to any fixed view regarding the origin of the soul.

Thedifferent views of the Fathers are further reflected in the different conceptions of theimage
of God in man. Religious and moral speculation were to be harmonised at this point; for the former
was, indeed, never wholly wanting. Apart from such theol ogians as saw theimage of God, somehow
or other, even in the human figure, amost all were convinced that it consisted in reason and freedom.
But with thisit wasimpossible to remain perfectly satisfied, since man was still ableto break away
from God, so as in fact to become unlike him, and to die. On the other hand, theologians were
certain that goodness and moral purity never could beinnate. In order to solve the problem, different
methods were adopted. Some abandoned the premise that the possession of the divine image was
inalienable, and maintained that as it resided in the spirit that had been bestowed it could be
completely lost through sinful sensuousness. The spirit returned to God, and the man relapsed to
the level of the beasts. But this solution seemed unsatisfactory, because it was necessary, in spite
of it, to retain the freedom that still, under all circumstances, existed to choose the good. Accordingly,
it was impossible to treat this theory with any real seriousness. Others saw the possession of the
Divine image, resting on reason and freedom, in the destiny of man to virtue and immortality, yet
without stating what change in that case was actually made by falling short of this destiny. The

N third section, finally, distinguished, after the example of Origen, between “image” (sikwv) and

261 “likeness” (ouoiwotg) and saw theformer intheinalienable spiritual plan of man, thelatter in moral

similarity to God, which was, indeed, one always to be gained on the basis of natural endowments.

The Fatherswere unwilling, asthisreview shows, to rest content with the thought that the inalienable

gpiritual natural endowment of man constituted the divineimage, but they found no means of getting

beyond it. Their conception of moral goodness as the product of human freedom hindered them.

All the more strongly did they emphasise and praise, as a kind of set-off, the goodness of God as
Creator revealed in the natura constitution of man.

The different views of the Fathersarefinally reflected in their conception of the primitive state.
Christianity restores man to his state of ideal perfection. This state must, however, have aready
existed in some form at the beginning, since God's creation is perfect, and Genesis teaches, that
man when created was good, and in a condition of blessedness (Paradise). On the other hand, it
could not have been perfect, since man’s perfection could not be attained except through freedom.
The problem resolvesitself into a complete contradiction, which, indeed, was aready clearly to be
found in Irenaaus. the original condition of man must coincide with the state of perfection, and yet
it must only have been preliminary. The Fathers tried various ways of solving this crucial and
insoluble difficulty, in which again the empirical and mora philosophical conception combined
with areligious one. An attempt was made by very many Fathersto limit somewhat the blessedness
of the Paradisaical state, or to give aform to their conceptions of it different in quality—fanciful
and material—from that of their ideas of the final perfection; accordingly, it was explained—by
Gregory of Nyssa—that God himself, looking to the Fall, had not ordained the Paradisaical state
to be perfect. By some, again, the inconsistencies were glossed over, while others determined,
following Origen, wholly to abandon the historical interpretation of the state in Paradise, and to
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construct independently a primitive state for themselves. The last method had the advantage, in
N combination with the assumption of the preexistence of souls, that it could transfer all men mystically
262 into the original state. However, this radical solution conflicted too strongly with the letter of
revelation, and the spirit of the Church tradition. It was rejected, and thus the problem remained in
its obscurity. Therefore men contented themselves more and more with disregarding the main
guestion: they set down incongruities side by side, and extracted separate points from the account
in Genesis. To the latter belonged especially those which were believed to recommend virginity
and asceticism, and to prove that these formed the mode of life (habitus) which corresponded to
the true nature of man. Nor were opinionswanting that characterised asceticism asa salutary means
of correcting the deterioration of the human state. “ Asceticism and its toils were not invented to
procure the virtue that comes from without, but to remove superinduced and unnatural vileness,
just aswerestore the natural brightness of iron by carefully removing the rust, which is not natural,

but has come to it through negligence” (John of Damascus, De fide orth. 111. 14).

The principles of ethics were, asarule, discussed in connection with the original state of man.
But even in reference to the blessedness enjoyed in that state no clear conception was reached; for
if man’s distinctive nature was based on bare freedom, what sort of blessedness could there be for
him?What could be bestowed on him which he did not possess already, or which, if bestowed, did
not once more call in question the original possession? What could fall to hislot except an arbitrarily
chosen reward? Again, as regards ethics, nothing certain could be established. While negative
morality, asceticism, was conceived, as arule, to be the natural and destined condition of man, yet
an effort was made to construct an ideal of positive morality, in which the virtues of philosophy
appeared in arather superficial connection with those of religion.5?* Negative and positive morality
each looked up, after all, to adifferent supreme good, in the one case immortality, in the other the
N loftiest virtue. Therefore they could not be combined. The assumption of works of supererogation,
263 which the Christian could accomplish while remaining in the world, formed the bridge between
the two ethical ideals, but one which it must be admitted, contributed to flight from the one sphere
to the other, rather than their connection. All attacks on the theory that ascetic achievements were
especially valuable and meritorious were regarded as the outcome of moral laxity, and it is certain

that in many cases they actually were.

§ 3. Ethics. Sn.

It was recognised by all the Fathers that the human race had turned from the good and thus
degenerated from its origin, i.e.,—according to the view of the majority—from Adam. This
universality of sin was throughout explained, not from an innate wicked power in man impelling
him necessarily to sin, nor from matter initself, still lessfrom complicity on the part of the Deity.5%

524 See here even the Latins. Ambrosius learned the combination, as carried out by him in his De officiis, from the Cappadocians;
see a so the remarkable opening of hiswork De poait. I. 1: “If the final and supreme aim of all virtue isto minister asfar as
possibleto the spiritual benefit of our fellow-man, we may characterise benevolent moderation as one of the finest virtues.” For
the popular conceptions of Greek Christians, see Socr. H. E. 111. 16, in connection with Rom. I. On the other hand, Augustine
attempted to derive the philosophic virtues from man’ s dependence on God, from love; see, above al, the splendid exposition,
Ep. CLV., ch. 12.

525 Even the subtle way in which Origen justified evil as an element in the best possible world (see Vol. I1., p. 343 f.) was seldom
repeated. Y et see Augustine, Deordinell. 11 sq. (one of hisoldest writings): “malain ordinem redactafaciunt decorem universi.”
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Nor, on the other hand, wasit asarule ascribed to adirect inheritance of Adam’ssin, for inherited
sin is a contradiction in itself; Adam was the type, but not the ancestor, of sinners. The true
explanation was found in the misuse of freedom, caused by the seductions of wicked demons, and
the transmission of wicked customs. Along with this, the majority undoubtedly cherished the secret
idea, which was not surmounted, that the incentive to revolt from God®* came to a certain extent
AN necessarily from the sensuous nature and creaturely infirmity of man, and resulted from hiscomposite
264 constitution, and his liability to death, whether that was acquired naturally or by transgression, or
inherited. Decay and death were especialy held to constitute an inducement to and cause of
continuance in sin. With natural sensuousness the fate of death was conjoined. Both drove man
from God. But in spite of this view the assumption was retained of unaltered freedom. If on the
one hand stress was laid on sensuousness being a natural endowment of man, the unnatural ness of
wickedness was emphasised on the other, and thus bare freedom received a closer relation to
goodness, which, of course, was conceived as repressed by sin. The good was the natural, but,
again, in view of man’s sensuousness, unnatural evil was also natural to him. The essence of sin,
since wickednesswas held to be something purely negative, was universally seenin alienation from
God, being and goodness; but all that this meant positively was that man had subordinated hiswill
to his sensuousness, and thereby lost the feeling, desire, and knowledge of the divine. The
consequences of sin were held to be the following: First, by the mgority, the universal mortality
which had prevailed from Adam, or the loss of the true life;%” secondly, the obscuration of the
knowledge of God, and withit of religionin general. Thisdarkening madeit possible for the demons
to seduce man from the true God, to gain him to their own service, and the idolatry of the creature,
in the form of polytheism, and so even to exercise an ailmost complete dominion over him, and the
earth associated with humanity. A third consequence of sin was found in a certain weakening of
freedom, which, though still existing, yet only in rare cases succeeded, without new divineinfluences,
in reaching amorally good, perfect life.

Supplement.—The view taken by Irenaaus and Tertullian of the fundamental importance of the
first Fall for the whole future race, was imperilled by Origen’ stheory of afall on the part of spirits
intheir preéxistent state. It once more gradually won acceptance as an authoritative Biblical doctrine,
but it never obtained the same certainty, clearness, or importance among the Greek Fathers as
among the Latin (i.e., after Ambrose); see Book I1. of our description. The explanation which the
theory of origina sin furnished for the phenomenon of universal sinfulnesswasin form similar to
Origen’s, but wasinferior toit ininteligibility, and was never unreservedly accepted by the Orientals.
The later Greeks indeed, doubtless under the influence of the West, recognised origina sin, but
this only resulted in a contradiction; for the thought that each man was born in puris naturalibus,
was, while no longer strictly formulated, never actually condemned. The old dilemma remained,
that each man sinned either from anecessity of hisnature or in virtue of hisfreedom; and the former
opinionwasat all timesheld in the East to be Manichaaan. Inherited death, due to Adam, wastaught

265

526 Sin was described as something negative not only by Augustine, but by all thinking Greeks before him. Their conception was
undoubtedly based on a philosophical view that God was not only the originator of being, but really the sole being. On the other
hand, a distinction was made between the eternal being and the creaturely, which came from God.

527 The Antiochenes thought differently (see under), and so did the author of the App. Const., who is exceedingly lax in his views;
see, ed., V. 7, p. 132 (Ed. Lagarde). The latter regards death as an original divine institution, which makes it possible for God
to punish or reward. The resurrection was due to the rational soul from God.
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as a rule; yet even in this matter certain views were never wholly obliterated which are only
intelligible if death was regarded as something natural. From the point of view of the doctrine of
redemption especialy, it could seem more pertinent to hold death to be the natural destiny of man,
from which, however, redemption delivered him. Accordingly, after Origen’s theory had been
abandoned on account of its want of Biblical support, all that was got in exchange for it was a
contradiction: death was something natural and again unnatural. We cannot wonder at this
contradiction; in the same way, no one really held the immortality assigned to the primitive state
to be something indisputably natural, but neither was it regarded as absolutely supernatural.

8 4. The Fall and Original Sn. Doctrine of Redemption.

Thisisthe place to define more precisely the influence which this Natural Theology gained on
Dogmatics, i.e., on the conceptions of redemption through Jesus Christ. In so doing we must keep
N firmly in mind, that, in spite of thisinfluence, the feeling remained uppermost that redemption was
266 something superlatively exalted, something unmerited, apure gift of God to humanity. Thisfeeling
was, however, more and more encouraged also by the fact that the simpletenets of Natural Theology
fell into confusion and became less impressive through the enjoined and ever increasing attention
to Biblical texts realistically interpreted, and the necessity of repelling the system of Origen. To
thiswas added the constantly growing reluctanceto reflect independently at all, aswell asthe grand
impressions made by the divine dispensation which culminated in the incarnation of the Son of

God, and was brought to view in the mysteries.

In the first place, the conviction of the lofty and, at bottom, inalienable dignity of man roused
the idea that man receives through redemption that which correspondsto his nature. If adoption to
the sonship of God and participation in the divine nature appeared on the one hand as a gift above
all reason and expectation, yet it was looked at on the other as corresponding to the nature of man
already fixed in his creation. For man is God’ simage, and exalted as heis above the lower animals
by his constitution, rises as a spiritual being into the heavenly sphere.

Secondly, the last word that Natural Theology hasto say of man isthat heisafree and rational
being, introduced into the opposition of good and evil. Such abeing hasreally to do with God only
in his capacity of creator and rewarder. All other points of contact must necessarily alwaysresolve
into that. Again, for such abeing there can only exist one good, that is knowledge, which includes
virtue, and besides this certain rewards alone find a place; for his nature requires that he should be
independent in all his movements, nay, these only possess any value through such independence.
The Deity stands at the beginning and the close of the history of free men as the power that creates
and rewards. But theintervening spaceisnot occupied by the Deity himself in order to govern man,
and to preserve his alegiance. On the contrary, man has to deal solely with divine knowledge and
rules in accordance with which his freedom is meant to evince itself; for this freedom, while in

N itself aliberty of choice, wasgiven to him that he might achieve, in azealous pursuit of virtue based
267 on rational knowledge, the moral perfection possessed by the Deity Himself.

Thiswhole view, whichisfamiliar to usfrom the Apologists, was never completely lost by the
Greek Fathers. Itsfirst consequence wasthat henceforth the whol e of religion could be,—as already
in the case of the Apologists—and was, looked at from the point of view of knowledge and law. It
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appeared asamorality based on pure knowledge of God and the world, one to which nothing could

be added. Along with freedom, the natural moral law was implanted in man, that is, the sure
consciousness of the rules, by which he had to prove what was in him. The rules corresponded
ultimately to the laws of the universe set in operation and maintained by God as supreme First
Cause. This natural law, when it had been obscured in the mind of man, was repeated in the
Decalogue by an externa legislation, and, on account of the hard-heartedness of the Jews, was
supplemented with burdens, temporary commandments and it was finally reduced by Jesus Christ

to the smplest of formulas, set in operation by the impressive preaching of rewards and punishments,

and perfectly fulfilled by Jesus. He reveal ed the perfect knowledge of God, and restored the natural

moral lawv—these two statements being really identical, for in both God appears as the supreme
cause.5? In this statement we have already mentioned the second consequence of the speculation:

N all grace can only possess the character of a support, of arectification of knowledge. The whole of
268 the operations of God' s grace arein the end, crutches offered to feeble man. In offering them, God
reveals a goodness which, after what he has aready done in creation, is without any fixed limit.
Grace is therefore not absolutely necessary for every man.’® God, again, by no means reveals
himself in it even as the blessing which man requires, but he simply imparts compl ete knowledge,

and thus explains, and strengthens the motives for observing, the rules of conduct which man had

long possessed. But in the third place, it follows from the speculation, that sin is nothing but the
transgression, induced by imperfect knowledge, of those rules, whose observance does not exhibit

man’ s dependence on God, but his independence and freedom. Sin subjects man to the judgment

of God. Punishment isthe gravest result of sin. But God would not bejust, if he were not anindul gent
judge. His goodness which supports man, has its counterpart in the indulgence which overlooks

the time of ignorance of the individual, and leaves unpunished the sins of men whenever they feel
penitent.5° Since it is impossible in this whole question that there can be any suggestion of a

AN restoration of man to that communion with God which he had forsaken, since on the contrary, the
269 sole point was that man, to whom it was always possible to return, should not be impeded while

528 \We perceive the Greek conception most clearly from the law in Apost. Const. V1. 19-24. The section begins with the words:
yvovTeg ydp @edv d1d ‘Thood Xpiotod kal Thv obumacav avtod oikovopiav &pxfifev yeyevnuévny, 8t §£8wke vouov arAodv
gic PoriBerarv 100 @uoTKOD KaBAPSV, swTHpIOV, &ylov, &v () kai T 1810V Svoua éykatédeto. The Decalogueis meant; it was given
to the nation beforeitsrevolt, and God had no intention of adding sacrificial regulations, but tolerated sacrifices. After therevolt
(of the golden calf) he himself, however, gave the ceremonial law: “He bound the people with irremovabl e fetters, and imposed
heavy burdens and ahard yoke upon them, that they might abandon idolatry and turn again to that law which God had implanted
by naturein al men” (ch. XX.). These “branding irons, lancets, and medicines’ were, however, only for the sick. Christians
who voluntarily believed in one God were delivered by him, aboveall, from the sacrificia service. Christ hasfulfilled (kvpdoac)
the law, but removed the additions, “if not all, yet the moreirksome”; thisisthe opposite of Tertullian’s opinion. He restored
man’ s right of self-determination, and in doing so confirmed the natural law (tov @uoikov vouov épefaiwoev). More rigorous
conditions are only apparent. Just vengeance is even yet permitted, toleration is only better: o0 td @uoika abn ékkoéntey
€vopoBétnoev GAAX TV Tovtwv dpetpiav (Thisis not the usual Greek view, but aconception peculiar to this lax author). But
Christ himself abolished what had been “added” solely by fulfilling it first in hislife and death, or by transforming the ceremonies
into spiritual rites. The respect which Irenaaus, as distinguished from the older teachers, had already entertained for the ceremonial
law is shown even more clearly here.

529 Y et see what is said below on Macarius.

530 Forgiveness of sins was a conception which in this connection could hardly be carried out by the Fathers. The passing over of
thetime of ignorance and the acceptance of the reparation involved in penitence constituted forgiveness. Hardly another teacher
from and after the fourth century, has expressed it so clearly as Clemens Alex.: t&v mpoyeyevruévwv 0e6g didwortv dpeotv,
OV 8¢ Embvtwv avtdg Ekactog avt® (Quisdiv. salv. 40, cf. Strom. I1. 14, 58, and elsewhere); but the statement asto Christ
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striving and yet stumbling, the view was, in fact, inevitable that God remits punishment to every
penitent. God would not appear just, but harsh and unloving, if he did not accept sincere penitence
as an equivalent for transgressions. It was accordingly agreed that, although men are sinners, they
becomejust inthe sight of God through virtue and penitence, and redemption to eternal lifethrough
Christ can only benefit such as have acquired this righteousness through their independent efforts.
The sacraments initiated men into this effort to obtain virtue, and they had also an indescribable
influence upon it. But personal fulfilment of the law was still something thoroughly independent.
Finally, it followed from this moral view, that it wasimpossible to gain a clear idea of the state of
perfection. A state of freedom and a perfect virtue based on perfect knowledge cannot be raised
higher than they are, and that which isgiven to reward the latter can never beintrinsically connected
with it. The complete vacuity of the conceptions held of the final state, apart from the effect of the
hope of an ever increasing knowledge, i.e., vision of God, was accordingly also the natural
consequence of the conviction that man, because heisfree, is dependent on no one, and that heis
always at the goal when he fulfils the law of God.

Thirdly, the rationalistic exposition of the doctrine of God and creation could not fail to impel
apologists to expound the reasonableness of the doctrines of the Trinity, the resurrection of the
body, etc. As a matter of fact the attempt was even made to prove the existence of a general
agreement, a “common sense’, as to the doctrine of the Trinity, and references were especially
made to heathen philosophers, though, on the other hand, when it seemed expedient, the Greeks
were denied any knowledge of the Trinity. Such references were all the more natural, since
Neoplatonic philosophers, and at an earlier date Numenius, had constructed akind of trinity. Cyril,
again, in his Catechisms, supported the resurrection of the body to a very large extent on rational

N\ grounds, and others followed his example. For the extent to which even the doctrine of the
270 Incarnation was included in Natural Theology, see following chapter.

Fourthly, from al thisit followed, that man could ultimately receive nothing from history which
he could not, nay, had not to, wrest for himself. But the Logos in the flesh (Aéyog &évoapkog)
belonged to history. Accordingly, it was impossible wholly to get rid of the view that there was a
standpoint for which the historical Christ, since he was merely the edifying teacher, meant nothing.
Thisview was, as we know, expressed perfectly plainly by Origen (see Vol. Il., p. 342, n. 1); and
in this he by no means stood alone. It was not only repeated by half-heathen theologians, like
Synesius, but it runs like a hidden thread through the conceptions of all Greek theologians, aslong
asthey continued to think independently. It isthe negative complement of theideathat the knowledge
accompanied by virtue, which transcends al that is visible, and therefore all that is historical,
includes blessednessinitself, and moreover, that it can be achieved from our own resources through
adirect afflatus divinus. But still further: even in Augustine this view was not wholly surmounted.
The man, who perceived the Deity, and had gained faith, love, and hope, stood beside the throne
of God, and was with the Father of light and his essential Word; the historical Christ lay beneath

in Paadag. |. 3, 7: T pev Guaptipata 0 0ed¢ doieic, £ig 8¢ o pur Eapaptdverv nadaywydv wg dvOpwrog, formed a part of
the fundamental view of the following age. We cannot wonder at this. Between mechanical expiations and penitence thereisin
fact no third term, as soon as the forgiveness of sinsis applied to individual cases. Only where faith in forgivenessis the faith
itself, isit more than aword, and yet not magical.
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him.5* Further, even opponents of Origen, like Methodius and his successors, the mystics, had
arrived at the same conception (see VVol. I11., p. 110). For the ascetic mystic history passed away
along with the world; he might cast aside al crutches, traversing independently thelong, mysterious
path from the extreme outside to the inmost recess of the spiritual. At the end of this path there
stood, not Jesus Christ, but the unembodied Logos (Adyo¢ doapkog), since he was pure truth and
pure life. An incarnate Christ (€voapkoc) was born in each who traversed this path. He in whom
Christ was born, however, no longer needed the historical Christ.52

Rationalism, or Christianity asthe moral law which isfreely fulfilled, and mysticism are regarded
as opposites, and so they are before the tribunal of philosophy. But before that of positive religion
they are not, they are rather akin, at least in the form in which they confront us in antiquity.>
Mysticism of course embraces germs which when unfolded will resist rationalism. But at first it is
nothing but rationalism applied to a sphere above reason (ratio). The admission that there was such
a sphere formed the difference. It was mysticism as much as rationalistic moralism which secretly
formed an opposition to the Christianity proclaimed by Jesus Christ to be the way and the truth for
all men and for every grade. The most vital piety of the Greek Fathers, and the strenuous effort to
make themselves at home in religion, insured them at least against losing the historical Christ.

271

But it was only adanger that here threatened. We may not say more. The Deity had come down
to earth, God had become man, and that in the historical Jesus—faith in this stupendous fact, “the
newest of the new, nay, the only new thing under the sun,” limited all rationalism. It imperatively
demanded the investigation, on the one hand, of the ground and cause, on the other, of the fruit and
blessing, of thisdivine dispensation. It was necessary to find the relation of the latter to the mystery
and horror of death. It was indeed impossible to make the “naturalness’ of death credible; for all
nature, higher and lower, rebelled against it. And the consciousness of a capacity for perfect
knowledge and goodness underlay in practical life the sense of incapacity. Hence the conviction
that man must be redeemed, and through Jesus Christ isredeemed. The doctrines of innate freedom,
the law, and the independent achievement of virtue were not abandoned; but they were

N counterbalanced by faith in the necessity and reality of redemption. And this combination,
272 unsatisfactory asit seemsto us, was yet capable of forming men of Christian character. Such men
were never wanting in any century of the older Greek Church after Athanasius and Chrysostom,
although their theology |acked the confession of the Psalmist: “It isgood for me to cleave to God”

(Mihi adhagrere deo bonum est).5

531 Augustine, De doctr. I. 34.

532 See even Augustine, on John, tract. 21, n. 8: “ Gratulemur et gratias agamus non solum nos Christianos factos esse, sed Christum
... admiramini gaudete: Christus facti sumus.”

533 Bigg (The Christian Platonists of Alex., 1886, p. 51f.) hasalso correctly perceived this; heis speaking of the attitude of Clement
and of the Alexandrians generally: “On one side Rationalist, on another Mystic.” “Though there isin them a strong vein of
Common Sense or Rationalism, they were not less sensible of the mystic supernatural side of the religious life than Irenaeus.
The difference is that with them the mystical grows out of the rational.”

534 The text isindeed quoted by Macarius (Ep. 1. fin) as the sum of all knowledge. But even to this theologian, who came nearest
Western thought in some paraenetic remarks, and frequently drew the sharpest contrast between nature and grace (see Hom. I.
10, IV. 7-9), the “cleaving to God” meant nothing but the independent decision for God. The following passage (Hom. V. 5)
proves how remote Macarius was from Augustine: “How should God treat a man who, in the exercise of free will, devotes
himself to the world, lets himself be seduced by its pleasures, or revelsin dissipations? God only sends his help to him who
renounces worldly pleasures, and preserves himself completely from the snares and traps of the sensuous world,” etc. Here we

175



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

Instead of multiplying details we may here give the views on freedom, sin, and grace, of four
eminent Greek Fathers, Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and John of
Damascus.

(1) Athanasius.—The conceptions formed by Athanasius of the origina state of man, of sin
and grace, show especially hisinability to distinguish between nature and grace. In hiswork “De
incarnatione’s*® he stroveto prove that the incarnation was anecessity on the part of God. Therefore
he emphasi ses strongly the destiny of man, and distinguishesit sharply from hisempirical condition;
for this destiny sets God a task which he must carry out under all circumstances, if his goodness
(&yabdtnc) isto remain in force. Therefore, in many of the arguments of this work, human nature
appears asthe creaturely and sensuous constitution, while everything el se, including the endowment
of reason, takes the form of a donum superadditum, potentially given in the original state, and
binding on God himself, a gift of grace, which was meant to rise to complete knowledge of God

N\ through thefree moral devel opment of man.—for that wasthe goal. [Athanasius usesvery different

273 expressions for this in his writings. gavtacia mept ©edv (power of conceiving God), yvdoig

(knowledge) katavonaoig (perception) katdAnyig (comprehension) fewpia tdv Belwv (theory of

divine things) Bswpia t®v vontdv (—of the intelligible) Oewpia mepi tod G0 (science of God)

gvvola t|¢ €i¢ Tatépa yvwoewg (concept of knowledge as to the Father)]. The change which took

place in man through sin, or through death, is accordingly conceived as a loss of the divine. God

is at the same time supremely interested in preventing man, once destined to obtain perfect divine
knowledge, from becoming a prey to hislower nature, and being destroyed.>*

But eveninthe Deincarn., and to astill greater extent in hislater anti-Arian writings, Athanasius
defends the idea that the rational spirit (Yuxn Aoyikn—Athanasius being a dichotomist) belongs
to man’s constitution, isimmortal, and at bottom also inalienable. This vyt Aoyikn can gradually
recognise the Logos and God from creation; it is, accordingly, not only an inalienable religious
talent, but also an inalienable religious factor. Its power extends so far that there have been holy
meninall ages(c. gent. 2; c. Arian. 111: 33: toA\oi y&p oDV &ytot yeydvaot kabapoi mdong duaptiag).
The reconciliation of the two contradictory statements,” that the higher endowment appears first
asgrace, then as nature, isto be found in the following points. (1) The Yuxr Aoyikr isonly rational
(logical) because it participates in the Logos, is hisimage, possesses a shadow of him (Deincarn.
3), and retainsits power only when steadfastly connected with him. For thisreason it can be termed,
although a natural provision, an “externa” (c. Arian. 1. 68: “Adam was outside before his
transgression, having received grace and not having had it adapted to his body”; 0 'Adau mpo tfig
napaPdosws EEwdev v, AaPwv TV xdp1v kai un otvnpuocuévny xwv adthv ¢ cwuartt.). (2) It
isonly in the apologetic arguments of the treatise De incarn. that Adam’ s fall and its consequence

see that the contrast between nature and grace was not so seriously meant. The sameisthe case with “law and gospel.” No Greek
Father was able to regard these as contrasted in the same way as we see them in the writings of Paul and Augustine.

535 On its authenticity, see the next chapter.

536 Deincarn. IV.: 1) mapdPaoic tig évtoAfig i T0 katd @votv adtovg énéotpeev.. Accordingly, everything is supernatural which
raises man above the level of nature.
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appear as forming a tremendous cleavage, and the state before and after the fall as a contrast. That

N wasnot the characteristic view of Athanasius,>*’ asis shown by other argumentsin the samewriting,

974 and the rest of the tractates. He contemplates not a loss once for al, but a gradual enfeeblement.

Mankind has more and more lost, from generation to generation, the consciousness of God, i.e.,

through the darkening of his mind. That which above all burdened humanity, however, was not

sin, but the sentence of death pronounced by God on the sinner—see next chapter. The faculties

for knowing God, and thus for attaining the goal, remained, but there was no corresponding power

actually to reach the goal. A Catholic investigator has expressed this as follows:>® “ Sinful man

gradually lost, according to Athanasius, what was supernatural in his prerogatives, and retained

only what was natural. Supernatural were moral goodness on the one hand, the correct consciousness

and due use of rationality and immortality on the other; while rationality and immortality generally

were natural.” Theintrusion here of the modern Catholic categories of “natural and “ supernatural”

isincorrect; for the spiritual nature of man was held by all the Fathers to be supernatural. But the

idea is correct. But we must go further. The difference here is exclusively quantitative; it is only

gualitative from the fact that what remains of higher powersisasarule of lessthanitsinitial value,

i.e., is no longer capable of reaching the goal. The same Catholic scholar is therefore perfectly

correct, when—expressing himself with due caution—he finds (p. 159 f.) that Athanasius “does

not seemto treat” the punishment of sin—better, sin—*“with sufficient gravity”. “ Heteaches, indeed,

that the spiritual gifts of man were lost through sin, but he conceives this ruin as gradual in time

and degree, depending on the extent to which men had turned from the contempl ation of the spiritual

and to the sensuous’; i.e., Athanasius ssmply follows an empirical and natural line of thought, in

virtue of which he finds in mankind very different grades of moral and intellectual position. That

this was a consequence of human freedom constituted a sufficient explanation in itself and freed

N theDeity of al blame. But it did not explain the universality of death, and left out of account Gen.

275 |.—I11. The above empirical view, which ultimately, indeed, cast a certain shadow on the Deity,

and these chapters of the Bible compelled him to secure, somehow or other, a historical beginning

for the present condition and therewith an original state of man. But the relations of the present to

that beginning arereally exhausted in the continuance of the once pronounced sentence of death;>*°

and the primitive state, which is clearly enough described (c. gentes 2, De incarn. 3, 4) as a

destiny—Adam himself having not yet attained what his endowments fitted him for, continued in

this sense; nay, it ultimately embraced the idea that God was under the necessity of bringing the
sentence of death to an end.

However, Athanasius did arrive at positive conclusions as to the specific grace bestowed in the
Christian redemption, in his polemic against the Arians. It isnot to be wondered at that the discussion
of grace in connection with creation and the natural endowments of man only resulted, on the
premises stated by the Fathers, in tautologies. But against the Arians, where Athanasius was not
interested in cosmology, he shows that we have received from grace what was by nature peculiar
to the Son, and he definitely distinguishes between grace in creation and in redemption. Deut.
XXXII. 6, 7, 18, where it is said that God created and begot men, he interprets as follows: “By

537 Against Wendt Die christl. Lehre von der menschlichen Volkommenheit (1880), p. 47 f.
538 Atzberger, Die Logosehre des h. Athainasius. (1880), p. 156.
539 All men were lost in Adam'’ stransgression,” c. Arian. I1. 61.
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creating, M oses describes the natural state of men, for they are works and beings made; by begetting,
he lets us see the love of God to them after their creation” (c. Arian. Il. 58). Similarly on John I.
12, 13: *“ John makes use of the words *to become’ because they are called sons, not by nature, but
by adoption; but he has employed the word ‘ begotten’, because they in any case have received the
name of son . . . The goodness of God consists in this, that he afterwards becomes, by grace, the
father of those whose creator he already is. He becomestheir father, however, when—asthe Apostle
says—the men who have been created receive into their hearts the Spirit of his Son, which calls,
‘Abba, Father.” But the latter consist of all who have received the Word and have obtained power
N from him to become children of God. For since by nature they are creatures, they can only become
276 sons by receiving the spirit of the natural and true Son. In order that this may happen the Word
became flesh, that men might be made capable of receiving the Deity. This conception can also be
found in the Prophet Malachi, who says: * Did not one God create you? Have you not all one Father?
For here again he saysin the first place ‘ created’, and in the second ‘father’, in order similarly to
show that we arefirst, and by nature, creatures, but afterwards are adopted as sons, God the creator
becoming also our father,” etc. (c. Arian. 11. 59). These expositions are certainly worth noting, but
we must not overestimate them; for in the same discourses against the Arians they are modified to
the effect that our sonship depends on the Logos dwelling in us, i.e., it receives a cosmological
basis (see c. Arian. 111. 10). In some passages it indeed looks as if the Logos only dwelt in usin
consequence of the incarnation (see above and |. c. IV. 22); but it is quite clear in others that
Athanasius thought of an indwelling before the incarnation, an indwelling wholly independent of
it. With the recollection that there were sons of God inthe O. T., Athanasius proves that the Logos
was eternal. Accordingly, it iswith him as with Clement of Alexandria: when the Fathers are not
dealing with apol ogetic theology, and disregard the O. T., they are ableto comprehend and describe
the grace due to the historical Christ inits specific significance; but when they reason connectedly
everything ultimately resolves into the natural endowment fixed once for all.

Literature—See, besides the works quoted of Atzberger and Wendt, Méhler, Athanasius, I. p.
136 ff. Voigt, Athanasius, p. 104 ff., and Ritschl, Rechtfertigung und Versdhnung, 2 Ed. Val. I. p.
8 ff.

(2) Gregory of Nyssa—Gregory’s theories also appear to be hampered by a contradiction
because they are sketched from two different points of view. On the one hand he regardsthe nature
of man in spirit and body as constituting his true being. To him, as opposed to Origen, the whole
earthly world is good, amirror of divine wisdom and power, a place meant to be pervaded by the
divine. Before this could be possible “it was necessary that a union should be effected between its
277 essential elements and the higher spiritual and divine nature, whereby first the divine shone as

through a glass into the earthly world, after which the earthly, elevated with the divine, could be
freed from liability to decay, and be transfigured. This central significance, this part of constituting
abond between two worldsin themsel ves opposed, was assigned to man, who stood at the head of
the ascending scale of earthly creatures, which he comprehended like a microcosm, while he also
as hoyikov (@ov (arational being) projected into the invisible world, in virtue of his nature made
in the image of God, i.e., spiritual and moral, and, especially, ethically free. This nature of man,
besides, being created, possessed nothing of itself, but only like the sun-loving eye turned ever of
its own accord to the eternal light, living on it, and interpreting it to the earthly world to which it
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essentially belonged.”>° But on the other hand, though Gregory rejected Origen’s theories of the

pre-existence of souls, the pre-temporad fall, and the world asaplace of punishment (rept kataokeuvrig

avOpwnwv, ch. 28, 29), regarding them as Hellenic dogmas and therefore mythological, yet hewas

dominated by the fundamental thought which led Origen to the above view. The spiritua and the

earthly and sensuous resisted each other. If man was, as Scripture says, created in the image of

God,>* then he was a spiritual being, and his being so constituted his nature (see |.c. ch. 16-18).

Man was a self-determining, but, because created, a changeable spirit, meant to share in al the

blessings of God. So far as he had a sensuous side, and was mortal, he was not an image of God.

N Gregory now laid stress on man (homo)—as he conceived it, humanity—having been first created,

78 and then having been fashioned into male and female. He concluded from this that the earthly and

sensuous side of man was émyevvnuatiki, a subsequent creation, that, accordingly, the spiritua

in man was conceptually the primary, and his sensuous and bodily nature the secondary, part of

him.>*2 He further concluded that man was originally designed to live a sexlesslife like the angels,

that God would have multiplied men as he did the angels by his power “in anoble fashion” (repi

Kataok., 17), and that the proper and natural dwelling-place of men was the pure and incorporeal
future state.

But near as he was to consequences drawn by Origen,> Gregory rejected them. The destiny of
man sketched above was an ideal one. In other words, God, looking to the Fall, at once created and
added the earthly and sensuous nature of man; nay, this was not merely due to the Fall, but, asis
shown by the first line of thought given above, the earthly nature of man had also, since it was
possessed by divine energies and transfigured, alasting significance. But the Paradisaical statein
which men lived before the Fall, was not the highest; for the body was not transfigured, though it
had not yet been stained by sexual intercourse. The highest state, in so far asit was brought about
by the resurrection (gig to dpxaiov Tig VoW UGV dnokatdotaotg), was that which notionally
preceded the life in Paradise, but had never till now been concretely realised. It was life in its
incorporeal abode after the fashion of the angels.> The incarnation of God had procured this state

AN for al who, in virtue of their freedom, led aholy life, i.e., who lived as man did in Paradise before
279 the Fall; for that was possible to man even when on earth. In all this we must remember that
Gregory’s hold on the traditional dependence on Gen. |.-111. was very loose: he does not speak of

540 See Catech. mag. 5, 6, and the work, mepi Puy. k. dvaotag., as also epi kataok. dvOpwm. 2 ff. 16. Méller in Herzog R.-E., 2
Ed. Vol. V., p. 401, and hiswork, Gregorii Nyss. de natura hom. doctr. illustr. et cum Origeniana comparata, 1854.

541 Orat. 1. T. 1., p. 150: Kat’ sikdva #xw T Aoyikdg eivan ka®’ dpoiweoty 82 yivouat év ¢y Xprotiavdc yevésBat. Theimage” cannot
consist in the bodily. Thelatter isat most acopy of the “image,” see nepi kataok. dvBpw. 8, 12. But the “image” itself implies
that it can only really be completely produced by free self-determination on the part of man. “1f any compulsion obtained, the
image would not be realised.” (Catech. mag. 5).

542 \We have, however, to make a distinction here. As a creaturely spirit man necessarily has a body, just as every picture has a
material foundation, and every mirror a back. This body, therefore, belonged, according to Gregory, to the notion of man’'s
nature; it was the phenomenon of the soul asthe latter was the noumenon of the body. But Gregory distinguishes this body from
the sensuous and sexually differentiated one.

543 Gregory borders very closely upon them, not only in tepi kataok., but also in other writings. The fall does not, indeed, take the
form of an event in the experience of individual men actually to be found in a pre-existent state, but of akind of “intelligible
collective deed of al humanity.”

54 See nepi kataok. dvOpwm. 16-18.
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Adam, but always of us. All men had the same freedom as Adam.>* All soulsreally passed through
Adam’shistory. Above all, no transference of sin took place, athough Gregory isaTraducian (see
nept kat. avOp. ch. 29); every man sinned, because in virtue of his freedom he could sin, and by
his sensuous nature (rd6n) was induced to sin. By this means a state of depravity and death was
introduced—sin also being death—from which man in fact could not deliver himself. Nothing but
the union of God with humanity procured redemption. Redemption was, in harmony with the
speculations as to Adam, strictly objective, and the question as to its appropriation was therefore,
at bottom, no question. A new condition wasrevealed for all men without any co-operation on their
part, but it became real only to those who led aholy life, i.e., who abstained entirely from sin.

Literature—See, besides Mdller’s work, Wendt, |.c., P. 49 f.; Herrmann, Gregorii Nyss.
sententiaede sal ute adi pi scenda, 1875; Bergades, De universo et de animahominis doctrina Gregorii
Nyss., Thessalonich, 1876; Stigler, Die Psychologie des hl. Gregor von Nyssa, Regensburg, 1857,
Ritschl., I.c. Vol. I. p. 12 ff.; Hilt, Des hl. Gregor von Nyssa L ehre vom Menschen, K6ln, 1890.

(3) Theodore—Even in Irenaaus™® two inconsistent conceptions of the result of redemption
stood side by side. It was held, on the one hand, to restore man to the original state from which he
had fallen, and, on the other, to raise him from the primitive natural state of childhood to a higher
stage. The mgjority of the Greek Fathers were not in aposition to decide bluntly for either of these

N idess; yet theformer, under theinfluence of Origen, prevailed. It was only in the school of Antioch

280 that it wasreally rejected, that the other view was emphatically avowed, and thus the most decided

attitude adopted of opposition to Origen's theology.>” The view of the Antiochenes was

teleol ogical—but there was an entire absence of any religious view of sin. In this respect it was
directly opposed to Augustine' s system.

According to Theodore,>*® God' s plan included from the beginning two epochs (“Kataotaoceig”),
the present and future states of the world. The former was characterised by changeableness,
temptation, and mortality, the latter by perfection, immutability, and immortality. The new age
only began with the resurrection of the dead, itsoriginal starting-point being the incarnation of the
Son of God. Further, there was a spiritual and a sensuous. Man was composed of both, the body
having been created first, and the soul having then been breathed into it. Thisis the opposite of
Gregory of Nyssa's view. Man was the connecting link between the two spheres; he was designed
to reveal theimage of God inthisworld. “Like aking, who, after building agreat city and adorning
it with works of every kind, causes, when the whole is completed, a fine statue of himself to be
erected, in which all the inhabitants may gratefully revere the constructor, so the Creator of the
world, after he had elaborated hiswork, finally produced man to be hisown image, and all creatures

545 Gregory here carries his speculation still further: God did not first create a single man, but the whole race in apreviously fixed
number; these collectively composed only one nature. They werereally one man, divided into amultiplicity. Adam—that means
al (repi kataok. 16, 17, 22). In God' s prescience the whole of humanity was comprised in the first preparation.

546 See Val. Il., p. 267 ff.

57 |t isinstructive that Marcellus also thinks of aglory presented through redemption, which is onép &v@pwmov.

548 See Kihn, Theodor von Mops., p. 171 ff. Also the examples partly taken from Theodore' s commentaries on Genesis, Job, and
Paul’ s epistles (see Swete, Theodori in epp. Pauli comment. 1880, 1881), partly from fragments of other writings of Theodore;
cf. also Dorner, Theodori de imagine dei doctrina, 1844.

180



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

find in him their centre, and thus contribute to the due glorification of God.” Now athough man

is equipped with al the powers of reason and of will, yet, from the very nature of his Present
condition, heis changeable, is defeated in the conflict, and ismortal. Not till the new principle of

life was imparted by means of Christ could the changeable nature be raised to immutability. Till

N\ then, accordingly, man was exposed to temptation, and as a being made up of spirit and body was
281 necessarily mortal. The threat of death in Paradise did not mean that death was the consequence
of sin—it was rather natural; but it was designed to inspire man with as great a hatred of sin, as if

the latter were punished by death. Desath, natural in itself, was a divine means of education, and
accordingly salutary. “God knew that mortality would be beneficial to Adam, for if they had been
invested withimmortality, men, when they sinned, would have been exposed to eternal destruction.”

But even the permission of sin was salutary, and formed part of the divine plan of education. God

gave a command, and thereby elicited sin, in order that he might, like aloving Father, teach man

his freedom of choice and weakness. “Man was to learn that while he was in a state of moral
changeabl eness, he would not be capable of sustaining animmortal existence. Therefore death was
announced to him as the penalty of disobedience, although mortality was from the beginning an
attribute of human nature.”>° No sin without acommand, but also no knowledge of good and evil,

of the possession of spiritual faculties, finally, no conflict. Accordingly, God gave the command

in order to raise Adam above the stage of childhood, and it necessarily provoked conflict and defeat.

Adamis, however, to be thought of here, not as the ancestor, but asthe type, of the human race.
Thelaw was given with the same object to al his descendants, to teach them to distinguish between
good and evil, and to know their own powers and weakness. In the history of Adam we become
acquainted with our own natural disposition. “In keeping with this we are under the necessity in
our present life of rendering obedience to laws by which our natural power of making distinctions
is awakened, we, meanwhile, being taught from what we ought to abstain and what to do, that the
principles of reason may be activein us. Only when wefind ourselvesin the future state (K atastasis)
will we be able with dlight effort to perform what we recognise as good. Without law, therefore,
I wewould have had no distinction between good and evil, and no knowledge of sin, and likeirrational
282 animals we would have done whatever occurred to us.” In this state knowledge and fighting are
required to obtain the victory, but we are constantly hampered by the body, the source of temptations.
Christ first gave us redemption from death, an immortal nature, which, therefore, will obtain the

victory without effort (on Rom. V. 18).

Theodore was able to explain away the Pauline passages which support a transmission of the
death worked by sin, just as heignored the life of the first man in Paradise before the Fall. All men
died because of their own sinful actions; but even this was meant figuratively. They died because
of their natural constitution, in which sinwaslatent. He opposed Augustine’ sand Jerome’ sdoctrine
of original sinin an independent work, fragments of which have been preserved by Marius Mercator.
“ Adam was created mortal whether he sinned or not. For God did not say, ‘ Yewill be mortal,” but
‘“Yewill die’” Theodore quoted Ps. CllI. 15, and Rome. 11. 6. Against original sin he appealed to
the case of saints like Noah, Abraham, and Moses. If God had passed sentence of death on all as
the punishment of sin, he would not have made Enoch immortal. Accordingly, Baptism did not,

49 Kihn, I. c., p. 174.
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according to Theodore, remove inherited sin, but initiated the believer into sinless discipleship of
Christ, and at the same time blotted out the sins he had himself committed. In the former sense it
had its use even for children; for Baptism, like all grace emanating from the incarnation, raised
man to a new stage, elevated him above his present nature, and prepared him for the future state
(Katastasis). Thisismost strongly emphasised by Theodore, and here his teaching is distinguished
from the doctrines of Pelagius and Julian of Eclanum,*® who subordinated redemption through
Christ completely to the rationalistic theory. That Theodore did not do. While he was thoroughly
convinced, with Pelagius, that in the present state everything turned on men’s own actions which
rested on knowledge, freedom, effort, and heroic fighting, yet he was equally certain on the other
hand, that human nature did not attain immutability, immortality, and sinlessness through this
N conflict—it was merely a condition—but only through redemption. For this reason Christ came.
283 He did not restore, but produced a new, a higher state. He did not heal, but transfigured.>!

Theodore' s doctrine of man was strictly rationalistic and Aristotelian; it surpassed the theories
of all the rest of the Greek Fathersinintelligibility and consistency. But for that very reason it did
not correspond to all the ideas and desires embraced in the tradition of the Church.

(4) John of Damascus.—The doctrines taught by this dogmatist became final in the Greek
Church, the later Symbols being substantially at one with them,%? because he combined the
conceptions of the Cappadocians with the Antiochene tradition, in the modified form assumed by
the latter in Chrysostom, and at the same time did justice to the constantly increasing tendency to
refrain as much as possible from allegorising Gen. I. ff. Briefly, John taught as follows:%—

Since God, “ overflowing with goodness’, was not satisfied with the contemplation of himself,

but desired to have some one to whom he could do good, he created the universe, angels, and men.

Even the angels were immortal, not by nature, but by grace; for everything which has a beginning

has necessarily an end. But immortality being agift became natural to spiritual beings, and therefore

also to men. Men were created by God from nature, visible and invisible, in his own image, to be
kings and rulers of the whole earth. Before their creation God had prepared Paradise for them to

be asit were aroyal castle, “set by his hands in Eden, a store-house of all joy and delight, situated

to the East, and higher than the whole earth, but tempered and illumined by the finest and purest

N\ air, planted with ever blossoming flowers, filled with perfume, full of light, surpassing every idea
284 of earthly grace and beauty, a truly divine place.”s* But it was only with his body that man was
supposed to livein thismaterial Paradise; he inhabited with his spirit at the sametimethe* spiritual”
Paradise, which isindicated by thetree of life.5 Of the tree of knowledge hewas not at first to eat;

550 See Kihn, I. c., p. 179 1.

551 Chrysostom agrees entirely with Theodore in the opinion that man’ s free will takes thefirst step, which isthen seconded by God
with his power, in the appropriation of the good; see his notes on Rom. I X. 16, in Hom. 16; in ep. ad Heb., Hom. 12; in Ev. Joh.,
Hom. 17, etc. The passages are reproduced in Miinscher, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte (1832), p. 363 ff.

552 See Gass, Symbolik d. griech. Kirche, p. 150 ff.

553 Defideorthod. I1. 2 ff., 11 ff. 24-30; 111. 1, 14, 20; 1V. 4, 11, 19-22, and the Homily in “ficum arefactum,” as also the Dialogue
against the Manichasns. Langen. I. c., p. 289 ff.; Wendt, I. c., p. 59 ff.

554 Accordingly we have here a recrudescence to some extent of what the older Greek Fathers called “Judaism” or “earthly
conceptions,” cf. Peter’s Apocalypse.

555 Two traditional, inconsistent ideas are combined here; John was not quite clear asto thetree of life. He gives different explanations
of itin Defidell. 11and IV. 11.
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for knowledge, while good for the perfect, is bad for the imperfect. The result of knowledge in the
case of theimperfect wasto make man, instead of devoting himself to the contemplation and praise
of God, think of himself: Adam, immediately after eating, noticed that he was naked. “ God intended
that we should be freefrom desire and care, and occupied solely with luxuriating in the contemplation
of himself.” The eating “of all the trees’ denoted the knowledge of God from the works of nature.
In created man—the union of visible and invisible nature—the image of God consisted in power
of thought and freedom of will, likeness to him in similarity in virtue, so far as that was possible.
Soul and body (as against Origen) were created together. Man was originally innocent, upright,
and adorned with all virtues;>* his being so was a gift of grace; but so also was the fact that he was
spiritual. He was spiritual that he might endure and praise his benefactor; corporeal, that he might
be disciplined by suffering and the recollection of suffering; he was too proud of his greatness.
Man was created a being who ruled in this present life, and was transferred to another.*” He was
finally to be made divine by submission to God: his deification consisting in participation in the
N divineglory, not in atransformation into the divine essence.

- Actualy, i.e., according to the logical development of the system, the innocence of primitive

man consisted in his power to be innocent, and, with the support of divine grace, to abide by and
advance in goodness. A necessary converse of this was the power to revolt; “for it is no virtue
which is done under compulsion”. Man, “that little world”, retained, however, along with his
spiritual attributes, those of irrational nature; even in his soul there was an irrational part, which
was partly capable of submitting to therational, but was partly independent of it (the vital functions).
The former embraced the desires, some of which were within limits permitted, while the others
were not. But, the vital functions apart, over all was placed free will. It isin our power to choose,
and man decides on his own actions. His origin aloneis God' s affair. “But error was produced by
our wickedness for our punishment and benefit For God did not make death, nor did he delight in
the ruin of theliving; on the contrary, death was due to man, i.e., to Adam’ s transgression, and so
also were the other penalties.” > It was not right to attribute everything to divine providence; “for
that which isin our power is not the affair of providence, but of our own free will.” God, certainly,
in virtue of his omniscience, knows everything from all eternity; he therefore assists by his grace
those who, he knows, will avail themselves of it. They alone are also predestinated; their decision
to be and do good is known to God. Those are damned to whom all the supports of grace are in
vain.?® With all thisit remainstrue that all virtue comes from God; for by him it wasimplanted in
nature, and by his support alone it is maintained. Accordingly, we have once more the principle
that nature, rational and free, isagift of grace; to be natural isto be virtuous, and conversionisthe
return from the unnatural .5°

556 Thisis strongly emphasised by John (11. 12, 1V. 4); but he has carefully avoided stating how God could on his part adorn men
with virtues. It cannot be proved that thisis to be attributed to the influence of the West. Such an assumption is not necessary,
for weasofind in the older Greek Fathersrhetorical glorifications of the primitive state which do not harmonise with the system
of doctrine.

557 These are the two states (katastaseis) of the Antiochenes.

558 The significance of Adam’ sfall for his posterity isrecognised (11. 28), but it is noteworthy, only cursorily. John has no separate
chapter on the Fall in his great work. Even 11. 30, only discussesit under a more general heading.

559 See, I. ¢, 11. 29, 30; IV. 22.

560 11, 30.
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Man was created male. Woman was formed merely because God foresaw the Fall, and in order
that the race might be preserved in spite of death.%! Man did not allow reason to triumph; he mistook
the path of honour, and preferred his lusts. Consequently, instead of living for ever, he fell aprey
to death and became subject to tribulation and a miserable life. For it was not good that he should
enjoy immortality untempted and unproved, lest he should share the pride and condemnation of
the devil. “Accordingly, man was first to attest himself, and, made perfect by observance of the
commandment when tempted, was then to obtain immortality as the reward of virtue. For, placed
between God and matter, he was to acquire steadfastness in goodness, after he had abandoned his
natural relation to things, and become habitually united to God.” But, seduced by the devil who
enviously grudged man the possession which he had himself lost, man turned to matter, and so,
severed from God, his First Cause, became subject to suffering, and mortal, and required sexual
intercourse. (The fig-leaves denote the tribulations of life, and the skins the mortal body). Death,
come into the world through sin, henceforth, like a hideous wild beast, made havoc of human life,
although the liberty to choose good as well as evil was never destroyed.>? But God did not leave
himself without awitness, and at last sent his own Son, who was to strengthen nature, and to renew
and show and teach by his action the way of virtue which led from destruction to eternal life. The
union of Deity with humanity was “the newest of the new, the only new thing under the sun.” % It
applied, moreover, to the whole of human naturein order to bestow salvation on the whole.’ This
union resulted in the restitutio to the original state, which was perfect in so far as man, though not
yet tested, was adorned with virtues. Christ participated in the worst part of our nature in order, by
and in himself, to restore the form of the image and likeness, and to teach us further by virtuous
conduct, which by his aid he made light for us. Then he overcame death, becoming the first-fruits
N\ of our resurrection, and renewing the worn-out and cast-off vessel.5

287

286

It has been pointed out above (p. 240) that natural theology underwent no development in the
Greek Church. We must premise, however, that the course of the history of philosophy is of greater
moment for the development of the system, or for systematic monographs. Without anticipating
we may here make the following remark. The Fathers of orthodox dogma in the fourth and fifth
centuries were Platonists. Aristotelianism always led in this period to a heterodox form of
dogma—L ucian, the Arians, the Antiochenes, etc. But atheological system constructed by the aid
of Platonism could not fail at that time to become equally heterodox. After Platonism had doneits
work on dogma, and certain notions and conceptions were generally fixed, an orthodox system
could only be created by means of Aristotelianism. Any further use of Platonism led to questionable
propositions.

5611 . c., see Gregory of Nyssa.

5621, 26 ff.
563111, 1.

564 111. 6.

565 1V. 4,11. 12.
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AN

B.—THE DOCTRINE OF REDEMPTION IN THE PERSON OF THE GOD-MAN IN ITS
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT.

288

CHAPTER VI.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE NECESSITY AND REALITY OF REDEMPTION THROUGH
THE INCARNATION OF THE SON OF GOD.

NATURAL theology was so wide in its scope as understood by the Greek Church, that, as
indications in the preceding chapter will have aready shown, only a historical fact absolutely
unparallelled could make headway against it. The Greek Fathers knew of such afact—"the newest
of the new, yea, the only new thing under the sun”; it was the Incarnation of the Son of God. It
alone balanced the whol e system of natural theology, so far asit was balanced, and exerted adecisive
influence upon it. But the incarnation could only be attached with complete perspicuity to that point
in the natural system which seemed the moreirrational, the more highly the value of human nature
was rated—this point of contact being death. The dreadful paradox of death was destroyed by the
most paradoxical fact conceivable the incarnation of the Deity.

This at once implied that the fact could not but be capable of a subsequent explanation, nay,
even of akind of a priori deduction. But its glory, as an expression of the unfathomable goodness
of God, was not thereby to be diminished. The necessity of redemption, whether that consisted in
therestoration or the perfection of the human race, was based by the Fathers, asarule, on the actual
state of wretchedness of mankind under the dominion of death and sin. So far, however, as this
condition was compared with the original state or destiny of man, redemption was already thought
of asintrinsically necessary, and was no longer merely regarded as a postulate of man’s need of

N\ salvation. In this connection the Fathers often lost sight of the capacity left to man of being and
289 doing good. In innumerable passages they speak of the helplessness and irredeemableness of
mankind, using expressions which could without difficulty be inserted in Augustine' s doctrine of
sin. But just as often a phrase occurs which betrays the fact that the whole view is nevertheless
quite different; in other words, that the outward condition characterised by feebleness and death,
and the sensuousness of corruptible human nature are thought of as the source of all evil and all
sin. This state is accompanied by a darkening of knowledge which could not fail to subject man to
the influence of the demons and lead him into idolatry.

Thedivine act of gracein Christ applied to death, the demonic rule, sin, and error. In Homilies,
Biblical commentaries, and devotional writings, these points of view interchange, or are apparently
regarded as equivalent.5%® But since natural theology formed the background of their conceptions,

566 Perhaps the most comprehensive passage is Eusebius, Demonstr. ev. V. 12. But it also shows how far Eusebius still was from
the thorough-going view of Athanasius: T#ig oikovopiag o0 piav aitiav GAAG kai mAeiovg ebpot &v T1g €BeArioag ntelv, Tpwtnv
UEV yap 6 Adyog diddoket, Tva kal vekp®v kal {OVTwv Kupievon: deutépav 8¢ Smwg Tag Nuetépag droudéorto auaptiog, vnp
NUGOV TpwOELG Kal yevopevog Unep UGV Katdpa: Tpithv wg av lepeiov Oeol kai ueydAn Busia Upp copmavtog kdopov TpocayBein
TQ &Ml TAVTWV Oe@’ TETAPTNY WG &V avTOG TAG ToAvTAavoDd kal datpovikfig évepyelag droppritoig Adyoig kabaipeorv
Gmepydoonto’ MEUTTHY €L TAUTH, WG AV To1g abTol yvwpiporg kai uabntaic tfg kata tov Bdvatov napd Oed {wig tv éAnida
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the absolute necessity of the form assumed by the act of grace in the incarnation could be

demonstrated neither in relation to sin nor to error. The whole question turned here on support,

example, and illumination, or, if this line was crossed, theology ceased to be systematic and

consistent. Theimportance of Athanasius and the Cappadocians consisted in the strenuous emphasis

laid by them on the impressive connection existing between the incarnation and the restoration of

the human raceto thedivinelife, and in their consequent escape to some extent from the rationalistic

N scheme of doctrine; for the reference of the incarnation to sin did not carry the Greeks beyond it.

200 The above combination had been made in the Church long before this (see Irenaaus), but in the
theology of Origen it had been subordinated to, and obscured by, complicated presuppositions.

Athanasius wrote a treatise “ Concerning the incarnation of the Logos” (rept évavOpwnnoewg
T00 Adyov), an early writing whose value is so great because it dates before the outbreak of the
Arian controversy.> In thiswork he went a step further: for he strove to prove that the redemption
was a necessity on the part of God. He based this necessity on the goodness (ayafdtng) of God.
This goodness, i.e., God’s consistency and honour, involved as they were in his goodness, were
necessarily expressed in the maintenance and execution of decreesonceformed by him. Hisdecrees,
however, consisted, on the one hand, in his appointment of rational creaturesto sharein the divine
life, and, on the other, in the sentence of death on transgressions. Both of these had to be established.
God' s intention could not be allowed to suffer shipwreck through the wickedness of the devil and
the sad choice of humanity. If it were, God would seem weak, and it would have been better if he
had never created man at all. Then the transgression occurred. “What was God now to do? Ought
he to have demanded penitence on the part of man? For one could have deemed that worthy of God
and said, that as men had become morta through the transgression, they should in like manner
recover immortality through repentance (change of mind). But repentance (in itself) did not retain
the true knowledge asregards God; God accordingly would in histurn have shown himself untruthful,

AN if death had not compelled men;>2 nor did repentance deliver from the physical, but only put an
201 end to sins. Therefore, if the transgression had alone existed, and not its consequence, mortality,
repentance would have been all very well. But when, the transgression having occurred, men were
fettered to the mortality that had become natural to them, and were robbed of the grace which
corresponded to their creation in the divine image, what else should have happened? Or what was

needed for this grace and renewal except (the coming of) him who also in the beginning made all

un Adyorg unde prpactv kal uwvaic GAAX adtoic €pyolg tapaothoag, dpOaAnoic 8¢ mapadovg trv did tOV Adywv énayyeAiav,
£00apoeic adTovg Kal TpoBupotépoug dnepydoaito kai dotv “EAAnotv opod kal fapfdpoig thv npdg avtod kataPAnbdeioav
e0oeff mohiteiav knpoat.

567 Draescke has attempted to show in afull discussion (Athanasianai. d. Stud. u. Krit., 1893, pp. 251-315 that thewritings“ Against
the Greeks” and the “Incarnation of the Logos” belong, not to Athanasius, but to Eusebius of Emesa, and were written A.D. 350.
But after a close examination of his numerous arguments| find none of them convincing, and | am rather confirmed in my belief
that no important objection can be raised against the authenticity of the two tractates. An accurate analysis of “Deincarn.” is
given by Kattenbusch, I. c. 1., p. 297 ff.

568 This sentence does not seem to me quite clear; the meaning is probably: since repentance does not convey the true knowledge
of God, but death resulted from loss of the latter, God would have broken hisword if he had abolished death in consequence of
mere repentance.
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things of nothing, the Logos of God? For it was his part once more to restore the corruptible to
incorruption.”

Athanasius shows that the Logos who originaly created al things from nothing required to
assume a body and thus to secure the restoration of man from corruptibility to incorruption
(&pOapoia). How this happened Athanasius discussesin various, to some extent inconsistent, lines
of thought, in which he speaks especially of aremoval of men’s guilt through the death of Christ,
as well as of an exhaustion of the sentence of death in the sacrifice of his body presented by the
Logos. From these premises it follows that Athanasius had the death of Christ in view, whenever
he thought of the incarnation of the Logos. “ The Logos could not suffer tfv tod 6avdtov kpdtnoiv
(‘the power of death’ in mankind), and therefore took up the fight with death. He assumed a body

N\ and so became mortal. This body he surrendered to death on behalf of all. His body could not be
202 really overcome, ‘kept’, by death. In it al died, and for this very reason the law of death (vépog
T00 Oavdrtov) isnow abrogated; its power was exhausted on the body of the Lord (kupiakov c@pa);

it had no further claim on his fellow-men (kata t@v opoiwv avBpwnwv) . . . The body assumed

by the Logos came to share in the universal meaning of the Logos. The resurrection of the body

and of the L ogos guaranteed the general resurrection and incorruption (dgBapsia).”s° Herefollows

the place assigned to the sacrifice. It presented that which was due (6¢geiAdpevov) to God in place

of death. But the pervading and prominent thought of Athanasius is that the incarnation itself
involved the Christian’ s passage from the fate of death to incorruption (dg6apsia), sincethe physica

union of the human with the divine nature in the midst of mankind raised the latter to the region of
divine rest and blessedness.>* The result of the incarnation consisted accordingly, first, in the
eradication of corruption (¢8opd)—Dby the existence of the divine in its midst, but, finaly, by the

death of Christ, in which the truthfulness of God was justified—and in the corresponding
transformation into incorruptibility—renewal, or completion of the divine image by participation

569 Deincarn. 7: Ti obv &8t kal Tepi TovToL YevéaBa fi motfioat TOV Odv; uetdvoray émi tfi mapapdoet Tode dvBpwmous dmantiicat;
T00TO Yap &V T1g dElov prioeiev Oeol, Aéywv, 8Tt (omep £k Th¢ TapaPdocwg eig pBopav yeydvaoty, oVtwg €k TG peTavoiag
yévorvto ndAwv &v ig d@Bapoiov. AAN’ | petdvola olte t6 ebAoyov T Tpdg TOV OedV EpUAatTev: Eueve yap TEALY o0k GANOAC,
U1 KpATOUPEVWY €V TQ) Bavdty TdOV avBpwwy: oUte O€ 1] peTdvola And TGOV Katd @UoLV drokaAeitat, GAAX pévov Tavel TV
&paptnudtwv. Ei uév odv uévov Av mAnuuéAnia ki un ¢8opdc émakoAovdnetc, kaAdg &v Av 1 petdvola ei 82 dna& npoAafotiong
¢ mapaPdoswg, ic TV katd Pvotv PBopdv éxpatodvTo ol dvBpwmot, kai TV ToD kaT eikdva Xdptv dpatpedévTeg Noav, T
&M o &8e1 yevéaBa; 1) Tivog Av xpeia mpdg TV TotadTnV Xdp1v kad dvdkAnety, § To0 kal katd TV &pxnv éx Tod ur| §vtog
nemomnk6tog T SAa To0 O£0d Adyov; adTod ydp fv mdALy kai T @Baptdv eic dpBapoiov éveykeiv kai T6 Umép TdvTwy eBAoyov
dmoo®oat Tpdg Tov matépa. Compare Orat. ¢. Arian. I1. 68.

570 K attenbusch, p. 298.

571 L. ¢, ch. IX.: “Qomep peydAov Paciréwg eloeAdévTog eig Tiva AV peydAny, kai oikficavtog gig plav Tév &v adti olkidv,
TAVTWG 1} TotavTy oG Tiufg ToAATG kataglobtal, Kai oOkETL Tig £x0p0g avThv olte Anotng émbaivwv KataoTpépet, Tdong
8¢ paAdov émpeleiog d&rotton d1d toVv eic piav adtiig oikiav oikAoavta PaciAéa oUtws kal £nl tol tdvtwy factAéws yéyovev.
EAOSVTOG Yap a0TOD ML THV NUETEPAV XWPAV Kal 01KAoAVTOG €1 EV TOV OHolwY 6@Oua, Aomov Tdoa 1 KATA TV dvOpWTwy
Tapd TV ExOp@v EmPovAn ménavtat, kai 1) tol Bavdtov nedvietar eOopd N tdAat kat avTdV ioyxvovoa. Kattenbusch isright
in considering Ritschl (I. c., I., p. 10, 11) to have gonetoo far in his assertion that “ Athanasius' interpretation of the death and
resurrection of Christ isa particular instance of the main thought that the L ogos of God guarantees all redemptive work, using
the human body in which he dwells as the means.” Athanasius certainly did not regard the death and resurrection as merely
particular instances. They formed the object of the incarnation; not that they were added or supplementary to it; they were bound
up with it.
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in the nature, free from all suffering, of the Deity.>2 But, secondly, the incarnation also resulted,
N\ asindeed had been long before held by the Apologists, in the restoration of the correct knowledge
203 of God, which embraced the power of living rightly, through the incarnate Logos. But while
Athanasius kept firmly in view thisrestoration of the knowledge of God through the Logos, he was
not thinking merely of the new law, i.e., the preaching of Christ; he held it to have been given in
the contemplation of the Person of Christ. In hiswork, that of a man, God came down to us. The
dullest eyewas now in aposition to perceive the one true God—viz., in Christ—and to escape from
the error of demon-worship. This thought is very significant; it had aready been expressed by
Clement and Origen, having received adeeper meaning from the latter, though he had not yet given
it so central aplacein his system. Athanasius expressly notes that creation was not sufficient to let
us perceive the Creator and Father; we needed a man to live and work among us before we could

see clearly and certainly the God and Father of all .5

When Athanasius placed the knowledge of God side by side with the deliverance from death,
the transition was obtained from the fact of redemption to the doctrine of the appropriation, and to
the explanation of the particular result, of the work of love done by the Logos. This only benefited
those who voluntarily appropriated the divine knowledge made accessible by the incarnate L ogos,
and who regulated their conduct by the standards and with the power thus given them.5 In any
case the transformation of the corruptible into the incorruptible (the Theopoiesis) remained under
this conception the ultimate and proper result of the work of the Logos, being ranked higher than

294

572 Y et the view of Athanasius was not simply naturalistic; incorruptibleness rather included the elements of goodness, love, and
wisdom; arenewal affecting the inner nature of man was also involved. But it was not possible for Athanasius to expound this
systematically; therefore Schultz seems to me to have asserted too much (Gottheit Christi, p. 80).

573 The chief passages occur . c., XIV-XVI., chap. XIV. fin: One might suppose that the fitting way to know God was to recover
our knowledge of him from the works of creation. It isnot so, for men are no longer capable of directing their gaze upward; they
look down. “Therefore, when he seeks to benefit men, he takes up his dwelling among us as man, and assumes a body like the
human one, and instructs men within their own lower sphere, i.e., through the works of the body, that those who would not
perceive him from his care for al and his rule might at least from the works of the body itself know the Logos of God in the
body, and through him the Father.” C. 15: Ene1dr] oi dvOpwrot droctpagévteg Ty npodg TV Oaedv Bewplav. kal g €v Pubw
Pubiobévteg kdTw TOUG dPOAAUOVG EXOVTES, £V YEVEDEL Kl TOIG aioONTOIg TOV @0V dvelhtovy, dvOpwnoug Bvntovg Kal
daipovag eavtoig Beolg dvatumovuevor TouTov Eveka 6 PIAGVOpWTIOG Kal Kovog TAVTWY cwtrp, 0 To0 Oe0l Adyog, AapPdver
£aUTQ oA Kal MG EvOpwTog v AvOpdToLg dvacTépeTal Kal Ta¢ aiodrioelg Tdviwy avBpwrwv npocAapPdvet, tva ol &v
GWUATIKOTG VOODVTEG eTvat TOV Ogdv, ag’ GV 6 kOp1og épydletar Sid T@V T00 cwpatoc épywv, & adTéV vorjcwel Thv dArBe1ay,
kai &1’ avtod tov natépa Aoylowvtat. The sequel shows, indeed, that Athanasius thought above all of Jesus' miraculous works.
He has summarised his whole conception of the result of redemption in the pregnant sentence (ch. XV1.): Augpdtepa yap
gpAavOpweveTo 6 swthp d1a TAG EvavBpwnroewg, St kai tov Bdvatov € UGV fedvile kal dvekaivilev AUAG kal 8TL d@aviig
&V kal &épatog 81 TéV Epywv évépanve kal Eyvapilev avtdv sivat TV Adyov Tod matpds, TOV ToD mavTods fysudva kol
PaociAéa. Origen had already laid stress on the perception of God in Christ, and set it above philosophical knowledge (analytic,
synthetic, and analogical, against Alcinous, Maximus of Tyre, and Celsus): seec. Cels. VII. 42, 44; Deprincip. I. 1. For Clement
seeProtrept. |. 8: 6 Adyog 6 Tod ©e00 dvOpwitog yevouevog, tva 8r) kal o napda dvOpdmov udbng, i tote dpa dvOpwmog yévntat
edq.

574 Parallel with this view and intertwined with it we undoubtedly have the other, that eternal lifeis mystically appropriated by
means of sacred rites and the holy food. In this conception, which is extremely ancient, Christianity seems degraded to the level
of the nature-religions of the East or the Graaco-oriental mysteries (see Schultz, Gottheit Christi, p. 69). But as even the earliest
Alexandrians (also Ignatius) constantly resolved the naturalistic view into a spiritual and moral one, so also hardly any one of
the theologians of the following centuries can be named who would have purely and simply defended the former.
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the other, the knowledge of God.5™ But here we find the greatest difference between Athanasius

and like-minded theologians on the one hand, and Arius, the Eusebians, etc., on the other. The
elements contained in their views are the same; but the order is different. For these “conservative”
theologians saw the work of the Logos primarily in the communication of the true and complete
knowledge which should be followed by a state of perfection. But Athanasius made everything

N\ tend to this consummation as the restoration and the communication of the divine nature.
205 Accordingly, it wasto him avital theological question how the incorruptible was constituted which
was represented in the Logos, and what kind of union it had formed with the corruptible. But while

he put the question he was sure of the answer. His opponents, however, could not at all sharein

his interest in this point, since their interest in Christ as the supreme teacher did not lead them
directly to define more precisely the kind of heavenly manifestation which he represented even for

them. When they did give such definitions, they were influenced by theoretical, or exegetical
considerations, or were engaged in refuting the propositions of their opponents by setting up others.

The Trinitarian and Christological problems which had occupied the ancient Church for more
than three centuries here rise before us. That their decision was so long delayed, and only slowly
found amore general acceptance, was not merely dueto outward circumstances, such asthe absence
of a clearly marked tradition, the letter of the Bible, or the politics of Bishops and Emperors. It
was, on the contrary, owing chiefly to the fact that large circles in the Church felt the need of
subordinating even the doctrine of redemption to rational theology, or of keeping it within the
framework of moralism. The opposite conviction, that nature was transformed through the incarnate
Logos, resulted here and there in a chaotic pantheism;>™ but that was the least danger. The gravest
hindrance to the acceptance of the view of Athanasius consisted in the paradoxical tenets which
aroseregarding the Deity and Jesus Christ. Here his opponentsfound their strength; they weremore
strongly supported by the letter of Scripture and tradition, as well as by reason.

Supplement I.—No subsequent Greek theol ogian answered the question, why God became man,
so decidedly and clearly as Athanasius. But all Fathers of unimpeached orthodoxy followed in his
footsteps, and at the same time showed that his doctrinal ideas could only be held on the basis of
Platonism. Thisis at once clear in the case of Gregory of Nyssa, who in some points strengthened
206 the expositions given by Athanasius. Y et his model was M ethodius rather than Athanasius.>”

Gregory sought, in the first place, to give a more elaborate defence of the method of
redemption—by means of the incarnation,—but in doing so he obscured Athanasius simple

575 See esp. Orat. ¢. Arian. I1. 67-70, where the final designs of Athanasius' Christianity are revealed. It is at the sametimeto be
noted that while redemption meant restoration, it was the transference into a still higher grace. We experience all that was done
to the body of Christ. We are baptised, as Christ was in Jordan, we next received the Holy Spirit, and so also our flesh has died,
and been renewed, sanctified and raised to eternal life in his resurrection. Accordingly, Athanasius sums up at the close of his
work, ch. 54: Avtog yap EvnvBpwmnoev, tva Nueic Beomond@uev: kal abTOG EPAVEPWOEV EAVTOV S1& oWOUATOG. Tva UELG TOD
Gopdtov Tatpdg Evvolay AdPwiev: kal avTodg UépeLve TV map’ avOpdwy UPptv, tva ueic d0avasciav KAnpovounowyev.
£PAdnteTo pEv yap avTtog 008y, drnadrig kal ApOaptog kal avToAdyog WV kal Oed¢: Tovg d¢ tdoyovtag &vOpwmoug, dt’ oUg Kai
Tadta Oépevey, €V Tf] éavtod drabeia Etrper kai diéowle.

576 Not in Athanasi us himsel f—K attenbusch saysrightly (p. 299): The8sonoinaigisfor A. an enhancement of human lifephysically
and morally; hisidea of it does not look forward to man being pantheistically merged in God, but to the renewal of man after
his original type.

577 SeeVal. 111, p. 104 ff.

189



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

combination of the incarnation and its effect. According to Gregory, God is boundless might, but
his might was never divorced from goodness, wisdom, and righteousness. He next shows in detail
(Catech. magn. 17-26) against Jews and heathens—as Anselm did afterwards—that the incarnation
was the best form of redemption, because the above four fundamental attributes of God came clearly
to light in it. Especially interesting in these arguments is the emphasis laid on God' s treatment of
those who had passed over to his enemies, his respect for their freedom in everything, and his
redemption of men without wronging the devil, their master, who possessed a certain claim upon
them. This account of the matter indeed had strictly an apologetic purpose.5® In the second place,
Gregory, while following Athanasius, still more strongly identified the state from which God has
delivered us with death. The state of sin was death. He taught, with the Neoplatonists, that God
alonewasBeing. Thereforeall revolt from God to the sensuous, i.e., to not-being, was death. Natural
death was not the only death; it might rather mean deliverance from the bonds of the body become
brutal (1. c., ch. 8). Sensuousness was death. In the third place, although he also saw the redemption
in the act of incarnation, Gregory held that it was not perfected until the resurrection of Jesus. That
is, hewas more thoroughly influenced than Athanasius by the conviction that the actual redemption
presupposed renunciation of the body. We are first redeemed, when we share in the resurrection
N which the human nature assumed by Christ experienced through the resurrection (1. c., ch. 16). The
207 mystery of the incarnation only becomes clear in this resurrection. The Deity assumed human
nature, in order by this union to exhaust, until it had wholly disappeared, that which was liable to
death inthisnature, viz., evil. Thisresult was only perfected in the resurrection of the human nature
of Christ; for in it that nature was first shown completely purified and rendered capable of being
possessed of eternal life.5” In the fourth place, Gregory was able to demonstrate the application of
the incarnation more definitely than Athanasius could with hisfigure of the king and the city. But
he does so by the aid of athoroughly Platonic ideawhich isonly slightly suggested in Athanasius,
and is not really covered by a Biblical reference (to the two Adams; see Irenaaus). Christ did not
assume the human nature of an individual person, but human nature. Accordingly, all that was
human was intertwined with the Deity; the whole of human nature became divine by intermixture
with the Divine. Gregory conceives this as a strictly physical process: the leaven of the Deity has
pervaded the whole dough of humanity, through and in Christ; for Christ united with himself the
whole of human nature with all its characteristics. This conception, which was based on the

578 The Apol ogetic argument also includesthe treatment of the question, why the redemption was not accomplished sooner. Apologists
from Justin to Eusebius and Athanasius had put it and attempted to answer it. Gregory also got rid of it by referring to the
physician who waits till illness has fully devel oped before he interferes (Catech. magn., ch. 29 ff.).

59|, c., ch. 16. For, since our nature in its regular course changed also in him into the separation of body and soul, he reunited that
which had been divided by his divine power asif by akind of cement, and rejoined in an indissoluble union the severed parts
(comp. Irenaaus and Methodius). And that was the resurrection, viz., the return after dissolution and division of the alliesto an
indissoluble union, both being so bound together, that man’s original state of grace was recalled, and we return to eternal life,
after the evil mingled with our nature has been removed by our dissolution (1); just asit happens with liquids, which, the vessel
being broken, escape and are lost, because there is nothing now to hold them. But as death began in one man and from him
passed to the whole of nature and the human race, in the same way the beginning of the resurrection extended through one man
to the whole of humanity.”

580 See conclusion of the preceding note, and Herrmann, Gregorii Nyss. sententias de salute adipis., p. 16 ff. Underlying all the
arguments of the: “Great Catechism” we have the thought that the incarnation was an actus medicinalis which is to be thought
of asstrictly natural, and that extends to all mankind. See Dorner (Entwick.-Gesch. d. L. v. d. Person Christi, ., p. 958 .), who,
besides, regards Gregory’ s whole conception as strictly ethical.
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Patonic universal notion “humanity”, differed from that of Origen; but it aso led to the doctrine
N of Apokatastasis (universalism), which Gregory adopted. Meanwhile, in order to counterbalance
208 this whole “mystical”, i.e., physical, conception, he emphasised the personal and spontaneous
fulfilment of thelaw asacondition, in the sameway asthelater Antiochenes. The perfect fulfilment

of the law was, however, according to Gregory, only possible to ascetics.>*

Inthefifth place, Gregory set the sacramentsin the closest relation to theincarnation, recognising

(I. c., ch. 33-40) Baptism and the Lord’s Supper as the only means by which mortal man was
renewed and became immortal. It undoubtedly appears superfluous to arigorous thinker to require
that something special should happen to the individual when al mankind has been deified in the
humanity assumed by Christ. But the form given to hisideas by Gregory was in keeping with the
thought of his time, when mysterious rites were held to portray and represent that which was
inconceivable. Sixthly, and lastly, Gregory gave aturn to the thought of the incarnation in which
justice was doneto the boldest conception of Origen, and “the newest of the new” was subordinated
to a cosmological and more general view. Origen had aready, following the Gnostics, taught—in
connection with Philipp. I1. 10 and other texts—that the incarnation and sacrificial death of Christ
had an importance that went beyond mankind. Thework of Christ extended to wherever there were
spiritual creatures; wherever there was alienation from God, there was restoration through Christ.
He offered himself to the Father for angels and asons (see Vaentine). To all orders of spiritual
beings he appeared in their own shape. He restored harmony to the whole universe. Nay, Christ’s
blood was not only shed on earth at Jerusalem “for sin” (pro peccato); but also “for a gift on the
high altar which isinthe heavens’ (pro munerein superno altari quod est in cadis).*? Gregory took
up this thought. The reconciliation and restitution extend to all rational creation.*®* Christ came
down to al spiritual creatures, tures, and adopted the forms in which they lived, in order to bring
N theminto harmony with God: o0 pdvov év avBpwmoig GvOpwmog yivetat, AAAG KAt T6 dkOAovbov
299 TAVTWG Kl €V GyyEAOLG YIVOUEVOG TIPOG TNV EKEIVWY @UOLV £auTOV cuykatdyet.%® This thought,
far from enriching the work of the historical Christ, served only, asin the case of the Gnostics, to
dissipate it. And, in fact, it was only as an apologist of Catholic Christianity that Gregory held
closely to the historical personality of Christ. When he philosophised and took his own way, he
said little or nothing of the Christ of history.5® It isamost with him aswith Origen. He also reveals
asupreme view of the world, according to which that which alienates the Kosmos from God forms
part of its plan as much as that which restores it to him, the Kosmos being, from its creation, full
of God, and, because it is, existing in God. The incarnation is only a particular instance of the
universal presence of the divine in creation. Gregory contributed to transmit to posterity the
panthei stic conception, which be himself never thought out abstractly, or apart from history. A real
affinity existed between him and the pantheistic M onophysites, the Areopagite, and Scotus Erigena,

581 See Herrmann, 1. c., p. 2 s0.

582 Passages in Bigg, I. c. p. 212f.

583 See mepi Puy. k. dvaotdo., p. 66 sq., ed. Oehler. Orat. cat. 26.

584 Orat. in ascens. Christi in Migne T. XLVI., p. 693; on the other hand, Didymus (De trinit. 11. 7, ed. Mingarelli, p. 200): 6 ©gd¢
Abyog o0 d1a Tovg auapticavtag dyyéAoug dyyehog AN i Tovg év apaptia avBpdnoug AvOpwmog ATpéntwg, AoLYXUTWG,
avapaptitwg, dppdotw. Yet in other places he has expressed himself like Origen. The latter was attacked by Jerome and
Theophilus on account of this doctrine. The Synod of Constantinople condemned it.

585 Compare the whole dialogue with Macrina on the soul and the resurrection, where the historical Christ is quite overlooked.
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and even modern “liberal” theology of the Hegelian shade may appeal to him. In the “Great
Catechism” (ch. XXV.), which was meant to defend the historical act of the incarnation, he has an
argument which is in this respect extremely significant.> “ The assumption of our nature by the
deity should, however, excite no well-founded surprise on the part of those who view things (ta
dvta) with any breadth of mind, (not too pikpoyvxwc). For who isso weak in mind asnot to believe
N when he looks at the universe that the divine is in everything, pervading and embracing it, and
300 dwelling in it? For everything depends on the existent, and it is impossible that there should be
anything not having its existence in that which is. Now, if al isinit and it in al, why do they take
offence at the dispensation of the mystery taught by the incarnation of God, of him who, we are
convinced, is not even now outside of mankind? For if the form of the divine presence is not now
the same, yet we are as much agreed that God is among usto-day asthat he was in the world then.
Now he is united with us as the one who embraces nature in his being, but then he had united
himself with our being, that our nature, snatched from death, and delivered from the tyranny of the
Adversary, might become divine through intermixture with the divine. For his return from death
wasfor the mortal race the beginning of return to eternal life.” The pantheistic theory of redemption
appeared in after timesin two forms. In one of these the work of the historical Christ was regarded
asaparticular instance, or symbol, of the universal, purifying and sanctifying operations continuously
carried out through sanctifying media—the sacraments—by the Logos in combination with, asin
their turn on behalf of, the graded orders of supersensuous creatures; thiswasthe view of Dionysius
the Areopagite. The other form of the theory included in the very idea of the incarnation the union
of the Logos with those individual believing souls in whom he was well pleased. The latter
conception which was aready prominent in Methodiusis especially marked in Macarius. In Homily
V. eg., (ch. 8, 9), hisfirst words lead us to expect an exposition of the one historical incarnation.
Instead of that weread: “ Thusin hislovetheinfinite, inscrutable God humbled himself and assumed
the members of our bodily nature ... and transformed in love and benevolence to men he
incorporates and unites himself with the holy and faithful soulsin whom heiswell pleased, etc.”
In each a Christ is born.%”

586 To Athanasius also it was not unknown; see Deincarn.41: tdv kéopov sua uéya @aciv eivat oi tév EAMAVwV @iAdoogot kai
GAnBevovot Aéyovteg. ‘Opduev yap abTOV Kal Ta ToUTov uépn Taig aiobroeot bnonintovta. Ei toivuv év T kéouw owuatt dvtt
0 100 0D AGyog £oti, kai £v SAo1g Kal TOIG Katd pépog avT®V dotv EmPEPnke. ti Bavpaoctov f ti dromov el kal &v dvOpwnw
@apev avtov Empefnrévar k.T.A., C. 42.

587 A third form of the pantheistic conception of the incarnation can be perceived in the thesis, that the humanity of Christ was
heavenly; in other words, that the Logos had always borne humanity in himself, so that his body was not of later origin than his
divinity. This Gnostic view, which, however, is not necessarily pantheistic, had supporters, e.g., in Corinth in the time of
Athanasius, who himself opposed it. (Ep. ad Epictetum Corinth.: see Epiphan.. p. 77, c. Dimoeritas). They said that the body
born of Mary was opoovotov tfj Tod Adyouv Bedtnti, ouvaidiov adt® Sk mavtog yeyevijodat, Eneidn €k g ovolag Tfg Toeiag
ouvéotn. They taught, accordingly, that humanity itself sprang from the Logos; he had for the purpose of his manifestation
formed for himself by metamorphosis a body capable of suffering. He had, therefore, on one side of his being given up his
immutability, departed from his own nature (AAA&yn T 18iag @oews) and transformed himself into a sensuous man. The point
of interest here was the perfect unity of Christ. Those whom Hilary opposed (De trinit. X. 15 sq.) did not maintain the heavenly
and eternal humanity of the Logos. On the cther hand, thisthesis occursin Apollinaris, inwhom, however, it isnot to be explained
pantheistically, although pantheistic inferences can hardly be averted. The heavenly humanity of Christ isalso opposed by Basil
in Ep. ad Sozopal. (65); it re-emerged in the circles of the most extreme Monophysites; but it was at the same time openly
affirmed there by Stephen Bar Sudaili: “everything is of one nature with God”; “all nature is consubstantial with the divine
essence” (Assem., Biblioth. 11, 30, 291); see Dorner, I. c., Il., p. 162 f., and Frothingham, Stephen Bar Sudaili (1886) who has
printed, p. 28 sq., the letter of Xenaias which warns against the heresy “that assimilates the creation to God.” Finally, akind of
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The thought that Christ assumed the general concept of humanity occurs, though mingled with
distinctiveidess, in Hilary, who was dependent on Gregory.>® Wefind it also in Basil,*° Ephraan,®
Apollinaris,®* Cyril of Alexandria, etc. Throughout these writers the conception is clearly marked
that in Christ our nature is sanctified and rendered divine, that what it has experienced benefits us,
as a matter of course, in our individual capacity, and that we in a very real way have risen with
N Christ.

302

301

Even in the Antiochenes passages occur which are thus to be interpreted—exegesis led them
to this view;? but they exist, so far as | know, even in Chrysostom,>* and they are so phrased in
general asto show that according to them this suffering and dying with Christ, as an independent
fact, was not merely a supplementary condition of the actual union with Christ, but the only form
inwhich it was accomplished. In them the general concept of humanity does not occur; accordingly,
the humanity of Christ is conceived much more concretely. He is really a fighting, striving man
who reaches victory through free-will.>* As this man himself is united morally with the deity, the
moral element must never beleft out of account in our union with him. But in so far astheincarnation
of Christ produces anew state (Katastasis), one not included in the plan of humanity, it undoubtedly
resultsin our glorification, a state not involved in the moral element per se.

When we come to John of Damascus we no longer find any definitive conception of the
incarnation. The clear intention assigned to it by Athanasius has escaped him; even of the ideas of
Gregory of Nyssaonly a part, and that the apol ogetic part, are reproduced (De fide Orth. I11. 1, 6).
At this point also the attempt to unite the Aristotelian tradition of the school of Antioch with the
Alexandrian only led to acombination of fragments. Y et the sentence, “Christ did not cometo this
or that one, but to our common nature” 5% never wholly became a dead | etter in the Greek Church.
But everything taught in that Church asto the incarnation is already to be found either developed,
or in germ, in Irenaaus; not the simple exposition of Athanasius, but amixture of the thought of the
historical with that of the mystical redemption, is to be traced in the mgjority of the Fathers. It is

N\ the Christin us, the cosmica Christ, aswe aready saw in Methodius.

= Supplement 11.—Those Fathers, and they were in the majority, who found the cause of the

incarnation in the intention of God to rehabilitate the human race, knew of no necessity for the

subtilised form of this phenomenon isfound in the old-catholic conception, that the Son of God came down to men immediately
after the Fall, that he repeatedly dwelt among them, and thus accustomed himself to his future manifestation (see Irenaaus
conception, Vol. 11., p. 236). In the |ater Fathers, when they were not writing, apologetically, this old conception does not, so
far as| know, occur often, or, it isvery strictly distinguished from the incarnation; see, e.g., Athan., Orat. 111. 30.

588 See, e.g., Hilary, Tract. in Ps. LI, ch. 16: “Ut et filius hominis esset filius dei, naturam in se universsecarnis assumpsit, per quam
effectus veravitis genus in se universaepropaginistenet.” Ps. LIV. ch. 9: “Universitatis nostraecaro est factus.” Other passages
are given in Dorner, Entw-Gesch. der Lehre v. d. Person Christi, 1., p. 1067, and Ritschl, I. c., . p. 15.

589 Hom. 25, T. I. p. 504 sg. This exposition coincides completely with Gregory’ s thought.

59 Dorner, 1. c., p. 961.

591 & gt;Dorner, I. c., the katd uépog miotic. See besides the passage givenin Vol. 1., p. 223, n. 1.

592 See Theodore on Rom. V1. 6: t¢ Xp1oté @notv, éotavpwyévw donep dmaca UGV 1) ond THv OvnTdTnta Kelpévn eUo1g
ouvesTavpWOn, neldr kal doa abT@ cvuvav €0Th, TAVTWV GVOPWTWV AUTH CUUUETAOXETV EATILLOVTWV TG GVASTAOEWS WG
£vtelfev cuvagavicdijvar puev thv mepl TO Apaptdverv U@V ebkoAiav, Sid tfig émi thv dvBavaosiay Tod 6WUATOG HETACTAOEWG.

593 Forster, Chrysostomus, p. 126 ff.

594 See Kihn, Theodor., p. 180 ff.

595 Xp1otd¢ 00 pdG Eva kal Sevtepov AABEV, AN TpdC THV KOIVIY PUaLY.
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incarnation apart from the entrance of sin. Whilethey almost al explained that what Christ conferred
was more and greater than what man had lost, yet they did not use thisidea in their speculations,
and they attached as a rule no special significance to it. But even Irensaus had also looked at the
incarnation asthe final and supreme means of the divine economy by which God gradually brought
the original creation, at first necessarily imperfect, to completion.> Where this idea occurred, it
also involved the other, that Christ would have come even if there had been no sin. Accordingly,
those Fatherswho laid no special stresson sin, seeing it appeared to them to be more or less natural,
and who conceived redemption rather as a perfecting than restitution, maintained the necessity of
the incarnation even apart from sin: so Theodore of Mopsuestia, Pelagius and others>” The
incarnation was regarded by them as forming the basis of the lifein which man israised above his
nature and common virtue, that is, the ascetic and angelic life. Clement of Alex., starting from quite
different premises, expressed the same thought. Abstinence from evil was the perfection that had
been attained even by Greeks and Jews; on the other hand, the perfect Gnostic, only possible after
the compl ete revelation of the Logos, found perfection in the ascetic life of intuition, alife resting
on faith, hope, and love.>® Therefore in order to institute this life, the complete revelation of the
Logos was required; it was unnecessary to bring sin into the question. However, the proposition
that Christ would have come even if Adam had not sinned was, so far as | know, bluntly asserted
by no Greek theologian; the combination of Adam and Christ in the Bible stood in the way.

Supplement [11.—On the ground of Biblical texts like Matt. XXV. 24, Eph. I. 3-5, 11, II. Tim.
I. 8-10, the Greeks have a so spoken (e.g., Athan. c. Arian. Il. 75-77) of an election of believersin
Christ before the foundation of the world, and of the decree of redemption framed by God, with
reference already to sin, before the creation. Athanasius even says that our future eternal life in
Christ is conditioned by the fact that our life was founded on Christ even before time was. But the
idea of predestination, like the thought that Christ isthe head of his Church, is confined to the lines
of aBiblical doctrine, which for that very reason istrue. Neither the doctrine of the work of Chrigt,
nor of the appropriation of his work, is influenced by those conceptions. As arule, however, the
idea of predestination takes the form that God having foreseen men’ s attainmentsin virtue elected
them. Thisversionisespecially clear in the school of Antioch, and even entersinto their Christology;
but it is the opposite of what Paul meant.

305 APPENDIX TO CHAPTER VI.

THEIDEASOF REDEMPTION FROM THE DEVIL,AND OF ATONEMENT THROUGH
THE WORK OF THE GOD-MAN.

8 1. Christ’s Death as Ransom and Sacrifice.

5% See Val. I1., p. 272, 307; the thought is not wanting in Tertullian.
597 See Dorner, |. c. 11, p. 432 ff. Kihn, Theodor., p. 179f.
598 Strom. VI. 7, 60.
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THe Greek Fathers did not go beyond, nor could they give amore consistent form to, the views
on this subject already expounded by Irenaaus and Origen.>® The fact of the incarnation was so
closely and exclusively connected, at least in the East, with the conception of the result of
redemption, that everything else had to yield in importance to the latter. Of course at all timesand
in al directions the attempt was made, after the example of Irensaus and the indications of Holy
Scripture, toinsert thefacts of Jesus' history in thework of redemption. This can be seen especialy
in Athanasius and the two Cyrils—*Whatever happened to his humanity has happened to us.”
Again, the death of Christ was frequently recalled when the forgiveness of sins was taken into
account; but it is difficult here to draw the line between exegesis, rhetoric, and dogmatics. As a
rule, we obtain the impression that theology could have dispensed with al the facts of Christ’s
life.s® On the other hand, the death of Christ always appeared so tragic and wonderful an event,
that men were compelled to attribute a special saving valueto it. But just asit was not represented

AN in art up to the fifth century, so the majority of the Greeks really regarded it, along with Christ’s
306 whole passion, asasacred mystery, and that not only in theintellectual sense. Here thought yielded
to emotion, and imposed silence on itself. Goethe said towards the close of his life, “We draw a
veil over the sufferings of Christ ssimply because we revere them so deeply; we hold it to be
reprehensible presumption to play and trifle with and embellish those profound mysteriesin which
the divine depths of suffering lie hidden, never to rest until even the noblest seems mean and
tasteless.” That exactly represents the Greek feeling. It also givesthe key to the saying of Gregory
of Nazianzus (Orat. XXVII. 10) that the appreciation of the sufferings of Christ was one of those
points on which it was possible to make a mistake with impunity (cf. Iren. I. 10). By this he meant,
not only that the specific result of the passion was uncertain, but also that it was inexpressible.5
It was reserved for the Middle Ages and our modern times to cast off all modesty and reverence

here.

Y et afew theol ogians and exegetes could not refrain from specul ating about the death of Christ,
though they did not yet use frivolous arithmetical sums. The death of Christ was, in the first place,
connected, following Rom. V111. 3, with the condemnation of sin—death—in theflesh (katakpivetv
v auaptiav (tov B&vatov) €v tf] sapki). That constituted the strongest connection of Ensarkosis
(embodiment in the flesh), death, resurrection, and redemption, reached within the Greek Church.
In Christ’s final agony the Ensarkosis first came to some extent to its end, for by death the flesh
was purified from sin and mortality, and was presented in Christ’s resurrection pure, holy, and
incorruptible. Thisthought was worked out in various ways by Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa, and
Cyril of Jerusalem, aswell as, especially, by Apollinaris.® But in later times the conception of the

59 See Vol. I1., pp. 286 ff., 365 ff.

600 The two Cappadocians doubted, not without reserve, the necessity of Christ’s death. G. of Nazianzus saysthat the divine Logos
could also have redeemed us 6eArjuatt uévov, and G. of Nyssa (Orat. cat. 17) thought that the method of redemption was to be
considered asarbitrary asthe remedies of physicians. In other places, indeed, they expressed themsel ves differently, and Athanasius
connected the death of Christ closely with the incarnation (see above).

601 See the great importance laid already by Justin on the Cross, an importance which it still has for the piety of the Greek Church.

602 Apollinaris who was the strictest dogmatist of the fourth century, substantially limited the significance of Christ’s death, so far
as | know, to this effect.
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complete hypostatic union forbade the vanquishing of corruption (¢6pd) and death being dated a

AN moment later than the assumption of human nature. Therefore it was held that Christ had even at

307 the incarnation destroyed corruption and death (the penalty of sin) from the flesh; but his death was
wholly voluntary and economic.

In the second place Irenaaus had already, in a connected argument, emphasised the necessity
of tracing the incarnation of the Logos and his passion to the goodness and righteousness of God,
and hefurther insisted that Christ had delivered us not from a state of infirmity, but from the power
of the devil, redeeming those estranged from God, and unnaturally imprisoned, not by force, but
with dueregard to justice. Origen, however, wasthe first to explain the passion and death of Christ
with logical precision under the points of view of ransom and sacrifice. With regard to the former
he was the first to set up the theory that the devil had acquired alegal claim on men, and therefore
to regard the death of Christ (or his soul) as a ransom paid to the devil. This Marcionite doctrine
of price and barter was already supplemented by Origen with the assumption of an act of deceit on
the part of God. It was, in spite of an energetic protest, taken up by his disciples, and afterwards
carried out still more offensively. It occurs in Gregory of Nyssa who (Catech. 15-27), in dealing
with the notion of God, treatsit broadly and repulsively. We find it in Ambrose, who speaks of the
pia fraus, in Augustine and Leo I. It assumesits worst form in Gregory |.: the humanity of Christ
was the bait; the fish, the devil, snapped at it, and was left hanging on the invisible hook, Christ’s
divinity. It proves that the Fathers had gradually lost any fixed conception of the holiness and
righteousness of God; but on the other hand, it expresses the belief that the devil’ s power will not
first be broken by the future appearing of Christ, but has been aready shattered by his death. In
thissenseit isthe epitaph of the old dogmatics which turned on eschatol ogy .5 For the rest, Gregory
of Nazianus®* and John of Damascus felt scruples about admitting God and the devil to have been

N partnersin alegal transaction.

= With reference to the sacrifice of Christ, Origen was of epoch-making importance. On the one

hand, he started from Rom. 111. 25 and similar texts, on the other, he was strongly influenced by
the Grasco-oriental expiatory mysteries, and was the first to introduce into the Church, following
the precedent set by the Gnostics, atheology of sacrifice or propitiation based on the death of Christ.
Hethereby enriched, but at the sametime confused, Greek theology. Hetaught that all sinsrequired
a holy and pure sacrifice in order to be atoned for, in other words, to be forgiven by God; this
sacrifice was the body of Christ, presented to the Father. This thought which, as expounded,
approximates to the idea of a vicarious suffering of punishment, was adopted by Athanasius who
combined it with the other ideas that God’ s veracity required the threat of death to be carried out,
and that death accordingly was accepted by Christ on behalf of all, and by him was destroyed.®®

603 | renzaus held that men were God' s debtors, but in the power (unjustly) of the devil. Origen held a different view. The devil had
aclaim on men, and Christ paid him his soul as the price, but the devil could not keep it. The devil acted unjustly to Christ, he
was not entitled to take possession of one who was sinless; see passages given in Miinscher, p. 428 ff. Leo |, following Ambrose,
gives the deception theory in acrude form.

604 See Ullman, Gregor, p. 318f.

605 Deincarnat. 9: Zvwidwv yap 6 Adyoc, &t EAAwG oUk &v Avbein TdV dvBpwrwy 1 eOopd, £l ur 814 T00 TdvTwg dmobaveiv, oy
o1V te 8¢ fiv TOV Adyov dmobaveiv, d0dvatov vta kai Tod matpdg vidv, TovTov Evekev Té Suvdpevov drofaveiv EavTd
Aappdver c@ua, 'va todto tob £nl tdvtwv Adyou petadafdv, dvti ndvtwy ikavov yévntal t@ Oavdtw kal d1a tov évoikAcavta
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The idea that only the sacrificial death of God could vanquish death which was decreed by him,

and thus conciliate God, occurs also in other Greek Fathers of the fourth century.® Following the

N estimate formed of the infinite value of the final passion of the God-man,®” we constantly find in

309 them also traces, sometimes more, sometimes less, distinct, of the thought of substitution in

connection with satisfaction; but it remains obscure,®® nay, it is frequently again withdrawn. In

other words, it was sometimes twisted, as already in Irenaaus, into the idea of example pure and

simple. Thus the Antiochene school especially, who held his death to have been a natural event,

considered that Christ’s final passion influenced our freely-formed resolutions, but thisversion is

not entirely wanting in any Greek Father. Others, e.g., Gregory of Nazianzus, explained that God

did not demand the sacrifice—or ransom—~but received it 1’ oikovouiav.®® In this case, as much

as in earlier times, &’ oikovouiav meant “that the Scriptures might be fulfilled”; that is, it was

tantamount to abandoning a direct explanation of the fact itself. In any case Cyril of Alexandria

shows most clearly the vicariousidea of the passion and death of the God-man in connection with

the whole Christological conception.s® Eusebius method of formulating the idea comes nearest

N Paul’s, but it isonly aparaphrase;s* and theinability of theol ogiansto recognise, expose and dispute

310 the differencesin their divergent conceptionsisthe strongest proof that they were not clearly aware
of the bearing and weight of their own propositions.

§ 2. Christ as man the Mediator.

Abyov dOaptov drapeivy, kai Adowrov &md ndvtwy 1 eBopa avontat tfj Thg dvactdosws xdpitt 80ev wg iepeiov kai B0ua
navtdg EAeVBepov omidov, O adTog Eaut® EAafe o@pa Tposdywv gig Odvatov, ano tdviwy e0BLE TOV Opoiwv NPdvile TOV
Ba&vatov tf] Tpooopd tod kataAAnAov. We see how the conceptions of the vicarious endurance of punishment, and of asacrifice,
meet here; indeed, generally speaking, it was difficult to keep them apart. Athanasiusthroughout lays greater stress on the former;
Origen, as aHellenist, on the latter; see Athan,, I. c., 6-10, but esp. Ch. XX: w@eiAeto ndvtag dnobaveiv . . . Uep TAVTWVY TV
Buoiav avépepev, GvTi TAVTWVY TOV £avToD Vadv gi¢ Bdvatov mapadidol, Tva Tovg uev ndvtag dvurevdivoug kai eAevbépoug
Tfig dpxaiag mapapaoews motron . . . O TAVTWV BAvaTog €V TH KUPLAKY cOUATL ETANPOTTO Kal 6 Bdvatog kai 1) eOopd d1d TOV
suvévta Adyov éEngavileto. Bavdtov ydp fv xpeia, kai Bdvatov Orép mévtwy €8e1 yevéoBar, Tva T mapd mdvtwyv deiAduevoy
yévntay, ¢. Arian. 1. 60, 1. 7, 66 sq.

606 See esp. Cyril, Catech. XI11. 33, but also the Cappadocians; cf. Ullmann, I. c., p. 316 ff.

607 Even Cyril of Jerusalem says, . ¢.: 00 Tocatn v TGV duaptwA@V 1) dvopia, Son ol OmepamodvickovTog 1} Sikatochvh. o0
T000UTOV fudpTopeV, Soov édikatonpdyvoev 6 THv Yuxnv Urep NUGV tebeikwg. Similarly Chrysostom in the Ep. ad Rom.,
Hom. 10, T. X., p. 121. But the ideais emotional, and not the starting-point of a philosophical theory. It is different with the
Westerns.

608 The expiation of our guilt is more infrequently thought of than the taking over of sin’s punishment; that isguilt isonly indirectly
referred to.

609 See Ullmann, I. c., p. 319.

610 Theideaof sacrifice fallsinto the background, which was only to be expected in the case of this energetic spokesman of genuine
Greek Christian theology. Substitution passed naturally into, or rather grew out of, the idea of mystical mediation. Because all
human nature was purified and transfigured really and physically in Christ, he could, regarded as an individual, be conceived
as substitute or &vtidvtpov; see Cyril on John 1. 29 and Gal. 111. 13. Meanwhile Cyril also says that Christ outweighed all in
merit. For the rest, he does not venture to affirm that Christ became a curse, but explains that he endured what one burdened
with a curse must suffer. Compare also the exposition in the Orat. de rectafide ad reginas (Mansi V., p. 809). The points of
voluntariness and substitution were emphasised more strongly by orthodox theologians after Cyril, in order not to compromise
the perfectly hypostatic deification—from the moment of the incarnation—of Christ’s human nature.

611 Demonstr. X. 1: onép fiu@v kohaoBeig kai Tipwpiav Orooxdv, v avTdG PtV 00k Wpethev, AN fiuegic Tod TAROoug Evekev TdOV
TEMANUUEANUEVWY, NPTV alTIO¢ TG TOV AUAPTNUATWY AQPEGEWG KATESTY . . . TRV NUIV TPOSTETIUNHUEVV KATAPAV £ £XVTOV
EAKUOOG, YEVOUEVOG UTEP NUDV KATAPA.
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The West, which had a scheme of its own in Christology, (see below) also possessed
characteristic features in its conception of the work of Christ.®*? Here, asin ailmost all departments
of activity intheLatin Church, it was of the highest moment that Tertullian, thejurist, and Cyprian,
the ecclesiastical ruler, were the first Latin theologians. Disinclined for philosophical and strictly
religious speculation, and dominated by a prosaic but powerful moralism, the L atins were possessed
from the first of an impulse to carry religion into the legal sphere. The sacred authorities, or the
Symbol, were regarded as the “law” (lex) of God; divine service was the place where the censure
of God was pronounced; the deity was thought of as judge. Father, Son, and Spirit were held to be
“personag’ who possessed acommon property (“substantia” not “natura”). Christ asthe* persona”
who controlled atwo-fold “property,” oneinherited from his Father (hisdivinity) and onefrom his
mother (his humanity). Christ required to be obedient to God, and—as Tertullian first said®® and
Cyprian repeated—had to satisfy God (deo satisfacere).s* In this phrase everything was comprised:
man—the Christian—was to give God that which he owed him, i.e., he was to satisfy God's legal
claims. After thiscamethe*” promereri deum”, i.e., rendering servicesto God, gaining God’ sfavour
by our merits. But in Tertullian and Cyprian “ satisfacere deo” meant more precisely to atone for

N wrongs inflicted on God by acts of penitence, and to appease him (placare deum, satisfacere deo

311 per hostias: Arnobius). Further “promereri” was applied above al to bona opera, works (fasting)

and ams-giving (Cypr., De oper. et eleemos.). Even from the middle of the third century an

ecclesiastical system was drawn out in the Latin West of works to be rendered to God (order of

penance);®* and this system gradually took in, like anet, all man’ srelationsto God. It was throughout

governed by the idea that the magnitude of transgressions and that of the works rendered to God,

the penitential offerings, were to have a strictly legal relation, and, similarly, that what a man’s

merits entitled him to from God had a fixed and regulated value. It is not the case, as has been

supposed, that this ideafirst arose in the Church in the Romano-German period, and is therefore

to be described as aresult of German criminal law. On the contrary, the idea of satisfactiones and

merita already belonged in its entirety to the Roman age, and during it was strictly worked out.

From the days of Tertullian and Cyprian the Latins were familiar with the notion that the Christian

had to propitiate God, that cries of pain, sufferings, and deprivationswere means, sacrificial means,

of expiation, that God took strict account of the quantity of the atonement, and that, where there

was no guilt to be blotted out, those very means were represented as merits. All those trivial

definitions, which betray alow state of legal and moral views, and which onewould gladly attribute

to barbarous nations, had become the property of the Church before the incursion of the Germans;

and Anselm’s principle, “Every sin must be followed either by satisfaction or punishment” ¢ can

be aready shown in Sulpicius Severus,®” and corresponds to the thought of Cyprian and his
successors.5e

612 See fuller details in next book. Here we only give a sketch. Comp. Wirth, Der verdienstbegriff bei Tertullian, 1892.

613 See Vol. I1., p. 294.

614 This notion was afterwards one of the most common in the West.

615 |t occurs already in Tertullian; but we do not yet perceiveits full extent in the Church in histime; it has not even the full
significance that it possessesin Cyprian.

616 Necesse est ut omne peccatum satisfactio aut poma sequatur.

617 See Sulp. Sev., Did. Il. 10: Fornicatio deputetur ad pomam, nisi satisfactione purgetur.

618 For fuller details see alater Vol.
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But Cyprian also applied the “satisfacere deo” to Christ himself. Asin the Middle Ages the
most questionable consequences of the theory and practice of penance reacted on the conception
of Christ’swork, so from the time of Cyprian the latter wasinfluenced by the view taken of human
actsof penitence. His suffering and death constituted a sacrifice presented by Christ to God in order
to propitiate him. This thought, started by Cyprian, was never afterwards lost sight of in the West.
The angry God whom it was necessary to propitiate and of whom the Greeksknew so little, became
more and more familiar in the West. Jewish and Pauline traditions here joined with those of Roman
law. Hilary is especially clear in combining the sacrifice of Christ with the removal of guilt and of
punishment.®*® This combination was repeated by Ambrose,5° Augustine, and the great popes of
antiquity;s?* least certainly, perhaps, by Augustine, who being a Neoplatonic philosopher and

AN profound Christian thinker, was also familiar with other and more productive points of view.?? The
313 distinctive nature, however, of thisLatin view of thework of Christ, asthe propitiation of an angry
God by a sacrificial death, was characteristically expressed in the firmly established thought that

Christ performed it as man, therefore, by means, not of his divine, but of his human attributes.5

The Latins were shut up to this conclusion. Their views regarding the work of Christ had been
influenced by the works of penance enjoined by the Church, and on the other hand, the latter owed
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619 On Ps. L111. 12: “passio suscepta voluntarie est, officio ipsa satisfactura pomali”; Ch. 13: “maledictorum se obtulit morti, ut
maledictionem legis solveret, hostiam se ipsum voluntarie offerendo.” Along with this Hilary has the mystical realistic theory
of the Greeks.

620 A few passages are given in Forster, Ambrosius, pp. 136 ff., 297 f. The “redimere a culpa” is for Ambrose the decisive point.
In hiswork De incarn. dom. heis never tired of answering the question as to the motive of the incarnation with the phrase: “ ut
caro, queepeccaverat, redimeretur,” frequently adding “a culpa” He also usesvery often theword “ offerre” (applied to the death
of Christ). In Ps. XLVIII., exp. 17, we read: “quaemajor misericordia quam quod pro nostris flagitiis se pradbuit immolandum,
ut sanguine suo mundum levaret, cuius peccatum nullo alio modo potuisset aboleri.” See Deutsch, Des Ambrosius Lehre von
der Siinde und Siindentilgung, 1867.

621 Thereare many striking passagesin LeoI. inwhich death isdescribed as an expiatory sacrifice which blots out guilt. See, further,
Gregory |., Moral. XVI1I. 46: “delenda erat culpa, sed nisi per sacrificium deleri non poterat. Quaarendum erat sacrificium, sed
quale sacrificium poterat pro absolvendis hominibus inveniri? Negue etenim iustum fuit, ut pro rationali homine brutorum
animalium victimaecaederentur . . . Ergo requirendus erat homo . . . qui pro hominibus offerri debuisset, ut pro rationali creatura
rationalis hostia mactaretur. Sed quid quod homo sine peccato inveniri non poterat, et oblata pro nobis hostia quando nos a
peccato inundate potuisset, si ipsa hostia peccati contagio non careret? Ergo ut rationalis esset hostia, homo fuerat offerendus:
ut vero a peccatis mundaret hominem, homo et sine peccato. Sed quis esset sine peccato homo, S ex peccati commixtione
descenderet. Proinde venit propter nosin uterum virginisfilius dei, ibi pro nobis factus est homo. Sumptaest ab illo natura, non
culpa. Fecit pro nobis sacrificium, corpus suum exhibuit pro peccatoribus, victimam sine peccato, queeet humanitate mori et
iustitia mundare potuisset.”

622 \Whatever occursin Ambrose is to be found also in Augustine; for the latter has not, so far as | know, omitted to use asingle
thought of the former; he only adds something new.

623 See Ambrose, Defide Ill. 5: “Idem igitur sacerdos, idem et hostia, et sacerdotium tamen et sacrificium humanaecondicionis
officium est. Nam et agnus ad immolandum ductus est et sacerdos erat secundum ordinem Melchisedech.” This thought recalls
Cyprian, although Ambrose has hardly taken it from him; Cypr. Ep. LXIII. 14: “Christus lesus dominus et deus noster ipse est
summus sacerdos dei patris et sacrificium patri se ipsum obtulit.” The same ideais repeated in contents and form, but rendered
more profound, by Augustine (Confess. X. 68, 69, see Ritschl, I. c., I., p. 38): “In quantum enim homo, in tantum mediator; in
guantum autem verbum, non medius, quiaagualisdeo . . . pro nobis deo victor et victor et victima, et ideo victor quiavictima;
pro nobis deo sacerdos et sacrificium; et ideo sacerdos quia sacrificium;” see De civit. dei IX. 15: “Nec tamen ab hoc mediator
est, quia verbum, maxime quippe immortale et maxime beatum verbum longe est a mortalibus miseris; sed mediator per quod
homo.” Accordingly, not only was that which Christ presented in sacrifice human— Ambrose, Deincarn. VI.: “ex nobis accepit
quod proprium offeret pro nobis. . . sacrificium de nostro obtulit”; but Christ as priest and mediator was man. He had to represent
man, and that again only aman could do. Very pregnant isthe sentence of Ambrose (in Luc. exp. 1V. 7) “ut quiasolvi non queunt
divina decreta, personamagis quam sententiamutaretur.” That isthe genuine idea of substitution. Ambrose does not even shrink
from saying “ quia peccata nostra suscepit, peccatum dictus est” (Expos. in Ps. CXIX., X. 14).
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their value to the voluntary acceptance of suffering. Again, “sacrifices’ in general were something
human—God does not render, but receives sacrifices. Finally, mankind was in God's debt. From
all thisit necessarily followed that Christ in presenting himself as a sacrifice did so as man. But
with this conclusion the Latins severed themselves from the supreme and final interests of Greek
piety—for this rather required that the deity should have assumed with human nature all the
“passiones’ of the latter and made them its own. If the rigid Greek conception, which, indeed, in
N after times was full of gaps and inconsistencies, represented Christ’s sufferings as a whole to be
314 not voluntary, but the complete acceptance of the Ensarkosis (life in the flesh), yet God is always
the subject.* On the whole, therefore, the conception of sacrificeisredly alieninthe view of the
Greeks to the strict theory of Christ’s significance. It found its way in through exegesis and the
mysteries, and threstened the compactness of the dogmatic conception, according to which everything
that Christ did was summed up in the complete assumptio carnis (assumption of the flesh). Nor
was the alien view able to shake the fundamental conception that the God-L ogos was the subject
inall that pertained to Christ. Among the Latins, on the other hand, theidea of the atoning sacrifice
plus substitution is genuine, and has no general theory against it; for they never were able to rise
N perfectly to the contemplation of Christ’ swork asthe assumptio carnis, an expression of theloftiest
315 piety among the Greeks. Those of the latter who, like the Antiochenes, either did not share or only
imperfectly shared the realistic idea of redemption, referred, it is worth remarking, the work of

Chrigt, like the Latins, to the human side of his personality.®®

Great as are the distinctions here—the West did not possess in antiquity a definite dogmatic
theory asto the atoning work of Christ. Greek views exerted their influence;®? and, besides, Western

624 The subtle distinction between East and West is accordingly to be defined as follows. Both held that the human nature of Christ
suffered, for the divine was incapable of suffering; but the East taught that the deity suffered through the human nature which
he had made his own, the West that the man suffered and presented his human nature as a sacrifice in death; the latter, however,
obtained aninfinitevalue, for the deity was associated with it. From thiswe have two consequences. First, theideaof substitution
could take root on Greek ground only superficialy, and in an indefinite form; for the dying God-man really represented no one,
but rather received all really into the plenitude of his divinity; it was different in the West. Secondly, the method of computing
the value of Christ’s mortal agony could similarly find no footing in the East; for the deity was the subject of the transaction,
and precluded al questioning and computing. The striking utterances of Orientals as to the supreme value of Christ’swork are
really therefore only rhetorical (see above). If, on the other hand, the means of atonement under discussion, and the substitution
are human, the question, of course, arises what value these possess, or what valueis lent them by the divinity that is behind this
sacrifice and this priest. We must take the statements of the Latin Fathers more literally. Ambrose confesses “Felix ruina quae
reparatur in melius’ and “Amplius nobis profuit culpa quam nocuit: in quo redemptio quidem nostra divinum munus invenit.
Factaest mihi culpameamercesredemptionis, per quam mihi Christusadvenit . . . Fructuosior culpaquam innocentia; innocentia
arrogantem me fecerat—and here indeed the paradox becomes nonsensi cal—cul pa subjectum reddidit.” (Numerous passages
aregivenin Deutsch, |. c., seedso Forster, |. ., pp. 136, 297). Augustine often repeats and varies thisthought, and other Western
writers reproduce it from him. “Felix culpa quaetantum et talem meruit habere redemptorem.” Lastly, Leo L preaches (Serm.
LXI. 3): “validius donum factum est libertatis, quam debitum servitutis.” Sayings like these, apart from the special pleading in
which Western writers have always delighted since Tertullian, are to be taken much more seriously than if they had come from
the East. And in fact momentous specul ations were certainly instituted by them.

625 An affinity exists between the theology of the Antiochenes and Latins—esp. pre-Augustinian; but it is greater to a superficial
than to a more exact observer. The Antiochene conception always had the Alexandrian for afoil; it never emancipated itself
sufficiently from the | atter to set up a perfectly compact counter-theology; it was in a sense Greek piety and Greek theology
watered down. The Latins did not possess this foil. Their theology must not be gauged by Origen and Neoplatonism asiif they
furnished its starting-point.

626 So from Hilary down to Augustine. The most important of the Western Fathers accepted the Greek idea of the purchase from
the devil, although it flatly contradicted their own doctrine of the atonement; and this proves how uncertain they were. The
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Christians were not yet disposed, with avery few exceptions, to trouble themselves with thoughts
that had no bearing on practical life.

316 APPENDIX ON MANICHZISM.

THREE great religious systems confronted each other in Western Asiaand Southern Europe from
the close of the third century: Neoplatonism, Catholicism and Manichaasm. All three may be
characterised asthefinal results of ahistory, lasting for more than athousand years, of thereligious
development of the civilised peoplesfrom Persiato Italy. In al three the old national and particul ar
character of religionswaslaid aside; they were world-religions of the most universal tendency, and
making demands which in their consequences transformed the whole of human life, public and
private. For the national cultus they substituted a system which aspired to be theology, theory of
the universe and science of history, and at the same time embraced a definite ethics, and aritual of
divine service. Formally, therefore, the threereligionswere alike, and they were also similar in that
each had appropriated the elements of different older religions. Further, they showed their similarity
in bringing to the front the ideas of revelation, redemption, ascetic virtue, and immortality. But
Neoplatonism was natural religion spiritualised, the polytheism of Greece transfigured by Oriental
influences and developed into pantheism. Catholicism was the monotheistic world-religion based
on the O. T. and the Gospel, but constructed by the aid of Hellenic speculation and ethics.
Manichadsm was the dualistic world-religion resting on Chaldadsm,’?” but interspersed with
Christian, Parsi, and perhaps Buddhi st thoughts. To Manichad sm the Hellenic e ement was wanting,
to Catholicism the Chaldee and Persian. These three world-religions developed in the course of

I two centuries (c. A.D. 50-250), Catholicism coming first and Manichadsm last. Catholicism and
317 M ani chad sm were superior to Neoplatonism for the very reason that the latter possessed no founder;
it, therefore, developed no elemental force, and never lost the character of being an artificial creation.
Attempts which were made to invent a founder for it naturally failed. But, even apart from the
contents of itsreligion, Catholicism was superior to Manichaa sm, because itsfounder was venerated
not merely asthe bearer of revelation, but as the Redeemer in person and the Son of God. The fight
waged by Catholicism with Neoplatonism had been already decided about the middle of the fourth
century, although the latter continued to hold itsground in the Greek Empire for almost two centuries
longer. As against Manichad sm the Catholic Church was certain of victory from the beginning; for
at the moment when Manichadsm disputed its supremacy, it became the privileged State Church.
But its opponent did not suffer itself to be annihilated; it lasted till far into the Middle Agesin East

and West, though in various modifications and forms.

Authorities—(a) Oriental.

grotesque conception of therole played by the devil at the death of Christ, had nevertheless something good about it. It reminded
men that every knaveis a stupid devil, and that the devil is always a stupid knave.
627 See Brandt, Die mandaische Religion, 1889 (further, Wellhausen in the deutsch. Litt.-Ztg., 1890, No. 41).
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1. Mohammedan.—Among our sourcesfor the history of Manichadsm the Oriental arethe most
important; of these the Mohammedan, though comparatively late, are distinguished by the excellence
of thetradition and their impartiality, and must be given thefirst place, sincein them old Manichaaan
writings are employed, and we possess no other originals of this sort belonging to the third century,
except afew short and rather unimportant fragments. At the head stands Abulfaragius, Fihrist (c.
980), see the edition by Flugel and the work of the latter: “Mani, seine Lehre und seine Schriften,”
1862; further, Shahrastani , Kitab al-milal wan-nuhal (12th century), see edition by Cureton and
German trand ation by Haarbrticker, 1851; some notes and extractsin Tabari (10th century), al-Biruni
(11th century), Ibn al-Murtada (see Kessler, Mani, |., p. 346 ff.), and other Arabian and Persian
historians.

2. Christian.—Of Eastern Christians we learn most from Ephraem Syrus (+373) in various
DN writings, and in atractate on the subject edited by Overbeck; from Esnik, the Armenian (see Zeitschr.
318 f.d. hist. Theol., 1840, II.; Langlois, Collection, etc., 1., p. 395 sq.), who wrote in the fifth century
against Marcion and Mani; and from the Alexandrian Patriarch Eutychius (+916) who composed
achronicle (ed. by Pococke, 1628). Besidesthis, separate pieces of information occur in Aphraates

(4th century), Barhebraeus (Arab. and Syr. 13th century) and others.

(b) Greek and Latin.

The earliest mention of the Manichaaans in the Roman or Greek empire occurs in an edict of
Diocletian (see Héanel, Cod. Gregor. tit. XV.), which is held by some not to be genuine, and by
othersisdated A.D. 287, 290, 296, or 308 (so Mason, The Persec. of Dioclet., p. 275 sq.). Eusebius
gives a brief account (H. E. VII. 31). The main authority, however, for Greek and Roman writers
was the Acta Archelai, which though not what they pretended to be, namely, an account of a
disputation between Mani and Bishop Archelaus of Cascar in Mesopotamia, yet contain much that
isreliable, esp asto the doctrine of Mani, and al so embrace Mani chaaan fragments. The Acts, which
for the rest consist of various documents, originated at the beginning of the fourth century (in
Edessa?). Jerome maintains (De vir. inl.72) that they were originally composed in Syria (so aso
Kesdler); but Noldeke (Ztschr. d. deutsch. morgenl. Gesellsch. val. 43, p. 537 ff.) and Rahlfs have
disproved Kessler’'s arguments (Gott. Gel. Anz., 1889, No. 23). They have made it very probable
that the Acts, while they may have been based on Syrian sources, were originally writtenin Greek.
They were soon afterwards tranglated into Latin. We only possess this version (Edited by Zacagni,
1698; Routh, Relig. S. Vol. V., 1848); of the Greek version small fragments have been preserved
(see on the Acta Archelai the discussions by Zittwitz in the Zeitschr. f. die histor. Theol., 1873,
and the Dissertation by Oblasinski. Acta disp. Arch. et Manetis, 1874. In the form in which we
now have them, they are a compilation largely edited on the pattern of the Clementine Homilies).
The Acta were made use of by Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. V1.), Epiphanius (Haa. 66) and very

N many others. All Greek and Latin students of heresy have put the Manichaeansin their catalogues;
319 but they only rarely give any original information about them (see Theodoret Haer. fab. I. 26).

Important matter occurs in the decrees of Councils from the fourth century (see Mansi, Acta
Concil., and Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, Vols. I.—I11.), and in the controversia writings of Titus
of Bostra (4th century, in Syriac after aMS. of A.D. 411) npog Mavixaiovg (edit. by de Lagarde,

202



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

1859), and Alexander of Lycopolis, Adyog mpog tag Mavixaiov 86&ag (edit. by Combefis.). Of
Byzantines, John of Damascus (De haaesand Dial.) and Photius (cod. 179 Biblioth.) deserve special
mention; see also the Manichaean form of cathin Tallii insigniaitiner. ital. p. 126 sg., and in Cotelier,
P. P. App. Opp. I. p. 543; further, Rahlfs, 1.c. The controversy with the Paulicians and Bogomilians,
who were frequently identified with the M ani chaaans, renewed the interest in the latter. In the West
the works of Augustine are the great repository for our knowledge of the Manichasans.—* Contra
epistolam Manichad, quam vocant fundamenti”, “Contra Faustum Manichaaum”, “Contra
Fortunatum”, “Contra Adimantum”, “Contra Secundinum”, “ De actis cum Felice Manicha”, “De
genesi ¢. Manichas’, “De natura boni”, “De duabus animabus’, “De utilitate credendi”, “De
moribus eccl. Cathol. et de moribus Manichasorum”, “Deverareligione”, “ De haares.” But themore
complete the view of Manichadsm to be obtained from these writings, the more cautious we must
bein our generalisations; for the Manichad sm of the West undoubtedly received Christian elements
which were wanting in its original and oriental form.

Mani’s Life.

Mani (Mavng; Manes, Mavixaiog, Manichaaus—the name has not yet been explained; it is not
even known whether it is of Persian or Semitic origin) is said, as the Acta Archelai inform us, to
have been originaly called “Cubricus’. Nothing reliable was ever known as to his life in the
Romano-Greek empire; for the account in the Acta Archelai iswholly biassed and untrustworthy.

N Evenif criticism succeeded in pointing out the sources from which it was derived, in discovering
320 the tendenciesthat were at work, and in thus sifting out portionsthat were tenable, yet it could only
do so by depending on the comparatively trustworthy Oriental Mohammedan tradition. We must
therefore examine the latter alone. According to it, Mani was a Persian of distinguished birth
belonging to Mardin. The date of his birth isuncertain; Kessler holds the statement in Biruni to be
reliable, that he was born in anno 527 of the era of the Babylonian astronomers, i.e., A.D. 215-216.
He received a careful education from his father Fatak (TTatékiog) at Ctesiphon. Since the father
afterwards adhered to the confession of the “Moghtasilah”, the Baptists, in southern Babylonia, the
son was also brought up in their religious doctrines and practices. The Baptists (see the Fihrist)
were probably not unconnected with the Elkesaites and Hemerobaptists, and werein any caseallied
to the Mandaaans. It is not improbable that this Babylonian sect had adopted Christian elements.
The boy accordingly became early acquainted with very different formsof religion. If even asmall
proportion of the narratives about hisfather rest on truth—the greater number being certainly only
Manichaaan legends—he had already introduced his son into the religious medley, out of which
the Manichaean system arose. M anichaean tradition tellsusthat Mani received revelations, and took
up acritical attitude towardsreligiousinstruction, even when aboy. But it isall thelesstrustworthy,
as it also relates that he was forbidden to ventilate publicly his new religious knowledge. It was
only when he was from 25 to 30 years of age that he began to preach his new religion at the court
of the Persian king, Sapores |.—on the day, it is stated, of the king's coronation, A.D. 241-242. A
Persian tradition says that he was previously a Christian presbyter, but this, in any case, iswrong.
Mani did not remain long in Persia, but undertook long journeys for the purpose of spreading his
religion, and he also sent out disciples. According to the Acta Archelai, his missionary activity
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extended into the West, into the territory of the Christian Church; but it is certain from Oriental
N sources that his work was rather carried on in Transoxania, Western China, and southwards into
321 India. His labours met with success there as well asin Persia. Like Mohammed after him, and the
founder of the Elkesaites before him, he proclaimed himself the last and greatest of the prophets,
whose revelation of God surpassed all that had been given till then, the latter being allowed only
arelative value. He instituted the absolute religion. In the last years of the reign of Sapores . (c.
A.D. 270) Mani returned to the Persian capital, and gained adherents even at the court. Naturally,
however, the ruling priestly caste of the Magi, on whom the king was compelled to lean, were
hostileto him, and after afew successes Mani was taken prisoner and driven into exile. The successor
of Sapores, Hormuz (272-273), seems to have been favourable to him, but Bahram |. abandoned
him to the fanaticism of the Magi, and had him crucified at the capital, A.D. 276-277. His dead

body was skinned; and his adherents were dreadfully persecuted by Bahram.

Mani’s Writings.

Mani himself composed very many writings and epistles, of which alarge proportion were still
known to the M ohammedan historians, but which are now all lost. Thelater heads of the Manichasan
Churches also wrote religious tractates, so that the ancient Manichaeaan literature must have been
very extensive. According to the Fihrist, Mani made use of the Persian and Syriac languages; he
invented, however, like the Oriental Marcionites before him, an aphabet of his own which the
Fihrist has transmitted to us. In this al phabet the sacred works of the Manichaeans were afterwards
written. The Fihrist enumerates seven principal works by Mani, six in Syriac and one in Persian;
as to some of them we possess statements also in Titus of Bostra, Epiphanius, Augustine, and
Photius, aswell asin the oath-formulaand the Acta Archelai. We have (1) The Book of mysteries:
see Acta Archelail; it contained discussions with the Christian sects which were spreading in the
East, especially the Marcionites and Bardesanians, as well aswith their conception of the Old and

N New Testaments. (2) The Book of Giants (demons? probably in connection with Gen. V1.). (3) The
32 Book of Regulations for the hearers—apparently identical with the “epistula fundamenti” of
Augustine and the “Book of the Chapters’ of Epiphanius and the Acta Archelai. It was the most
extensively circulated and popular of Manichasan works, and was aso trandated into Greek and
Latin-being a brief summary of the whole fundamentally authoritative doctrine. (4) The Book
Schahplrakéan. Fliigel was unable to explain this title; according to Kessler, it means “Epistle to

King Sapores’. This tractate contained eschatological teaching. (5) The Book of quickening. It is
identified by Kessler with the “ Thesaurus (vitag” of the Acta Archelai, Epiphanius, Photius, and
Augustine; in that case it was also in use among the Latin Manichasans. (6) The Book
npayupateia—contents unknown. (7)—In the Persian language; a book whosetitleis not stated in

the Fihrist, aswe haveit, but which isprobably identical with the“Holy Gospel” of the Manichaeans;
seethe ActaArchelai and many witnesses. Thiswasthework set up by the Manichasansin opposition

to the Gospels of the Church. Besides these main works, Mani wrote a great number of shorter
tractates and letters. The epistolography was then established by his successors. These Manichasan
treatiseswere also familiar in the Graaco-Roman empire and existed in collections—see the fi1fAlov
gmiotoA®V in the oath-formula; and an “ epistulaad virginem Menoch” in Augustine. Fabricius has
collected the Greek fragments of Manichaaan epistles in the Bibliotheca Grasca VII. 2, p. 311 sq.
There also existed a Manichasan Book of “memoirs’ and one of “prayers’ in the Greek language,
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aswell asmany others (e.g., the“Canticum Amatorium” cited by Augustine), al of which, however,
were destroyed by Christian Bishops in aliance with the magistracy. A Manichasan Epistle to one
Marcellus has been preserved to usinthe ActaArchelal. Zittwitz supposesthat thisletter was much
fuller initsoriginal form, and that the author of the Acts has borrowed from it the material for the
speeches which he makes Mani deliver in the discussion. The same scholar refers the account of
Turbo in the Acts and their historical statements (in section 4) to the writing of a Turbo of
N Mesopotamia, a Manichasan renegade and Christian. But on this point it is at least possible to hold
323 adifferent opinion.

Mani’s Doctrine. The Manichaaan System.

Clearly as the main features of the Manichaean doctrine can be presented even at the present
day, and certain as it is that Mani himself published a complete system, yet many details are
uncertain, being differently described in different places, and it often remains doubtful what the
original doctrinal view of the founder was.

The Manichaaan system of religion was a consistent and uncompromising dualism, in the form
of afanciful view of nature. No distinction was drawn between the physical and ethical: in this
respect the character of the system was thoroughly materiaistic; for Mani’s identification of the
good with light, and the bad with darkness, was not merely figurative. Thelight wasreally the only
good, and darkness the only bad. Hence it followed, that religious knowledge could be nothing but
the knowledge of nature and its elements, and that redemption consisted exclusively in a physical
deliverance of the fractions of light from darkness. But under such circumstances, ethics became
adoctrine of abstinence from all elements arising from the realm of darkness.

The self-contradictory character of the present world formed for Mani the starting-point of his
speculation. But the inconsistency appeared to him to be primarily elemental, and only secondarily
ethical, in so far as he regarded the material side of man as an emanation from the bad parts of
nature. From the self-contradictory character of the world heinferred two beings, originaly wholly
separate from each other,—light and darkness. Both were, however, to be thought of after the
analogy of a kingdom. The light appeared as the good Primeval Spirit-God, shining in the ten
(twelve) virtues of love, faith, fidelity, magnanimity, wisdom, gentleness, knowledge, intelligence,
mystery, and insight. It also manifested itself in the heaven and earth of light with their guardians,
the glorious Zons. The darkness, smilarly, wasaspiritual realm: more correctly, it was represented

N inaspiritual, or feminine, personification; but it had no “God” at its head. It embraced an “earth
324 of darkness’. As the earth of light had five distinguishing features—the gentle breeze, cooling
wind, bright light, cheering fire, and clear water—so also the earth of darkness had five—fog, fiery

heat, burning wind, darkness, and damp. Satan with his demonswas born from the realm of darkness.

From eternity the two realms stood opposed. They came into contact on one side, but they did not
mingle. Then Satan began to storm, and made an attack on the realm, the earth, of light. The God

of light, with his Syzygos (mate) “the spirit of his right hand”, now generated the Primeval man,

and sent him, equipped with the five pure elements, to fight against Satan. But Satan proved himself

the stronger. Primeval man was defeated for a moment. Now indeed the God of light himself
marched forth, utterly defeated Satan by the help of new Azons—the spirit of life, etc.—and delivered

the Primeval man. But apart of the light of the latter had already been robbed by darkness, the five
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dark elements had aready mingled with the generations of light. The Primeval man could only

descend into the abyss and hinder the increase of the dark “generations’ by cutting off their roots;

but the elements once mixed he could never again separate. The mixed elements were the elements

of the present visible world. This was fashioned out of them at the command of the God of light;

the formation of the world was itself the first step in the redemption of the imprisoned portions of

light. Theworld itself wasrepresented as an ordered chain of different heavensand different earths,

which was borne and supported by the Aons, the angels of light. In sun and moon, which from

their nature were almost wholly pure, it possessed great reservoirs, in which the rescued portions

of light were stored. In the sun Primeval man himself dwelt along with the holy spirits, who pursued

thework of redemption; in the moon the Mother of lifewasthroned. The twelve signs of the zodiac

constituted an artificial machine, a great wheel with buckets which poured the portions of light

delivered from the world into the moon and sun, theilluminating vessels swimming in space. There

N\ they were purified anew, and finally reached God himself in the realm of pure light. The later

325 Manichaeans of the West designated the portions of light scattered in the world—in elements and
organisms—and waiting for redemption, “Jesus patibilis.”

Now it is characteristic of the materialistic and unhuman character of the system, that whilethe
construction of theworld isregarded asthe work of the good spirits, the creation of manisreferred
to the princes of darkness. The first man, Adam, was begotten by Satan in conjunction with “sin,”
“greed” and “lust.” But the spirit of darkness conjured into him all the portions of light which he
had robbed, in order to make more certain of his power to rule over them. Adam was accordingly
adivided being, created in the image of Satan, but bearing the stronger spark of light within him.
Eve was associated with him by Satan. She was seductive sensuousness, although even she had a
tiny spark of light in her. If the first human beings thus stood under the rule of Satan, yet from the
very first the glorious spiritstook an interest in them. These sent Aons—e.g., Jesus—down to them,
who instructed them as to their nature, and warned Adam especially against the senses. But the
first man fell avictim to sexua lust. Cain and Abel, indeed, were not sons of Adam, but of Satan
and Eve; but Seth was the lightpossessed offspring of Adam and Eve. Thus arose mankind, among
whose individual members light was very varioudly distributed. It was always stronger, however,
in men than women. Now the demons sought in the course of history to bind men to themselves
through sensuality, error, and false religions, which included above all the religion of Moses and
the prophets, while the spirits of light continued their process of distillation, in order to obtain the
pure light in the world. But they could only deliver men by giving the true Gnosis asto nature and
its powers, and by recalling them from the service of darkness and sensuousness. For this purpose
prophets, preachers of the true knowledge, were sent into the world. Mani himself appears, in
accordance with the example set by Gnostic Jewish Christians, to have held Adam, Noah, and
Abraham, and perhaps Zoroaster and Buddha to have been such prophets. Probably Jesus was also

1N considered by him to have been a prophet come down from the world of light; not, however, the
326 historical Jesus, but a contemporary, seemingly human, Jesus who neither suffered nor died (Jesus
impatibilis). Some Manichasans taught that Primeval man himself, as Christ, spread the true Gnosis.

But in any case Mani was held, as he claimed, to be the last and greatest prophet, having taken up

the work of “Jesus impatibilis,” and of Paul, who is also recognised, and having been the first to

bring complete knowledge. He was the “guide,” the “ambassador of the light,” the “Paraclete.”

Only by hislaboursand those of his*imitators, the Elect,” wasthe separation of light from darkness
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accomplished. The process by which the unfettered parts of light finally ascend to the God of light
himself arevery fancifully elaborated. He who has not succeeded in becoming elect in hislife-time,
has not completely redeemed himself, has to pass through severe purifications in the future state,
until he also is gathered to the blessedness of the light. A doctrine of transmigration of souls has,
however, been erroneously imputed to the Manichaeans. Bodies fall naturaly, like the souls of
unredeemed men, to the powers of darkness. But those souls, according at least to the oldest
conception, contain no light at all; a later view, adapted to the Christian, taught that the parts of
light existing in them werereally lost. Finally, when the elements of light are delivered—completely,
or as far as possible—the end of the world takes place. All glorious spirits assemble, the God of
light himself appears, accompanied by the Azons and the perfectly righteous. The angelswho uphold
theworld withdraw from their burden, and everything collapses. An enormous conflagration destroys
the world: once more the two powers are completely severed: high above is the realm of light
restored to its perfect state, low down is the darkness (now powerless?).

Ethics, Social Constitution and Cultus of the Manichaans.

The only possible ethics based on this doctrine of the world were dualistic and ascetic. But as
it was not only considered necessary to escape from darkness, but also to cherish, strengthen, and
N purify the parts of light, the ethics were not merely negative. They aimed not at suicide, but at
327 preservation. Y et in practice they assumed athoroughly ascetic form. The Manichasan had to abstain
above all from sensuous enjoyment. He was to deny himself to it by means of three seals: the
signaculum oris, manus, and sinus (the seal of the mouth, hand, and breast). The signaculum oris
forbade any use of unclean food, as well as impure talk; unclean were all animal flesh, wine etc.;
vegetable food was permitted, because plants contained more light; but the destruction of plants,
even the plucking of fruits or breaking of twigs, was not allowed. The sign. manus prevented any
occupation with things, in so far as they contained elements of darkness. Finally, the sign. sinus
forbade especially any satisfaction of sexual desire, and therefore prohibited marriage. Besides,
life was regulated by an extremely rigorous list of fasts. Fast-days were selected in obedience to
certain astronomical conjunctures. Moreover, men fasted, i.e., held holiday, regularly on Sunday,
and generaly a'so on Monday. The number of fast-days amounted almost to a quarter of the year.
Timesof prayer were appointed just as exactly. Four timesaday had the Manichasan to utter prayers,
and these were preceded by ablutions. He who prayed turned to the sun or moon, or to the North
asthe seat of light. Y et theinference that the M ani chasans worshipped the sun and moon themselves
iswrong. The Fihrist has preserved some Manichaaan forms of prayer. They were directed to the
God of light, the whole realm of light, the glorious angels and Mani himself, who is addressed in
them as “the great tree in whom is all healing.” According to Kessler, these prayers are closely
allied to the Mandsean and ancient Babylonian hymns.

An asceticism so minute and strict as that demanded by Manichad sm,®? could only be practised
thoroughly by afew. The religion would, therefore, have been compelled to forego an extensive
propaganda, had it not conceded a morality of two kinds. A distinction was accordingly drawn

628 |t also professed imitation of the apostolic life; see Raumer’s note on Confess. Aug. V1. 7 (12).
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within the community between the*Electi” (perfecti), the perfect Manichaeans, and the Catechumeni

AN (auditores), the secular Manichaeans. Only the former submitted to all the demandsimposed by the

328 religion; for the latter the regulations were relaxed. They required to avoid idolatry, witchcraft,

greed, lying, fornication, etc.; above all, they must kill no living creature—keeping Mani’s ten

commandments. They were to renounce the world as far as possible; but they lived in fact very

much like their fellow-citizens of other faiths. We have here, accordingly, substantially the same

state of matters asin the Catholic Church, where atwofold morality also prevailed, viz., that of the

religious orders and of the secular Christians. The only difference wasthat the position of the Electi

was still more distinguished than that of the monks. For the Christian monks never wholly forgot

that redemption wasagift of God through Christ, while the Manichean Electi werereally themselves

redeemers; therefore it was the duty of the Auditores to pay the deepest veneration and render the

greatest services to the Electi. These perfect beings, as they languished away in their asceticism,

were admired and cherished most devotedly. Analogous is the reverence paid by Catholics to the

saints, and by Neoplatoniststo the* philosophers,” but the prestige of the Manichasan Electi surpassed

that of both. Foodswere brought to them in abundance; by using them the Electi delivered the parts

of light from the plants. They prayed for the Auditores, they blessed and interceded for them,

thereby abbreviating the purgatory through which the latter had to pass after death. And the Electi
alone possessed compl ete knowledge of religious truths—it was otherwise in Catholicism.

The distinction between Electi and Auditores did not, however, constitute the whole idea of the
Manichaaan Church; it possessed a hierarchy also. This fell into three grades, so that altogether
there were five in the religious constitution. Initsfivefold division the social order was conceived
to be a copy of the numbers of the realm of light. At the head stood the Teachers (“the sons of
gentleness” = Mani and his successors); these were followed by the Administrators (“sons of
knowledge” = the Bishops); then the Elders (“ sons of understanding” = the presbyters); the Electi

N (“sons of mystery”); and finally the Auditores (“ sons of insight”). The number of Electi was at all

329 times small. According to Augustine, there were twelve Teachers and seventy-two Bishops. One

of the Teachers appearsto have stood as president at the head of the whole Manichaean Church. At

least Augustine speaks of such an one, and the Fihrist also knows of a supreme head over all
Manichaaans. The constitution accordingly had here also a monarchical head.

The cultus of the Manichaeans must have been very simple, and have consisted essentially of
prayers, hymns, and ceremonies of adoration. Thissimple divine service promoted the secret spread
of the doctrine. Besides, the Manichaeans seem, at least in the West, to have adhered to the Church’s
order of festivals. The Electi celebrated specia festivals; but the chief one common to al was the
“Bema’ (Bfjua), thefestival of the “doctoral chair,” in memory of the death of Mani, in the month
of March. Believers prostrated themsel ves before adecorated, but vacant chair, erected on a pedestal
with five steps. L ong fasts accompanied thefestival. Christian and Mohammedan writerswere able
to learn little concerning the mysteriesand “ sacraments” of the Manichaaans; the Christianstherefore
raised the charge that obscene rites and repul sive practiceswere observed. But it may be held certain
that the later Manichaean mysteries were solemnised after the style of Christian Baptism and the
Lord’s Supper. They may have been based on old rites and ceremoniesinstituted by Mani himself,
and descended from natural religion.
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The Historical Position of Manichadsm.

In the present state of the inquiry it is made out, and the account given above will also have
shown, that Manichadsm did not rise on the soil of Christianity. We would even be better justified
if we were to call Mohammedanism a Christian sect; for Mohammed approaches the Jewish and
Christian religions incomparably more closely than Mani. Kessler has the credit of having shown
that the ancient Babylonian religion, the original source of all the Gnosis of Western Asia, wasthe
foundation of the Manichasan system. The opinion formerly held is accordingly wrong, viz., that

N M anichad sm was areformation on the ground of Parsiism, a modification of Zoroastrianism under
330 the influence of Christianity. It was rather a religious creation belonging to the circle of Semitic
religions: it wasthe Semitic nature-religion lifted out of national limitations, modified by Christian
and Persian elements, raised to the level of Gnosis, and transforming human life by strict rules. But
when we have perceived this, we have only obtained a very general explanation of the origin of
Manichadsm. The question rises, through what means and to what extent Mani adopted Persian
and Christian elements, and further, in which form the nature-religion of ancient Babylonia was

made use of by him.

Now asregardsthelatter point, itiswell known that the Semitic nature-religions had been taken
up, centuries before Mani, by isolated enthusiastic or speculative heads, had been philosophically
deepened and remodelled into “systems’, in support of which missions were conducted by means
of mysterious cults. Mani’ s enterprise was accordingly nothing new, but was rather the last in a
long series of similar attempts. Even the earlier ones, from Simon Magus the Samaritan down, had
adopted Christian elementsto agreater or less extent, and the Christian Gnostic scholastic sects of
Syriaand Western Asiaall pointed back to ancient Semitic nature-religions, which were transformed
by them into a philosophy of the world and of life. But in particular the doctrines of the Babylonian
sect of Moghtasilah, which were indeed influenced also by Christianity, seem to have afforded
Mani material for hisreligio-philosophical speculation. The religion of this sect was not, however,
purely Semitic (see the treatise by Kessler on the Mandasans in the Real-Encyklopaedia fir prot.
Theol. u. Kirche, 2 Ed., Vol. IX., p. 205 ff.; the Mandasans were allied to the Moghtasilah, Brandt,
1. c.). From this source sprang therigid dualism on which Mani’ s system was based; for the ancient
Persian religion was not in principle dualistic, but inits ultimate foundation Monistic, since Ahriman
was created by Ormuzd. However, ancient Persian theologoumena were employed by Mani. Even
the designation of the antithesesas*light” and “ darkness’ was hardly independent of Parsiism, and
elsewhere in Manichadsm there occur technical terms taken from the Persian religion. Whether
Mani’ sidea of redemption goes back to the ancient Babylonian religion or to Zoroastrianism, | do
331 not venture to decide; the idea of the “Prophet” and the “Primeval man” is at all events Semitic.

It isvery difficult to determine how far Mani’ s acquaintance with Christianity went, and how
much he borrowed from it; further, through what agencies Christian knowledge reached him. In
any case, in those regions where Manichadsm was settled and where it came more closely into
contact with Christianity, it was at a later stage influenced by the latter. Western Manichaeans of
the fourth and fifth centuries were much more “Christian” than those of the East. In this respect
the system passed through the same devel opment as Neoplatonism. As regards Mani himself, itis
safest to suppose that he held Judaism as well as Christianity to be entirely false religions. But if
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he not only characterised himself as the Paraclete—and it is probable that he originated this use of
the title—but also admitted “Jesus’ to so high arole in his system, we can hardly explain this
otherwise than by supposing that he distinguished between Christianity and Christianity. The
religion which emanated from the historical Christ wasto him as objectionable asthat Christ himself
and as Judaism; i.e., Catholicism was to him a diabolical religion. But he distinguished the Jesus
of darknessfrom the Jesus of light, who wrought contemporaneously with the other, Thisdistinction
agrees as strikingly with that of the Gnostic Basilides, as the criticism of the O. T. conducted by
Manichadsm with that of the Marcionites, (see eventhe ActaArchela in which Marcion’ santitheses
areplacedin Mani’ slips). Finally, Manichasan doctrines show agreement with those of the Christian
Elkesaites; yetitispossible, nay, probable, that the latter are to be derived from the common ancient
Semitic source, and therefore they do not come further into consideration. Mani’ shistorical relation
to Christianity will therefore be as follows: from Catholicism, with which in all probability he was
not very accurately acquainted, Mani borrowed nothing, rejecting it rather as a devilish error. On
the other hand, he regarded Christianity in the form which it had assumed in the Basilidian and
Marcionite sects (also among the Bardesanians ?) as arelatively valuable and correct religion. But
N from them, as also from the Persians, he took hardly anything but names, and perhaps, besides,
330 what criticism he had of the O. T. and Judaism. His lofty estimate of Paul (and his epistles?), as
well ashisexpressreection of the Acts of the Apostles, also point to influences due to Marcionitism.
He seems to have recognised and to have interpreted in accordance with his own teaching a part

of the historical matter of the Gospel.

Finally, the question further rises whether Buddhistic elements are not to be observed in
Manichaeism. The mgority of later scholars since F. Chr. Baur have answered this question in the
affirmative. According to Kessler, Mani used Buddha's teaching, at least for his ethics. There is
no doubt that he took long journeys to India, and was familiar with Buddhism. The occurrence of
the name of Buddha (Budda) in the legend about Mani and perhaps in his own writings points to
the fact that the founder of thisreligion concerned himself with Buddhism. But what he borrowed
from it for his own doctrine must have been very unimportant On a closer comparison we find that
the difference between the two faiths is in al their main doctrines very great, and that the
resemblances are ailmost always merely accidental. This is true even as regards morality and
asceticism. There is no point in Manichadsm for whose explanation we need have recourse to
Buddhism. Under such circumstances any relationship between the two religions remains a bare
possibility; nor has the investigation of Geyler raised this possibility to a probability (Das System
des Manichédismus und sein Verhaltniss zum Buddhismus, Jena 1875).

How are we to explain the fact that Manichaeism spread so rapidly and really became a
world-religion? The answer has been given that it was because it was the complete Gnosis, the
fullest, most consistent, and most artistic system based on the ancient Babylonian religion (so
Kessler). This explanation is not sufficient, for no religion makes an impression mainly by its
doctrinal system, however complete that may be. But it is also incorrect, for the older Gnostic
systems were not more meagre than the Manichaean. What rather gave Manichaasm its strength
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was, above all, the combination of ancient mythology and a rigid materialistic dualism with an

N extremely simple, spiritual cultus, and a strict morality; this was supplemented by the personality

333 of the founder (of which indeed we know little enough). If we compare it with the Semitic

nature-religions, it is obvious that it retained their mythologies, transformed into “doctrines,” but

did away with the whole sensuous cultus, substituting aspiritual worship aswell asastrict morality.

Thusit was capable of satisfying the new wants of an old world. It offered revelation, redemption,

moral virtue, and immortality, spiritual blessings, on the ground of nature-religion. Further, the

simple and yet firm constitution calls for attention which Mani himself gave to hisinstitution. The

learned and the ignorant, the enthusiast and the man of the world, could here find a welcome, no

one had morelaid upon him than he could and would bear; moreover, each was attracted and secured

by the prospect of reaching ahigher stage, while those who were gifted were besides promised that

they would require to submit to no authority, but would be led by pure reason to God. As this

religion was thus adapted, perhaps beforehand, to individual needs, it was also capable of

continuously appropriating what was foreign. Furnished from the first with fragments of different

religions, it could increase or diminish its store, without breaking its own elastic structure. But a

great capacity for adaptation was quite as necessary to a world-religion, as a divine founder in

whom men could see and venerate the supreme revelation of God himself. While Manichaasm in

fact knew of no redeemer, athough it gave Mani thistitle; whileit only recognised a physical and
Gnostic process of redemption; yet in Mani it possessed the chief prophet of God.

If we notice, finally, that Manichadsm presented a simple, apparently profound, and yet easy,
solution of the problem of good and evil, which had become especially burdensome in the second
and third centuries, we have named the most important phenomenawhich explainitsrapid extension.

Sketch of the History of Manichceism.

Manichaeism first got afirm footing in the East, in Persia, Mesopotamia, and Transoxania. The
persecutions which it had to endure did not hinder its extension. The seat of the Manichaean Pope

N was for centuries in Babylon, and afterwards in Samarcand. Even after Isslam had conguered the
334 East, Manichagsm held its ground; it even seems to have spread till further owing to the
Mohammedan conquest, and it gained secret adherents among the Mohammedans themselves. The
doctrine and discipline of the Manichasan Church underwent little change in the East, it especially

did not there approach much nearer the Christian religion. But it experienced attempts at reform
several times; for, aswas natural, its “ Auditores’ readily became secularised. These attempts also

led temporarily to schisms and the formation of sects. At the close of the tenth century, the time

when the Fihrist was written, the Manichaeans had been already expelled from the cities in
Mesopotamia and Persia, and had withdrawn into the villages. But in Turkestan and up to the
borders of China, there existed numerous Manichasan communities, nay, even whole tribes which

had adopted the religion of Mani. Probably the great Mongolian migrations first put an end to
Manichagsm in Central Asia. But in India, on the coasts of Malabar, there were Manichaeans even

in the fifteenth century, side by side with Thomist Christians (see Germann, Die Thomaschristen,
1875). Manichaeism first penetrated into the Graaco-Roman Empire about A.D. 280, in the time of

the Emperor Probus (see Eusebius. Chronicon). If we may hold Diocletian’s edict against the
Manichaaans to be genuine, they already had a firm footing in the West at the beginning of the
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fourth century; but Eusebius did not know the sect accurately aslate asabout A.D. 325. It was only
after about A.D. 330 that the religion spread rapidly in the Roman Empire. Its adherents were
recruited, on the one hand, from the ancient Gnostic sects, especially the Marcionites, Manichagism
having, besides, strongly influenced the development of the Marcionite Churches in the fourth
century. On the other hand, it gained followersfrom the great number of the*“ cultured”, who sought
for a“rational” and yet to some extent Christian, religion, and who had exalted “freeinquiry” —esp.
as regards the O. T.—into a battle-flag. Criticism on Catholicism, and polemics, were now the
strong point of Manichaeism, esp. in the West. It admitted the stumbling-blocks which the O. T.
AN presented to every thinker, and gave itself out as a Christianity without the O. T. Instead of the
335 subtle Catholic theories about divine predestination and human freedom, and the difficult Theodicy,
it offered an extremely simple conception of sin and goodness. It did not preach the doctrine of the
incarnation, which was particularly repugnant to those who were passing from the ancient cults to
the Universal Religion. In itsrejection of this doctrine, it coincided with Neoplatonism. But while
the latter, with al its attempts to accommodate itself at various points to Christianity, found no
formulathat would introduceinto its midst the specia veneration of Christ, the Western Manichaeans
succeeded in giving their doctrine a Christian colouring. Of the Manichaean mythology all that
became popular wastherigid physical dualism; its barbarous portions were prudently disguised as
“mysteries’; nay, they were even frankly disavowed here and there by the adepts. The farther
M anichaa sm pushed into the West, the more Christian and philosophical it became; in Syriait kept
itself comparatively pure. It found its most numerous adherentsin North Africa, where it had secret
followers even among the clergy; this may perhaps be explained by the Semitic origin of a part of
the population. Augustine was an “Auditor” for nine years, while Faustus was at the time the most
distinguished Manichaaan teacher in the West. In hislater writings against Manichaa sm Augustine
chiefly discusses the following problems: (1) the relations of knowledge and faith, reason and
authority; (2) the nature of good and evil, and the origin of the latter; (3) the existence of free-will,
and itsrelation to divine omnipotence; (4) therelation of evil intheworld to the divine government.

The Christian Byzantine and Roman Emperors from Vaens onwards issued strict laws against
the Manichaeans. But at first these bore little fruit. The “Auditores’ were difficult to detect, and
really gave dight occasion for a persecution. In Rome itself the doctrine had a large following,
especially among the scholars and professors, between A.D. 370 and 440, and it made its way
among the mass of the people by means of a popular literature, in which even the Apostles played
a prominent part (“Apocrypha Acts of the Apostles’). Manichagsm also experienced attempts at

N reform in the West; but we know little about them. Leo the Great, in alliance with the civil power,

336 wasthefirst to adopt active measures against Manichaasm. Valentinian 111. sentenced its adherents

to banishment, Justinian made the penalty death. It seemsto have been extinguished in North Africa

by the persecution of the Vandals. It really died out nowhere else, either in the Byzantine Empire,

or in the West; for it gave an impulse to the formation of new sects which were allied to it in the

early part of the Middle Ages. If it has not been proved that the Spanish Priscillians had been already

influenced by Manichadsm in the fourth century, still it is undoubted that the Paulicians and

Bogomilians, as well asthe Cathari, are to be traced back to it (and Marcionitism). Thus, if not the

system of Mani the Persian, yet Manichaasm modified by Christianity accompanied the Catholic
Church of the West on into the thirteenth century.
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Literature—Beausobre, Hist. critique de Manich e et du Manichéisme, 2 vols. 1734 sq. Too
great prominence is given in this work to the Christian elements in Manichsasm. Baur, Das
manichdische Religionssystem, 1831. Manichaean speculation is here presented speculatively.
Fligel, Mani, 1862; an investigation based on the Fihrist. Kessler, Unters. z. Genesis des manich.
Religionssystems, 1876; by the same author, “Mani, Manichder” in the R.-Encykl. f. protest Theol.
u. Kirche, 2 Ed., Vol. IX., p. 223-259 ; the account given aboveisbased in several of itsexpositions
on this article. Kessler has since published a work, “Mani, Forschungen tber die manich. Relig.
Ein Beitrag z. vergleichenden Religionsgeschichte des Orients. |. Bd. Voruntersuchungen und
Quellen, 1889;” see on this the acute reviews of Rahlfs (Gott Gel. Anz. 1889, No. 23), Noldeke
(Zeitschrift d. deutschen morgenl. Gesellsch. Vol. XLIII., p. 535 ff.) and August Miller (Theol.
Lit.-Ztg., 1890, No. 4). The older accounts may be mentioned of Mosheim, Lardner, Walch, and
Schrockh, as also the monograph of Trechsel, Ueber Kanon, Kritik und Exegese der Manichéer,
1832, and A. Newmann’s Introductory Essay on the Manichasan heresy, 1887.
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*£yévovto oxiopata Aa®v, dkatactacial lEpéwv, Tapayr TOLUEVWY

*£yy0tata To0 GoWUdTOoL

*€yepel

*£0ewbnuev 0D Tf] peTaARPer

*¢x Mapiog

*£K TV AOEAPDV

*¢kkAnolog Tag amd TV Oelwv ypag@v paptupiag €€ dypdpov mapaddoews o@payl{oUEVNG.

*£v OAlyo1¢ toic otixoig t0 mdv ddyua g miotewg neptAaufavduevov

*¢v aipatt Ogod

*¢v tadeia EAANVIKT Gkpdg, moAvuadrg tod Adyou

*£VUTOOTATOG

*£&nndtwv Kai avTol ATatnuévol

*EMIYEVVIUATIKN

*épunvedoai te ikavog puothpia, & Toig ToANoig fv dmdkpupa, oltw Pavep®ds adtd é€etibeto,
(WOTE TOUG AKOVOVTAG HXPTUPELV, GTL OV HOVOV GKOVOVGLV GAAX Kai 0pQolv aldTd.

*€v 00 UOVOV 00Giq, GAAG Kal UTOKEIPEW

*£v TpdowToV

*&yypagov thv miotiv v €€ dpxfic mapeAdPouev kai €xouev mapadobeicav kai Tnpovpévny €v Ti
kaboAki] kai ayla €ékkAnolq, uéxpt thc¢ onjuepov NuUépag €k dradoxfig &md TOV pakapiwv
AmooTOAWV, Ol Kai autdmtal Kal UTnpETat yeyovaot ToD Adyov, katayyeAdopévny, €k vOUOUL Kal
TPOPNTAOV Kal TAG Kaviig S1abnkng

*&\ey x0¢ Kat grmoAoyia

*€\eyxog

*&vdupa tiig doePeiag €otiv N GrAla ToD ypaupaTog

*£VVO1X TG €1 TATEPA YVWOEWS

*£VOAPKOG
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*£11 yap mnAovpyoluevov tov Addy, WG EoTiv imely, kal TNKTOV vta tal 0dapf], Kai undénw
@Odoavta diknv dotpdkov T A@Bapola kpataiwdivar kal maylwdivar, 0dwp Gomep
kataAeBouévn kal kanaotdlovoa d1EAvoev avTO 1 apaptic. 310 O Ay AvwOev avadevwv Kal
TNAOTAAGTOV TOV AOTOV £1¢ TIUNV 0 O4G €V T TAPOEVIKT] KPATALWOKG TPGOTOV Kol THENG UATPY
Kol GLVEVWOAG KAl SLYKEPETAG TG Aoyw, ATnkTov Kai dOpavotov é€Ryayev ig Tov Plov, Tva ur
TGAY 101G tig PBopd¢ EEPOev EmkAvabel¢ ievuaoty, Tnkeddva yevvroag diaméon.

*&paocav yap EKeivol

*Zpn TOV Xp1otdv adTdV eivat TOV matépa kai adTOV TOV matépa yeyevviioOat kai memovOévar kai
amotebvnkévat.

*€xovTeg Ued €quT@OV TOV OOV TOU 0VPAVOD, GUUTIOPEVOUEVOV TOIC AVOPWTOLG

*£va

*£w¢ 00 6 Uiotog émokéPntat TV YV, kKai a0t EAOWV w¢ dvOpwmog UeTd dvOpwnwy £68iwv
Kal Tivwv

*’Eyw Ydp TOV dpoeva

*’Eyo o1da &va @edv Xp1otdv 'Tnoodv kai ANV adtol £repov 008éva yevvntdv kai mabntév —
ovx 0 mathp anébavev, GAAX 6 LIOG

*’EK TAi¢ tepl Tpont@V €ENyrocwg (1) Kat énayyeAeiav uéyag kol EKAEKTOG TPOPHTNG E0TIV, [0WG
peoitng kol vouoO£Tng thig Kpelttovog dadnkng yevouevog: GoTIG €aUTOV 1EpOVPYNGAG UTEP
TAvVTwV piav Epdvn kal OEAnoV kal évépyetav Exwv Tpog Tov Oedv, BEAwWV Dotep OEOC TAVTAG
&vOpdmoug cwdfivat kai eic énfyvwotv dAnOeiog EAOeTv tfig 51’ adTol T Kbouw 81’ GV elpydoato
pavepwBeionc. — (2) Zxéoer yap Th katd Sikatoovvnv kai Té0w T@ Katd erhavOpwmiav cuvagdeig
TR O®, OVOEV E0XEV UEUEPLOUEVOV TPOG TOV OebV, d1d TO piav adtol Kal Tod Oe0d yevéabat thv
BéAnowv kal trv évépyelav TV €mi Tf] owtnpeix T@V avOpwnwv dyaddv. — (3) Ei yap €0éAnosv
avTOV B0 otavpwdival, kal katedé€ato Aéywv. Mn 0 éudv, GAAX T0 60V yevéoBw BEANua,
dfjAov Gt1 piav Eoxev petd tod Ogod v OéAnov kal thv mpaciy, ékeivo BeAnoag kal mpdag,
Smep €30&e T O®

*’ExkAnoia

*’EAAnvikN madela

*’Eml tavtaig tod Atovuciov @épovtal kal dAAatl mAelovg Emiotolal, womep al kata TaPeAAiov
TPO¢ "Aupwva TG Katd Bepeviknv ékkAnolag éniokomov, Kai 1 pog TeAEopopov Kal 1] TpOg
EV@pdavopa, kal taAty "Appwva kol Ebmopov. Tuvtdattel ¢ mepl Tfig avtiig Umobécewd kal GAA
TEGOAPA GUYYPAUUATA, & TG KATA PWOUNV OHwVOU®W ALOVUGTW TTPOSQWVET.

*’Ene1dn) ol AvOpwmol ATOGTPAPEVTEG TNV TPOG TOV Oae0v Bswpiav. kal wg €v BuOw Pubiodévreg
KATW TOUG OQOaAUOVG EXOVTEC, £V YEVEDEL Kal TOIG aiobNToig TOV @bV dvelritovy, GvOpwnoug
Ovntoug kai daipovag Exvutoig Beovg AvaTtuTOVUEVOL TOUTOL EVeKa O PIAGVOPWTOG KAl KOLVOG
TAVTWV owthp, 0 T00 B0l Adyog, Aaufdvel £aut® odua Kol WG AvOpw oG €v avOpwmolg
AVaoTEPETAL Kal TAG aioONoelg TAVTWY AvOpWTwV TpocAauPdvet, tva ol £V 6WUATIKOIG VOOTVTEG
gival TOV Ogdv, ag’ GV 6 kOp1og épydletat Sid TV T0D swuatog #pywv, & adT@V Vorowst THv
aArfeiav, kat Ot abtol oV matépa Adoyicwvrat.

*‘EAAnvikN madeia
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*E&RG & &v eikdTwg Aéyorut Kal mpog Toug diapoivTac Kol Katatéuvovtag Kal dvatpoivtag to
oEUVOTATOV KAPLYUA TG EKkANolag Tod O€oD, Trv Hovapyiav

*“Ev 8¢ udévov todto katopddoal AAGE, TO TV éykpdteiav knpvéal &v T® kdouw Kal £avTd
avalé€acBat ayvelav kal éykpdteiav. "Avev d¢ tovTou un dvvacbat (fv

*’Eotiyap, enotv, Ekeivo oy anmA&g dppntov, 6 Ovoudletar dppntov yoiv abTo KAAODUEV, EKETVO
3¢ 00d¢ dpprrov: Kal ydp TO 008 dppntov ovk dppntov dvoudletat, GAAX €otTt, notv, Depdvw
TaVTOG OVOUATOG OVOUAloUEVOD.

*“Etepot d¢ ol undev €iddteg, €l un 'Incodv Xpiotov Kal ToUTOV E0TAVPWVEVOV, TOV YEVOUEVOV
odpka Aéyov O mav vopicavteg eivar To0 Adyov, Xpi1oTdV KaTd odpKa UEVOV YIYVWOKOUGL
to100toV &€ €011 TO TMATB0G¢ TOV TEMOTEVKEVAL VOULOUEVWV.

*NAAGyN th¢ 1diag pvoewg

*N NUAOV avaloyog BEwatg

*1 tepa 6UVOS0G

*1N Y&p Tpdtepov SoOAN YuxT| VOV AdeA@1d00V adTdV TOV deomdtnv Eneypdato, O¢ TV dvurdkpitov
dmodexduevoc mpoaipeotv mewvroetl 180U €1 kaAf 1) TAnoiov uov, i8ov &l kaAf: d86vteg cov
WG AYEAAL TV KEKAPUEVWV

*1 d¢ mioTig avth €ig TV plav ayioav kKaboAknv kai dnootoAikrv ékkAnsiav éoti nenoibnoig, 6t
aUTn €0Tlv O Popevg ThG Belag XdpiTog Tfig Evdeikvupévng i¢ dVo Tivd, TP@OTOV OTL aUTH 0TIV O
GAGOaotog dddokalog TG xplotiavikiic aAndeiac kai debtepov O YVAGLOG TV ULGTHPIWV
01KOVOHOG.

*1 ka®’ Nuag ént Osiorg te kal PrAocdoic doyuact ddaokalia

*1 map&Paocti thg EVTOARG €i¢ TO KaTa QUGLV AUTOVG EMEGTPEPEV.

*1jv 8t€ 00K NV

*‘H 6p086d0&og TtioTig

*‘H 6p6680€og mtioTic,

*‘H povapyia tod Ogod

*H co@ia év GAAw oY oUTWG OIKET — KPEITTWVY KATA TTAVTA, £NMEIdN €K TVEVUATOG Grylov Kol €€
EMAYYEALQV KAl €K TV YEYPAUUEVWV 1] €T 0T XAPIG.

*”Hdn pakapidtntog dcar mpodg UUAG.

*1d1x (oVoia, Urtokeiyevov)

*ovouata

*00Td VONTX

*d@petAduevov

*dpBNoeTal O0G KATOIKDV £V AVOPWTIOLG €L THG VTG

*6 ASdu mpd Th¢ TapaPdosws Ewdev v, AaPav TV Xdptv kai ur otvnpuoouévny Exwv adThv
TG CWUATL.

*6 ¢k @00 £ye1pbuevog Xp1otdg 00ToG 0V AV Oedg dANX &vOpwog, Ene1dn € abtdV v, WS Kal
Mwiofig dvOpwmog AV

*0 ©€0G O UNTE HOPPTV UATE TIVA 10€av EXwV, LTEP O€ VOOV Kal T&V TO VONTOV 18p0UEVOG,.

*6 @£0¢ AGyog oV d1 ToUG dpapTAcavTag dyyEAoug dyyeAog: GAAG d1d tovg &v apaptia dvBpwmoug
&vOpWTOG ATPENTWG, AoLYXUTWE, AVAUAPTATWG, GPPAOTWG.
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*6 Adyog 6 To0 @0l GvBpwmog yevduevog, tva 31 kal oL Tapd dvBpwmnov udbng, i mote dpa
&vOpwtog yévntat Oedq.

*0 UOVOYEVNG L1

*0 oWTHP OV KAT UeTovsiav, GAAG Kat oloiav £0Tl Bedg

*opoiwolg

*OU0iwo1g Oe® PBopag aropuyr

*6poova1oL

*6u000s10V

*opoovatov tf] Tod Adyouv Bedtntt, cuvaidiov avT® dia Tavtog yeyeviiobat, £meldn €k tig ovolag
T Zoplag cuvéoth.

* 60000106

*60000100

*0u000010§

*4v

* 311 0 KUP1oG 0 O0¢ Uéyag ToD TopanA, eatvouevog emi yig wg GvOpwmog Kal 6wV €V adT® TOV
AdG . . . 611 0 Oe0¢ odpax AaPwv kal cuvesBiwv avBpdToLg Eswaoev avBpOTOLG

411 0 pev MadAog 6 Tap. oUtw @noiv: Edwkev AT Kplolv TOLETV, 6Tt LIOG GVOPWTOL £0TLV.

*GPeabe OOV €v oxnuatt avOpwmov

*‘0 ©€0¢, 0 £mi TAVTWYV, NUIV O€0C LTAPXEL TOTC €K THG Aylag EkkAnoiag yevvnOeiowv.

*0 &8¢ €€€mtn mpomepPOELC Kol PEPeTal TaVTaX0D Kal 0UTWG E0TIV EKATEPOG €V EKATEPW ETEPOG
wv Batépov, Kal v glotv, Gvteg dvo

*0 Aéyog petlwv v 00 Xpiotod* Xp1otdg ydp 81 copiag péyag éyévero.

*‘0 t¢ OeooePeiag TpdTOG €K V0 TOUTWV GLUVESTNKE, doyudTwy e0oePDOV Kal Tpdewv ayaddv.
Kai oUte ta ddypata xwplg €pywv ayab®@v e0mpdodekta 1@ Oe@, oUTe T YN HeT €DOEPDV
doyudtwv €pya teAodueva mpoodéxetal 0 Oedq . . . UEYIOTOV TOIVUV KT £0T1 TO TOV dOYUATWV
pdOnnua.

*‘OutAia ‘IrmoAvTov €ig TV aipeoty Nontov Tivog

*‘OpoA0Yel OOV £k Nalapet 09BévTa, kal EvtedOev tiig UndpEewg thv &pxnV Eoxnkdta, kai dpxrv
Pacidelag apeiAngdta, Adyov d¢ évepyov €€ ovpavoD, kal co@iav v abT® OUOAOYETL, TG UeV
TPooPIGUER TPd alvwyv vta, T 8¢ vmdpEet éx Nalapet dvaderyOévta, Tva eig ein, enotv, 6 émi
TavTa Og0g O TaThp.

*‘Opoovo10G

*‘Opo000610g

*‘0pBodotia otiv dPevdr|g mepl @0l kai kTioew LTOANPIG A Evvola iepl TTdvVTwV GANONG, 7} d6Ea
OV SvTwv Kabdmep ioiv.

*"Ov

*“011 6 ©ed¢ dyévvnrog, €ig &vapxog, &épatog, dvarloiwtog, dv eidev 00deig dvOpdTwWYV, 008E
18etv SUvatar o0 v §6€av f To uéyeBog vofioan fj #EnyoacBat kabwg Eotrv d&iwg Tig dAndeiac,
avOpwtivn @UoeL avéPiktov: Evvolav O¢ Kal Omwoolv petplav mepl abtol Aafelv, dyanntov,
arnokaAvntovtog tol viod avTol ... ToUTOV O¢ TOV LIOV YEVVNTOV, LOVOYEVT] VIOV, glkdVa TOD
&opdtov Oe0D TVYXAVOVTA, TPWTOTOKOV TTANG KTioeEWS cogiav kai Adyov kai dUvauty Ogod, Tpod
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alOVWV GVTa, oV TPOoYVWoEL, GAN” oVoly Kal UTTOoTAoEL OO0V O€0D VIOV, €V Te TaAald Kol VEQ
1001k €yvwkITEG OUOAOYODUEV KAl KNPVOGOUEV. OG & &V GvTipdynTal Tov viov Tol Oe0l Oedv
un eivor mpd kataPoAfic kéopov (Seiv) miotederv kai Opoloyeiv, @dokwv Vo Beovg
KatayyEAeoBat, €av 6 VIOG TOD B0l Oedg KNpLoonTaL TOUTOV GAAGTPLOV TOD EKKANGLAOTIKOD
Kavovog Nyodueda, kai oot ai kaboAkal EkkAnoial cupPwvodotv NUiv.

*“0t1 8¢ moinua o0de ktiopa 6 Tol Oeod Adyog, GAN 1d1ov Tiig ToD TaTPOg 0GInG YEVVNUX
adraipet  O®oTIV, WG Eypatpev 1] peydAn o0vodog, 1doL Kkal O Tfig PWdung énickonog Alovieiog
YPA@wV Katd TV T To0 ZaBeAAov ¢povouvTwy, oXeTALAlEL KATH TOV TADTA TOAUWDVTWY AEYELY
Kal @riotv oUTwd.

*UMEP AVOpwWTOV.

*Umep NUGV KoAaoBELG Kal Tipwpiay DTTOGX WYV, V aUTOG HeEV 0UK WQELAEV, GAN 1UElG ToD TANBOoUG
EVEKEV TOV TENANUUEANUEVWV, NUTV A1TI0G TAG TOV AUAPTNUATWYV GPEGEWG KATEDT] . . . TNV NUIV
TIPOCTETIUNUEVNV KATAPAV £’ EAVTOV EAKVOAC, YEVOUEVOG UItEp NUAOV KATAPA.

*vUmdoTAGLY

*UOOTAOLG

*UTOOTAOLG

* UTOKEIUEVX

* UTIOKELUEVOV

* WG €k TaAtvwdiag

* WG &V XPLoTH

* WG EXEL, EXEL

*wg efye 0 Adyog €otiv UiV V1OG TOD O£0D, Kal NUEIG EmatVoTUEV

*w¢ mepl B0l

*w@elAeto mavtag drobavelv ... vep TAVTWY TNV Ouoiav AvEPepeV, AVTL TAVTWY TOV £XVTOD
vaov €ig Bdvatov mapadidoig, iva tovg uev mdvtag dvunevdivoug kai EAevBépoug TG dpxaiag
TapaPacews OO . . . 0 TAVTWY BAVATOC £V TG KUPLAKG oWpatt EMANPoDTo Kal 0 Odvatog kal
1 @Bopd 814 TOV cuvdvta Adyov EEnpavileto. Bavdtov yap fv xpeia, kai Odvatov Omép ndvtwy
£de1 yevéaDat, Tva TO Tapd TAVTWY OPEIAGUEVOV YEvnTaL

*gyomep Srapéoelg xaplopdtwy eiol, TO 8¢ adTO MveDua, oUTw Kal 6 mathp O avtdg Yév £ott,
mAatUvetal d¢ €ig LIOV Kal Tvedua.

*{omep obv Suvdpelg Ocob TAeiovég elotv, OV Ekdotn katd Teptypa@ny, v Stagépet 6 cwthp,
00tw¢ 6 Adyoc — el kai T’ ATy 00k #0T1 KATX TIEPLYpaPTV EKTOC UGV — vondriceTat 6 Xp1oTdg
K.T.A.

*Q¢ &v va® — EABGVTa TOV Adyov Kal évoiknoavta £v Incod avOpwmw 6vTi

*“Qomep peydAov PactAéwg eloeAB6VToG €ig Tiva TOALY ueydAny, Kal olknoavtog €ig ulav t@v év
QLTI 01KV, TAVTWE 1 TolavTn TOALG TIufi¢ TOAARG Kataglotatl, Kol 00KETL TIG £X0pOG adTV
oUte Anotrg émPaivwv Kataotpépet, tdong d¢ udAAov émueeiog d&robtat Sk TOV €ig piav avTig
oikiav oikfoavta BaciAéa: oUtwg Kal €mi To0 avtwv PactAéws yéyovev. EABGvTog yap avtod
el TNV MUETEPAV XWPAV KAl OIKNOAVTOG €1G €V TOV Opoiwv o®dua, Aomov ndoa 1 Kata TV
avOpOTWV Tapd TOV ExOp&OV EmPouvAn ménavtat, kKai 1] Tod Bavdtov nedviotal ¢Bopa 1 mdAat
KaT auT@V ioxvovoa.
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*pila tAg BedTNTOG

*‘Adyog pev dvwbev, Tnoodg de Xpi1otog dvOpwog évredbev — Xp1otog dmo Mapiag kal dedpod
¢ottv — &vBpwmog v 6 'Incods, kal év adtd évémvevoev dvwdev 6 Adyoc: 6 matnp ydp dua t@
Vi (scil. 16 Adyw) eic b, 6 8¢ dvBpwmog kdTtwOeV o 1810V Mpdowmov vmoaivel, kai olTwg
& d00 mpdowmna TANpoivtal — Xpiotdg Evtedfev TG UTAPEewS TNV ApXNV E0XNKWG — AEyel
'Inoov Xp1otov Katwbev,

* Al ypagai uev yap dix BeoAdywv avopdv mapa Ood EAaAnBnoav kai Eypagnoav. NUei§ O mapa
TOV aLTAIG EvTuyxavovtwy Oeonvelotwy didaokdAwv, ot Kai udptupeg i Xprotol BedtnTog
yeyovaot, pabovreg petadidopev kai tf] off @rAouadia.

* ADTApKELG HEV €101V al dytat Kal Oedmvevatol ypagat Tpog thv T dAnBeiag dmoyyeAlav

* AUTOG EVNVOpWTINGEY, Tva NUETG BeomoinB@UEV, Kal abTOG EQAVEPWTEV EAVTOV O10 CWHATOG, TVa
NUETG T00 dopdtov Tatpog Evvorav AdPwiev, Kol adTO¢ DTEPELVEY THV TTap &vBpdmov GRpv, tva
Nueig d0avaciov kKAnpovounowuey,

* ADTOG Yap EvivOpdTnoey, tva Nueic Ocomotn0OuUeV: Kal abTOC EPAVEPWOEV EXVTOV 1K CWUATOC.
tva Mueig Tod dopdtov matpdg Evvorav AdPwiev: Kal aTOG UTEUELVE THV TTap dvOpwTwy UPpLY,
tva Mueig aBavaoiav kAnpovounowuev. EPAATTETO HEV yap adTOG 00V, Armadr|g kal dpBaptog
Kal a0ToAGYog GV Kal Oed¢’ Toug 8¢ mdoyovtag avOpwmovg, 8’ oL Kal tadta LTEUELVEY, €V Ti]
gavtol dmabeiq Etrpet kai diéowlE.

*Brua

*BAéne pot mnAiknv oot &€lav 0 'Incovg xapietat . .. un vopiong 6t pikpov mpdyua Aappaveig:
&vOpwog v oiktpdg, @0l AauPdverg tpoonyopiav . . . toito tpoPAénwy 6 YaAuwdog Eleyev
K TPOoWTOVL TOD Oe0D, Ene1dn uéAlovaty &vOpwmot Ocod Tpoonyopiav Aaufdvelv: 'Eyw eina,
Beol €ote Kal viol LPIGTOL TAVTEG,

* Aékatov €pyadou to ayabov éml ToUTw TR Bepelin T@V doypdtwy, Eneldr mioTig xwpig Epywv
VeKpd, WG Epya dixa mioTewg

* AT uaG T MeAx1oedek TTpooPEpeLY, paoty, Tva 8t abtol mpooevexOii vep NUAV, Kal UpwHEV
O adTo {whv.

*Ael yap mept v Oeiwv kal aylwv Tfig Tlotewg yuotnpiwv unde to tuxov dvev TV Oeiwv
napadidoobat ypag@v: kai un arAdg mbavitnot kai Adywv kataokevais mapapépesdat. Mnde
guol T® TaiTa 601 AéyovTl, AMA®G TOTEVONG' €0V TNV ATddeI€ly TOV KatayyeAAOUEVWV GO TV
Beiwv un AdPng ypae®dv' ‘H cwtnpia yap attn g tiotews NUGOV ovk €€ evpeathoyiag, GAAX €€
anodeifewe TdOV Beiwv €oTi ypap@v

*Ax To0TO ot dokel tov Oelov €keivov kal kabapov €pwta ToD dopdtov vuugiov. OV
¢YKeKPLUUEVOV TV &V TOTG TAG PUXAS dtoppriTolc Tpepduevov, EvinAov motely Téte Toig mapodot
Kal dnuootevety thv €v kapdia didbeorv, T0 énelyecbat mpog TOV mobovuevov, WG &v dix Tayovg
oLV a0TQ YEVorTo TV deou@v €kAvbeioa To0 cOUATOG.

* A1 To0t0 0 V106G ToD B0l AvOpwivny TTwxeiav évvetat Tva Oe0g NUAG dtepydontat XAdptitt.

koi Tadta ueAwdGV 6 Beomdtwp AaPid . . .. Eyw einar ©cof £ote kal viol LPioTov TEVTEC. Odg
gv Nuiv: OewOduev Osiong yetaPfolaic kai piunoeoty
* A1dmep 6 Anudkpito €0 Aéyel “wg 1 eUOIG T Kal ddayn mapanAnoiov €ott” . . . Kal y&p 1 d1daxr

petappubuiler Tov dvOpwrov, petappubuilovoa d¢ @uolomolel Kal dijveykev oVOEV 1] @UoEL
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mAacOfivat To1dvde f| xpdvw Kal padrjoet petatunwdivar duew 8¢ 6 KOp1og TapéoxnTal, TO UEV
Kata TV dnuiovpyiav, To ¢ Katd €K Tfg S1abNKNC AVAKTIOW TE Kol AVAVEWGLV.

* Adax|

* Adayn

* Aoypatilet yap o0tog kai oi &1’ adtod TafeAliavol oV avTév eivar tatépa, TOV adTOV LISV, TOV
abTOV efvon dytov mveduar o eivan v wid vootdoet Tpeic dvouaciag, A K¢ &v AvOpwmw o
kod Poxn kol vedua. Kad efvat pév 1o o@va wg eitelv tov matépa, Puxnv 8¢ we eineiv tov vidy,
0 Tvedua 8¢ ¢ dvBpwmov, oUtwg kai T dytov Tvedua &v tfi Oedtnti. "H 0¢ €dv i év Al Svtt
UEV €V U1d UmooTdoet, TPEiG O€ ExovTt Tag Evepyeiog K.T.A.

*Ei ydp kpeittov TO ur| eivat tod eivat toV kéopov, did i Td xeipov fpeito morroag TOV kdouov 6
@edg; GAN 00dEV 6 Bed¢ pataiwg ) xeipov émoietl. obkoDV €ig TO eivan kal uévelv TV kticly 6
@£0¢ dieKOOUNONTO

*Ei 00V Xp16TOV dpoloy® Oedv, adtdg dpa Eotiv O matnp, &l ye £otiv 6 Bedq. Emadev 8¢ Xp1otdg,
adTOC GOV Obg, dpa o0V #adev mathp, Tathp Ydp adTOC V.

*Ei T¢ TpEic elvat TAC UmaoTdoelg uepeptopévag ivat Aéyovot, Tpeic elot, kv un 0éAworv | trv
Betav tp1dda tavteA®d¢ aveAétwoav.

*Ei pdvtacua fv 1 vavOpdmnolg, pdvtacua kai f| cwtnpia

*Eig ©é0g, mathp Adyov {@vTtog, copiag bpestong kai Suvduewc kai xapaktipog &idiov, téAelog
tehefov yevvrtwp, matnp viod povoyevods, Eic k0p1og, udvog Ek uévou, Oedg €k OoD, XapaKThp
Kal eIkwV Tfig 0edtnTog, Adyog évepydg, copia T TGV CAWV GLOTACEWG TEPLEKTLKI Kl SOVALG
g 6ANG Kticewg moNTIKe, LIOG AANOIVOC GkANOIVOD TaTPdG, dépatog dopdtov Kat &@Baptog
apOdptov kai aOdvatog dbavdtov kai Gidiog Gidiov. Kai €v mvedua dylov, ék OgoD TNV Unapéy
€xov kal 8t vioD TeEnVvo¢ [dnAadn toic avOpwmnoic], eikwv tod U100, Tekeiov Tekeia, {wr) {WVTWV
adtia, [mnyn dyia] &y1étng dyraopod xopnyds, v @ pavepodtal Oedg 6 mathp 6 émi tdvtwv kol
€V TAo1, Kol O@£0¢ 0 L1OG 0 d10 TAVTWV-TP1AG TeAela, 86EN Kal dididtnTi kad PaotAeiq un ueprlopévn
unde dmaAlotprovpevn. OUte 0V kTioTéV T1 | SodAov &V Tf] Tp1ddt, olte énelcakTov, WG TpdTEPOV
UEV 0VY LTdpyOV, Uotepov Of €meloe A0SV oUte yap €vEATE Tote VIO Tatpl olte VIR vedua,
AN dtpentog Kat dvaAlolwTog 1] avTh TPLag Gel.

*EAAnvilovteg

* Zeupivog 101K0TNG Kai dypdupatog

*Ze@upivog [Td képdel mpoopepopévy teBdUevog] cuvexwpel toi¢ mpootodol T@ KAsouével
padntevecbat . . . Tovtwv kata dtadoxnv diéuerve t0 didaokaleiov kpatuviuevov Kal EnatEov
d1x 0 ouvaipesBat adToic TOV Zeupivov kal Tov KaAAtotov

*Qe0v 8¢ ovdEmoTe ToUTOV yeyovévat BéAovary £l Tf] kKaBOdw To0 TvelUaTOG, £TEPOL OE UETA TNV
€K VEKPOV GVAOTAGLV.

*@ed¢ v v dpxf, TV 8¢ dpxnv Adyov SOvapty tapetAfauey.

*Qe0G Adyov anoyevvd, o0 Adyov WG wVvnv

*©QEOMVEVOTOG

*Qed¢

*KdAA1otog Aéyer ToV Adyov adtdv eivat vidv, adtov kal matépa dvuatt uév kahovuevov, £v 8¢
6v 1o Tvedua dSiaipetov. ovk Ao gival tatépa, Ao 8¢ vidv, Ev 8¢ kai TO adTd dpyerv, kai

222



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

& dvTa yéuerv Tod Osfov mveduatoc Té T dvw kal kdTw: kol givat T £v T mapOév caprwOiy
mvedua oUy €Tepov mapd TOV matépa, AN v kai Td adTé. Kai Tolto gival o gipnuévov.

*Kdtwbev dnotefe@obat ToOv kOprov — £€ avOpwmov yeyovéval TOv Xpiotov Oedv — Uotepov
aVTOV €K TPOKOTi|G TeBeomorfobat

*Kai Xp1otog pev, eaotv, eEeAéyn, tva NUAG KaAéon €k TOAAGDV 0dQV el piav TavTnV THV yv@dory,
OmO @0l KeXPLOUEVOG KAl EKAEKTOG YEVOUEVOG, €Meldr] améotpedev MUdG and eldwAwv Kal
Onéder€ev fuiv tv 686v. 'EE obmep 6 dmdotodog dmoctaleic dnekdAvev fuiv, 81 uéyag éotiv
6 MeAx1oedéx, kai iepebc uéver i¢ toV aldva, kai, Oswpeite TnAikoc obtoc: kai 8Tt t6 EAacoov
£k To0 petlovog ebAoyeitat, d1a todto, Pnol, kal Tov ABady TOV TatplapXnV EDAGYNOEV WG Uel{wV
v 00 MuEic Eougv ubotat, Smwc TUXwWUEY Tap” adTod Tiic edAoyiag.

*Kai 10 ToAobg @1hobéoug ivat edyouévoug tapdocov, ebAapouuévous 0o dvayopedoat Ogovg,
Kal mapd todto mepinintovrac Pevdéot kal doePéot ddyuaoty, fitol dpvovuévoug ididtnta viod
étépav mapd v To0 matpds, OuoAoyolvrag Oedv eival TOV uéxpt dvéuatog map adToig vidv
npooayopevdUEVoV, | Gpvovuévoug thv Bedtnta tod viod, TiOévtag 8¢ avtod TV ididtnTa Kal
TNV 00GLaV KATA TEPLYPAPHV TUYXAVOoLoaV ETépav TOD TaTpdg, EvredOev Abecbat dVvatat

*Koviig drafrikng pabntal kai Xp1otol puotnplwv Kowvwvol, vOv Uév tf] KANoeL, et OAlyov 8¢
Kal Tf] xapit, kapdiav £€XVTOI¢ TOIOATE KALVIV Kol TVEDUA KALVOV, Tva DQPocivG UTIOOE01G
Yévnobe Toic ovpavoig.

*Katd uépog mioTig

*Kat’ eikdva #xw t0 Aoyikdg eivar kad’ duoiwotv 8¢ yivouat v T Xpiotiavdg yevéobat

*Kataotdoelg

*Knpuypa IT€tpov

* Abyo1 Tpog Zafivov

* Abyov €vepyov €€ o0pavoD €v avt® — co@iag Eunveovong E€wOev.

* Adyog OLo0VG10G

* Adyog pdg Ta¢ Mavixaiov 86€ag

* AGYOG TPOQOPIKAC — O PO VWV LIOG — TOV AGYyoV EyEvvnoev 0 Od¢g AveL TapOEVoL Kal &vev
TIVOG 008ev0OG SvTog TANV ToD O0D Kai oUTwg Uméoth O Adyog.

*Mavng

*Mdptupag Ol AaPeiv Tag Ypa@ds. Audptupot yap ai émBoAal UV kai al €éEnynoeig dmiotol
glowv.

* M eivat ToV LidV ToD B0 Evundotatov, GANY év aUT® TG O} — &v O émioTrun évumdoTatog
— £1¢ ©€d¢ 6 matp kai 6 LVidg avTOD év adToD &v AT Wg Adyog év dvOpdnw.

*MONOT'ENHZ ©EOZ

*Maviyatog

*Mapia TV Adyov o0k £tekev 008E yap v mpd aiwvwv fj Mapia, dAAG dvOpwmov fiuiv icov étekev
— GvBpwmog xpietat, 6 Adyog oV xpietar 6 Nalwpaiog xpietat, 0 KUpLog NudV,

*Mapiag €mi cuvtelela TOV AlWVWYV, €i¢ dOETnoV auaptiage mdnURoag T yével TOV dvOponwy,
oTavpwOelg kol Grobavwv, GAN o0 did tadta Thig EauTOD BEGTNTOG TTWV YEYEVNUEVOG, AVAGTAG
€K VEKPQOV, AVaANUEBEel¢ v oVpavoig, kabruevog &v de&1d tA¢ ueyaAwovvng.

*Muotaywyia
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*O1 UMo TOV TecodpwVv cLVOdwV, TV €v Nikaig kol Kwvotavtivounddel, €v E@éow Kal &v
XaAkndovi tiBévteg Gpor vopwv taiv éxétwoav kal ta ddypata adt®v W ai Bednvevotot
Tipdcbwoav ypagai

*00 8idwg, says Malchion, 00o1®c0at év T® SAW cwWTAPL TOV HOVOYEVH].

*OVk EEWOEV T1G €0Tiv E@evpedeion 1) ToD LIOT ovola, 00dE €k pr| SvTwv EmelorxOn’ AAAX €k Ti|g
T00 TATPOS 061G EPU, WG TOD PWTOG TO ATAVYAOUA, WG BAATOC ATUIG 0UTE Yap TO AadyXoUa
0UTE 1 ATUIG a0TO TO VOWp €0TLV 1 a0TOG 6 NAL0G, oUTE AAASTPLIOV” KAl 0UTE AVTOG €0TLV O TATHP
oUte GAAGTPLOG GAAG ATdppola THiG TOT TATpOG 00GIAG, 0V UEPLOUOV DTTOUELVAGTG TG TOD TATPOG
ovoiag wg yap uévwy 6 A0 6 adTog oV petoltal Taig Ekxeouévalg O abTol avyaAig, 0UTWE
00d¢ 1] oVoia oD Tatpog GANoiwoy UéYetvey, elkOVa £QUTTG Exovoa TOV LIGV.

*0UX 6 VidG £auTdV Eyévvnoev, o0dE O Tatnp uetafépAntar dmd tod “mathp” Tod eivar “vidg”
K.TA. ... ot &gl matrp, kol 00k AV ka1pd¢ 8te oUK AV maThp TATHP

* OV, ¢ TIveg Evopioav, O LIOG UET TO TGB0G oTePavVWOEeL Komep UTO TOU OoD d1a TV Uopovnv
Eafe tOV év de&id Opbdvov, GAN &¢  obmép Zotiv #xerl 1O Pacthikdv dEfwua ... Mrte
GTAANOTPLOONG TOU TATPOG TOV LIV, UHTE CUVAAOLPTV EPYACAUEVOG LIOTIATPIAV TLETEVOTG.

*OUK €oTtv 0 €k AaPid xpiobeic GANSTPLOG THiG coPiag.

*QUT oVV Katauepilev xpn €ig Tpeic Oedtntag tnv Bavpaoctnv kai Belav povada, oUte TotoeL
KwAVeW T0 d&iwpa kai to UnépParov péyebog tol kupiov: GAAG TemioTeEVKEVAL €I¢ OOV TTATEPXL
TAVTOKPATOPA Kal €i¢ Xp1otov 'INcodv oV vidv avtod Kal 1§ TO dylov mvedua, vocdat 3¢ @
Oe® TV CAwV TOV Adyov' Eyw yap, Nol. Kol O TATHP €V EGHEV. KAl £yw €V TG TATPl Kal O TaThp
v €uol

*0Obtwe 6 KdAAoTOG UeTd TV TOD Zegupivou teAevthv vouilwv teTuxnkéval o0 £0npdto, ToV
TaPéAAov améwoev WG un @povolvta O0pbdg, dedoikwg éue kKal vouilwv oltw dvvacbal
anotpipacdat TNV mpog tag EkkAnsiag katnyopiav, WG un GAAOTPIWG PpovAOV

*TIqvta T Oela pruata ok GAANyopiag deitat, GAAG WG £xel, €xel, Bewplag 8¢ deitat kol aiobNoewC.

*T18TEPOV €V £0TL GLVAPEG TO TIAV, WG NUTV TE KAl TOI¢ 6oPwtdtolg EAARvwv ITAGTwvL Kat [Tubaydpy
Kal TOi¢ &mo tA¢ Ztod¢ Kol ‘HpakAeitw @aiveral

*TIadA0G 6 Zap. Oov €k Tiig TapOévou Opoloyel, Oov ek Nalapet ogbéva.

*TaGAog 00 Aéyet uévov @edv Sid Td TNynv eivat OV matépa.

*TladAog @notv, un dvo éniotacbar viovg: 1 8¢ VIOG O 1. Xp. TOU @0, VIOG d¢ Kal 1 coPia, Kal
&ANo pev 1 copla, &AAo 6¢ L. Xp., dVo Lelotavtal viol.

*Tlavtog dyabod énékeva 1 Bela @Uoig, TO d¢ dyabov ayabd @ilov mdvtwg, dix todto Eavtnv
PAEmovoa kai O Exet O€AeL kal O B€AeL Exel 00OEV TGV EEWDEV £ig EauTov dexopévn. "EEw 8¢ abThg
008¢v, 8t1 un 1 kaxia uévn, fitig, k&v tapddoov 1, év T® un eivar o eivan Exel. o0 ydp EAAN Tig
¢ott kakiag yéveoig, el un 1) Tod vrog otépnoig. TO 8¢ kuplwg dv 1) 1D dya®od @Uoig éotiv: & oV
v T¢) §vT1 00k £oT1v, &V TG UT) Efvan TévTwg Eotiv.

*TTaTEéKLOG

*T[ep@OEévta TOV LIOV KAlp® TOTE, WOTEP AKTIVA KAl EPYACAUEVOV TO TAVTH €V TG KOOUW TA TAG
oikovuiag tic edayyeAikfic kai swtnpiog TGV avBpwnwyv, dvainedévta 8¢ avdig eig odpavdv,
w¢ 1o NAlov mep@Oeioav dktiva, kol TaAwy €i¢ TOV AoV dvadpapodoav, To 8¢ dylov mvebua
néuneodat £1¢ TOV kdopov, kal kKabe€h¢ kal kKb Ekaota £i¢ EKAOTOV TOV KATAEIOVUEVWY K.T.A.
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*Ilepl TV IMavAtavicdvtwy, eita mpoospuydviwv tfi kaBolikii ékkAnoix, Spoc éktébsitan
avaPantilecbot adTovg E€dnavtog

*[TioTeVOUEV €1g Eva OOV TATEPA TTAVTOKPATOPA, TOV TAV AMAVIWYV OpaT®V TE Kal AOPATWY
nowntrv. Kai €i¢ €va kopiov 1. Xp., TOV 100 0D Adyov, Odv €k O00, OG €K PWTAC, {wNV €K
(Mg, VIOV UOVOYEVT], TPWTOTOKOV TACNG KTIGEWG, TPO TAVIWY TOV AlWVWV €K TOD TATPOG
yeyevvnuévov, 8t ol kai éyéveto Td mévtar OV S1& TV fueTépav cwtnpiav capkwdévta kai év
avOpwmolg moAttevoduevoy, kal tabdvta, kal avactavta tf] Tpitn NUEPQ, Kal aveABovTa Tpog
TOV TaTEPQ, Kol fiEovta maAv €v 86&n kpivat (OvTag Kal vekpoUG. Kal €ig mvebua dytov.

*ITioTeVOUEY, WG TH dmooToAK] ékkAnoiq Sokel, i udvov &dyévvnrov matépa, ovdéva Tob eivat
0T TOV AiTIOV EXOVTA . . . Kal €1¢ Eva KUp1ov 'Tneodv Xp1otdv, TOV LioV ToD O€0T TOV LOVOYEVT],
YEVVNOEVTA 0UK €K TOD un 6vtog, GAN €k ToD Gvtog matpd . . . Tpog O¢ tf] €boePel tadTy Tepl
TaTPOG Kal viod d6EN, kabw¢ Nuag ai Ocion ypapai diddokovoty, £v tvebua dylov OpoAoyoTuey,
0 Katvicav todg te Th¢ maAatdg S1abnkng ayiovg &vOpwmous Kol Tovg TH¢ XpNnUaTi{oVoNG KALVTG
nodeutag Belovg. plav kat udvnv kaboAkrv, Tnv anootoAiknyv ékkAnoiav, dkabaipetov unv
&el, Kav TAG O kKOopog avTi] ToAepelv fovAevntat ... MeTd TOOTWV TNV €K VEKPOV AVACTAGLY
ofdaev, ¢ &mapyr| Yéyovev 6 kUptog fiudv I. Xp., c@ua @opéoag dAn6GG kai o0 Sokrioet €k TAG
Beotdkov

*[T16TEVOWUEV

*TIoAAot t@v Tap’ “EAANGL 91A060@PNoAVTWY 00 HaKpAV TOU YV@OVAL TOV OOV £YEVOVTO, Kal Ydp
Kal Tpog Toug drpovonelav gloayovtag, oite 'Emikovpiovg, fj GAAWG €p1oTIK0UG, UETA THG AOYIKTG
EMOTAUNG YEVVAIWG ATrvTnoav, TV duabiov adTtdV avatpénovteg, kai d1d To0Twv TOV Adywv
XPELWOELG UEV TOTG TV EVGEPELAY Gyam@ol KATEGTNOAV® 00 UTV TG KEQAAR G TOD Adyov ékpdtnoav,
T00 U YVOVAL TO GTOKPUTITOUEVOV ATIO TAV YEVEDV KL ATTO TWV VWV KATA XPLoTOV UUGTHPLOV”

*I[IpoKaTOoyYEATIKG.

*TaPéANog PAacenuel, avTdV TOV LIdV gival Aéywv ToOV TdTepa.

*TaféAAiog Aéyel TOV mavTokpdTopa TemovOEvaL.

*Topia obk v Suvatdg év oxruatt ebpiokesdat, 008¢ &v 0éa dvSpd¢ ueilwv yap TdV dpwuévwy
€oTiV.

*TuwidwV yap 6 Adyog, 6Tt EAAwG 00K av Avbein T@v avBpwrwv N eBopd, €l ur d1d To0 TAVTWG
dmoBaveiv, ovy 016V e 8¢ v TV Adyov dmobaveiv, d0dvartov Svta kai Tod Tatpdg vidv, ToUTOV
gvekev T6 duvduevov dmobavelv eavt® AauPdavel o®dpa, iva todto tol €mi mavtwv Adyou
petalaPdv, avti mdvtwv ikavov yévntat T® Bavdatw kal did Tov évoikoavta Adyov debaptov
dapetvn, kai Aomodv ano mavrwy N eOopd mtavonTal Tf TG dvaoTdcewd Xdpitt: 60ev w¢ tepeiov
Kal O0pa mavtdg EAevBepov omidov, O avTog £avt® EAafe cua Tpocdywv gig Bdavatov, &mod
TAVTWV €00VG TOV Opoiwv MPavile TOV Odvatov tf] Tpos@opd Tol kataAArAov.

*T& kpatolueva T@ Adyw TAC @Uoew oK €xel €matvov, T& d¢ ox€oel PIAOG KpATOVUEVX
Umepatveitat.

*Trv 8¢ doav aUTOV TAGVTV Kl THV TA¢ TAGVNG abT®V dUvauty €xovoty €€ ATOKpUPWV TIVQV,
udAtota &mo tod kahovuévov Atyvrtiov edayyeAiov, @ Tiveg To Svoua éméBevto Todto. Ev adT®
Yp TOAAG Toa 0T WG €V TAPAPUTW ULOTNPLWIRDG €K TPOCWTOL TOD CWTHPOG AVAPEPETAL, WG

225



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

abToD dnAolvtog Toi¢ uadntaic Tov adTdV gival Tatépa, TOV adTOV gival vidv, TOV avTOV eivat
dytov Tvedua.

*Ti o0v &3¢t kai mepi TovTOUL YeVésBat A motfjoal TOV Oebv; petdvorav émi tf mapafdoet Tovg
avOpwmoug drattfioat; To0To yap &v Tig &&lov @riceiev OoD, Aéywv, 6TL omep €K TH¢ Tapafdoewg
eig @Bopav yeydvaorv, oUtwg €k TG peTavoiag yévolvto mdAtv av ig apOapoiav. AAN' 1 petdvola
oUte T0 €BA0YOV TO TTPOG TOV OOV EPUANTTEV® EUEVE VAP TAALY OUK GANONG, U] KPATOVUEVWY €V
@ Bavdatw TV dvOpwTwv: 0Ute O N HETAVOLX ATIO TAV KATA PUOLY ATOKAAEITaL, GAAX uévov
TaOEL TV duapTNUdTwV. El ugv o0v udvov fv mAnuuéAnua kai un ¢0opdg émakoAoddnoiq, kaA@g
&v Av 1} petdvorlar el 8¢ dna mpolafovong thg mapaPdocwe, ic TNV kKatd @VoLY OOV
¢xpatodvto oi dvOpwmot, kail TV oD Kat eikéva xdp1v datpeOévteg foav, Ti #AAo £3e1 yevécOar;

fj tivog Av xpela mpdg TV TotadTnV Xdptv kai dvdkAnety, fi Tod kai katd THV &pxXNV ék ToD un
8vtog memoinkdtog & SAa o0 O0D Adyov; abTol yap AV AV kai T @Baptodv €ig dpdapaiov
EVEYKETV Kal TO UTEP TAVTWV EBAOYOV GTOo®OaL TPOG TOV TATEPA.

*Td uév yap PAemduevov, Smep €otiv &vOpwmog, TodTo gival TV vIdV, TO 8¢ &v TG VIG xwpNOEv
mvedua TodTo gival TOV matépar ol yap, Bnoiv, pé §000sov¢ matépa kai vidv, AN Eva. ‘O yap
€V a0t YEVOUEVOG T T p TPOSAAPOUEVOG TNV 68dpKa £0€0TIOINGEV EVWOAG EXVTY), KAl ETOiNGEV
&v, w¢ kaAeioBon matépa kai vidv Eva Bebv. kai TodTo £v OV Tpdowmov ur) Sovacdat eivar §vo,
Kal 00Tw¢ TOV Tatépa cuunenovOEval T® viQ* oL yap BéAel Aéyelv TOv matépa emovOEval kai
&v eival mpdowmov . . .

*Td uév eivai Adyov ©eoD kai mvedua 814 Te TOV KOLV@V évvoidv 6 “EAANY kai S1& TGV Ypa@ikGyv
0 Tovdaiog Towc ok GvTiAEEeL, TV d¢ Katd TOV AvBpwmov oikovouiav tod O0d Adyov Katd T
{oov €kdtepog abT®V anodokipdoel wg amibavov e kal anpeni] mept @0l Aéyeadar.

* T oikovoulag oV plav aitiav GAAX kal TAelovg epot v T1§ €0eAnoag (NTETV, TPWTNV UEV YAp
0 Adyog O1ddokel, Tva kal VEKpOV Kol {OVTWV KUpleLon® devutépav d€ OmwG TAG MNUETEPAG
Groud&orto auaptiag, LIEP NUOV TPWOELG KAl YEVOUEVOG UTTEP NUGV KATAPA® TPITNV WG &V iepeiov
©€00 Kol HeydAT Buola Upep cUUTAVTOG KOoUOV TTPocayOein TQ €Ml TAVIWY OeQ)’ TETAPTNY WG
&v a0TOG Thi¢ ToAvTAavoDdG Kal dapoVviKiic évepyelag dnopprtoig Adyoig kabaipeotv anepydoaito’
TEUNTNV €T TAVTH, WG &V TOIG abTOD YVwpirol§ Kal pabntaic tf¢ kata tov Bdvatov mapa @
(g TV EATida ) Adyorg unde pruacty Kol euwvaic AAAX avToig €pyolg Tapactroag, 0@OaAuoig
3¢ mapadoug v ik TV Adywv énayyeAiav, e00apoeic abTOS Kal TPoOLUOTEPOLG ATEPYATHITO
Kad tdorv “EAAnoy opod kai BapPaporg thv mtpodg adtod kataPAndeiocav evoef] moAiteiav knpvéat.

* TGV 00V Tol00TWYV Taig 814 Tod VPG laTpeiang EkkabapBévtwy Te kai dpayvicbéviwy, Ekaoctov
TOV TTPOG TO KPEITTOV VOOUUEVWYV GvTelceeboeTal, 1) dgBapoaia, 1) {wh, 1} Tiun, f xapig, n 86&a,
1 dUvayig, kati €1 Tt &AAo torodtov avTd Te TG O® Embewpeiobat eikdlouev

*®ACKOVGLV GLVIOTAV EVa ObV

*Xpn 8¢ y1yvwokev

*Xp1oTOG WV HEV TO TPAOTOV TVEDUX EYEVETO 6ApE

*Xp16TO¢ 00 TpdG Eva kai Sevtepov NABeV, AN TPAG TNV KOIVIV UGV,

*Xp10TdG, Pnotv, otiv €Tt Lode€aTePOC TOD MeAX10EIEK.

*Xp10t0G 'Incolg

*Xp10t0G AdY0oG Kal VOUOG
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*aicOntov

*alpeTIKOUG AéyoeV TOUG Te TAAAL TFG EKKANGLOG ATOoKNpUXOEVTAC Kl TOUG UETA TAUTR VY UV
avafepatiobévtag. mpog d€ ToUTOIG KAl TOUG TNV TLGTLV UEV TNV VY1) TPOGTIOLOVUEVOUG OHOAOYETV,
arooxiocavtag 8¢ Kal AVTIoLVAYOVTAG TOIC KAVOVIKOIG UMV EMOKOTIOLG.

*a0TOV elvat vidV kal TaTépa, HpatdV Kai ddpatov; yevvntov kai dyévvntov, Bvntdv kai ddvatov

*a0T0¢ Kabapiong Ta¢ Guaptioag Tod Aaod £8e1€ev adToic Tag Tpifoug th¢ Lwiig

*a0Tol yap O€0d1daKTOL EGTE, OVK AyvooUVTEG OTL 1] EVaryX0G EMAVAOTAGA T EKKANGLAOTIKY] €DoePein
ddaokalia "ERlwvdg éott Kal ‘Apteud, kai (AA0g ToD Kat Avtioxelav MavAov To0 Zapocatéwg,
oLVOdW Kal Kpioel TV AmavToayoD EMOKOTWY AoKNpLXOEVTOC TG EKkKANoiag — Ov dtade€duevog
AoLK1aVOG ATOGUVAYWYOC EUELVE TPV EMCKOTWY TOAVETEIC XpdvouC — WV Tfic doeeiac Thv
TPUYQ EPPOPNKOTEG

*BipAiov émotoAGOV

*YevvNnOEvTa €k TVELUATOG Ayiov

*YVOVTEG Yap OdVv 814 "Trj000 Xp1oTol Kai THV cOUnacav abTol oikovouiav dpxfifev yeyevnuévny,
811 8é8wke vépov amhodv eig foriBerav Tod puoikod kabapdv, swthptov, &ytov, év @ kai to 1d1ov
Svopa éykatédeto.

*YVWPLUOL TV ATOGTOAWY

*yv@oig (knowledge) katavdnoig

*36ypa, ddyua

*d00 PUoELG;

*Je0teEpOg Oedg

*Jel 8¢, w¢ éml tdong Oelag ypagfig Tpoonket molelv kal avaykaidv €otiv, oUtw Kol évradda, kad’
v eimev 6 dmdotohog katpdv kai T6 TpdowToV Kai T Tpdyua, S1dmep Eypape, ToTdG EkAaufdvery,
tva pr) mapd tadta A kal map’ €tepdv T1 TOUTWVY AYyVodV O avaylyviokwy Ew tig aAnOwviig
davoiag yévnrat.

*del kal mapaddoet kexpriobat. o0 yap mavta &mo tig Oelag ypaeiig dvvatat Aappdavesdar 310 ta
UEV £V Ypa@aic, T& 8¢ év tapaddoeoty mapédwkav ol dytotl andotoAot

*dnuooia 6 KaAAwotog nuiv dveidilel eineiv’ 6ibeoi €ote

*diBeot

*d1a TV ebovveidntov opoAoyiav.

*d1a Mapiog

*S1dAe€1g PO AAavov

*d10 Kol

8t oikovopiav

* S1aKOOUNOELG

* SLOAEKTIKDG

*drapaptopopat Evmiov Tod Ood kai Xp1otol INcoT Kal TV EKAEKTAOV AyyEAWV.

*Srapeiv

*Satdéeig TV dmootéAwv

*Satdéelg, vopot, Kavoveg EKKANOLHoTIKOL 10 TV ATooTOAWY

*Saopd tfig kataokevi¢ (cuotdoew() Tod XpioToD.
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*S1dagkaAeiov

*ddackaAeiov

*d1daryai

* 310 Kol TO YEVVWUEVOV €K 600 dytov kKAnbroetat vidg Oeod

*duwpeital To Belov Prlua €ig T TO YpATTOV KAl Aypapov

*Siwpbwkéval

* SOYHATIKGG

*JokUo1 Kal a0TOL T 106 UV TLOTEVELV.

*duvdapeig

*duvaorteia

*£1 de Xp1oT0Gg ©0T dUvauLg Kal Oeod copia Tpo aiwvwy €otiv: oUTw Kai kaBo XpLoTtog £V Kal TO
a0TO WV Tf] oVoiy €1 Kal T udAtota TOAAKIG Emtvoioig Emvoeitat.

*£i 00V d0dvatog yéyovev 6 &vBpwmog, £otat kai Oedg

*EIKWV

*€ig

*gic abétnorv apaptiog

*gic 6voa Twavvou

*€1¢ dvopa d¢ ToUTOV To0 MeAX10edeK 1) TTPOELPNUEVH ATPEDIG KAL TAG TTPOGPOPAG AVAPEPEL, KAl
abTOV eivan gloaywyéa mpdg TOV Odv kai 8t adtod, Pnai, dei Td O@ mpospépely, 8Tt Epxwv
£0T1 O1KA1OOUVNG, €T VTG TOUTW KaTaoTabelg UTO TOD O0D €V OVPAVEH, TVELUATIKOG TIG BV,
Kal V10G O€0D TETAYUEVOS . . . .

*£1¢ Svopa o0 MeAyioedék

*£i¢ Kavova d¢ mioTewg

*gic T Kataxfovia kateABovTa

*€1¢ TO apXaiov ThG UOEWS NUAOV ATOKATACTAGLS

*£lc TOV MeAy10edek Katd MeAy10edeKe1DV

*gic Tpeic Suvduelg Tivag kai pepepiopuévag vmootdoelg kai Bedtnrag Tpeic mémvouat ydp sivad
Tvag TOV map’ DUIV KatnxoOvTwy Kal didaokdviwv tov Bgiov Adyov, tadtng DENYVTAG THG
PPOVACEWG Ol KaTA StdpeTpoV, WG €mog inelv, dvtikevtar tf] ZaPeAdiov yvaun: O pev ydp
BAacenuel, adTOV TOV LIdV elvar Aéywv Tév Tatépa, kai Fumaliv: oi 8¢ Tpeig Oovg TpdmoV TIVA
KNPOTTOUOLY, €iG TPEIG LTooTAoELG EEvag AAANAWY, TTAVTATACL KEXWPLOUEVAG, d1a1poDVTEG THV
aylav povada. fvocat yap avaykn t@ Oe® t@v GAwv tov Bgiov Adyov, Eu@iloxwpeiv d¢ T@
O Kal évdrantdobat del to dytov mvebua, }dn kat thv Oelav tprada €ig Eva, HoTep €ig KOpLPNV
Tva (tov oV TV GAwV TOV TavTokpdtopa Aéyw) cuyke@alatobobal te kai cuvdyeobot ndow
avaykn. Mapkiwvog yap to0 pataidgpovog didayua €ig Tpeig apxag Thig Hovapxiag Tounv kai
Saipeotv (Sropiler), maidevua 6v SraPoAikév, oyl 8¢ TV Evtwg uadntév tod Xpiotod. . . odToL
Yap tpldda uév knputtopévny VIO TG Oelag ypagig cap®s Enigtavral, Tpeig de Beovg ovte
naAatdv oUte kaviv d1abnknv knpovTTOLCAV

*gic
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*£1¢ 184TpdC 0TIV GarpKIKSG TE Kol TVELUATIKGG, YEVVNTOG Kol dyévvnTog, év sapki yevouevoc 04,
&v Bavdtw {wn aAnduvr, kal €k Mapiag kal €k ©g0D, Tp@OTov Tadntog kai Téte anadng, Tnoodg
Xp1oTOG

*£i¢ k0p10g, USVog €k udvou, Osdg €k Bod, xapaktip kai eikwv Tfig OdtnTog, Adyog évepyd,
co@lia TG TOV GAWV GUGTACEWG TEPLEKTIKT KAl SUVAULG TG CANG KTICEWG TOLNTIKY], L10G GANO1VOG
&AnO1vod matpdg, adpatog dopdtov Kal debaptog dpOdpTov Kal aOdvatog abavdatov Kat did1og
aidiov.

*{®OvTtog yap £t Tod cwpatog pod tod teBvieabat oulfiv dvaykn kal trv auaptiav, £vdov Tag
pilac altThg &v UiV drokpuTTOoLoAY, £l Kal £€WOeV TOPAI TATG ATO TOV CWPPOVIoUDV KAl TOV
VOUBETHOEWV AVESTEANETO, EMEL OUK BV HETA TO QWTIo0f vt cuvEPatvev adikelv, dTe TaVTATAOLY
EIMKPIVOG APNPNUEVNG &P MUV THAG apapTiag vOV 8¢ Kol peTa tO motedoal Kai €ml tO Udwp
ENOETV TOU ayviopod TOAAGKIG €V GpapTioig SvTeg e0p1okOUeD: 0VJELG Yap OVTWG AUXPTIOG EKTOC
gival £aLTOV kavyfoeTal, WG UNdE kav évBuundijvat td sovolov SAwg Tiv ddikiav.

*Oavartog €v abavaoly

*0woig

*O0ua drvpov

*Oeia @uo1g,

*OeAuartt pdvov

*Oeomoinoig

*BewB®pev Belaig petaBoAai kal yipnoeotv

*Oswpla

*Bewpia mepi Tod Oe0l

*Oswpla TV Belwv

*Bewpia TV vonT®OV

*kfpuypa

*kfpuypa ThG povapxiog

*KOOUOG VOEPDG

*KUPL0G EKTIOE e GpXTV O0@V aVToD): EKTioe EvTaifa AKOVOTEOV AVTL TOD ENESTNOE TOIC OTU AVTOD
yeyovéaorv €pyotc, yeyovoot 8¢ 8t avtol tod viod

*kai £oTv O Pgv olov matrp 6 vodc Tod Adyov, v ¢’ éavtod, 6 8¢ kabdmep vidg 6 Adyog Tob vod.
Tpo €kelvou uév advvatov, AN o0de EEwBEV obev, oUv €kelvy yevouevog, PAactrioag d¢ &
a0TOD. 0UTWE 6 TATNP O HEYLoTOG Kol KABOAOL VOO TPpQOTOV TOV VIOV Adyov Epunvéa Kai dyyeAov
£avToD EXEL.

*kai £oT1V 010G AV

*kal 6 Adyog oap€ £yEveto, o0 KaTd TV Tapovsiav uévov &vOpwmnog yevouevog, GAAG kai év dpxil
0 €V TauTOTNTL AGYOG KATA TIEPLYPAPNV KL OV KAT 00GLaV YEVOUEVOG, O L10G

*Kal YEVOLTO TIAVTAG VUEG AUWHWG TG VONTG VOUPIW TapactdvTag K.T.A.

*kal €1 un duvatdv katalaPécbar Tl 0Tt O@dg, GAAX duvatov inely, Ti 0UK £oTv.

*kai momnTd TIvar @ricac voeichal, TOV PEV ToloVTWV GG dypelotépwv €€ €mdpoufic eimov
napadefypata, énel urjte o euTdV Epnv (1 adTd eivat) TG YEWPY®, UATE TG VauTny® T6 6kd@og”
— “EVa TOV YEVNT®V givat
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*kal TOV Tap’ aLTOD LIOV . . . Kal TOV TOV GAAWV enouévwy kai E€opotovpévay ayaddv ayyéAwv
oTpaToVv.

*kal [ei¢] pulav &yioav kaBoAiknv ékkAnoiov

*kad’ Unéotactv

*KaAAlwv NUAV TPecsPUTNG KAl LAKAPLETOG AVHP

* KAVOVEG EKKANGAOTIKOL

*KAVWYV TG TIOTEWG

*KATA TioTIV EKAEKTOV O€00, cLVETWV Og0D, Taildwv ayiwv, VPBoToUwWY, dylov Ocod Tvedua
AaBovtwy, tade Epabov Eywye OO TOV GOPING HETEXOVTWV, AOTEIWV, OE010AKTWV, KATA TAVTH
00PWV TE.

*KATA TEPLYPAPHV

*KATX TOV OpolwV avOpdTWwV

*KATA UEPOG TTIOTIG.

*KATA TV Tapddootv TV AnootéAwv 6Tt O0¢ Adyo¢ &’ ovpav@V KatAABeV

*KATaANYP1g

*kat €€oxnv

*kat €€oxAv

*Kat oikovouiav

*kxat ovsiav (tod Ocod)

skatakpivev v apaptiav (tov Odvatov) €v Tfj capki

*Ktiopa

*KUPWGOG

*KUPLAKOV COUN

*Aéyovaoiv’ 'I6ov devtepov evayyéAlov mept Xpiotod onuaivov katl ovdapod dvwdev Aéyov tnv
yévvnorv: &AM, enotv, 'Ev ¢ Topddvn katiiAOe 1o Tvedua e’ adtdv kai euwvr: 00td¢ éotiv 6
010G O ayamnTdg, '€ Ov NLOKN .

*Adyog

*Adyocg Goapkog

*Adyog €voapkog

*Adyog 6po0V610¢ 00 TToINOELG

*Adyog katd Apelov Kal ZagAAiov

*Adyog KatnxnTikdg

*Adyog ktiopa

*Adyog-6€dg

*Adyoc-ktiopa

*Adywv pev @rhocdewv kat thig aAAng map’ “EAAn ot maideiog mapa toig moAloig Bavuacdeic, ovy
opolwg ye vV mept thv Belav miotiv dratedelpévog.

*Aatpeia

*Ae€1Onpolvreg

*Aoyikn Aatpela

*Aoyikov {@ov
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* uadnua t¢ EAANVIKTG @1Aocopiag, EEvne kail dAAAoTpiag olong T@OV £v Xp1oT® e0oeP¢ BeAdvTwv
Giiv

*uadnuax v doyudtwy kal mpdéeig dyadai

*uabnoig

*udadno1g Kal puotaywyia.

* UEYLOTOV TAPAXOV KATA TAVTA TOV KOGUOV €V TAGLY TOIC TLoToig EUPdAAovaotv.

*ur) Oelv mapa YV tod €mokomov Piung kavovilely tag EkkAnoiag

*ur] Twg dpa ad Tpeic abtat T@V mpoydvwy ke@aai tdong Tig dvOpwndTnTog 6uoove101 UTOCTAGELS
Kat eikdva TIvd, w¢ kal MeBodiw dokel

*uia B€ANnoIg

*pla @Oo1g Beod Adyov cecapkwuévn

*uvotal

*udAAoV Kol drapepdvTwg

*UEYdAT Tic €o0Tiv Umep@u®g Kai Bavpaoth) kal £vdo€og 1] mapbevia, kai €1 xpn @avep&C einelv
émopévnyv Taig dyioig ypaeais, td 000ap TAg debapsiag kai td &vBog kai fj dmapxn adtiic TodTo
T0 dprotov Kal kdAAotov Emthdevpa pdvov Tuyxdvetl, kai dia tadta kai 6 KUp1og ig TV PactAelav
glogAdoatl TV ovpav®V Toug dronapbevevoavtag o@dg avTovg énayyeAAetal . . ., tapOeviav
yap Patverv pév mt yig, Enpaderv 8¢ TV 00pav@OV Nyntéov

*ued NUAOV TO KTioua, TV oL Oe®V- €1 KTioua d€, o0 Odg

*uepiCeadat

*ueptopévag ivat.

*uepLopdg

*ueTa O¢ TNV yVQOOV THG oepuviic Kal év86Eou TavTng Kal Tavayiag TioTewg Kal ceautov yv@ot
Aomdv 8ot €l

*uetafolaig

* LIKPOPUX WG

* Uiurjoeotv

*UOVEG

*UOVAG — TPLAG — ovola — QUOL; — UTOKEIPEVOV — UMOGTAOL — TPOCWTOV — TEPLYPAP —
Uepileabar — Sratpeiv — mAatovely — cuyke@aAatobobot — ktilerv — motelv — yiyveobat yevvav
— Opo0VG10G — €K TG 0Voiag ToD atpdg — dix Tol BeANuatog — Oe0G €k Oe0D — POG €K PWTAOG
— yevvn0évta ob moindévta — v 8te o0k v — 00k AV 8t 00K AV — v 8t 00K NV — €TEPOG KAT
ovoiav — dtpentog — avalloiwtog — ayévvntog — aAAdTprog — Tty Tfig BedtnTog — dVo ovaolat
— 00010 0001WHEVN — EvavOpOTNo1g — BedvOpwog — Evwoig 00o1WANG — EVWOLE KATA METOVGIAV
— OUVAQELX KATA UAONOLY Kal UETOUGIAV — GUYKPAOL; — EVOLKETV

*uovapyia kat' oikovopiav

*LOVOYEVT|G O€dC

* LUOTHPLOV OTKOVOULG

* LVOTIKY T pAdootig

*vOUo¢ To0 Oavatou

*vOV UiV 16 'EE 00K SVTwV EMeQONnoay, TA EKEIVWV KEKPUUMEVA LOOYXEVUATH
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*VEWTEPIOUOG

*voUg

*voUg mpomnd®V

*vontov

*VONTWG

*vouilovtec dmd Mapiag kai §e0po Xp1otdv avtdv kaeioBat kai vidv OoD, kai elvat uév mpdtepov
P1Aov dvBpwmov, kata tpokomnyv 6¢ eiAngévar tnv tod Ogod mposnyopiav.

*oikovounOfvat tv dAnOetav

*oikovopla

* 0OIKOVOULKDG

*0l Gl TOV TAPOCATEX

*0l Y€V yap a0TOV VoUI{ovot pUoeL TOV LIOV ToD B0 £V 10£q AvOpwmoL TdTe TG APpady Te@nVEVaL

*ol mpdg ZaPivov Adyor

*0i tpoAafovteg Geavilovotv ToLG UETA TADTA YEVOEUVOUG

*01 GLYXEOVTEG TIATPOG Kol LIoD Evvolav

*0V yap WG €do&ev avOpwmolg cuveteédn td tAg Miotewg GAN €k TAoNG YpaAPRg T& KALPLWTATA
oLAAexOévTa piav dvamAnpol tv tiig Miotews ddaokaliav.

*00 300 Be0Ug Aéyw

*00 pévov év avhpwmolg dvBpwmog yivetat, GAAG katd tO dkdAovBov mavtwg Kal v &yyéAoig
YIVOUEVOG TTPOG TNV EKEIVWV QUOLY EXVTOV CUYKATAYEL.

*00 ToAvBeTav glonyovueda

*00 p0O TOAAOD XpdVou YEVOUEVOG

*00 TPOYVWOEL, AN’ 0001 Kl UTTOGTAOEL.

*0V T PUOLKA IO EKKOTITELY EVOUoBETNOEY AANX TNV TOUTWV GueTpiav

*00 10 Ti €0T1 O£0¢ £ENyotueda . . . £V TOI¢ el @0l UeYAAT YVQDOLG TO THV dyvwoiav Opoloyeiv.

*00 TooaUTN AV TOV AUapTwAGV 1} dvopia, Son Tod epamodvriokovTog 1) SikatosUvn. o0 TocoiToV
Nudptopeyv, Soov Edtkatonpdyvoev O TV Puxrv UIEP NUOV TEBEIKWC

*00d wg Tepdkag AVxvov &mo AVxvov, fj ¢ Aaundda ig dvo

*00d¢ig moTevEL i¢ plav EKKAncioy O ur) OpoAoy®dv 8Tt TAG EKTPOSWTOVGAG TAUTHV OIKOUUEVIKAG
oLVOd0LC TO veDpa To dylov 60nYel €ig tdoav aAndelav. kat 6t 1) EkkAnoia adtn dev dVvartal
VA A 8N apd TV EmwkoSounuévny ém Tic uévng Evomolod dpxfig TV 0lKOUUEVIK®Y GUVESwWV"
1611 GpxN TOV HEPIKGDV DTOXPEWTIKGDV OUOAOYIDV, IV Kab1épwoay ai Aoral EékkAnoiat, £0Tiv
1 U NP TG S1a1PECEWS . . . 1 TPOUVIHOVEVLOETGX AVAYVWPLOLG TOWV ETTA OIKOVUEVIKDV GLUVOIWV
£0T1 YEYOVOG 10TOP1KOV, undepiov A€oV EKkANGLAOTIKN Y avaynAdenoty émdexopevov.

*00k el v 6 ©€d¢ mathp, 00k &el AV O LidG, GAN 6 utv Oed¢ v Xwpig Tod Adyouv, adtdg 8¢ 6 vidg
00K NV Ttpiv yevndi, GAN’ v Toté &te oUk 1, o0 ydp &id14¢ éotiv, AN Gotepov émiyéyovev.

*00k GE10 adTd Qaotv eivat év ékkAnoia

*00K Vv PO oD yevvndfvat

*ovoia

*00010 OVGLWUEVN €V GOUATL

*ovoiat
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o001

*ov0Lx

*0001wdKNC, AAAA KATX To10TNTA

*oUTw yap av Kal 1 Bela Tp1ag kal TO Aylov krpuypa g povapylag dtacwloito

*oUTW peV NELG 1g Te TNV Tprdda tnv povada mAatdvopev adiaipetov, kal TV TpLada ALY
aueiwtov €ig trv yovada cuykepalatovueda

*00TO0G £0TAVPWON OIEP TGOV AUAPTIEDV UGV.

*0u00VG10G

* TGO

*mtioteve 8¢ 8T1 00TOG 6 UOVOYEVTG LIOG TOD O0D d1d TaG duaptiog AUGY €€ 00pavGV KATAADEY
em ThG YAG.

*tioTEVE TOV LIOV TOD O€0D . . . TocoUTOV &vBpwToV did o€, Scov v yivn O’ Ekeivov Oedc.

ettiotig €€ GpxAg TapaingBeioa

*TTG EXOVTa

*TLAOA 1] GTOoTOAIKN £00ePTG §6Ex

*ndoa 1 Beoloyla tag ovpaviovg ovoiag Evvéa KEKANKE. TaUTag O Olog lepoTteAntng ig TPEiG
Gpopilel Tpradikdg S1akooUNoELg

*TGG 00V O TOUTOIG XPWUEVOS TOIC dvEuact wepepioOat Tadta kal d@wpicBat mavteAdc dAAAAwY
ofopat

*TAVTEAQDG

*Tapddooig dyappog

*TTapddoo1g dypagpog

*TTapdd001¢ YVWOTIKN

*Ttapadooig dypagog

*TapadOoELC

*TatéPa AEywv Alovie10¢ 0UK OVoudlet TOV LIOV, Kal TAALY IOV AéywV 0K OVOUALEL TOV TTATEPQ,
GAAG Sroipel kal pakpUver Kai pépilel TOV LIOV G ToD TaTPdC.

*TTA TP KAl L1OG Emvola pév glot dVo, ooTdoeL O€ £v

*elp@duat TO €v NUiv Oglov dvayetv mpog To €v T¢ mavti Oelov

*Ttepl GpX

*Ttepl APXOV

*Ttepl Gipy.

*tepl EvavOpwnioews Tod Adyou

*Ttepl EMayyEAM DV

*Ttepl lEpWOEUVNG

*mepl OedTNTOG

*TEPL KATAGKELTG AVOpDTIWV

*TTEPL KATAOK.

*TtEPL KATAOK. AVOpWTL.

*Tepl Kat. avOp.

*TEPL KOOUOTOLL0G
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*TEPL KTIGEWG KAl YEVEGEWS XPLoTOD

*Ttepl ouvteAeiag

*1tepl TG £vOOE0L Kal GANOGG EvOEou ToD Kupiov NUGV EmPaveiag

*1tepl TG OeotdKOUL

*Ttepl TG 6WTHPOG NUAV EmdNpiag

etept TG TOD LoD BedTNTOG ATAOVOTEPOV YPAPOVTEG 0V KATEYEVOVTO TepL TR TOD Opovsiov
akpifetag.

*TtePL TOV YEVNTOV

*1tept ToD UNdE mpoimapxetv TV Yuxnv unde auaptricacav todto ei¢ c@ua PAnOTvar

*mtepl o0 VOV KivnBévtog €v tfj MroAepaidt tiig Mevrandews déyuatog, vrog aoePfods kai
PAacenuiav ToAANV €xovtog Tepl Tod TaVTokpATopog Ocod TaTpog Kal ToD Kupiov NU®V Incod
Xp1otoD, dmiotiav te TOAANV £xovtog epi ToD povoyevols matdog adtol Kol TPWTOTOKOL TdoNG
KTioewg, ToD évabpwnioavtog Adyov, dvaiebnoiav 8¢ tod ayiov mveduatog.

*TTEPL PUOEWS

*tepl PUXTG KAl AVAOTACEWG

*Ttepl YPUY. K. AVAOTAO.

*tept PUY. K. AVOOTAC.

*Ttepl YPUY. K. AVOOTAC

*TTEPL APX.

*tept MeAyioedekiav®dy kal O@godotiav@dv kal Adtyyaviv

*ept PUXAG KAL AVAOTAGEWS

*TtepLypapecbal

*TEPLYPAPT] 0VoIaC

*TEPLYPOQH]

*ToTEVELY €1G plav ayiav kaboAikrv ékkAnolav

*TANV £yW YEVNTA TIVX

*TTANv 6t 0Voiag SV Kai @Uoelg 00 Aéyel’ T@ Thi¢ 0boiag Kai @Uoswg dvouartt, wg dfAov, £k Te
TOV EMOUEVWV KAl TPONYOUUEVWY TOD Xwpilov GvTi TAG UIOOTACEWS Kal 00X WG ol Apeiw
TIPOGAVAKEIUEVOL XPWUEVOG

eTAdtTovstv £avtoic kal PipAouvg émmAdotoug,

*TAatUVELV

*TAaTLOUAG

*Aevpd

*velUd

*TIVED U

*velUa dylov

*vedua Kupiov

*oinua

*Toinua kai yevntov eivat tov vidv o0 @00, urjte 8¢ @ioet 1d10v, dAAX Eévov kat ovoiav adTodv
gival Tod matpdc, Komep EoTiv 6 Yewpydc mpdg TV dumelov kai 6 vaurnydg mpdg Td okdog. kai
Yap WG moinua v o0k AV Tpiv yévntat.
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*1t00 0¢ €11 Ypa@i¢ Kal pabnosws katdpbwua tf Yuxi ekeivn tfi kabapd yevouévr, 6mov kai
a&lotat tpdownov Tpdg TPdowoV OdV Opav

*T01&

*oANoi ydp oDV dytot yeydvaot kabapoi mdong duaptiag

*tovOpa

*TTPOG PNTOV

*TpO¢ Maviyaiovg

*tpdG Bewpiavy

*tpOG TOUG ZaPeAAilovtag

*TpAG TL TWG EXOVTA

*TTIPOOWTIOV

*TPWTH ovola

*Tpaylateia

*ntpecfutepol

*tpofoAnv

*tpoPoAn tod Adyov

*tpoyeyUUvacOat yap ... 0¢ dpa 6 TPWTOTAKOTOC OIKEIWG £1¢ aVTOV dvaépesdat dUvatat TOvV
Xp1oTdV, 0UKETL TUTOG MV KAl ATEIKATUX LOVOV Kal €IKkwV TOD povoyevoig, GAAA kal avTo To0To
co@la yeyovwg kal Adyog. diknv yap Gdatog suykepaodeig 0 &vOpwog tfj copia kai tf) {wij toito
Yéyovev, 8mep fv avTd 0 £l adTodV EykataokAPay xpatov g&g

*TTPOKOTIN

*TLPOGKUVNOLG

*TTPOOTATNG

*poc@épovoty FykAnua kat Euod Peddog 8v g 00 Aéyovtog TOV Kpiotdv dpoolotov eivatl Td
Q.

*TPOPAETEL XAPLTOG

*TPOPH TNV WG EUE

L

*GAPKAC VONTAG

*0dpg

*oUTACYELV

*60oTAG1G TOU KOGUOU

*oOUA

*o1wf] Tpookuveicbw To dppntov

*OK1A TV HEAAOVTWYV

*co@ilovtat oi Xpiotiavol év T¢) Aéyelv TOV vidV T0D O0D ivat adToASyoV

*ouyke@alalodobat

* GUYKEXVOUEVOV

*GUYXEELV

*GUYXEOUEVOL €V TQ TEPL TATPOG Kol V10D TOT(Y

*cuuPepnkota
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*cuuewVia TOV BIPAGV

*GUVAQPELN KATX UAON oLV Kal YeTovsiav

*GUVEAELOIC

*ouvaipesdal

1 kavovi{éueva kai mapadodévta motevdévta te Oeia eivat PipAia

*TQ KPATOOUEVH TM AGYWw TAG PUOEWG OVK EXEL EMALVOV

*TQ UEV GUaPTAMATA WG O0G APIELS, £1¢ O€ TO Un E€apapTdvelv TAdaywy®dV WG &vOpwog

* TNV T00 OHOOVLGIOL PWVIV TAPLOTAV EVVOLaY 006G TE Kol TOV AT a0THG, oTe Katapeptobeioav
TNV ovoiav mapéxetv To OpoovGiov TNV Tposnyopiav Toig €ig & dinp€d.

v To0 BavaTtov kpdtnov

*TnVv to0 mvevpartog didackahiav vepPaAAety TG Tod LIOD didaxfg

*Ti 00V kakOV o1 S0&ElwV TOV Xp16TdHV

*Ti¢ droaivetal TANOvv Oe®v TapaBarlouévny Katda Katpovg.

*Ti v einwuev, Eva Oedv €x0eV, 1] TPEIC Oe00g

*T{ yap dromov, f ti xAevng nap Auiv &€lov, fj mdvtwg 8Tt Tov Adyov €v owuatt tepavep®odat
Aéyouev

71 8¢ einw ‘HpakAdv kai ANUATPLIOV TOUG MAKKAPIOUG EMOKOTOVE, 010V TTELPAGHOVG UTTEGTNOAV
0mo tod pavévtog 'Qpryévoug, kal avtod oxiopata PaAAdvtog €v Tf] ékkAnoiq, T& £wg onuepov
Tapaxag avTh Eyeipavta

*T0 €k 000 PUoEWV EVwOeIo®V KA ootV YeyeVViiaBat TOV kKOplov NUGV Tncolv Xp1otov
unte pepadnkévar €v taic ékBéoeot TV dylwv matépwv urte kKatadéxeobat, €l TOXOL TL AVTH
1010070 Tapd TIVoG DIavarytvedokeoOat, S1d To TG Oefag ypadg dueivovag elvat thig TV matépwv
didaokaliag.

*16 €pyov T00 Xprotiavod ovdev dANo €oTiv 1| yeAeTAV dmobvriokety

* 70 gvayyéAov 10 £1¢ Svoua Twdvvov Pevdetat. . . Aéyovot T katd Twdvvny ebayyéAlov, Eneldr
un t& a0t T0iC dmootdAoig en, &didBeTov givan.

*10 €0 (ijv é8i8aéev émpaveic w¢ 1ddokalog, Tva o dei {fjv Gotepov we OdC xopnyrion

*16 OdAmov

* 70 Tvedua 0apE £YEVETO

*T0 oXfua

*TO PWTIOTIKOV

*TOV @edv PovAduevov Téde TO MAV KaTackevdoal, TPGTOV TOV VIOV 01dV TV Kavdva TAG
dnuovpylag mpovmostoasdat.

*TOV 8¢ LIOV TaPa TG TATPL FVTa OOV PEV KAl KUPLOV TOV YEVNTAOV TdvTwy, OO ¢ T0D Tatpog
anootaAévta €€ 00pavdV Kal capkwOévta évvOpwnnkévar. Siomep kai To €k Tfig TapHEvou odua
XWpToav Tav t0 TANpwHA TG 0e6TNTOG CWUATIKAG, TF] BdTNTL ATPENTWE VWTat Kal TeBeomointat

*TOV kOopOV oda péya paciv eivat of T@V EAAfvwv @iAdcogot kai dAnBedovat Aéyovteg. Opduev
Yap a0TOV Kol T TOUTOL UéPT TaiG aiobrjoeot vontintovta. El Tolvuv €v T@ KOOUW 6OUATL GVTL
0 t00 @00 Adyog €oti, Kal £v GA01§ Kal TOIG KaTd UEPOG aVTWV Tdotv EmPEPnKe. Tl OavpuaoTov
Al T dromov &l kai v avBpwnw @apev avtov EmPefnréval K.T.A.

*Tov Adyov 10D €00 drofdAAovtat Tov i Twdvvny knTuxBévta.
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*TOV oWTApa Kal KOplov NUGOV U mpod@eotdval Kat idlav ovoiag meptypagnv mpd Tfig €ig
avOpwmovg émdnuiag, unde Oedtnta idiov Exery, GAA EumoAitevopévny abT® UOVNV THV TATPLIKAV.

*TOV VIOV Kal pr] Opoovslov T@ matpl

*ToV VIOV ToD O€0D.

*TOV PUOLKOV VOpoV fePaiwaoev

* 16 afua, T@ tabiuata tob Osod

*Tfig avTg To0 dylov TVELHATOG XAPLTOG OF T TAAL PETEIXOV Kal ol T@ TG Kalvig dtabnkng
UTNPETOVUEVOC HLOTNPLW.

*Tf] émvoiq puovn

*TOV €V Tf] €KKANoix Te@LAaYUEVWY SOYUATWY Kol KNPUYMATWV TA WEV €K TAC €yypdgou
ddaokaliag Exouev, Ta d¢ €k TG TOV dmooTtdAwv mapaddoews dradobévta Nuiv év pvotnpie
napede€auea dnep du@dTEPR THV ALTAV 1oXVOV EXEL TTPOG TNV €V0EPetav . . . AAAO ydp dSyua, Kal
&ANo KNpLYUa, TX HEV YOp SOYHATA oLwTdTalL, TA O KNpOypata dnpocteveTal

*TOV TPOYEYEVIUEVWV Oe0G d1dWa1V APeDLY, TV O EMOVTWV ALTOG EKAGTOG EXVTRD

*T® ayiw mvedpatt Xpiodelg mpoonyopevdn Xptotdg — 0 £k AaPid xp1obeig o0k GAAGTPLOG €0l THG
colag

*TQ XPLoT® PNoiv, E0TAVPWUEVW MDoTep Amaca MUV 1] OO TV OvndTnta Keluévn QUOLG
GLVESTALPWON, €meldn Kal mdoa abT@ cuvav £0TH, TAVIWV GVOPWNWV abTE GUUUETACXETV
EATI{OVTWY TG GVAOTAOEWS WG EVTEDDEV oLVAPAVIGOTVAL UEV TV TIEPL TO AUAPTAVELY NUDV
gvkoAiav, d1a T éml TV avBavaociav ToD CWOUATOG UETAOTACEWS.

*1® Opovw Ti¢ TpeoPutépag Pung dix to PaciAevderv v TOAY €kelvny, ol TATEPES EIKOTWG
amodedwkaot Ta mpeoPeia, kKal T® adT OKOTR KIVOUUEVOL 01 EKATOV TEVTHKOoVTa OsopiAéotatol
gniokomotl T {oa peoPeia Anéverpay T@ T VEag PwUNG aytwtdtw 0pdvw, EDAGYWS KpivavTeg,
v Pacthela kal ovykArtw Tiundeicav mOAv kai t®V fowv amoAavovoav mpesPeiwv tf
npeofutépa PactAidt Pwun. kai &v T01¢ EKKANGLAOTIKOIG, WG EKelvNY, ueyallveobal mpdyuaot,
devtépav Yet ékelvny Udpyxovoav.

*Ta 6vta

*Ta0TN Ydp TOV &vBpwmov dveilngev 6 Adyog, 6mwg On 31 avtod kataAvon tnv € OAEOpw
yeyovuiav katadiknv, nrTioag tov @uv. fippole yap ur 8t €tépov viknoijval tov movnpov GAAX
O’ éketvov, Ov N kai ékdumalev Gnatnoag adTOV TETLPAVVNKEVAL, OTL U AAAWG TV auaptiav
AvBfivat kai TV katdxpioty Suvatdv v, el uf ndArv 6 avTdg ékeivog &vOpwog, S’ dv elpnto To
“yii €l kai eig yAv dnelebon,” dvamlacOeic dvélvoe v dndpactv Ty &' adTodv €ig TdvTag
e€evnveyuévnv. Stwg, kabwg &v T¢ Addu Tipdtepov mdvTeg anobvrokovoty, oUTw 81 maAv Kal
£V T® AvelAn@ott Xmiot® tov Adap ndvteg {wonotn0&otv.

*TaUTN YeVVAV elpflobat voullw trv ékkAnciav, EMeldn ToUG XXPAKTHPAG Kal TNV EKTUTWOLY Kal
™V dppevwmiav Tol Xpiotol mposAappdvovoty ol gwti{duevorl, g kKad ouolwotv HopPig v
aVTOIG EKTUTOVUEVNG TOD AGYou Kal €V alToiC YEVVWHEVNG KATA TNV AKpiPf] yv@otv kal TioTiv
WOTE €V EKAOTW YeVVAoOaL TOV Xp1oTtov vont@g Kai d1& ToiTo 1 ékkAnoia onapyd kai wdivel,
UEXPLITEP &V O XPLoTOG €V NUIV LopPwOT] YEVVNOELG, STIWG EKAOTOG TV AyiwV TG UETEXELY XPLoTOD
Xp1ot0¢ yevvnor, kab’ 6v Adyov Kal €V Tivi ypa@f] pEpetat “un apnode t@wv Xprot@v pov” olovel
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Xplot@V yeyovOTwV TV KATA uetovsiav Tol Tmvebuatog i Xpiotov PePantiopévwy,
oupPaArovong Evradba thv €v T@ Adyw TPEvwoly abT@®V Kal LETAUOPPWOLY THG EKKANoiac.

*talta d1ddokopev, TaDTA KNPUTTOUEVY, TADTA TG EKKANGIAG TX ATOOTOAKE ddypaTa

*TAUTOVG10G

*TeAelOVUEVOL

*Tov Adyov anéotetlev T0ig Lioig TopanA edayyeAilduevog eiprivny d1d 'Incod Xpiotod

*700 GAANYoptkoD TO 16TOPIKOV TAEIGTOV GO0V TTPOTIUDUEV

*T00 OcoD

*Tob Xp1otod

* 700 maboug tod O0D pov

*T00TOV TOV TATEPA A0TOV LIOV VOUICOVGL KAT KAlpoLG KaAoOUEVOV TTPpoG T supPaivovta

*Tpdmov TIvd

* TPEIG UTTOOTACELG

*1Tp10¢ TéAerar, §6EN kai 4id18tnTt kad PaciAeioq un ueprlouévn undé draAdotplovuévn. Obte odvV
KTLoTOV T 1 So0Aov €v Tf Tpradt oUte €nelcaktov, WG TPOTEPOV UEV 0UX Unapxov, Uotepov de
eneloeABOV oUte yap évEE mote viog matpl, oUte TIQ vedua, GAN dtpemntog Kal avaAloiwTog
1 Q0TI TPLAG Gel.

*TP14G

* TUTUKQDG YEYOVAGL TG Yl Kol OooVo10L TpLddog, ToU pev dvattiov Kol dyevvitou Adau Tomov
Kal eikdva €xovtog tod avaltiov Kal TavTwV altiov TavTokpdTopog Oeod Kal matpdg, Tol d¢
YEVVNTOD Li0T avToD gikdva TPodiaypdgovtog Tol yevvnTtol viod kai Adyouv tod O€oD. Tfig d¢
EKTOPELTHG EVaG onpatvovong tnv tod aylov TVEDUATOG EKTTOPEVTIV UIOOTAGLY.

*TUPAVVIG

*vioTdTWP

*UTEP TOL KATA 1wav[v]nv evayyeAiov kat amokaAvPewg

*Paokovat 8Tl 00 cLUPWVET T PLpAia ToD Twdvvou Toi¢ Aotnoig drooTéAorg

* PAOKWYV TO TIEPL PEV THG TOD TaVTOC dPXTG SOUPWVA €K HEPOUG TOTG TFG AANO0DG EkkANnsiag, LTO
T00 O£0D mdvta OpoAoy®DV yeyovéval

*pépe yap NUeig emokePdueda oG 0pBoddEws dvnyaye tov Aday €i¢ TOV Xpiotov, oL pdvov
tomov abTdV flyoluevog eivat kai eikdva, GANX kai adTd TodTo Xp1oTdV Kai adTdV yeyovévat S1d
TO TOV PO VWV €l¢ adTOV éyKataokiPatl Adyov. fippole yap to mpwtdyovov tod Ogod Kal
Tp&OTOV PAGOTNUA KAl LOVOYEVEC TNV 60Piav TG TPWTOTAKOTW KAl TPWTW KAl TPWTOYOVW TV
&vOpdnwv dvOpdTw kepacdeicav évnvOpwnnkévat, TodTo ydp eivat tov Xp1otdv, dvOpwmov év
drpdtw OedtnTl kai teAela memAnpwuévov kai Oedv &v dvOpdTW Kexwpnuévov: AV ydp
npenwdéotatov toV pecfUTatov TV alvwV Kal Tp&HToV TOV dpXayYEAwV, avBpwmolg uéAAovta
GUVOUIAELY, €i¢ TOV TipeoPitatov kol Tp@OTOV TV GvOpWTOV glooikioBvaL TOV Addu

*@apev avBpwmov yeyevijobat tov Tol Oeob Adyov, tva thv Opoiwotv tod Eémovpaviov Adfwpev
Kal OgomotnO®duev

*avtaoia mept Odv

*(Paol Yap TOUG UEV TPOTEPOLG ATAVTHG KAl aAUTOVG TOUG GTOGTOAOUG, TapEIAN@EVAL T Kol
dedidayévar Tadta, & vOv obtotl Aéyovot, kai tetnpfioBot thv dArBeiav ToD knpUyuaTog Héxpt
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TOV Xpdvwv t00 BikTopog ... and d¢ tod draddyov avtol Zepupivov mapakexapdxdat thv
aAnOeiav.

*pBopa

sl otiuiav

*puoEeL

*pwvh

*xdpig

*xapiti

*PaApog Tovg HeV €ig TOV KUpLov UGV . Xp. Tavoag wg O VEWTEPOUG Kol VEWTEPWV AVOPRV
GUYYpAUUATA

*YAn miotig

*P1A0G avOpwTog

*P1Ad¢ dvOpwmog

*P1A0G avOpwmog

*uxi Aoykn

*Yuxn

*dbpa

*(1) T® ayiw mvedpatt Xxpiobeic mpoonyopevdn Xp1otdg, Ao WV KATd YOOV, BAUHATOVPY®DV KATA
XEPLV* TG Yap GTPENTW TAG YVWOUNG OUOIWOELG T® Oe®, Kal pelvag Kabapdg apaptiag nvaon
adT®, ko vnpyron mov EAécbat Thv TGV Bavudtwy Suvacteiav, ¢€ Ov plav adtdg kal ThHv adThV
npo¢ Tfj BeAfioel évépyetav Exerv derxBeic, AvTpwtng Tod yévoug Kal owtrp éxpnudtiosv. — (2)
Al drapopot pUoELG Kal TA 1APopa TPOSWTIA £V KAl UOVOV EVWIGEWG EXOVOL TPOTOV THV KATH
0éAnotv oluacty, ¢ ¢ 1| katd évépyelav ém T@V obTdG suuPiPacdévtwy dAAAA0IG dvapaivetal
povag. — (3) “Ayiog kai dikaiog yeyevnuévog O owtrp, Ay@vi Kai Ve TaG TOO TPOTATOPAG UGV
kpatrioag duaptiag oic katopdwaoag Th &peTh cLVHEON TM O®, uiav kai TV adTHV TPOG AVTOV
PoUAnoY kai évépyelav Taic TV ayad@dV Tpokomaic EoxNKWG fv ddiaipetov QuAGEag to Svoua
kAnpoUtal to bnep T&V Svoua, oTopyii Enablov adt® xapiobév. — (4) Ta kptovueva T® Adyw
TG PUOEWG OVK ExEL Ematvov’ T O oxéoel PIAlag KpatoUueva Umepatveital, pid kal tf] avti
YVOUN KpatoUueva, 8ia pdg kal tig avtig évepyelag Pefatodueva, kal tiig Kat Enavénolv
00JEMOTE TAVOUEVNG KIVAGEWS' KAD NV TG Oe® cuva@Belg 6 owThp oVOETOTE dEXETAL LEPIOUOV
€lg TOUG aldvag piav avtog Kal Tty abtnv €xwv BEAnotv kal évépyelav, del KIVOUUEVNV Tff
PAVEPWOEL TV dya®@V. — (5) M1 Oavudong 8tt piov uetd tod Ood v BéAnciy eixev 6 owtrp:
WoTep yap 1 @Uo1g plav t@v ToAAGV kal TV adTnV Ddpxovsav Gavepol TV oboiav, oUTwE N
OXE01G THG dydmng piav: TOV ToAAGV Kal TV avtrv €pydaletat BEANoy d1d uidg Kol Thg avThg
(PAVEPOVUEVNV EVAPEGTIOEWG,.

Index of Latin Words and Phrases

eLittera
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* AEque in una persona utrumque distinguunt, patrem et filium, discentes filium carnem esse, id est
hominem, id est lesum, patrem autem spiritum, id est deum, id est Christum.

*(1) Christum primogenitum esse et ipsum esse sapientiam dei, per quem omnia facta sunt; (2)
guod sapientiadei Christus; (3) quod Christusidem sit et sermo dei; (4) quod Christusidem manus
et brachium dei; (5) quod idem angelus et deus; (6) quod deus Christus.

*(ligno) deus pependit dominus

»... Quiaitaque verascripta sunt (sc. the Holy Scriptures) totum hominem in Christo agnoscebam;
non corpus tantum hominis, aut cum corpore sine mente animam, sed i psum hominem, non persona
veritatis, sed magna quadam natureae humanae excellentia et perfectiore participatione sapientise
praderri caderis arbitrabar. Alypius autem deum carne indutum ita putabat credi a Catholicis, ut
prager deum et carnem non esset in Christo anima, mentemque hominis non existimabat in eo
praadicari . . . Sed postea haareticorum Apollinaristarum hunc errorem esse cognoscens, catholicae
fidel colladatus et contemperatus est. Ego autem aliquanto posterius didicisse me fateor, in eo
guod “verbum caro factum est” quomodo catholica veritas a Photini falsitate dirimatur.

e...Scut etillos, qui superstitiose magis quam religiose, uti ne videantur duos deos dicere, neque
rursum negare salvatoris deitatem, unam eandemque substantiam patris ac filii asseverant, id est,
duo quidem nomina secundum diversitatem causarum recipientes, unam tamen

* Amplius nobis profuit culpaquam nocuit: in quo redemptio quidem nostradivinum munusinvenit.
Facta est mihi culpa mea merces redemptionis, per quam mihi Christus advenit . . . Fructuosior
culpa quam innocentia; innocentia arrogantem me fecerat

*Apologiapro apocalypsi et evangelio Johannis apostoli et evangelistee

*Auditor

*Auditores

* Avenaevero illaeubigue tunc semen excusserant. Itaaltquamdiu per hypocrisin subdolavivacitate
latitavit, et nunc denuo erupit. Sed et denuo eradicabitur, si voluerit dominus.

*Caro dominica a deo patre Jesu vocita est; spiritus sanctus, qui de cado descendit, Christus, id est
unctus dei vivi, adeo vocitus est, spiritus carni mixtus Jesus Christus

* Catechumeni

*Cathedra Petri

*Ceterum ludaicaefidel istares, sic unum deum credere, ut filium adnumerare ei nolis, et post filium
spiritum. Quid enim erit inter nos et illos nisi differentiaista? Quod opus evangelii, si non exinde
pater et filius et spiritus, tres crediti, unum deum sistunt?

*Christus lesus dominus et deus noster ipse est summus sacerdos dei patris et sacrificium patri se
ipsum obtulit.

*Christus, homo et deus

*Compassus est pater filio

»Compassus est pater filio.

*Compellimur hageticorum et blasphemantium vitiis illicita agere, ardua scandere, ineffabilia
eloqui, inconcessa prassumere. Et cum solafide explorari, quae praecepta sunt, oporteret, adorare
scilicet patrem et venerari cum eo filium, sancto spiritu abundare, cogimur sermonis nostri
humilitatem ad ea, quaeinenarrabilia sunt extendere et in vitium vitio coarctamur alieno, ut, quae
contineri religione mentium oportuisset, nunc in periculum humani eloquii proferantur.

*Credo in deo patre omnipotente, invisibili et impassibili
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* Cunctos populos, quos clementiagenostraeregit temperamentum, in tali volumus religione versari,
guam divinum Petrum atostolum tradidisse Romanis religio usgue ad nunc ab ipso insinuata
declarat

*De populo absconso sancto omnipotentis Christi dei vivi

*De summatrinitate et de fide catholica et ut nemo de ea publice contendere audeat

*Dic mihi, super guem spiritus sanctus sicut columba descendit? Si perfectus erat, s filius erat, s
virtus erat, non poterat spiritusingredi, sicut nec regnum potest ingredi intraregnum. Cuius autem
e caditus emissa vox testimonium detulit dicens: Hic est filius meus dilectus, in quo bene
complacui? Dic age nihil remoreris, quisille est, qui parat haec omnia, qui agit universa? Responde
itane blasphemiam pro ratione impudenter allegas, et inferre conaris?

*Diximusneaiquid et sonuimus aliquid dignum deo? Immo vero nihil me aliud quam dicere voluisse
sentio; s autem dixi, non hoc est quod dicere volui. Hoc unde scio, p

*Doctor ecclesize

*Duoset tresiam iactitant anobis praadicari, severo uniusdei cultores prassamunt . . . monarchiam,
inquiunt, tenemus.

*Ego fateor caritati tusg solis eis scriptuaram libris, qui iam canonici appellantur, didici hunc
timorem honoremque deferre, ut nullum eorum auctorem scribendo aliquid errasse firmissime
credam. Ac s aliquid in eis offendero litteris, quod videatur contrarium veritati, nihil aliud quam
vel mendosum esse codicem, vel interpretem non assecutum esse quod dictum est, vel me minime
intellexisse non ambigam.

*Ego vero evangelio non crederem, nisi me catholicae ecclesiszecommoveret auctoritas.

*Electi

*Emendari

Epithalamium libellus hic, id est, nuptiale carmen, dramatis in modum mihi videtur a Salomone
conscriptus, quem cecinit instar nubentis sponsag et erga sponsum suum, qui est sermo dei, codesti
amore flagrantis. Adamavit enim eum, sive anima, quaead imaginem eius facta est, sive ecclesia.

*Ergo quia duos et unum invenimus, ideo ambo unus atque idem et filius et pater.

* Est deus omnipotens, unus, a semetipso creatus, quem infra reperies magnum et humilem ipsum.
Iserat in verbo positus, sibi solo notatus, Qui pater et filius dicitur et spiritus sanctus

*Et fuit homo deus, ut nosin futuro haberet

* Et patitur, quomodo voluit sub imagine nostra.

*Expositiones veritatis

*Felix culpa guaetantum et talem meruit habere redemptorem.

*Felix ruina queaereparatur in melius

*Filius dei

*Fornicatio deputetur ad poenam, nisi satisfactione purgetur.

*Fructicaverant avenae Praxeanae hic quoque superseminatae dormientibus multis in simplicitate
doctringe

*Gratulemur et gratias agamus non solum nos Christianosfactos esse, sed Christum.. . . admiramini
gaudete: Christus facti sumus.

*Hic ex diverso volet aiquis etiam filium invisibilem contendere, ut sermonem, ut spiritum . . .
Nam et illud adiiciunt ad argumentationem, quod si filius tunc (Exod. 33

*Hic pater in filio venit, deus unus ubique.
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*Hoc inquam semper neque quidquam praderea, haaeticorum novitatibus excitata [that then is
admitted], conciliorum suorum decretis catholica perfecit ecclesia, nisi ut quod prius a majoribus
sola traditione susceperat, hoc deinde posteris etiam per scripturae chirographum consignaret,
magnam rerum summam paucis litteris comprehendendo et plerumque propter intelligentiaelucem
non novum fidei sensum noveaeappellationis proprietate signando

*Hoc s qui putaverit me

*Homo, fide, spe et caritate subnixus eague inconcusse retinens, non indiget scipturis nisi ad alios
instruendos

lam caro deus erat, in quadei virtus agebat.

eldcirco nec voluit se manifestare, quid esset, Sed filium dixit se missum fuisse a patre

ldem igitur sacerdos, idem et hostia, et sacerdotium tamen et sacrificium humanae condicionis
officium est. Nam et agnus ad immolandum ductus est et sacerdos erat secundum ordinem
Melchisedech.

*In canonicis autem scripturis ecclesiarum catholicarum quam plurimum auctoritatem sequatur,
inter quas sane illaesint, quaeapostolicas sedes habere et epistolas accipere meruerunt.

*Iniis quaeaperte in scriptura posita sunt, inveniuntur illa omnia, quaecontinent fidem moresque
vivendi, spem scilicet et caritatem.

*|n quantum enim homo, in tantum mediator; in quantum autem verbum, non medius, quiassqualis
deo. . . pro nobisdeo victor et victor et victima, et ideo victor quiavictima; pro nobis deo sacerdos
et sacrificium; et ideo sacerdos quia sacrificium

*Ipse se sibi filium fecit.

*Ipsum dicit patrem descendisse in virginem, ipsum ex ea natum, ipsum passum ipsum denique
esse lesum Christum.

«Itaduo negotiadiaboli Praxeas Romaeprocuravit, prophetiam expulit et haeressmintulit, paracletum
fugavit et patrem crucifixit.

*Jesus Christus, deus et homo

e Jesus impatibilis

o Jesus patibilis

*Manifesto declarat, simile vel idem esse perfectam naturam et perfectam personam . . . Naturae
vox designat, quid sit aliqua res, vel essentiam vel quidditatem; hypostasis vero modum
metaphysicum existendi monstrat. Ex quo patet, ad notionem perfectae naturae modum illum
perfectum existendi non requiri. Hac in re erravit Mopsuestenus, et hagresis perniciosa ex hoc
errore nata est

*Mihi adhaerere deo bonum est

*Mihi pium videtur dicere, quod nihil eguerit filius dei in eo quod adventus eius procuratur ad
terras, neque opus habuerit columba, neque baptismate, neque matre, neque fratribus.

*Monarchia

*Multa, quaenon inveniuntur in litteris apostolorum neque in conciliis posteriorum, et tamen quia
per universam custodiuntur ecclesiam, non nisi ab ipsis tradita et commendata creduatur.

*Multa, quee universa tenet ecclesia et ob hoc ab apostolis praecepta bene creduntur, quamquam
scripta non reperiantur.

*Nec tamen ab hoc mediator est, quiaverbum, maxime quippe immortal e et maxime beatum verbum
longe est a mortalibus miseris; sed mediator per quod homo.

*Necesse est ut omne peccatum satisfactio aut poaa sequatur.
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*Non est ignorandum praesentem epi stolam esse fal satam, queaelicet publicetur non tamenin canone
est.

*Nullaresinvia (ad deum) tenere nos debet, quando nec ipse dominus, in quantum via nostra esse
dignatus est, tenere nos voluerit, sed transire; ne rebus temporalibus, quamvis ab illo pro salute
nostra susceptis et gestis, haareamus infirmiter, sed per eas potius curramus alacriter etc.

ePatripassiani, Vaentiniani, Appelletiani, Ophitae Marcioniteeet cetere hagreticorum pestes

*Placuit ergo, prassente spiritu sancto et angelis eius

*Placuit nobis spiritu sancto suggerente

*Porro qui eundem patrem dicis et filium, eundem et protulisse ex semetipso facis.

* Pragdictus est deus carnaliter nasci pro nobis

* Praxeas quidem hagresim introduxit quam Victorinus corroborare curavit.

*Prius

*Quare dominus noster carnem induit? Ut ipsacaro victorisegaudiagustaret et donagratiseexplorata
et cognita haberet. Si deus sine carne vicisset, quaee tribuerentur laudes? Secundo, ut dominus
noster manifestum faceret, seinitio creationis nequaguam ex invidia prohibuisse, quominus homo
fieret deus, quia maius est, quod dominus noster in homine humiliabatur, quam quod in eo, dum
magnus et gloriosus erat, habitabat. Hinc illud: ‘Ego dixi, dii estis'.

*Qui et filius diceris et pater inveniris

*Quid est enim, dices, sermo nisi vox et sonus oris, et sicut grammatici tradunt, aér offensus,
intellegibilis auditu, ceterum vanum nescio quid.

*Quis nesciat sanctam scripturam canonicam tam veteris quam novi testamenti certis suisterminis
contineri, eamque omnibus posterioribus episcoporum litterisitapragooni, ut deillaomnino dubitari
et disceptari non possit, utrum verum vel utrum rectum sit, quidquid in ea scriptum esse congtiterit:
episcoporum autem litteras quaepost confirmatum canonem vel scriptaesunt vel scribuntur, et per
sermonem forte sapientiorem cuiuslibet in eare peritioris, et per aliorum episcoporum graviorem
auctoritatem doctioremque prudentiam et per concilia licere reprehendi, s quid in eis forte a
veritate deviatum est: et ipsa conciliaquaeper singulas regiones vel provinciasfiunt, plenariorum
conciliorum auctoritati quaefiunt ex universo orbe Christiano, sine ullis ambagibus cedere: ipsaque
plenariasage priora posterioribus emendari, cum aliquo experimento rerum aperitur quod clausum
erat, et cognoscitur quod latebat.

*Quisquisin scripturis (1. 37) aliud sentit quam ille qui scripsit, illis non mentientibus fallitur; sed
tamen, ut dicere cogoeram, si ea sententia fallitur, qua aadificet caritatem, quaefinis praecepti est,
ita fallitur ac s quisquam errore deserens viam, eo tamen per agrum pergat, quo etiam viailla
perducit.

*Quod filius dixit, cum sit deus pristinus ipse

*Quod universatenet ecclesia, nec conciliisinstitutum sed semper retentum est, non nisi auctoritate
apostolica traditum rectissime creditur.

»Quomodo poterit vera columbaverum hominem ingredi atque in eo permanere, caro enim carnem
ingredi non potest? sed magis s |esum hominem verum confiteamur, eum vero, qui dicitur, sicut
columba, Spiritum Sanctum, salva est nobis ratio in utrague. Spiritus enim secundum rectam
rationem habitat in homine, et descendit et permanet et competenter hoc et factum est et fit semper
.. . Descendit spiritus super hominem dignum se
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»Quomodo potuit istares (the baptism by heretics), tantis altercationum nebulisinvoluta, ad plenarii
concilii luculentam illustrationem confirmationemque perduci, nisi primo diutius per orbisterrarum
regiones multis hinc atque hinc disputationibus et collationibus epi scoporum pertractata constaret?

*Requiter

« Sabelliani et Marcioniteedicunt, quod haec futurasit Christi ad deum patrem subjectio, ut in patrem
filius refundatur

e Sanctus spiritus, dei filius

* Secundum motum animi mei et spiritus sancti.

* Sed et eos, qui hominem dicunt dominum lesum prascognitum et prasdestinatum, qui ante adventum
carnalem substantialiter et proprie non exstiterit, sed quod homo natus patris solam in se habuerit
deitatem, neillos quidem sine periculo est ecclesisenumero sociari.

*Sed etsi nullaratione indagetur, nullo sermone explicetur, verum tamen est quod antiquitus veraci
fide catholica praadicatur et creditur per ecclesiam totam; queefilios fidelium nec exorcizaret, nec
exsufflaret, si non eos de potestate tenebrarum et a principe mortis erueret, etc.

*Si enim hominem eum tantummodo ex Maria esse dicis et in bapti smate spiritum percepisse, ergo
per profectum filius videbitur et non per naturam. Si tamen tibi concedam dicere, secundum
profectum esse filium quasi hominem factum, hominem vere esse opinaris, id est, qui caro et
sanguis sit?

*Si unus deus Christus, Christus autem deus, pater est Christus, quia unus deus; si non pater sit
Christus, dum et deus filius Christus, duo dii contra scripturas introducti videantur.

*Sicut sancti evangelii quattuor libros, sic quattuor concilia suscipere et venerari me fateor.

*Simplices quique, ne dixerim imprudentes et idiotag quae maior semper pars credentium est,
guoniam et ipsa regula fidei a pluribus diis sseculi ad unicum et verum deum transfert, non
intelligentes unicum quidem, sedcumsua

*Tenebit igitur hunc modum in scripturis canonicis, ut eas quaeab omnibus accipiuntur ecclesiis
catholicis, pragoonat eis quas quasdam non accipiunt; in iisvero quaenon accipiuntur ab omnibus,
pragoonat eas, quas plures gravioresgque accipiunt eis, quas pauciores minorisque auctoritatis
ecclesieetenent. Si autem alias invenerit a pluribus, aias a gravioribus haberi, quamguam hoc
facile inveniri non possit, aggualis tamen auctoritatis eas habendas puto.

*Unde deus clamat: Stulte, hac nocte vocaris.

» Unicum deum non alias putat credendum, quem si ipsum eundemque et patrem et filium et spiritum
s. dicat.

*Universitatis nostreecaro est factus.

*Unus est in cado deus dei, terreemarisque, Quem Moyses docuit ligno pependisse pro nobis

Ut et filius hominis esset filius dei, naturam in se universae carnis assumpsit, per quam effectus
veravitis genusin se universaepropaginis tenet.

*Ut sic divisos diceremus, quomodo iactitatis, tolerabilius erat, duos divisos quam unum deum
versipellem pragdicare

*Utinam,” says Jerome, “tam nostra confirmare potuisset quam facile aliena destruxit.

 Utuntur capitulis scripturarum quaede Christo veluti de homine edocent, quaeautem ut deo dicunt
ea vero non accipiunt, legentes et nullo modo intellegentes

*Valde perfectos et irreprehensibiles in omnibus eos volebant esse

*Visetiam per me scire, utrum dei flatusillein Adam idem ipse sit anima. Breviter respondeo, aut
ipse est aut ipso animafactaest. Sed s ipse est, factus est
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eaculpa

eactus medicinalis

*ad absurdum

*ad hoc

« affectiones humanae

saffectus

«afflatus divinus

aiud a patre

ediusapatre

earticuli puri et mixti

sarticulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiee

eassumptio carnis

sauctoritas

sauctoritas ecclesiarum orientalium

cauditores

*bona opera

scadeste iudicium

ecaput et origo traditionis

ecaro

ecausa

«communem fidem affirmant

ecompassus est pater filio

»complexus oppositorum

*CONSEeNsuUS

*CONSEeNsUS patrum

scontra

*COrpus permixtum

*COrpus verum

*culpa subjectum reddidit

scultus

sCuravit

edeitas patris

edelenda erat culpa, sed nisi per sacrificium deleri non poterat. Quaarendum erat sacrificium, sed
quale sacrificium poterat pro absolvendis hominibus inveniri? Neque etenim iustum fuit, ut pro
rationali homine brutorum animalium victimaecaaderentur . . . Ergo requirendus erat homo . . . qui
pro hominibus offerri debuisset, ut pro rationali creatura rationalis hostia mactaretur. Sed quid
guod homo sine peccato inveniri non poterat, et oblata pro nobis hostia quando nos a peccato
inundate potuisset, si ipsahostiapeccati contagio non careret? Ergo ut rationalis esset hostia, homo
fuerat offerendus: ut vero a peccatis mundaret hominem, homo et sine peccato. Sed quis esset sine
peccato homo, si ex peccati commixtione descenderet. Proinde venit propter nosin uterum virginis
filius dei, ibi pro nobis factus est homo. Sumpta est ab illo natura, non culpa. Fecit pro nobis
sacrificium, corpus suum exhibuit pro peccatoribus, victimam sine peccato, quee et humanitate
mori et iustitia mundare potuisset.

*deo satisfacere
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derivatio

sdescendit ad inferna

«deum talia passum, Ut enuntietur crucifixus conditor orbis

*deus

edicta patrum

«dissensiones quaestionesgue Sabellianorum silentur

edivineetraditionis caput et origo

«dixit deus. Induam me carne . . . et erit omnis homo tamguam deus non secundum naturam sed
secundum participationem.

edonum superadditum

*duaesubstantisg una persona

secclesia

*epistula fundamenti

eet qui unum eundemque contendunt patrem et filium, iam incipiunt dividere illos potius quam
unare; talem monarchiam apud Valentinum fortasse didicerunt, duos facere lesum et Christum.

*ex nobis accepit quod proprium offeret pro nobis . . . sacrificium de nostro obtulit

sex patre

eex professo

figura

ofilius

ofiliusdel

ofilius hominis

«forum publicum

egubernaculum interpretationis

*habitus

*hic erat Omnipotens

hic erat venturus, commixtus sanguine nostro, ut videretur homo, sed deus in carne latebat . . .
dominus ipse veniet.

*homo

*homo nudus et solitarius

sidiotes

eigitur si propterea eundem et patrem et filium credendum putaverunt, ut unum deum vindicent
etc.

eignis purgatorius

*inloco

*in puris naturalibus

*in sua extollentia separabat trinitatem

einquis, duo dii praadicuntur.

*ipsa spes tota, deo credere, qui ligno pependit

eipso facto

olex

olittersepacis

*malain ordinem redacta faciunt decorem universi

*mala poanee
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emaledictorum se obtulit morti, ut maledictionem legis solveret, hostiam se ipsum voluntarie
offerendo.

*melioris notae

*merita

emortuus est non ex divina, sed ex humana substantia.

emutatis mutandis

enatura

*nolens-volens

enostralex = nostrareligio

«offerre

*OMnia peccata paria esse

«omnipotens Christus descendit ad suos electos

*passio suscepta voluntarie est, officio ipsa satisfactura poenali

*passiones

*pater

o perfecti

*personge

*persona

epiafraus

*placare deum, satisfacere deo per hostias

eportio

*post tempus pater natus et pater passus, i pse deus, dominus omnipotens, | esus Christus praadicatur

eprimus inter pares

eprius

*pro

*pro munere in superno altari quod est in codis

*pro peccato

epromereri

epromereri deum

e propterea quod nascetur sanctum, vocabitur filius dei; caro itaque nata est, caro itaque erit filius
dei.

*quaemajor misericordia quam quod pro nostris flagitiis se pragbuit immolandum, ut sanguine suo
mundum levaret, cuius peccatum nullo alio modo potuisset aboleri.

*qui se Callistusita docuit Sabellianum, ut arbitrio suo sumat unam personam esse trinitatis.

equiaipsum patrem sibi filium appellatum dicebant, ex quibus Marcion traxit errorem

*Quia peccata nostra suscepit, peccatum dictus est

equid est enim, dices, sermo nisi vox et sonus oris et sicut grammatici

equid pro quo

equis deus est ille, quem nos crucifiximus

equoad litteram

equod Originesfilium dei deipsade substantia natum dixerit, id est, p

equod et homo et deus Christus

*quod facit Valentinus, etc.
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equod in eo ex virgine creando efficax dei sapientia et virtus exstiterit, et in nativitate eius divinae
prudentiseet potestatis opus intellegatur, sitque in eo efficientia potius quam natura sapientice

*rabies theologorum

eratio

eredimere a culpa

eregulee

eregula

eregulafidel

ereligio publica

religios

erequiter

srestitutio

erestitutio carnis

esancti et docti homines

*sapientia habitavit in eo, sicut et habitamus et nos in domibus

o satisfacere deo

o satisfactiones

sschola

*SCriptura canonica certis suis terminis continetur

*secundum hominem

*sed remisso Alexandro cum suis syllogismis, etiam cum Psalmis Va entini, quos magnaimpudentia,
quas idonei alicuius auctoris interserit.

*sedes apostolicee

*sedes apostolica

*sermo del

*sermo filius natus est, qui non in sono percussi &ris aut tono coactaede visceribus vocis accipitur.

eservile peccati iugum discutere

*sign. manus

esign. sinus

esignaculum oris

esignaculum oris, manus, and sinus

esimplices et rudes

esimplicitas doctrinae

+solitudinem faciunt, pacem appellant

eSpiritus

estat pro ratione voluntas

sstatus quo ante

substantia

*substantia divina— homo

*substantia humana

*SUCCESSI 0 episcoporum

*summum bonum

sterrapromissionis

stestes veritatis

248



History of Dogma - Volume Il Adolf Harnack

stitubabit fides, si divinarum scripturarum vacillat auctoritas
eturpitudo litteraead decorem intelligentiaespiritalis

sturpitudo litterrae

eunde ipsum evangelium coepit praadicari

eunicum imperium

eut caro, quaepeccaverat, redimeretur

eut quia solvi non queunt divina decreta, persona magis quam sententia mutaretur.
eut sic duos divisos diceremus, quomodo iactitatis etc.
evalidius donum factum est libertatis, quam debitum servitutis.
svanissimi Monarchiani

sviaeminentise

evianegationis

sviceversa

svicini apostolorum

svisinertise

svitee

svota
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