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INTRODUCT[ON.

——

AM not the translator or editor of the present volume, but
I have compared it here and there with previous transla-
tions, and can say with confidence, so far as I have been able
to form a judgment, that the Preface of the Editor, who has
agsked me to take the responsibility of commending it to the
English reader, does not overstate its claims. The half-
metaphysical, half-theological terms in which Dr. Hagenbach’s
work abounds are rendered with greater precision ; the style
is clearer and more flowing. It seems to me altogether a
more readable book than any previous translation.

The importance of sych a book in its bearing on the work
of those who have to enter on the work, not only, or chiefly, of
preaching the Gospel to the poor, but of dealing with the
intellectual difficulties which in many cases hinder cultivated
minds from receiving that Gospel in its fulness, and tracing
the underlying unity of the faith of Christendom below the
manifold variations which its history presents, can hardly, I
imagine, be overtated.

The first impression made on us by the study of the
history of dogma in the Christian Church is, it may be freely
admitted, disheartening and bewildering. ,We are almost
tempted, as was the Master of Scoffing, of whom Bacon
speaks! (Rabelais), to, label it, as with a cynical despair, as
“The Morris Dance of Heretics,” each sect and party having
“a diverse posture or cringe;” and to feel that it is true not only
of “atheists and profane persons,” but of many earnest seekers
after truth, that “ when they hear of so many discordant and
contrary opinions in religion; it doth avert them from the
Church,”—yes, and not from the Church only,—*and maketh
them to sit down in the chair of the secorners” We ask,as

1 Essay 111, Qf Unity in Religion.
A 7
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‘we read the wild speculations of a Basilides or a Swedenborg,

‘perhaps even as we enter into the more systematic teaching
of an Augustine or an Aquinas,—Who i is this that dalkeneth
counsel by words without knowledge ? It is well if we do
not pass on td that other question which came from a jesting
or a despairing Pilate, What is truth ?

With that scepticism, which we cannot deny to be, in part
at least, the result of the study of the history of dogma, there
comes, however, a gain which almost counterbalances it. We
learn a larger charity and a wider tolerance. If we do not
wrap ourselves up in the Lucretian serenity of one who looks
out on the wanderings of men in the labyrinth of error, on
their strifes and battles in a land of shadows, on their perilous
voyages across the stormy sea, driven to and fro by every
.blast of doctrine, with a supercilious satisfaction, we at least
learn to look with pity rather than with horror. We understand
each of the contending parties. in this or that controversy
better than they understand each other. 'We see the shield
both on its gold and its silver side, and discern, not seldom,
that men have been disputing about words and names, which
they left vague and undefined, or which they defined with an
over-sharp preciseness, while they were in reality of one
mind and heart in all that is essential. We ask ourselves
whether, in these larger and wider thoughts, we are not, at
least, drawing' a little nearer to the wisdom of the Divine
Jjudgment, and the anathemas of passion and of prejudice are
hushed as in the calm of the eternal Charity.

And the teaching of the history of the controversies of the
past is surely not without its bearing upon those of the
present, We learn the limits of our knowledge, and turn
back from pushing our inquiries beyond the region of the
knowable. What Bacon well calls the “vermiculate ques-
tions ” that swarm, the “maggots of corrupted texts,” in the
hot thoughts and distempered imagination of the solitary
dreamer, are seen in their right proportions, some of them as
belonging to the “infinitely little,” which lies below the care
of the wise of heart, some to the “infinitely great,” which he
cannot hope to fathom so long as he knows only “in part,”
and sees “ through a glass darkly.” We are content to trace
the course of men’s thoughts in such matters as part of the
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intellectual history of mankind, to connect them in their '
genesis and development with the movements of religious and
philosophical thought of which they form a- part, with the
temperament and personal experience of those who have been
their chief exponents, with the influence of their education,
and the subtle differences that distinguish one race or nation
from another. We learn that, in the evolution of the forms
of faith and speculative thought, theré has been something like
a law of the “ survival of the fittest,” analogous to that which
students of. nature recognize in the evolutions of the forms of
organized and animated structures, and we see how step by step
the thoughts of men have widened with the years, and have
become indefinitely nearer approximations to what it is given
to man to know of the Being, the attributes, the mind and
_will of the Eternal. " One by one the voices that were loud
and clamorous in the strife of tongues, and made sad the
hearts of the righteous, whom God had not made sad, have
ceased to echo in our ears. The Papal theories of Infalli-’
bility and Transubstantiation, of Purgatory and Indulgences,
are seen to form no parts of the “faith once delivered to the
saints,” to have no claims to the character even of develop-
ments of that faith, but to have sprung from the early admix-
ture of germs of error, and the half-truths which are the
most perilous forms of error, with the truth of God, and
which it is our work to distinguish and reject. The dogmatic
systems of the Fathers and the Schoolmen, and even of the’
Reformers, are seen to inelude the traditions of men as well
as the truths of the divine Word, and we are learning slowly
but surely to separate the chaff from the wheat. And in
that separating and sifting process the history of the dogmas,
.their rise, development, and in many eases their decay, is ‘a
help with which we cannet afford te dispense. In the words |
which have been chosen as a motto for this volume, words’
not the less true because they come from the 'lips of one
whose criticisms ended in negation, Die wahre Kritik des
Dogmea, ist seine Geschichte. -

Nor need the student who is earnestly seeking to know
the truth which shall make him free, fear lest the result of
the study of that history should ouly throw him back upon -
an attitude of sceptical indifference. Rather will he recognize,
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'in' the very multiplicity and variety. of opinions which have
from time to time crystallised round the nucleus of the words
and facts in which Christendom recognizes that it has received
a revelation from God, a proof of the power of those words

v and facts over the thoughts and feelings of mankind. A new
element was thus introduced into the world’s history mightier
than any that had gone before or have followed it. There will
surely follow upon this thought the conviction that the words
and facts themselves must be a worthier object of study than
any comments or after-thoughts or inferences from them.
The study of any one exhaustive system of theology—such,
for instance, as the Summa Theologiea of Aquinas, or the
Institutes of Calvin—may narrow a man’s thoughts, and lead
him to substitute the traditions or speculations of men for the
living oracles of God. The study of many such systems in
their successive developments will throw him back upon that
of the divine Word. A revived and purified Exegesis is the
natural outcome of the history of dogmas.

The value of Dr, Hagenbach’s History of Doctrines has been
amply attested by the demand, which from 1841 to the
present time has been met by five successive editions. In
English theological literature we have, indeed, scarcely any
work that can even be compared with it. Dictionaries of
religions, sects, and dpctrines have, indeed, appeared from time
to time in varying degrees of completeness, in which the
student might find an account of this or that school of opinions.
In works like Newman’s Arians, or,Oxenham’s Catholic Doc-
trine of the Atonement, we have had elaborate monographs on
single districts of the vast region that lies before us; but a
survey of the whole country, tracing, as it were, its physical
geography, and the ‘successive changes by which its features
have been moulded and fashioned into their present form, we
may well note as still among the desiderata of our theology.

The excellence of Dr, Hagenbach’s work may, indeed, in
some degree be measured by its defects, A single glance will
show the English student that it is not a volume in which he
may look to find light or pleasant reading. It is essentially
German in its method eand its form, in its exhaunstive fulness,
its philosophical terminology, its disregard of the graces of
composition. The references under every paragraph are almost

L]
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like the catalogue of a library, The reader has to overcome
some difficulties before he.finds himself at home. And yet
it is believed that few persons who make the effort will find
themselves disappointed. Let the student take, for example,
such a subject as the Doctrine of the Atonement, or the
Eschatology of the early Church, and compare what he finds
in Hagenbach with any of the controversial treatises on eithet
point with which he has been hitherto familiax, .and I cannot
doubt that the result will be, that he will find in this volume
far more than all the facts-and theories which he finds in
them, that he will rise from its perusal with a mind more fully
stored and a clearer judgment, and, it may be hoped, also with
a larger charity,
E. H, PLUMPTRE, D.D.

February 21, 1880,
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ENGLISH EDITOR'S PREFACE.

P .

HE object and method of this work are sufficiently

L described in the author’s prefaces; and the reception
already accorded to it in Germany, in England, and in
America, has proved its claim to be the most useful of all
the manuals hitherto published on the Hlstory of Christian
Doctrine.

The first edition, which appeared in 1841, was translated
by Mr. C. W. Buch, and was published in the Foreign
Theological Library in 1846. A second edition and a third
of this translation were subsequently put forth, with additions
from the second German edition. An eminent American
‘theologian, Dr. H. B. Smith, made additions. to Mr. Buch’s
translation, ¢mbodying the whole of the fourth German
edition, and giving ¢he titles of many works bearing upon
the subject of Christian Doctrine. Dr. Smith has, in the
judgment of Dr. Hagenbach, made unnecessary additions to
the literature. It is perhbaps natural that an English editor
should -think more favourably of Dr. Smith’s work, particu~
larly as his contributions refer, for the most part, to books
publisked in England and America; and he has made free use
of his references. v ) |

Since the publication of Dr. Smith’s translation, the author
put forth, shortly before his death, a fifth edition, containing
a considerable number of additions, some of less, some of
greater importance.

The book now presented to' the public is, therefore, the
work of many years and of many hands. It may be con-

 fidently asserted that it Is much more complete, and very
. 13
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much more accurate, than any edition which has hitherto
appeared. The translation has been carefully revised; and
the whole of the last edition is here, for the first- time, pre-
sented in English. The mode of quoting the authorities
adduced has been made more uniform, and the quota-
tions are given with much greater accuracy. Besides the
additions of previous editors, some further contributions have
been made to the literature, chiefly by indicating newer
editions of the works referred to, and-adding any works of
importance that have recently appeared. These additions are
kept within as narrow limits as possible, for the reason given
in the author’s preface. It will be understood that the parts
in brackets have been added by the various editors. '

If it shall appear that the work is still incomplete and
imperfect, the critical reader will yet find that much has been
done. If the present edition be compared with any previous
one, it will be seen that there is hardly a page in which
many correétions, emendations, and additions are not found.
The editor is confident that those who are the most com-
petent to criticize, will be the most ready to acknowledge
what has actually been accomplished.

The reader should be informed that a new and improved
edition of Dr. Herzog's “Real-Encyklopidie” (so often quoted
in these pages) is now in course of publication. The
dictionaries of Christian Biography and Christian Antiquity,
now being published under the editorship of Dr. W. Smith,
will be found to be of great value.



AUTHOR'S INTRODUCTION TO THE
FIRST EDITION. '

——p—

N consequence of the careful, and, to a certain extent,
profound treatment which the history of dogma has in
later times received, there has arisen a more urgent necessity
for uniting the abundant results of these searching inquiries;
as far as possible, into a harmonious whole,~a task which, in
view of the richness of the available materials, and in com-
parison with the incompleteness of earlier performances, may
appear easy, but which, in comparison with the higher require-
ments of our time, will appear so difficult that he who under-
takes it may well despair of the possibility of attaining even
approximately the aim which he has set before himself.

As far at least as this attempt. is concerned, I beg that
it may be considered and judged only as such. It is the
simple result of many years’ teaching in the department
of the History of Doctrine, and a further realization of
the idea which I indicated twelve years ago in the hastily
sketched tables then published. The leading paragraphs were
dictated to my hearers; the commentaries have been drawn
partly from excerpts, partly from reflections and observations
carried further, and they both need a more exact completion
in oral lectures. The same motive which led me to pursue
this method in delivering lectures, now, after many years of
hesitancy and delay, has decided the publication of this text-
book. Of the existing manuals, with all their merits, none
satisfied me in respect of method ; and intercourse with com-
petent judges has taught me that it has fared with others as
with myself,

15



xvi AUTHOR’S INTRODUCTION TO THE FIRST EDITION.

To begin with Miinscher : the handbook (and of this only
can we speak here) has certainly gained in material utility
by the industrious elaboration of won Colln and his succes-
sors, especially by the rich collection. of quotations, But
the conscientiousness with which von Colln retained the plan
of Miinscher, which is in many ways defective, and from
which Neudecker for the first time deviated in the treatment
of the last period, was by no means advantageous to the book.
The division into three periods is certainly too general, and
the isolated position which the portion on “the kingdom of
Jesus and the angels” occupies from the other principal
divisions of doctrinal theology, has astonished others as well as
myself. We cannot complain that the customary enumeration
of loci was departed from (which I have attempted myself, for
good reasons, in the second period); but that this, which was
apparently the original plan, is immediately abandoned, and
is by no means thoroughly carried out. At the beginning we
seem to enter the grounds of an English park; but scarcely
have we made a few steps forward when we find ourselves
again in the wide path of a trim French garden. Moreover, the
dogmatic point of view which Miinscher assumed in his time
" can no longer be ours, and tlhis not only because of our dis-
inclination to do homage either to a fashion of philosophy or
of theology, but because we recognize the duty, in representing
historical facts, of considering the needs of the present and
the signs of the times. )

In this respect the handbook of Baumgarten-Crusius has
unmistakeable advantages over that of Minscher. But that
which makes his work inferior to Miinscher’s in practical
utility, especially for students, is its want of elasticity,
which the author himself acknowledges (page vi. of the
Introduction).  Besides, the division into the genmeral and
particular history of dogma is an inconvenient one, as it
renders the reference of the whole to the particular difficult,
a defect from which Adugust’s handbook suffers, which
besides, with all its earlier merits, may be considered almost
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too slight for the present requiréments of science. - The
same may be asserted still more unhesitatingly of 'Berthold¢
- and Bupertt. Lenz has pursued a more practical aim. Among
the most recent Protestant works, I became acquainted with
that of Engelhardt shortly before the conclusion of my sketch
in manuscript; and, on the other hand, with that. of Meier
‘during the printing. While, however, we acknowledge the
learning displayed in Engelhardfs history of dogma, and
nothing else was to be expected from so thorough a student,
the work could little satisfy the demands of those who wish
to have a leading thread through the labyrinth of opinions,'
by means of which they may guide themselves in: the con-
fusion, T at Jeast must confess that I have not gained a clear
view of the author’s plan. What special path does he find
for himself through the widely extended history of heresies to
the history of dogma ?

On the other hand, T have been much interested in
Meier's idea of combining together the general and par-
ticular history of dogma in such & manner that the special
history of a dogma appears, when it brings a new movement
into the whole, so that the earlier history of the develop-
ment of any particular doctrine, hifherto concealed from the
reader, is recovered in the later periods of its particular
growth. This is indisputably advantageous to its artistic
treatment. Stiffness and dulness are avoided, the survey of
the whole is rendered easy, and only the consideration that
the strict synchronistical treatment would be more suitable
for the systematic, progréssive, and methodi¢ instruction that
enters thoroughly into details, and ‘which beginners in know-
ledge require before everything, has made me overcome my
regret at not having attempted a sitnilar method from my own
pomt of view.

. How far I have succeeded in bringing that which I failed
to find in the earlier productions known to me, in any way
nearer' to the ideal which arose before me, and in what

relation this handbook of mine will stand to the one which
Hacexne. Hist, DocT. 1. b :
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has just appeared, it does not become me to judge. But I
may cerfainly acknowledge, that I shall rejoice if my en-
deavours find some recognition along with those of the others.
Every man has received Ads own gift; and even in the
department of science and the Church all are not intended
for one and the same service. If it is permitted to others,
through greater richness of knowledge, through keener
criticism, and through deeper views into the essence and
connection of divine things, to instruct the wise and learned,
and out of their own special resources to erect a royal build-
ing which overtops whole races, yet I am willing to render
some assistance in the degree appointed to me, without sinking
thereby to a thoughtless carrier. Seme one said to me once
of my Encyclopedia (whether rightly, I leave to be_decided),
that it was a genuine student’s book. If this can be said
with any propriety of this history of dogmas, I shall be per-
fectly contented. Convivis, non coquis, should be the motto
of every academic teacher. It is at least mine.

Most of the substance of this manual belongs to the investi-
gations of others, whose footsteps I have conscientiously
followed as far as possible to the original sources; yet I hope
that here and there, where they might be least expected, the
traces of my own inquity and independent combination will
be met with. In the quotation of authorities I have en-
deavoured to keep the mean between a superfluity confusing
to the eye, and an excessive scantiness. I have purposely
also, in 6rder to avoid printing what has been already printed,
often referred to Miinscher, von Colln ; and, on the other hand,
have introduced a considerable number of passages which are’
not to be found there. Naturally I could not quite avoid
coinciding with him and others (e.g. G<eseler) in some, espe-
cially the principal passages. At times it has also seemed to
me more serviceable to give a summary of the meaning’
instead of the words of the author, and now and then instead
of the original passage to give sometimes a more free, some- '
times a more literal translation, as the connpection required.
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T have also, as far as possible, referred to the best monographs
or to books of extracts. In the literature of the subject there
are certainly some gaps left; but I confess that I set mo
particular value on the ‘mere quotation of the titles of books
"which it is often necessary to copy from others. In this
respect there is abundance of cheap and useless work in our
German literature. The signs ® (for particularly good books
and editions) t (for Catholic authors) are well known. _

As to the theological point of view which I have taken, I
consider it the less necessary to explain myself at large, as it
will be shown by the work itself; and this ought to be the
case in a historical work, where the subjectivity of the historian
should not make itself prominent at the expense of truth and
justice, nor entirely deny itself at the expense of freedom and
vivacity: The time is past when (to speak with Mosheim) in
the Church teachers one saw “ only dark and walled-up heads,”
and in the history of dogma “only a lumber-room of human
follies and foolish’ opinions,” as Rosenkranz expresses it. But
we are almost in danger of falling into the opposite extreme
(as de Wette laments in the preface to the third edition of his
Dogmatic); while some would like to adorn afresh, and set
- up as venerable, that which properly belongs to the lumber- -
room ; and others, by arbitrary interpretations and inventions,
seek to make clear forcour time that which certainly belongs
as well to the darker ages as to the darker provinces of thought
and feeling. '

It is exceedingly difficult for any one, especially in our
time, to preserve the exact mean here. The individual stands
more or less under the influence of his time. It is indeed
truly said that the history of the world is the judgment of
the world. But what mortal ventures to accomplish it? To
the judgment of the world belongs alse,- on the ground of
history, the resurrection of the dead; and with this also it
has its own difficulties. 'While some (to continue the idea of
the history of dogma) would, like the Gnostics, conjure up the
" spirits and let them swim in the ideal pleroma, in whi¢h every-
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‘thing finds a place which can assume a decorous spiritual
~ form; others would, with St. Jerome, awake, if possible, the
nailg and- hair, the skin and bone of the old Church theology
from the dead, and carry it all into the heaven which they
grant and promise as sufficient only for themselves and their
followers.

But we hope with St. Paul that God in His wisdom will
transfigure the mortal into the immortal, and will give to the
thinking spirit the body which belongs torit. May He give
a joyful resurrection to our theology, and send to it the Spirit
which guides into all truth.

Written between Easter and Whitsuntide, 1840.

THE AUTHOR.
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LAST GERMAN EDITION.

——

FTER nearly ten years this handbook, which I sent out

for the first time in the year 1840 into the learned, or

rather into the studious world, now appears, in a fifth edition,

before the tribunal of the public. I hope that the correcting

hand will not be missed, even if criticism still finds room

enough for corrections, completions, and improvements, both

in form and in contents. For these I shall always be
grateful,

Besides the numerous meonographs, of which unfortunately
some were known to me too late, and others not at all, I
hayve made use, as far as they extend, of the “Lectures on
the History of Christian Doctrine,” by F. Ch. Baur, which
have appeared since. I must be pleased with the judgment
which is there passed on. my handbook (p. 130), inasmuch
as in the introduction to the first edition I described my
position as being principally one of reference, as collecting
together the results of science, and disavowed the glory of
an . original inquirer who goes forth to new discoveries.
Whether, however, I have, by allowing others to speak
instead of myself, in the explanatory ‘comments on the
patagraphs, when thetr words appeared accurative and
expressive, sunk my work to a “mere collection of mate-
rials” on this point others may decide. But as regards the
utility of the book, at least for the purpose which it was
intended to subserve, ,the result has already decided. At
least I can console myself for the reproach that in my work

2t .
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the  independent productive spirit is wanting;” for I am still
-of the opinien, that the historian has mot independently to
produce,—that is to say, to make histories,—but simply and
objectively to furnish as clear and faithful a report as possible
of the products of each period, and also to point out its inner
connection, but not a prior: to construct it.

1 observe also that the latest English translation of my
handbook (Text-book of the History of Doctrines, by Henry
Smith, Professor in' New York, -1861) has received many
valuable additions from the hand of the translator, but espe-
cially in relation to the literature. --Yet I have made use of
these but sparingly, because, on the principle of suum cuique
I did not wish to enrich myself from other men’s property.
At the proper places, I have indicated the rich English litera-
ture, which will, however, be little accessible to my Glerman
readers. I would much rather have lightened the ballast of
title-pages than increased it unnecessarily.

In conclusion, may this handbook remain a guide to studious
youth through the province of scientific doctrinal- history,
which is now- ever more industriously and carefully cultivated.
The more thoroughly and universally this is prosecuted, the
less will the cry of “No more dogma,” which is how heard
from certain sides, find its justification; but rather a new
incitement and stimulus will be given to a study of Christian
doctrine, corresponding to the requirements of seience.

THE AUTHOR.

. Baser, Nevember 1866.
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4

INTRODUCTION,

——

Comp. Hagenbach, Encyklopidie, 7te Aufl. s. 253 .  Th. Kliefoth, Einle(itung
in die Dogmengeschichte, Parchim 1839, . Dortenback, Die Methode
der Dogmengesch. in the Studien und Kritiken, 1842, Kiing, in Herzog's
Encykloptidie, under Dogmengeschichte. ~Baur, Vorlesungen iiber die
Dogmeng. 1865. [Baur, Lehrbuch der christ, Dogmeng. 1867. Nitzsch,
Grundriss der chr. Dogmeng. Einleit. 1870, - Shedd, Hist. of Christ.
Doctrine, Introd. 1872, Baur’s works distinguished thus in reff, Forles,

- has vol. in Rom, numerals. Lekrd. has only the page.]

§ 1
Definition.

Tug History of Doctrines is that branch of theological science
which exhibits the gradual development and definite shaping
of the substance of the Christian faith into doctrinal state-
ments® (definitions, dogmas) (1). It also sets forth the
different forms which this system of doctrines has assumed
in the course of history; the changes it has undergone as
influenced by the culture of different periods; and it likewise
illustrates the religious significance which it has always main-
tained, as the imperishable kernel in the midst of all these
transformations (2).

(1) On the meaning of the word Soyua (statutum, decretum,
praeceptum, placitum), see Suicer, Thesaurus, sub voce, Miin-
~ scher, Lehrbuch der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, edit. by
von Colln, s. 1. Baumgarten-Crusius, Lehrbuch der christlichen
Dogmengesch. s. 1. Augusti, Dogmengeschichte, § 1.  Klee,

1 [Lehrgehalt = didactic contents, into Lehrbegriff = doctrinal notions or
system. ] ' .
Hacexs, Hist. Doot. L A
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Dogmengeschichte, Prolegomena. Nifzsch, System der christ-
lichen Lehre, 6th ed. s. 52, 7th ed. s. 254 ff.  Hagenbach,
Encykl, 4th ed. s. 240 ff. J. P. Lange, Dogmatik, s 2.
Glieseler and Neander, Dogmengesch. 8. 1 ff  The word Soypa
signifies, in the first place: decree, edict, statute. Comp. (Sept.
vers,) Dan, ii. 13, vi. 8; Esth. iii. 9; 2 Mace. x. 2; and in
the New Testament, Luke ii, 1; .Acts xvil. 7 (where it has
a political sense only); Acts xvi. 4 (used in a theological sense,
denoting the apostolical rule for the Gentile Christians)’; Eph.
ii. 15; Col. ii. 14 (in these passages it has a theological sense,
not referring to Christian belief and Christian doctrine, but to
the Old Testament Jewish ordinances; comp. Winer, Gram-
matik des Neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms, 5th ed. s. 250,
6th ed. 8. 196 [7th ed. translated by Moulton, 1877, p. 275],
and Neander, Le.). Its use in the sense of substance of the
Christian faith cannot be established with certainty from any
passage in the N. T.; the words employed to express this
idea are: edayyéhiov, kijprypa, Aoyos Tob Oeod, etc. In the
writings of the Stoics, oyua (decretum, placitum) signifies:
theoretical principle. Marcus Aurelius els éavr. 2, 3: Taird
cov dprérw, del Siypara éoTtw. Cic Quaest. Acad. iv. 9:
Sapientia neque de se ipsa dubitare debet, neque de suis
decretis quée philosophi vocant Séyuara. Semeca, Ep. 95,
distinguishes decrees (8éypata) from precepts. . The former
alone are regarded by him as the root and first cause
(decretum) of philosophy. Decreta sunt quee muniant, qu®
securitatem nostram tranquillitatemque tueantur, quee totam
vitam totamque rerum naturam contineant. With this signi-
fication is ¢onnected the usage of the teachers of the Church,
who first in the sphere of Christianity employed the word
Séyua (also with the predicate 7o feiov) to designate the whole
substance of doctrine. Compare the passages from Jgnatius
(Ep. ad Magn. c. 13), Clement of Alex. (Paed. I. 1, Strom.
viii. p. 924, ed. of Potter), Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret,
ete, in Suicer, Thesaurus, sub voce. These teachers also
sometimes called the opinions of heretics Soypata, with the
epithet uvoapd, or others of similar import, but more frequently
Sofas, voijpara ; comp. Klee, lc. Cyril of Jerusalem (Cat. 4, 2)
already makes a distinction between the dogmatic and the
moral, and understands by 8dyma that which relates to faith
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(conception); by mpédfus, that which refers to moral action:
‘0 1is BeogePeias Tpémos éx Sbo Tovrey cuvésTnre SoyudTwy
evoePav kal mpafewv dyabdv. The former are the source of
the laiter, In a similar way Seneca describes the dogmas as
the elements of which the body of wisdom is composed, as the
heart of life (see above). Thus Socrates (Hist. Eccl. ii. 44)
says of Bishop Meletius of Antioch: ITepi 8dyparos Siané-
yeolas tmeperlfero, povmy 8¢ Ty 40y Sidackaliay Tols
axpoatals mpoorjkew. (Scribendum videtur mpooeiyer vel
mwpociiyew, Vales) 8o, too, Gregory of Nyssa says of Christ
and His mode of teaching, Ep. 6 : diawpdv yap els 8vo mpw
T@v yproTiavéy wokirelay, els Te T6 HOikdv pépos Kail els T
Soyudray axpietav. According to Cheysostom, too (Hom. 27
in Joh. iii), Christianity requires along with the dp86rys
Soyudrwy & molitelay Uyiaivovoav. A peculiar definition of
déypa is given by Basil, De Spiritu S. ¢. 27 : "AA\o ydp Séypa
kal E\o wifpuypa’ TO pev ydp cwwmiTar, Té 8¢ Kknpiyuata
Snuocieveras (esoteric and exoteric doctrine). According to
Eusebius (Adv. Mare. i 4), Marcellus had already used the
word 8éyua in the sense of a human, subjective opinion: T%
100 SoypaTos Svopa dvlpurmivys Exerail Bovhis Te rai qvduns.
Only in modern times (Nitzsch says, since Diderlein) did the
nsage become general, in accordance with which 8éyua does
not designate ipsa doctrina, so much a8 senfentia alicujus
doctoris, that is, doctrinal opinion instead of doctrinal con-
ception. With this explanation of the word is intimately
connected the definition of the idea of the science of the
History of Doctrines, as well as its value and mode of treat-
ment. (Comp. § 10, and Gieseler's Dogmengeschichte, s. 2.)
[Gieseler here says, that dogma desighates a doctrine, which,
as essential to a true faith, claims acceptance among all
Christians. The dogmas of any Church express its views of
what is essential in the Christian system, in distinction from
subjective opinions,

(2) In respect to this, there is need to beware of two wrong
paths. The one is that of those who descry a perversion or
change of doctrine, in every other manner of apprehending
doctrine, in every change of expression and statement, on the
false agsumption that none but biblical terminology should be
introduced into doctrinal theology (Dogmatik), which would
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make the whole History of Doctrines only a history of
detetioration and corruption. The other extreme is that of
those who assume that there has been only a constant sound
development of truth within the Chureh, and who will not
concede that, together with sound development, diseased con-
ditions have also been generated. Genuine science has respect
to both; it finds progress, cheeks, and retrogression, legitimate
developments and those which are illegitimate. (Thus, eg,
it would be incorrect to reject the doctrines of the Trinity, of
Original Sin, of the Sacraments, etc., -because these exact
expressions do not ocour in the Bible; although we may
lawfully inquire whether foreign ideas may not have crept in
with such definite formulas; for with the development of a
doctrine also grows the danger of contracting or of exaggerat-
ing it.) - We must, then, distingnish between the formation,
the deformation, and the reformation of dogma; and this last,
again, is different from mere restoration and repristination.

It is here that the point of view of the Catholic and of the
Protestant in relation to the History of Doctrines differs.
According to the former, dogma has been developed under
the constant guidance of the Divine Spirit, and whatever is
unsound has been rejected under the form of heresy; so that
we cannot really speak of a proper development of doctrine
(compare the remarkable concession of Hermes of Bonn, as
cited in Neander's Dogmengeschichte, s. 28) [viz. that it is
contrary to the principles of the Catholic Church to treat the
history of doctrines as a special branch, since this presupposes
the changes made by a developing process; and, consequently,
Hermes had doubts as to reading lectures on the subject).
Protestantism, on the other hand, perpetually applies the
standard of the Scriptures to the developed dogma, and allows
it to be a doctrine of the Church only so far as it reproduces
the contents of Scripture. But it is a misunderstanding of
the Protestant principle which would lead one to reject every-
thing which is not wverbally and- liferally contained in the
Scriptures. From this standpoint, which finds the whole of
dogmatic theology already complete in the Bible, the possi-
bility of a History of Doctrines must be denied, or it must be
made to be only a history of errors.
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§ 2

The Relation of the History of Doctrines to Church History and
Dogmatic Theology. -

The History of Doctrines is a part of Church History, but
separated from it on account of its wide ramifications, and
treated as an independent science (1). It forms the transition
from Church History to ecclesiastical and dogmatic theology(2).

(1) Comp. § 16, and Hagenbach, Encyklop.s. 253ff, Church
History also treats of the History of Doctrine; but, in relation to-
the whole ecclesiastical life, it appears only as the muscles of
the living body stand forth to the eye, while the knife of the
anatomist lays them bare in the corpse, and proceeds to separate
them for scientific uses. “ The difference between the History of
Doctrines as o separate branch of theological science, and as o part
of ecclesiastical Ristory, is merely formal. For, apart from the
difference of extent, which depends on external considerations, the
subject of inwvestigation 1s the same sn both cases—different poles
of the same axis. The History of Doctrines treats of the dogma
as it developes itself in the form of definite conceptions; etclest-
astical istory views the dogme in ils relation to external events”
Huse, Ghurch History, pref. Comp. also Neander, Dogmengesch.
s. 6: “ Church History judges phenomena by their extensive, the
Hustory of Doctrines by their intensive tmportance. Events are
incorporated into Church History only as they have o diffused
influence, while the History of Doctrines goes back to the germs .
of the antagonisms” Baur (8. 2) distinguishes the History of
Doctrines and Church History in this manner, that, “ whilst
the latter concerns itself with the external side of Christian life,
the former has reference to the internal” But the inner life of
the Church, which has many other factors, is not expressed in
dogma. Baur, too, certainly regards Church History chiefly
from the standpoint of dogma, and shows less interest for its
inner life, which is not formulated in dogma. ZEbrard has
declared himself as opposed to a History of Doctrines which is
separated from Church History (Pref. to his History of the
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Church and its Doctrines, 1865, s. viii.). But there is a dis-
tinct difference between the inner development of dogma in
the laboratory of thought and the visible conflict of differing
doctrinal tendencies Wluch appears in history. The History
of Doctrines gives up to Church History the external course
of doetrinal controversies, and takes for granted that this is
already known.! .

(2) Many regard the History of Doctrines as an .appendiz
to dogmatic theology, rather than an miroduction to it; but
this arises from incorrect assumptions respecting the nature of
dogmatic theology, and from a misapprehension of its historical
character (one-sided conception of dogmati¢c theology, either
from the biblical or from the speculative point of view). The
History of Doctrines is the bridge from the sphere of historical
theology to that of didactic (systematic) theology. Ecclesi-
astical history is presupposed; dogmatic theology, both of the
present and the future, is the aim and end of its researches.
Comp. Neander, Le. 9: “ The History of Doctrines mediates
between pure apostolical Christianity and the Church of the
present, by exhibiting the development of Christian doctrine.”
[(Baur remarks, le. 8. 2, 3: “ The object (of the History of
Doctrines and doctrinal theology) s the same, but the form in
which i appears is different.  Dostrinal theology ts the stream
of the History of Doctrines come to rest.  What, in the history,
8 in @ continual state of change, doctrinal theology handles at
some particular moment as stationary.”]

§ 3.
Relation to Biblical Theology.

The History of Doctrines presupposes Biblical Theology
(the doctrines of the New Testament in particular) as its
basis; just as the general history of the Church presupposes
the life of Jesus and the apostolic age.

Those writers who reduce dogmatic theology to beblical

! Not so Baur in his lectures on the History of Doctrines, in which he mtro-
duces & good deal of Church History.
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theology, and ignore ecclesiastical theology, are consistent, in
regarding the History of Doctrines as a mere appendix’ to
biblical theology. But in our view, biblical theology is to be
considered as only the foundation of the edifice; the History
of Doctrines the history of its further construcfion ; and dog-
matic theology (as a science) is still engaged in its completion.
It is no more the object of the History of Doctrines to expound
the doctrines of the Bible, than of ecclesiastical history to give
a complete account of the life of Christ and the apostles. But
as the history of primitive Christianity is the only solid
foundation and starting-point of Church history, so the History
of Doctrines must Test upon biblical theology, beginning with
that of the New Testament, and going back to that of the Old
Testament, It is, of course, understood that the relation in
which biblical theology stands to biblical exegesis and criticism,
also applies as a standard to the History of Doctrines.

§ 4.
Relation to Symbolism.

The History of Doctrines comprises the Symbols (1) of the
Church, since it must have respect not ounly to the formation
and contents of -public confessions of faith (2), but also to the
distinguishing doctrines set forth in them (3). Symbolism
may, however, be separated from the History of Doctrines, and
treated as comparative dogmatic theology. It stands in the
same relation to the History of Doctrines as the Church
statistics of any particular period stand to the continuous
history of the Clin‘ch.

(1) On the ecclesiastical usage of the terms avuBolov
(cvuBirrew, cvuBdiesfar), comp. Swicer, Thesaurus, s.v.
p- 1084, Creuzer, Symbolik, § 16. Marheineke, christliche
Symbolik, Bd. i. near the beginning. Neander, Kirch. Gesch.
i 2, s 536. [Pelf Theol, Encyclop. 8. 456. Maximus
Taurinensis (about the year 460) says in Hom. in Symb.
p- 329: Symbolum tessera est et signaculum, quo inter
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fideles perfidosque secernitur] By ecclestastical symbols (in
the doetrinal sense of the word, but not its liturgical or artistic
sense) are meant the public confessions of faith, by which
those belonging to the same ecclesiastical communion recognize
each other, as soldiers by the watchword (tessera militaris).
Qtherwise Rufinus, expos. symb. : Symbolon greece collatio dici
potest hoc est, quod plures in unum conferunt.

(2) The older symbols of the Church (eg. the so-called
Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds) were the
shibbeleth (Judg. xii. 6) of the Catholics, as 6pposed to heretics.
It is evident that these symbols are deserving of special
consideration in the history of doctrines. The ecclesiastical
confessions are -related to the private opinions of individual
ecclesiastical teachers, as the mountain-range to the hills and
valleys of a country. They are, as it were, the watch-towers
from which the entire field may be surveyed, the principal
stations in the study of the History of Doctrines, and cannot
therefore be arbitrarily separated from it, and consigned to an
isolated department. '~ Just as little should the study of the
History of Doctrines be restricted to that of symbolism. See
Dorner, Entwicklungsgeschichte der Lehre von der Person
Christi, I. i. 8. 32 ff. [Eng. tr. p. 48]. J. P. Lange, Dogmatik,
is 32ff: “The ecclesiastical dogma has its place between
Church doctrine and the Chwrch symbols; i s their living
centre, mediating between them : and hence it can be considered
as the Church doctrine in & narrower, or as the Church symbol
in a wider sense.”

(8) Since the Reformation, the Symbols are to Protestants,
not only, as they were to the Catholic Church in ancient times,
a barrier erected against heretics,—although Protestantism
has also united with the old Church in keeping up this barrier;
but Protestants were also forced to give prominence in special
confessions to the characteristic peculiarities of their doctrine
in opposition to.the old Church. These confessions of faith,
moreover, had regard to the differences which arose out of
controversies within the pale of the Protestant Church itself
(between Lutherans and Reformed), and to other opinions at
varjance with those held by the orthodox party (Anabaptiéts,
Unitarians, and others). And so, too, the Catholics exhibited
the doctrine of their Church in a special confession of faith.



§53 TELATION TO PATRISTICS. 9

All this led to the formation of a separate branch of theo-
logical science, which was first known under the name of
Theologia Blenctica or Polemics, and in later times has taken
the more peaceful appellation of Symbolism, which last name
has not so yauch reference to the progress of the struggle itself,
as to the historical knowledge of the points at issue, and the
nature of that struggle! When the History of Do¢trines comes
to the time of the Reformation, it becomes of itself what has
been meant by the word symbolism; .. the stream of history
spreads of itself inte a sea, the quiet contemplation of the
developing process, passes over into a complicated series of
events, until these lead into a new course of development;
and thus the older History of Doctrines Is adjusted in relation
to the modern. Baumgarten-Crusius has also indicated the
necessity of uniting Symbolism and the History of Doctrines,
Dogmengesch. i. s. 14 f.  Comp. Neander, Dogmengesch. s. 7:
[Symbolism sprung from a dogmatic, and the History of
Doctrines from a historical interest: the latter has to do with
the historical process leading to the results, which Symbolism
compares, etc.]

§ 5.
Relation to Patristics.

As the History of Doctrines has to do with the history of the
doctrinal system, as being the common property of the Church,
it can consider the private views of individual Church teachers
only so far as these have had, or at least have endeavoured to
have, a real influence on the formation of the Church doctrine.

- More precise investigations as to the opinions of any one
person in conneetion with his individual characteristics, and
the influence of the former upon the latter, must be left to
Patristics (Patrology).

! Sack, however, has recently published a work on Polemies (Christliche
Polemik, Hamburg, 24 ed. 1841) as a distinct sclence, falling within the historieal

sphere of Symbolism. Comp. Hagenbach, Encykl. s. 208 ff, ; and Hase, Hand-
buch der protestentischen Polemik, Halle, 8d ed. 1871,
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On the meaning of the indefinite term Patristics as a science,
comp. Hagenbach, Encyklopidie, s. 262 ff1  Even if we enlarge
its sphere, so as to make it embrace not only the Church
teachers of the first six centuries, but all who have worked
upon the Church, either in a creative or reforming spirit,—
since Church Fathers must continue as long as the Church
(Mohler, Patfologie, s. 20),—it is evident that a large propor-
tion of patristic material must be incorporated into the History
of Doctrines ; the very study of the original documents leads to
this. But we would not maintain, with Bawmgarten-Crusius
(Dogmengeschichte, s. 12), that the History of Doctrines
already comprises the essential part of Patristics; for the
* individual characteristics, which are the essential part of the
latter, can have only a secondary place in the former. Thus
the object of the latter is to know Augustinianism, that of
Patristics to know Augustine. How the system is related to
the person? is & biographical (patrological) question: what is
its relation to the doetrine of the Church? is the question in
the History of Doctrines. The opinions, too, of individual
theologians are of importance in the History of Doctrines,
only ¢o far as they have had an appreciable influence upon
the formation of the doctrinal system, or have in some way
acted upon it. Comp. GYeseler, Dogmengesch. s. 11, and Fr.
Nitesch, Geschichtliches und Mythologisches zur Patristik
(Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theologie, 1865). On the literature of
this subject, see § 14. .

“

§ 6.

Relation to the History of Heresies and the general History
of Religion.

Since ecclesiastical dogma has, for the most part, been
developed in the conflict with heretical tendencies, it is

1 The distinction made by some writers, especially Roman Catholies, between
Patristics and Patrology (e.g. Mohler, Patrologie, s. 14), appears to be rather
arbitrary. [Protestants usually end the series of the Fathers of the Church with
the sixth century, Roman Catholics extend it to the thirteenth. The latter -
distingnish between fathers, doctors, and authors, The scholastic divines are
Doctores. ]
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evident that the History of Doctrines must also include the
History of Heresies, giving prominenece to those points which
have had an essential influence in completing or adjusting
the formation of doctrine ; or, to such as have set the doctrine
itself in a clearer light by their very antagonism (1). To
learn the inmer formation and ramifications ¢f heretical
systems themselves, appeals to a different interest, which is
met either in the so-called History of Heresies (2) or in the
general History of Religion.  Still less is it the object of the
History of Doctrines to discuss the relation between Christianity
and other forms of religion. On the contrary, it presupposes
the comparative history of religion in the same manner as
dogmatic theology presupposes apologetic theology (3).

(1) From the ecclesiastical point of view, the History of
Heresies may be compared to Pathology, the History of
Doctrines to Physiology. It is not mesnt by this that in
heresy only disease is to be found, and that full health can be
found only in that which has been established as ecclesiastical
orthodoxy. For it has been justly observed, that diseases are
frequently natural transitions from 4 lower to a higher stage
of *life, and that a state of relative health is not unfrequently
a product of antecedent disease. Thus the obstinacy of a
one-sided error has often had the effect of giving life, and
even a more correct form of statement, to the doctrine of the
Cburch. Comp. Schenkel, das Wesen des Protestantismus
(Schaffh. 1845), i. s. 13. Baur, die christliche Lehre von der
Dreieinigkeit, i. 8. 112. Neander, Dogmengesch. 8. 16. On the
relation of heresy to orthodoxy in general, see Dorner, Lehre von.
der Person Christi, L i. s. 71, Note [Eng. tr. p. 344]. [See also
Rothe's Anfinge d. christ]l. Kirche, s. 833, for the difference
between the Church view and the heretical view of doctrines.]

(2) The phrase History of Heresies has been banished by a
more humane usage ; but not the thing itself, any more than
Polemics. The very able publications of recent writers on
the Gnostic systems, Ebionitism, Manich®ism, Montanism,
Unitarianism, etc,, and the monographs on some of the
Fathers, are of great use to the historian of Christian
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doctrine ; but he cannot be expected to incorporate all the
materials thus furnished into the History of Doctrines, Thus
the first period of the History of Doctrines must constantly
recur o the phenomena of Ebjonitism and Gnosticism, since
it was the problem of the Church doctrine to work itself out
between - these two perilous rocks, But the widespread
branches of the Gnostic systems, so far as they differ from
ohe another {¢g. as to the humber of the wons and the sue-
cession of the syzygies), cannot here be traced in detail, unless,
indeed, we are to seek in the slime of heresy, as it is collected
e.g. in the Clementines, for the first living germs of Christianity!
Holding fast, on the other hand, from the beginning, to the
original biblical type, so far as this heresy is concerned, it
will be sufficient to exhibit those forms in which it deviates
from this primitive type, and to delineate its physiognomy in
general outlines, as they are given in Church History; and the
same will suffice for the heresies of the subsequent periods.
Thus Nestorianism and Monophysitism are of importance in
the Christological controversy of the second period. But after -
they were overcome by the Catholic spirit, and fixed in sects,
which, in consequence of the continued conflict, were them-
selves divided into smaller parties, it can be no longer the
office of the History of Doctrines to follow them in this pro-
cess. This must be left to monographs on the heresies. For
as soon as a sect has lost its doctrine-shaping power, it falls
simply into the department of statistics.

(8) Just as it is mo part of the functions of dogmatic
theology to defend the truth of the Christian religion, since
Apologetics must do this work beforehand  (see Hagenbach,
Encyklop. § ‘81); so, too, the History of Doctrines has
nothing to do with the conflict of Christianity with Poly-
theism, Islamism, ete, But the history of these religions is
indispensable as an auxiliary study. The notions of the
Jewish sects, the myths and symbols of polytheistic religions,
the systems of Mohammed, of Buddha, etc., are still more
foreign to the history of Christian doctrines than the heresies
of the Church. Works of reference: Creuzer, Symbolik und
Mythologie der alten Volker, Darmstadt 1819-23, 6 Bde,
3d ed. 1843. Stuhr, allgemeine Geschichte der Religions-
formen der heidnischen Vilker: 1. die Religionssysteme der
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heidnischen Vélker des Orients, Berlin 1836. 2. die Religions-
systeme der Hellenen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung bis
auf die makedonische Zeit, Berlin 1838. J. Grimm, deutsche
Mythologie, Géttingen 1835, 2 Aufl. 1844-8. Gorres, Mythen-
geschichte der Asiatischen Vélker. Richfer, Phantasien des
Orients. Dr. K, Eckermann, Lehrbuch der Religionsgeschichte
und Mythologie der vorziiglichsten Volker des Alterthums,
nach der Anordnung von Gottfr. Miiller, Halle 1845, 2 Bde.
A. Wouttke, Gesch. des Heidenthums, 8vo, Breslan 1852-3, 2
Bde. Hegel, Phil. der Religion (Werke). Sepp, Das Heiden-
thum, 3 Bde. 1853, 4. von Colln, Lehrbuch der vorchrist-
lichen Religionsgeschichte, Lemgo 1853. L. Preller, Griech.
Mythologie, 2 Bde. 1854.  Balizer, allgemeine Religions-
geschichte, Nordhausen 1854. tZutterbeck, das Zeitalter der
Religionswende, Mainz 1832. 1J. J. I. v. Dollinger, Heiden-
thum und Judenthum, Vorhalle zur Geschichte des Christ-
enthums, Regensburg 1857. [C. €. J. Bunsen, Gott in d.
Geschichte, 3 Bde., and in English, 1857-8. Schelting, Phil
der Mythologie, 2 Bde. 1857. C. O. Miller, Mythology,
transl. by Leitch, Lond. 1844. Ch. Hardwick, Christ and
other Masters, four parts, Cambridge 1855-9.]

§ 7.

Relation to the History of Philosophy, the History of Christian
Ethics, and the History of Dogmatic Theology.

Although the History of Doctrines has elements in common
with the history of philosophy (1), yet they are no more to
be confounded with each other than dogmatic theology and
philosophy (2). The History of Doctrines is also to. be
separated from the history of Christian - ethics, so far as
systematic theology itself is able to make a relative dis-
tinction between dogmatics and morals (3). And even to the
history of dogmatic theology, it has the relation, at most, of
the whole to the part, since the former may indeed have its
place in the History of Doctrines (in the general portion), but
can by no means be supplanted by it (4).
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(1) This is the case, eg., with the Alexandrian school, the
Gnostics, the Scholastics, and modern philosophical schools,
Still the object of the History of Philosophy is distinet from
that of the History of Doctrines. Comp. Baumgarien-Crusius,
i s. 8. Works of reference: J. Brucker, Historia Critica
Philosophiae, Lips. 1742-4, 5 vols. 4to; 2d ed. 1766-7,
6 vols. 4to. [The History of Philosophy drawn up from
Brucker's Hist. Crit. Philos, by William Enfield, Lond.
1819, 2 vols] W. @ Tennemann, Geschichte der Philo-
sophie, Leipzig 1798-1819, 11 Bde. [The “Grundriss” of
the same author is published in English under the title:
“A Manual of the History of Philosophy,” translated from the
German by the Rey. Arthur Johnson, Oxf. 1832 ; revised
edition by Morell, in Bohn's Library.} E. Reinhold, Geschichte
der Philosophie, Jena 1845, 3d ed. 2 vols. H. Ritter,
Geschichte der Philosophie, Hamburg 1829-53, 12 Bde.
[The Ancient Phil. translated into English by Alex, J. W.
Morrison, Oxf. 1838-9, 4 vols. 8vo.] Fries, Geschichte der
Philosophie, i, Halle 1837.—(The two latter only for the old
history,)  Schleiermacher, Geschichte der Philosophie, edit. by
H. Ritter (complete works, iv. 1), Berlin 1839. 7. 4.
'Rizner, Handbuch d. Gesch. d. Phil, 3 Bde. 1829; Gumposch,
Supplement, 1850. E. Zeller, Die Philos. d. Griechen, 3 Bde.
1875-7. J. E. Erdmann, Gesch. d. neaeren Phil, 3 Bde. (6
Theile) 1834-53. K. Fischer, Neuere Phil, 6 Bde. 1865-72.
Albert Schwegler, Hist. of Phil, transl. by J. H. Seelye,
New York 1856. J. D. Morel, Phil. of the Nineteenth
Century. H. M. Chalybius, Hist. Entwickelung . . . von
Kant bis Hegel. Trans.’ (Edinb.) 1856. H. Ritter, Die
christl. Philosophie . . . in ihrer Geschichte, 2 Bde., Got-
tingen 1858-9.] ~ Ueberweg, Grundriss der Geschichte der
Philosophie; 3 Theil, die Christliche Zeit (Patristik wund,
Scholastik), 5th ed. 1877. 4. Stickl, Geschichte der
Phil. des Mittelalters, 3 Bde., Mainz 1864-7. Further
on the literature of the subject, in Hagenbach, Encykl. s.
248 ff. :

(2) “The obliteration of the distinction between the History
of Philosophy amd the History of Doctrines results from a
Jundamental confusion of the essential nature of Christianity.”
Dorner, Person Christi, 1 s. 108; comp. Neander, Dog-
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mengesch. s. 9:—[“ Philosophy developes conscious.' reason
of and by itself; theology is employed upon data historically
given—the truths that repose in the divine word, and have
passed over into Christian consciousness.”] On the other
_side, Bawr, Lo, s. 78 ff,

(3) Comp. Bawmgarten-Crusius, 8. 9.

(4) Comp. § 11: Neander, Dogmengesch. s. 6; Gieseler,
Dg. s. 16 ; Baur, 8. 25 ff.

§ 8&
Auziliary Seiences.

Although the branches of theological science above enu-
merated are strictly distinet from the History of Doctrines,
they are, nevertheless, in a measure connected with it as
auxiliary sciences (1). Archaology (2), and, in the second
ling, the sciences auxiliary to Church History (3), may be
added to their number.

(1) Eeclesiastical History itself may be viewed in the light
of an auxiliary science, since the history of forms of Church
government, of worship, of the private life of Christians, etc.,
are connected with the History of Doctrine. In like manner
Patristics, the History of Heresies, the Qemeral History of
Religion, the History of Philosophy, and the History of
Christian (and general) Ethics are to be numbered among the
auxiliary sciences.

" (2) From the connection between the doctrines and the
liturgy of the Church, it is obvious that drckwology must he
considered as an auxiliary science, if we understand by it the
complete history of Christian worship. This may easily be
seen from the use of certain doctrinal expressions (¢.g. Georéros,
ete.) in the liturgies of the Church, the institution of doctrinal
festivals (the feast of Corpus Christi, that of the conception of
the Virgin Mary), the reflex influence of the existence or absence
of certain liturgical usages on the doctrinal definitions of the
Church (eg. the influence of the withholding of the cup on the
doctrine of concomitance, comp. § 195),ete. Works of reference:
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J. Bingham, Origg. s. Antiqu. Ecclesiasticee, Hale 1751-61.
[J. Bingham, Antiquities of the Christian Church, and other
works, Lond. 1834 ff, 8 vols.; a new edition by Richard
Bingham.] J. Ch.. W. Augusti, Denkwiirdigkeiten aus der
christlichen Archiiologie, Leipz. 1817-31, 12 vols. [Christian
Antiquities, translated and compiled from the works of Augusti,
by the Rev. Lyman Coleman, Andover 1844 ; also by Riddle,
Londen 1839.] F. H. Rheinwald, kirchliche Archiologie, Berl.
1830. [KX. Schone, Geschichtforschungen iiber die kirchlichen
Gebriuche und Einrichtungen der Kirche, Berl. 1819-22,
8 vols] W. Bohmer, christlich-kirchliche Alterthumswissen-
schaft, Bresl. 18369, 2 vols. [Siegel, Handbuch d. christl.
kirchl, Alterthiinier, 4 Bde., Leipz. 1835-8. Guericke, Archio-
logie, 2d ed. 1860. William Bates, Lect. on Christ. Antiquities,
185471 H. Otto, Handbuch der christlichen Kunstarchio-
logie, 4th ed. 1868. Piper, Mythologie der christlichen
Kunst, Weimar 1847, 1 Bd. s, 10 ff.: « The daily contempla-
tion of the works of religious art, especially when they are
executed in the spirit of the age, has always had a great
mﬂuence on the faith of the multitude, an influence which has
certainly - been greater on the side of wunbelief than of faith.”
Very instructive on this point ave several treatises of Piper,
in the evangelisches Kalender edited by him. Comp. also
das christliche Kunstblatt of Grineisen.

(3) These are, besides those already mentioned, Universal
History, Ecclesiastical Philology, Ecclesiastical Chronology,
Diplomaties, ete [Comp. the. introductions to works on
Ecclesiastical History. Gieseler, Text-Book of Church Hist.,
published by Clark, Edinburgh, also edited by H. B, Smith,
New York, vol. i pp. 19, 20, 560-2.]

§ 0.
Scientific and Ethicol Importance of the History of Doctrines.

Ernesti, Prolusiones de Theologiee Historie et Dogmaticee ¢conjungendze Neces-
sitate, Lips. 1759, in his Opusc. Theol., Lips: 1773-92. Ch, F. Illgen,
iiber den Werth der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, Leipz. 1817,  Augusti,
Werth der Dogmengeschichte, in his Theologische Blitter, II. 2, s. 11 ff.
Hagenbach, Encyklop. § 69. Niedner, Das Recht der Dogmen, in his
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Zeitschrift f. . hist. Theol. 1851. Baur, Le, TComp. Kling in the
Studien und Kritiken, 1840. Niedner, Zur neuesten Dogmengesch, in the
Allg, Monatssehrift, 1851, Engelhard¢ in the Zeitschrift f. d. histerische
Theologie, 1833.] '

" The scientific value of the History of Doctrines follows in
part from what has already been said. 1. It helps to com-
plete the study of Church History in one of its most important
aspects. 2. It is an introduction to the study of systematic
theology (1). Its moral and religious influence, its practical
benefits, are the result of this purely scientific significance,
In general, it exerts a shaping influence, by bringing into view
the efforts and struggles of the human spirit in relation to its
most important concerns. But it is of special use to the
theologian and to the religious man, by preserving him both
from a one-sided and rigid adherence to the letter (false
orthodoxy), and from the superficial love of novelty which is
characteristic of a dogmatic and superficial spirit (heterodoxy
and neology) (2).

(1) Comp. § 2. o

(2) Comp. § 10, The importance of the History of
Doctrines in both these respects has frequently been over-
rated. Every. theological tendency has appealed to it in
support of its peculiar views, or dreaded its results, both
equally unworthy of the scientific temper. Comp. Baumgarten-
Yrustus, i s 16-20. '

§ 10.
Treatment of the History of Doctrines.

Daub, die ¥orm der christlichen Dogmen. und Kirchenhistorie in Betracht
gezogen, in Baur's Zeitschrift fiir speculative Theologie, Berlin 1836, Parts
1 and 2 Th Klicfoth, Einleitung in die Dogmengeschichte, Parchim
1839. Baur, l.c. s. 20 ff.

These beneficial results, however, ¢an flow only from that
treatment of the History of Doctrines which brings to distinct
consciousness hot only what is changeable in the doctrinal

Hagexs. Hist. Docr. 1. B
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statements, but what is permanent in the midst of the changes;
that which moves through the transient with a revivifying
energy : in a word, that which is essential and unchangeable in
the Christian system of redemption! Only such a treatment
of the subject as, in its historical pragmatism, exhibits the
external causes of the variation, in union with the dynamical
principle, which works from within outwards.

The. following are the different methods in which the
History of Doctrines may be treated :—

1. The merely statutory, which simply accepts what has
been confirmed by the Church as established truth, and ex-
cludes @ll that differs from this as confirmed heresy; the
logical standpoint of Roman Catholicisty. History, in this
. view, is simply the register of the protocols of the dictatorship
of faith, exercised once for all.

2. The exclusively biblical, which starts from the position
that the biblical statement of doctrine in its simple expression
is sufficient for all su’bsequent times, and which then convinces
itself either that it finds in the Bible, according to a traditional
exegesis, the orthodox formulas that were later developed
(¢g. those of the Trinity and Original Sim), er, with logical
exegetical severity, excludes what is not verbally contained in
the Secriptures (biblical supernaturalism on the one side, or
biblical rationalism on the other)—the standpoint of a still
incomplete Protestantism. - With this method of treatment is
usually conjoined

3. The- pragmatic and critical, which explains all which
goes beyond the Bible (or even the popular reason) by all
sorts of accidents and externalities, by climatic, or social and
political relations, personal sympathy and antipathy, passions,
cabals of courts, priestly deception, superstition, and the like:
the standpoint of vulgar rationalism, in which, however, for a
long time, the merely formal biblical supernaturalism shared.

4. The one-sided speculative treatment, which $ees in the
whole development of doctrine a highet but naturalistic
process, completed by an internal necessity. Thus, every

1[For some good remarks on this smbject, comp. Nitzsch, Grundriss der
Dogmeng. Einl §8.]
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dogma at some peried attains its prime, and then fades away
and gives place to another. ~Here the religious and practical
significance of doctrine is underrated, as is its speculative
significance by the previous modes of treatment. The error
at the basis of this method, which was pushed to its extreme
by Strauss (in his Dogmatik), and which found an ardent
scientific advocate in Bawr, is in considering Christianity as
the mere completion of & process of thought-—that is, as a kind
of philosophy; when it is really a moral and religious force,
resting on a historical fact, and continually working on and
by personal agents. Neand¢r (Dogmengeschichte, s. 15) cor-
rectly says: “ While o superficial pragmatism concedes too much
anfluence to the individual, the speculative method sets it wholly
astde, regarding individuals as nothing but the blind () organs
of the idea, and as mecessary momenta in its process of develop-
ment.” :

5. The theological method eonsiders the doctrinal substance
of the Bible as a living germ, capable of the most prolific
development, which, in the midst of the most evidently
unfavourable influences, nevertheless retains the productive
power, which brings forth new forms of life adapted to the
times. It always (like the second method) goes back to the
Bible, and measures the products by the canon, but the plant
which springs from a biblieal root it will neither drive back
into the root, nor cut off from it. It has respect (like the
third method) to the external eircumstances and the conditions
of personal life, under which the doctrine has been developed,
and is far from denying these influence, often so- palpable and
tangible ; only it does not rank them so high as to get lost,
with such pragmatism, in a mere atomistic tendency. Instead
of this, it takes for granted (with the fourth method) that
there is a dynamic proeess of development, which, however,
is not purely dialectic, and therefore itself again subject to
‘decomposition—for this were only a more refined atomism (as
is seen in Strauss’ method). But, as religious-truth can be
only approximately expressed in speculative forms! it also
seeks after the beatings of the heart of the religious life,

* Compare the striking remark of Hamann, cited in Neander, Dogmeng. s. 8 :

“The pearl of Christianity is a life hid in God, consisting neither in dogmas,
not in notions, nor in rites and usages.”
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in the midst of both the coarser and the finer muscular
systems, that it may thus grasp the whole organism. This is
the seientific standpoint which is worthy of a genuine Pro-
testantism; for that alone is truly scientific, which knows the
nature of the object which science has to exhibit. He who
misconceives the essential nature of religion (as distinguished
from purely speculative thought), though he may have all
historical knowledge and speculative talent, is unequal to a
comprehensive and satisfactory account of the History of
Doctrines, '

§ 11.
Arrangement,

The object of the History of Doctrines is to exhibit, not
only the history of dogma as a whole, i.c. the whole substanee
of Christian teaching, and the doctrinal spirit expressed in its
definite statements, but also the history of dogmas, s.e. the
development of those particular doctrinal statements, opinions,
and representations of the faith, in which the Church teaching
of each period is unfolded (1). Both these points of view ought
then to be so combined that the general shall be made more
clear by the special, and the special also by the general. This
is the import of the division of the materials into the General
and the Special History of Doctrines. This division can be
vindjcated only when the two are not merely placed externally
side by side, but are placed in such a relation to each other
that the General History of Doctrine is seen to be the root of
the Special, and is so proportioned that it forms an introduc-
tion to it (2). .

(1) “The Christian dogma (as a whole) approves ilself as a
thoroughly simple, and, at the same time, as an tnfinitely varied
system of dogmas; it is just as much a single dogma as it is
also a world of dogmas. And this is the test of the perfected
dogmatic principle, that all genwine dogmas can be dertved from
i, and referred back to it.” J. P. Lange, le. 1. 8. 29. “The
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History of Doctrines has not only to consider how the particular
doctrines, one after another, have recetved an individual, separate
existence, and have asserted o right to such existence, but also to
show how they are yet in their co-existence only parts of a whole,
elements of one and the same conception, members of an organic
system.”  Baur, le. 5. 28. Comp. 8. 75 ff.

(2) The division into the General and Special History of
Doctrines has been assailed in recent times (by Bawr in his
review of Miinscher's Lehrbuch, ven Colln’s editien, in the
Berlin wiss. Jahrbicher, Febr. 1836, 8. 230, and by Klee in
his Dogmengesch. s. 9), and rightly, so far as the two are
merely co-ordinated without internal relations, and the one
treated only after the other has been considered (as in Augusts
" and Bawmgarten-Crustus) ; for in this way the one half seems
a detailed History of Doctrine, and consequently a chapter of
Church History, the other & system of theology in & historical
form; and, moreover, repetitions cannot be avoided. But
even Muanscher has the correct view, bringing forward the
general and the special in each period, so that the former
stands as an introduction to the latter, and the one becomes
the test of the other; and $his is undoubtedly the best method.
(Comp. also Neawnder's Dogmengeschichte) The so - called
General History of Doctrines is the bond which wunites into
one whole the history of the particular doctrings, since it
exhibits the points of view under which they are to be con-
sidered, the conditions under which they originated, ete.! Or,
would it be better, with Kles, to treat merely of the history
of individual doctrines without prefixing any general summary,
and without any division into periods? This leads to dis-
memberment. The method chosen by Meier appeals most
strongly to the artistic sense; he tries to mould the historical
material in such a way “that the course of the history may
correspond as exactly as possible with the course of development
of the dogma tself, in which the general and the spécial are
always acting as conditions, the one upon the other ; and so, too,

1 8o far, the General History of Doctrines is like the History of Dogmatics ;
but yet it is not to be identified with it. It comprises a wider sphere. Itis
related to it as is the History of Law to the History of Jurisprudence, as is the
History of Art to the History of Asthetics; as is the History of Christian
Preaching to the History of Homiletics (as a science).

-
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that the different aspects of the dogma can always be brought
Jorward just at the juncture where there is manifestly some
decisive or new point of development” But still, in this mode
of treatment, the materials are apt to be too sparingly used.

" Such artistic handling demands compression, and must demand
it; while the History of Doctrines ought to give the materials
as completely as possible for the assistance of the student.

§ 12,
Division into Periods.

Comp. Hagenbach's Essay in the Theolog. Studien und Kritiken, 1823, Heft 4,
and his Eneyklop. s. 257. ©On the other side, Baur, Le. 8. 65 ff. [Comp.
Kling in the Stadien und Kritiken, 1841.}

The periods of the History of Doctrines are to be deter-
mined by the most important epochs of development in the
history of the theological spirit. They do not quite coincide
with those adopted in ecclesiastical history (1), and may be
divided as follows (2) :— .

1. Period.—From the close of the Apostolic Age to the death
of Origen (a.p. 70-254): the Age of Apologetics (3).

II. Period.—From the death of Origen to John Damascene
(254-730): the age of Polemics (4).

III. Period—From John Damascene to the Reformation
(730—1517): the Age of Systems (scholasticism in
its widest sense) (5).

IV. Period—From the Reformation to the Rise of the
Philosophy of Leibnitz and Wolf in Germany
(1517-1720): the Age of Polemico-ecclesiastical
Symbolism, or of the Conflict of Confessions (6).

V. Period—From the year 1720 to the present day: the
Age of Criticism, of Sjoeculatibn, and of the dntago-
nism between Faith and Knowledge, Philosophy and
Christianity, Reason and Revelation, including the
attempts to reconcile them (7).
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(1) Events that make an epoch in Church History may
not have the same significance in respect to the History of
Doctrines; and so conversely. It is true that the develop-
ment of docirines is connected with the history of Church
government, of Christian worship, ete, but the influences
which they exert upon each other are not always con-
temporaneous. Thus the Arian controversy occurred in the
age of Constantine, but it was not called forth by his con-
version, which, on the other hand, is of so much importance
that it makes an epoch in. ecclesiastical history. On the
contrary, the views of Arius arose out of the speculative
tendency of Origen and his followers, in opposition to
Sabellianism. Accordingly, it is better in this instance to
determine the epoch by the death of Origen, and the rise of
the Sabellian controversy, which are nearly coeval! . And so
in other periods.

(2) The number of periods adopted is very different.
Bawmgarten-Crusius has twelve periods, Lenz eight, ete.
Manscher follows a different division in his (larger) Hand-
book from the one in his Text-book: in the former he has
seven, in the latter only three periods (ancient, medieeval, and
modern times). Engelhardt and Meier have adopted the same
threefold division, with this difference, that the latter, by sub-
dividing each period into two, has six periods’ It is alike

t This is copceded by Neander, although he prefers, as does Gieseler, to
retain in the History of Doctrines the periods of general Church History.
Baur djvides the whole into the three principal periods of ancient, medimval,
and modern history, but subdivides each of them into two smaller periods. In
the ancient Church the division is made by the Synod of Nicaa ; in the Church
of the Middle Ages, by scholasticism. In the modern period, it commences
with the Reformation, by the beginning of the eighteenth century.

2 [ Neander’s division (Dg. s. 21 ff.) is: 1. To Gregory the Great, subdivided
by the times of Constantine, and forming respectively the Apologetic period and .
the Polemic and Systematic periods. 2. To the Reformation, subdivided by
Gregory VIL, comprising & transition period and the scholastic era. 3, From
the Retotmatlon to the present time. @ieseler separates the ancient from the
medieval periods by the Image Controversy, taking &.D. 726 as the epoch.
Baumgarten-Crusius, in his ,Compendium, makes six periods, skilfully
characterized : 1. Formatjon of the System of Doctrines by refiection and
opinion (to the Council of Nice). 2. Formation by the Church (to Chaleedon).
3. Confirmation of the System by the Hierarchy (to Gregory VJIL). 4. Con-
firmation by the Philosophy of the Church (to the end of the fifteenth, century).

5. Purification by Parties (to beginning of the eighteenth century). 6. Purifica-
tion by Science (o the present time).]
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inconvenient to préss very different tendencies into long
periods, and to have too great a number of divisions. " Thus’
it is one of the chief defects of Miinscher's Text-book, that the
first period extends from a.p. 1 to 600. The periods in the
History of Doctrines may be of greater extent than those in
ecclesiastical history (see Baur in the review above cited),
because the whole form of the system of doctrines does not
undergo as rapid changes as that of Christian life in general ;
but boundaries which are as distinct as the age of Constantine
should not be lightly disregarded. Klee coincides most nearly
with us, though he considers the djvision into periods as
superfluous. Vorlcmder also, in his tables, has adopted our
terminology.  Comp. also the review of Zenz's Dogmen-
gesch., in the Litt. Blitter d. allg. Kirch. Zeitung for Jan.
1836, Rosenkranz (Encyklopidie, 2d ed. s. 259 ff) makes,
according to philosophico-dialectic categories, the following
division: 1. Period' of Apalytic Knowledge, of substantial
feeling (Greek Church). 2. Period of Synthetic Knowledge,
of pure objectivity (Roman Church). 3. Period of Systematic
Knowledge, which combines analysis and synthesis in their
unity, and manifests itself in the stages of symbolical
orthodoxy, of subjective belief and unbelief, and in the idea
of speculatWe theology (Protestant Church). The most
ingenious division is that of Kligfoth, though it is not free
from faults peculiar to itself :—

1. The Age of Formation of Doctrines | Greek .......... Analytic .., | Theology.

2, ' Symbolical Unity ...... | Rom, Catholic | Synthetic.. | Anthropology.
3. ’ Completion...... . | Protestant. ... | Systematic | Soteriology.

4 . Dissolution....ccoerrr. | t |Church.

On the grounds on which this division rests, see Kligfoth, l.c.
Pelt (Encykl. 3. 323) combines this with our division.

(8) In answer to the question, Why not commence with
the first year of our eta? comp. § 3. The year (of the
destruction of Jerusalem) A.D. 70 here assumed is alsp only
approximative. We call this period the age of Apologetics,
because its theology was chiefly developed in the defence
of Christianity against both Judaism and Paganism. The
controversies which took place within the Church itself with
heretics (Ebionites, Gnostics, etc.) had respect for the most
part to the opposition of Judaizing teachers and pagan
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philosophers, so that the polemical interest was conditioned by
the apologetic. Systematic theology is still more subordinate ;
and the work of Origen mepi dpyév is the only one in which
we find any independent attempt to form such a system.

(4) During the second period the conflict became an

. internal one. Apologetic activity towards those outside the

Church ceases almost entirely after the conversion of
Constantine, or, at any rate, recedes into the background as
compared with polemics (a converse relation to that of the
previous period). The history of ecclesiastical controversies,
from the rise of the Sabellian down to the close of the
Monothelite controversy, forms one chain which cannot easily
be broken if we trace the History of Doctrine continuously.
It is concluded by the work of John Damascene (éxfeois
mwiorews). This period, with its numerous conflicts, its
synods for the definition of doctrines, is undoubtedly the
most important for the History of Doctrines, if this im-
portance be measured by the efforts put forth to complete the
“structure whose foundation had been laid in the preceding
period. The following periods, too, either elaborated and
adorned what was here constructed, or els¢, by remarkable
variations, sometimes restored and sometimes partly over-
threw the work of the past.

(5) This period, which we eall the scholastic, in the widest
sense of the word, may be subdivided into three shorter
periods. 1. From John Damascene to Anselm, Archbishop
of Canterbury, during which period John Scotus Erigena
takes the most prominent position in the West. 2. From
Anselm to Gabriel Biel (of Tiibingen), the age of scholasticism
properly so called, which may again be subdivided into three
periods (its rise, its prime, and its decay); and, 3. From
Gabriel Biel to Luther (the period of transition). But we
prefer. an arrangement which facilitates a general view of the
subject to such a minute articulation, Mystical and scholastic
tendencies alternately rule this period; even the forerunners
of the Reformation adhered more or less to one or other of
these tendencies, though they belong to the next period in
the other half of their nature.

(6) We might have fixed upon the year 1021 in which
the first edition of Melanchthon’s Loci Communes was published,
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or upon the year 1530, in which the Confession of Augsburg
was drawn up, instead of the year 1517 ; but, for the sake of
the internal connection of the events, we make our date agree
with the normal epoch of écclesiastical history, especially as
the Theses of Luther were of importance in a doctrinal point
of view. Inasmuch as the distinguishing principles of the
different sections of the Church are brought out very promi-
nently in the Confessions of the age of the Reformation, the
History of Doctrines naturally assumes the character of
Symbolism ; what may be called the statistics of the History
of Doctrines, as has already been stated (comp. § 4). From
the second half of the sixteenth century the history again
assumes the form of a progressive narrative ; up to that time
it has rather the character of & comparative sketch of
opinions—a broad surface and not a process of growth. The
age of polemics, and that of scholasticism, may be said to
reappear during this period, though in different forms; we
also see various modifications of mysticism in opposition to'
one-sided rationalism. We¢ might commence a new period
with Caliztus and Spener, if their peeuliar opinions had then
at all prevailed. What both of them wished to effect, from
different points of view, shows itself in the sphere of doctrinal
theology in the period which we have adopted as the last.

(7) A definite year can here least of all be given. The
tendency to a dissolution of the old forms begins with the
English Deists as early as towards the close of the seventeenth
century. In Germany, the struggle with the established ortho-
doxy is prepared by Zhomastus and the Pietssts ; both elements
of the opposition (the rationalistic and the pietistic) at first
work together, but are separated after Wolf begins to teach
in Halle. The negative (critical and ratiomalistic) tendency
does not, however, become vigorous until after the middle
of the century; and hence many begin a new period from
1750. But, in general, it is very perceptible that the bonds
of strict symbolical orthodoxy began to be relaxed even in
the first decennia of the century; this is manifest in the
abolition of the Formula Consensus in Switzerland, and in the
attempts at union in Germany; and also in the fact that it
was more frequently asked, What arve the conditions of a
living Christianity ? than, What are the differences in the
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Confessions of Faith? In the period that preceded the
Reformation, _apologetic tendencies came first, and were
followed by the polemic; now the order is reversed: we first
have the polemic period of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, and then the apologetic of the eighteénth, in which
the question was as to the existence or nonm-existence os
Christianity. None of these agencies are indeed isolated ; and
the nearer we come to the present times, thie more varied and
involved becomes the conflict. Thus we can subdivide this
last period into three parts. The first (from Wolf to Kant)
contains the struggles of a rigid and unwieldy dogmatism (in
part, too, a supernaturalism on a deistic basis), with an
undefined illuminism (Aufklgrung). The second (from Kant
onwards) strives to ensure the predominance, in science and
the Church, of a rationalism, negative as to do¢trine and
chiefly restricted to morals, in opposition to both the old and
the new faith. In fine, the third period, most fitly dated
from Schletermacher, steadily looking at the real and vital
questions respecting Christianity, brings into view the most
diverse tendencies, partly reactionary to restore the old, partly
idealizing and meditating, and again destructive and recon-
structive; ‘and thus i is the introduction to a new period, for
which history has as yet no name. '

§ 13.
Sources of the History of Doctrines.

(@) Public Sowrces.

Everything may be considered as a source of the History
of Doctrines which gives sure expression to the religious
belief of any given period. In the first rapk stand the public
confessions of faith or symbols (creeds) of the Church (1); in
connection with them, the acts of councils (2), the decrees,
edicts, circular letters, bulls, and breves of ecclesiastical
superiors, whether clerical or secular (8); and, lastly, the
catechisms (4), liturgies (5), and bymns (6) sanctioned by the
Church, '
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(1) Comp. § 4. The ancient creeds may be found in the
Acts of Couneils mentioned mnete 2; the three creeds
commonly called oecumenical (the Apostles’ Creed, the
Nicene, and the Athanagian) are also reprinted in the col-
lections of Protestant symbols; eomp. Ch. W. F. Walch,
Bibliotheca Symbolica Vetus, Lemgoviee 1770. J. S
Semler, Apparatus ad Libros Symbolicos Ecclesize Lutherans,
Hal. 1755. [Guericke, Allgemeine christliche Symbolik,
Leipzig 1846.  Winer, Confessions of Christendom, Edinr.
1873. P. Sthaff, History of the Creeds; Creeds of the
Greek and Latin Churches; Creeds of the Evang. Prot.
Churches, 3 vols, London 1878.] COLLECTIONS OF SyM-
BOLICAL BoOKS (they become important only since the fourth
period): (a) Of the ZLutheran Church: Libri Symbolici
Ecclesie Evangelice ad fidem opt. exempl. recens. J. A.
H. Tittmann, Misn. 1817, 27. Libri Symbolici Ecclesiz
Evangelicee, s. Concordia, rec. C. 4. Hase, Lips. 1827, 37,
46. Die Symbolischen Biicher der Evang. Luther. Kirche,
von J. J. Maller, Stuttg, 1846. Libri Symbol Ecel. Luth., ed.
F. Francke, ed. stereotyp., Lips. 1847. Libri Symbol. Luth.
ad edit. prine. ete., ed. H. 4. @. Meyer, G6tt. 1850. Concordia
Libri Symbolici Ecclesie Evangelice ad edit., Lips. 1584,
Berol. 1857. (b)) Of the Reformed : Corpus Libror. Symbolicor.
qui in Ecclesia Reformatornm Auctoritatem publicam obti-
nuerunt, ed. J. Ch. W. Adugusti, Elberf. 1828. Sammlung
Symb. Biicher der ref. Kirche, von J. J. Mess, Neuwied 1828,
30, 2 vols. *H. A. Niemeyer, Collectio Confessionum
in Ecclesiis Reformatis Publicatarum, Lips. 1840. Die
Bekenntniss-schriften der Evangel. ref. Kirche, mit Einleitung
und Anmk., von B. G 4. Boeckel, Leips. 1847. Die Bekennt-
niss-schriften der ref. Kirche Deutschlands herausgegeben, von
H. Heppe, Elberf. 1860. [Harmonia Confessionum Fidei
Orthodoxarum et Reform. Ecclesiarum, etc., 4to, Genev. 1581:
an English translation, Cambr. 1586, Lond. 1643. Corpus et
Syntagma Confess. Fidei, ete,, 4to, 1612, and Geneva 1654.
Sylloge Confess. sub Tempus Reform. Eccl,, Oxon. 1801, 27.
The Harmony of Prot. Confess. of Faith, edited by Rev. Peter
Hgll, Lond. 1842. Butler's Historical and Literary Account
of the Formularies, ete, Lond. 1816.] (¢) Of the Roman
Catholic : Danz, Libri Symbolici Ecclesiee Romano-Catholicz,
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Vimar. 1835. Strestwolf and Kiener, Libri Symb. Eccl.
Cathol, Gott. 1835. Sacrosancti et (Ecumenici Cone. Trid,
Canones et Decreta, ed. W Smets, Bielefeld, ed. 4, 1854,
Canones et Decreta Conec.. Trid. ex Bullario Romano, edd.
A. L. Richter et Fr. Schulze, Lips. 1853. (Comp. the works
wmentioned § 16, note 9.) (d) Of the Greck: E. T. Kimmel,
Libri Symbolici Ecclesiz Orientalis, Jen. 1843. Append.
adj. H T. C. Weissenborn, 1849. (Comp. Pitzipios, I'Eglise
Orientale de Rome, 1855.) '

(2) Acts or Counciis: J. Merlin (Par. 1528, fol. Coln.
1530, 2 vols. Par. 1535). Grabbe (Coln. 1508,fol.). L. Surius,
Col. 1577, 4 vols.fol. The edition of Sixtus V., Venice 1585.
That of Binius (Severinus), Col. 1606, 4 vols. fol.  Collectio
Regia, Paris 1644 (by Cardinal Richelieu), 37 vols. fol.  Phal.
Labbeus and Gabr. Cossart, Par. 1671, 72, 17 vols. fol.  Stephani
Baluzii, Nova Collectio Coneiliorum, Par, 1683, fol. (Suppl. ad
Collect. Labbei); incomplete. J. Harduin, Conciliorum Collectio
Regid Maxima, seu Acta Conciliorum et Epistole Decretales
ac Constitutiones summorum Pontificum, greece et latine, ad
Phil. Labbei et Gabr. Cossartii labores haud modic¢a accessione
facta et emendationibus pluribus additis, Par, 1715, 12 vols. fol.
—Nie. Coleti, SS, Concilia ad regiam edit. exacta, etc., Venet.
23 vols., with additions by Mansi, 6 vols. fol.—*J. Dom. Manst,
" Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Flor. et
Venet. 1759 sqq., 31 vols, fol. Comp. Ck. W. F, Walck, Entwurt
einer vollstindigen Geschichte der Kirchenversammlungen,
" Leipz. 1759. Fuchs, Bibliothek der Kirchenversammlungen
des 4 und 5 Jahrhunderts, Leipz. 1788, 4 vols. Bibliotheca
Ecelesiastica quam moderante D. Augusto Neander adornavit,
Herm. Theod. Brums, L ~ Canones Apostolorum et Concil
Secul, iv.—vii, 2 vols, 1839. [D. Wilkins, Conc. Mag. Brit.
ot Hibern., Lond. 1727, 4 vols. fol. ; new ed. Oxford 1869 ff.
1C. J. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, 7 vols,, Freiburg 1855 ff.;
new ed. 1873 ff.; Eng. trans. vols. 1, 2, Edinr. 1872 ff. E. H.
Landon, Manual of Councils, 1846. W. 4. Hammond,
Definitions of Faith and Canons of Six (Ecumenical Councils,
New York ed. 1844. L. Howell, Synopsis Conciliorum, fol.
1708.] The so-called Apostolical Constitutions belong here
for the earlier times: Constitutiones Apostol Text. Grec,
recognovit, Gulielm. Ueltzen, Sueripi 1853 [transl in Ante-
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Nicene Library, Edinr. 1870} [Cf Bunsen's Hi)polytus,
vol. 3. The Didascalia or Apost. Const. of Abyssinian
Church, by Thos. P. Platt, published by the Orient. Transl.
Society, vol. xxxix. Beveridge, Pandectee Canonum ss. et Con-
ciliorum ab Eccles. Greee. recept. ete., 2 vols. fol, Oxon. 1672.]

(3) Partly contained in the Acts of Councils.

(2) DECREES OF CIViL GOVERNMENTS EXERCISING AUTHORITY
1IN ECOLESIASTICAL AFFAIRS (emperors, kings, magistrates):
Codex Theodosianus, c. perpetuis commentariis Iac. Gothofredi,
ete., edit. nova in vi. tom. digesta, cura Ritéers, Lips. 1736.—
Codex Justinianus, edid. Spangenberg, 1797. Steph. Baluzii,
Collectio Capitularium Regum Ftaneorum, etc., Par. 1780, 2
vols, fol.  Corpus Juris Canoniet (editions of J. H. Bohmer, 1747,
and 4. L. Richter, 1833). Codicis Gregoriani et Codicis
Hermogeniani Fragmenta, ed. G. Hinel, Bonn 1837, 4to.
Under this head come also the regulations concerning the
Reformation, the ecclesiastical ordinances, and the religious
edicts of Protestant states, which, at least formerly, were in a
great measure based upon doctrinal principles. &m. Ludw.
Richter, Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des 16 Jahrh,
‘Weimar 1846, 4to.

(b) ParaL DECRETALS : Pontificum Romanorum a Clemente
usque ad Leonem M. Epistole Genuine, cur. C. F, Q. Schine-
mann, t. i, GOtt. 1796, -— Bullarium Romanum a Leone
M. usque ad Benedictum XIII. opus. absolutiss. ZLaért..
Cherubini, a D. Angelo Maria Cherubini al. illustratum et
auctum et ad Ben. XIV. perductum, Luxemb. 1727, ss.
19 vols. fol.—Bullarium, Privilegiorum, et Diplomatum Roman.
Pontif. amplissima Collect. opera et stud. Car. Cocquelines,
Rom, 1739-44, 28 vols. fol. The Bullarjum is continued
by 4. Spetzia, 1835 ff, 9 vols. fol. FEisenschmid, Romisches
Bullarinm, oder Ausziige der merkwiirdigsten pébstlichen
Bullen, iibersetzt und mit fortlaufenden Anmerkungen,
Neustadt 1831, 2 vols.

(4) Catechisms become important only from the period of
the Reformation, especially those of Luther, of Heidelberg, the
Racovian, the Roman Catechism, ete.  Some of them, eg. those
just mentioned, may be found in collections of symbolical books
(note 1); others are separately published. Comp. Langemack,
Historia Catechetica, Stralsund 1729-83, 3 vols.; 1740, vol. 4.
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(5) J. 8. Assemani, Codex Liturgicus Ecclesie Universee,
Rom. 1749-66, 13 vols. 4to. Fus. Renaudot, Liturgiarum
Orientalium Collectio, Paris 1716, 2 vols. fol. Z. 4. Murators,
Liturgia Romana Vetus, Venet. 1748, 2 vols. fol. M. J. E.
Volbeding, Thesaurus Commentationum select. ¢t antiq. et recent.
ete., 2 vols. Lips. 1848. 1% 8. Mone, Lateinische w. griechische
Messen, aus dem 2 bis 6 Jahrh., Frankf 1849. H. 4. Danicl,
Codex Liturg. Eccl. Univ. in Epitomen redact. 4 vols. Lips.
1847-51. Compare the missals, breviaries, liturgies, ete.
‘Augustis Denkwiirdigkeiten der christlichen Archéiologie,
vol. v. Gerbert, Vetus Liturgia Allemanica, Ulm 1776, 2 vols,
4to. [J. Pinius, Liturg. Ant. Hisp. Goth. etc,, 2 vols. fol,, Rom,
1749. W. Polmer, Origines Liturg. or Antig. of the
Church of England, 2 vols. 1845. J. M. Neale, Tetralogia
Liturg, Lond. 1848. Eutaxia, or the Presbyterian Liturgies ;
Historical Sketches, "New York 1855. Bumsen, Analecta
Ante-Nicaena, 8 vols. 1854; Early Liturgies in Ante-
Nicene Library, Edinr. 1862.]

. (6) Rambach, Anthologie christlicher Gesinge aus allen
Jahrhunderten der Kirche, Altona 1816-22, 4 vols., and the
numerous psalm and hymn books of earlier and later times.
How much sacred songs have contributed to the spread of
doctrinal opinions, may be seen from the example of Bardesanes
[Geseler, i. § 46, n. 2,'s. 138], of the Arians, and in later times
of the Flagellants, the Hussites, etc.; from the history of the
hymnsof the Lutheran, and the psalms of the Reformed Church,
the spiritual songs of Angelus Silesius, of the Pietists and
Moravian brethren, and (negatively) from the dilutions found
in many modern hymn-books. Comp. Augusti, De antiquis-
simis Hymnis et Carminibus Christianorum sacris in historia
‘dogmatum utiliter adhibendis, Jen, 1810, and De audiendis
in Theologia pottis, Vratisl. 1812, 1815. 4. Hahn,
Bardesanes Gnosticus, primus Syrorum Hymnologus, 1820.
t Buchegger, De Origine sacree Christianoram Potseos, Frib.
1827, 4to. Dr. H. Hoffman, Geschichte des deutschen Kirchen-’
liedes bis auf Luthers Zeit, Breslan 1832. [J. M. Neale,
Hymni Ecelesize e Breviariis, ete, Lond. 1851.  Mohnike,
hymnologische Forschungen, 4 Bde. 1855 ff. F. S. Mone,
Lateinische Hymmen, 3 Bde. 1853 sq.] H. 4. Daniel,
Thesaurus Hymnologicus, 4 tom. 1856. [Koch, Gesch. des
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Kirchenlieds, 4 B(Ie 2d ed, 1853] J. L. Kinig, die Haupt-
liturgien der alten Kirche, Neustrelitz . 1865. For further

_ hymnolog;oal Literature (Phil, Watkernagel, Wmterfeld ete.),
see in Httgmback’s Enc) Llopadxe 8. 3’79

§ 14.

.

(&) Private Sozwces. ,

Ve
+

. Next in. order a.ft;er these” publm sources come the private
sourees of the Hlstory -of Doctrines, These are: 1. The
wntmgs of the: Fathers; Chm‘ch tearchers, and ecclesiastical
writers of all the Christian centuries (1) ‘but in these we are
to dlstmomsh between scientific and’ strictly doctrinal works
on ‘the one hand ,and practical (sermons) and occasional
writings (létteis,; etc) .on the’ other {2).. '2. The works of
non-theological writers,, eg. the, Christian philosophers and
poets of any period (3). 3. Lastly, the; indefinite form of
popular belief, which comes ouj; in ,legends, proverbial
sayings, and songs, and in the repyeséntations of Christian
art, viewed as memorials of certain forms of faith, may also
‘be numbered among those secondary sofirces (4). ‘

. - )

(1) Comp. § 5. Concerning the distinction (which is quite
relative) made between Fathers doctors, and ecclesiastical
writers, see the introductions to the works on Patristics, eg.
Mohler,s. 17~19. The Fathers of the first centuries are followed
by the compilers, the scholastic and mystic divines of the Middle
Ages, and these again by the Reformers and their opponents,
the polemiecal writers of the different eonfessions, and the
later, theologians in general. Their particular works will be
referred to in their proper place. Works of a more general
character are: J. G. Fubricii, Bibliotheca Ecclesiastica, Hamb.
1718, fol. W. Cave, Scriptorum Ecclesiasticornm Historia
litteraria, Lond. 1688, 91, Oxon. 1740, 43, Bas. 1749.
C. Oudin, Comment. de Scriptoribus Ecclesi® Antiquis, Lips.
1722, 3 vols. L. El. Dupin, Nouvelle Bibliothéque des Auteurs
Ecclésiastiques, Par. 1686-1714, 47 vols. [transl. by Wotton
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~and Cotes, 8 vols. fol, Dublin 1783]. Biblicthdque des Auteurs -
séparés de la communion de I'église Romaine du 16 et 17 siécle,
Par. 1718, 19, 3 vols. Blbhothéque des "Auteurs Ecclési-
astiques du 18 sxécle, par Clawde Pierté Bouget, Par, 1736, 37,
8 vols. Comp. Richard Simon, Crmque de 1a Bibliothéque, ete.,
Paris 1730, 4 wols, Remy Ceillier; Histoire Générale des
/Auteurs Saorés et Eoeldsiastiques, Paris 1'729-63, 23 vols. 4to. .
J.'G. Walch, Bibliotheca Patristica, Jeh. 1770. Edit. Nova
Auctior et Emendatior adornata a'J. T¢ L. Danaio, Jen. 1834, -
. 8. Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis, Rom 171928, 3. volg
in 4 vels. fol. J, G 4. Oddrichs, Commentarii de ‘Serip-
toribus Ecclesie Latinee, Lips. 1791, ~ ¢, F. @: Schinéntant,.
Bibliotheca Historico-litteraria a Tertulliano .Principe rusque.
ad Gregoritm M. et Isidorum Hispal, Lips. 179294, 2 vols.
Ch. F Rbssfer ‘Bibliothek def Klrchenvater, Lelpz 1776~86
10 vols.  J. .Ch. W, Augush, Chrestomathia Patyistica ad
usum eorum, qui. Hlstonam Chnstlaﬁam accuratius discert
cupiunt, Lips. 1812, 2 vols. D H..I, Royaamls Chrestq-
_mathia Patristicd, Pars I Traj, ad Rhén. 1831. = Engelhardt,
Literarischer Leitfaden zu. Vorlesungen iiber dig Patristik,
Erlangen 1823. 't Wanter, Patrologie, Miinchen 1814. 7. .
Goldwitzer, Bxbhograpﬁle.der Kirchenviiter und Kirchenlehrer,
“vom I, bis zum 13 Jdhrhundert, Landshut 1828. 1J. 4.
Mohler, Patrologie bder Christliche Literargeschichte, aus
_dessen Na;chlasse hergusgegeben von . Reithmayr, 1st vol.
Regensb. 1839. J. T. L. Dans, Initia Doctrine Patristice
Introductloms irfstar jn Patrum ecclesi studium, Jen. 1889.

" Bohringer, die Ki‘l‘che Christi und ihre Zeugen, oden die
KlrchengESchlchte in Biographien, Ziir. 1842--58, 2 Bde,
8 Thelle [A new edition, begun in 1873 (Stuttgard), is
now in course of publication, 12 Theile already issued.)
Patrologiez Cursus Compl. accur. J. B. Migne, Paris; in the

course of publication, 140 vols. issued. L
. A. Brst COLLECTIONS OF THE WORKS OF THE FATHERS:
Mogna Bibliotheca, Veterum, primo quidem a Margarino de la
Bigne composita, postea studio Coloniens. Theolog. aucta, etc. .
(with Auctuarium by F. Duceus and ‘Fr. Combefisius),
1664-72, 5 vols. fol. Maxima Bibliotheco, Vett. Patr. etc.,
Lugd. 1677, 27 vols. fol. And. Qallandii, Bibliotheca Greeco-.
latina Vett, Patrum, ete,, Venet. 1765-81, 14 vols. fol. Catllon
Haczws. Hist. Docr. 1, ¢
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et Guillon, Collectio ss. Patr., Paris 1841 (148 vols. with
25 vols. indices). Corpus Apologetarum, Sec. ii. ed. J. C.
Th. Otto, ed. 2, Jen. 1848-50, 3 vols. *Biblioth. Patrum
Greecor. Dogmatica, cura. J. C. Thilo, 2 tom., Lips. 1853 ff.
Bibliotheca Patrum Eccles. Latin., ed. Gersdorf, Leipz. 1838 ff,
13 tom. 12mo. Bibliothek der Kirchenviter, Auswahl aus
deren Werken (Urschrift mit deutsch. Uebersetzung), von Fr.
Ochler, Leipz. 1858 ff.  Bibliothe¢a patrum selectissima,
curavit G. B. Lindner, Lips. 1858 ff. Bibl. Patr. Latin., ed.
Reqﬁ'e?schezd Wien 1865, See further under § 25. [Corpus
HereseoloSicum, ed. F. Oekler, tom. ii, Berol. 1856-58.
Angelo  Mai, Patrum Spicilegium Rom 10 vols, Rom.
1839~44, and Patrum Nova Bibl, 6 tom. 1852 sq. Murténe
et Durand, Vet. Script. Coll.,, Paris 1724-33,.9 vols. fol. J.
E. Grabe, Spicilegium ss. Patrum, 2 vols, fol, Oxon 1698.
D Achery, Spicilegium, 13 vols. 4to, Paris 1655. Spicilegium
Solesmense, ed. J. Pitra, 4 tom. 4to, Paris 1853 sq. Comp.
J. @. Dowling, Notitia Script. ss. Patrum, ete., 1839.]  Philo-
logical Ads: J. C. Suiceri, Thesaurus Ecclesiasticus, Amst.
1682 (1728, Traj. 1746), 2 vols. fol. Charies Du Fresne
‘(du Cange), Glossarium ad Scriptores Mediee et Infima
Latinitatis, Paris 1733-36, 6 vols, fol [New edition, ed.
G. 4. L. Henschel, Parig, F. Didot, 1840-50, 7 vols. 4t0.]

B. CoLLECTIONS OF THE WORKS OF ECCLESIASTICAL WRITERS
DURING THE MIDDLE AGES (more impertant for Ecclesiastical
History in general than for the History of Doctrines in
particular) : Meibomius, Basnage, Murators, Mabillon, * Marténe
et Durand (Thesaurus Anecd. 5 vols. fol), ¥ Pertz (Monumenta,
1826-35), ete. Comp the Literature as to Church History
in Huse's History of the Church, 5th ed. s. 175 f.  For the
East : Scriptores Byzantini (Par. 1645 ff)), and latest edition
by *Niebuhr, Bonn 1829 ff.

C. CoLLECTIONS OF THE WORKS OF THE REFORMERS :
Bretschneider, Corpus Reformatorum, with the continuations
by Bindseil, Halis et Brunsvici, 1834-77, 42 vols. 4to; the
works of individual Reformers will be named in their proper
places. (For later doctrinal literature, see § 7.)

D. ON MobpErN DoGMATIC LITERATURE: J. G. Walch,
Bibliotheca Theologica, tom. i., Jen. 1757. G. B. Winer, Hand-
buch der theologischen Literatur, s. 390 ff. Bretschneider,
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Systematische Entwickelung aller in' der Dogmatik vorkom-
menden Begriffe, u. s. w., 4th ed. Leipz. 1841.

(2) Since the earlier theologians, eg. Origen, drew a dis-
tinction between what they taught the people kar’ olkovoulav,
and what they propounded in @ secientific manner; and since
popular language in general does not make any pretension to
dogmatic precision, homiletical works are not of so much im-
portance for the History of Dectrines as strictly dogmatic
works. But; like all }jturgical and ascetic writings, they may
be regarded as concrete and living witnesses to the dogmatic
spitit of a period—Homiliarium Patristicum, edid. Zudov.
Pelt et H. Rheinwald, Berol. 1829, deinde H, Rheinwald et C.
Vogt, Ber. 1831.—E. G- H. Lentz, Geschichte der Christlichen
Homiletik, 2 vols., Braunschw, 1839. Paniel, Pragmatische
Geschichte der Christl. Beredsamkeit und der Homiletik, i.
1, 2, Leipz. 1839-41. During the Middle Ages the sermoys
of Berthold, Tauler, etc., in the time of the Reformation those
of the Reformers, etc., come into consideration, . Beste, Die
bedeutendsten Kanzelredner d. iltern Luth. Kirche, Leipz.
1856. - Modern homiletical literature also gives a more or Jess
faithful representation of doctrinal tendencies.

(3) Comp. § 13, note 6. As sacred hymns were numbered
among the public sources, so poetical works in general may
be considered as a private source, eg. the works of some of
the earlier poets, of the so-called Minnesingers, Dante’s Divina
Commedia, and many others. In like manner, a comparison
of the poetical views of Milton, Shakespeare, Githe, Byron, ox
the romantic school, with the doctrinal tendencies of the
Church, might lead to interesting results. A history' of
Christian poetry in its whole extent, and in its constant
reference to the theological spirit of each period, does not as
yet exist.

(4) The influence which popular belief (with its remnants
of heathen superstitions) may have exerted upon certain dog-
matic notions, eg. concerning the devil and hell, is deserving
of particular attention (comp. Grzmmy's deutsche Mythologie).
The doctrinal spirit also manifests itself in the silent monu-
ments of art; ecclesiastical buildings, tombs, vasa sacra,
paintings, eg. representing the last judgment, or even the
Deity (comp. €. Grineisen, iiber bildliche Darstellung der
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Gottheit, Stuttg. 1828), in coins, gems, ete. (Manter, Sinnbilder
und Kuntsvorstellungen der alten Christen., Altona 1825, 4to.
Bellermann, die Gemmen der Alten mit dem. Abraxasbilde,
Berlin 1817.  Piper, Mythologie der Christl. XKunst,
Weimar 184%7. [Didrow's Christ. Iconography, transl. in
Bohn's Lib. 1852. L. Twining, Symbols of Early and
Mediseval Avt, 1852. Mrs. Jameson, Sacred and Legendary
Art, 3 vols.]). '

¢ § 15.
(¢) Indirect Sources.

We cannot always have access to direct sources, but must
frequently have recourse to such as are indirect, 4.e. accounts
or reports which have been transmitted to us by other writers
at second or third hand, as is the case, for the most part, with
the opinions of heretics (1), whose writings were destroyed at
an early period. In like manner, with the teachings of some
of the Fathers, whose works are either entirely lost, or have
come down to us only in a corrupt form (2). In the use of
both the direct and indirect’ sources, much critical caution is
needful (3).

(1) Hence the accounts given by different writers of
Cerinthus, the Ebionites, Gnostics, Manichzans, etc., fre-
quently vary from one another, and even contradict each
other. ‘

(2) Thus, in the case of Origen, of whose writings we
frequently have nothing but the translations of Ruﬁnus or
. the relations of Jerome and Eusebius.

(3) Not only the criticism of the text and words, in respect
to the genuineness and integrity of the writings (comp. Danz,
Initia Doctringe Patrist. §§ 7—20), but also the eriticism of the
contents, in relation to the greater or less credibility of the
authors, Comp. Hagenbach, Encyklop. § 205.
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§ 16.

Works on the History of Doctrines.
C.'F. Baur, Le. 5. 100 &.

As all the spurces are not at the command of every one,
and as their study, generally speaking, will be fruitful only
after we have acquired a general outline of the higjory which
we intend more fully to investigate, we must have recourse,
in the first instance, to the works of those who, by their own
historical researches, and in the application of the historical
art, have placed the treasures of science within the reach of
all who desire to be learners. The History of Doctrines itself
has been treated as an independent branch of theological
science only in modern times (1); yet some of the earlier
writers of Church History (2), as well as the theologians (3),
have prepared the way for it. Besides those works which
treat of the History of Doctrines exclusively (4), we have to
compare the modern works on ecclesiastical history (5), as
well as the monographs on the Fathers and on particular
doctrines (6), and also those works en dogmatic theology (7) -
and Christian ethics (§), which combine the historical with
the systematic. Lastly, the literature of symbolism (9) forms
(according to § 4) a part of the literature of the History of
Boctrines.

(1) The History of Doctrines was formerly treated in con-
néction with ecclesiastical history, or dogmatic theology (comp.
§ 2); Semler and Ernesti first showed the necessity of sepa-
rating the one from the other.’ The former attempted this in
his historical introduction to Stegm. Baumgarten’s Glaubens-
lehre, Halle 1759, 3 vols. 4to. His design was (according to i.
8 101): “to expand the views of divines or studiosi theologice
in general, and to show the origin, nature, and true object of
dogmatic theology.” In the same year J. A. Ernesti published
his programme, De Theologiaz Historicee et Dogmatice con-
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jungende Necessitate et Modo universo, Lips. 1759 (Opusec.
Theol., Lips. 1773, ed. 2, 1792, p. 567); he does not
indeed speak of the History of Doctrines as a separate
science, but it is not difficult to perceive that he felt the
necessity of its being so. Comp. also C. W. F. Walch,
(Gedanken von der Geschichte der Glaubenslehre, 2d ed.
Gott. 1764.

(2) Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, ete. (Editions
of Valesius, Par. 1659, 3 vols. Reading, Cant. 1720, 3 vols. fol.
~~Manual edition of Eusebius by Heinichen, Lips. 1827-28,
3 vols, and an edition by Zaemmer, Schaffhausen 1862.)
[English translations of Euseb. Socrat. Sozom. Theod. and
Evagrius, published by Bagster, Lond., 6 vols.,, also the first
three by Bohn] Rufinus, Sulpicins Severus, Cassiodorus,
Epiphanins Scholasticus. Wreters during the Middle Ages:
Gregor. Turonensis, Beda Venerabilis, Adamus Bremensis,
Nicephorus Callisti, ete. (comp. the literature in works on
-geclesiastical history). Since the Reformation : the Magdeburg
Centuriators under the title : Ecclesiastica Historia per aliquot
studiosos et pios viros in urbe Magdeburgica, Basil. 155974,
13 vols. fol. tCws. Baronius, Annales Ecclesiastici, Rom.
1588-1607, 12 vols. fol.  tOdoricus Raynaldus, Annales
Eccles,, Rom. 1664—74, 10 vols. fol. (both edited by Mansi,
along with the Critica Historico-Theologica of Pagi, Lucce,
1738, 39, 33 vols. fol.).—J. @. Arnold, Unparteiische Kirchen-
und Ketzerhistorie, Fkft. 1699, 4 vols. fol. 1Nat. dlexander,
Historia ‘Ecclesiastica, Par. 1676—86, 24 vols,, Venet. 1759,
77, 9 vols. fol.  tFleury, Histoire Ecclésiastique, Paris
1691-1720, 20 vols. 4to (continued by Jean Claude Fabre,
Paris 172640, 16 vols. 4to, and 4l de la Croiz, Par.
1776178, 6 vols.), Par. 36 vols. 12mo, 1740, 41. 1Z5llemont,
Mémoires pour servir & I'Histoire Ecclésiastique des 6 premiers
sidcles, justifiés par les Citations des Auteurs Originaux, Paris
1693 ff, 16 vols. 4to. L. Moshemsi, Institutionum Historie
Eccles. Antiquioris et Recentioris libri IV, Helmst. 17565, 64,
4to [transl. by J. Murdock, New York and London) Ch. W.
F. Walch, Historie der Ketzereien, Spaltungen und Religions-
streitigkeiten, Leipz 1762-85, 11 vols. J. S. Baumgarten,
Untersuchung theologischer Streitigkeiten mit einigen Anmer-
kungen, Vorrede und fortgesetzter Greschichte der Christlichen
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Glaubenslehre, herausgegeben von J. S. Semler, Halle 1762~
64, 3 vols. 4to. By the sume : Geschichte der Religionsparteien, .
herausgegeben von J. S, Semler, ibid. 1766, 4te.
~ (3) ‘Thus the works of Jrenaeus, Hippolytus, Origen, Ter-
tullian, Epiphanius, and Theodoret contain much material for
the Higtory of Doctrines in their refutation of hereties ; much,
too, is found scattered about in the polemical and dogmatic
works of ancient and medimval times. Thus, in the work of
Bishop Facundus, of Hermiane, Pro Defensione trium Capitu-
lorum, libvi XIL (in Gallandii, Bibl, Patrum, tom. xi. p.
665 ff), in that of the monophysite, Stephan Gobarus (in
Photii Bibl. Cod. 232), as well as in the treatise of Abelard,
Sic et Non (edited by G L, Henke and @. S. Lindenkohl, Marb.
1851). More definite preparation for the History of Doctrines
is found in works published after the Reformation: tDion
Petavius, Opus de Theologicis Dogmatibus, Par. 1644~50,
4 vols.; Antw. 1700, 6 vols. “« This work is no less sngentous
than profound, and deserves to be more carefully and frequently
studied than is generally done” Dorner. [The first volume of
a new edition of Pefau, expolitum et anctum, collatis studiis C.
- Passaglia et C. Schrader, was published at Rome, in 4to, 1857 ;
published also in 8 vols. 8vo, ed. by Thomas, Barri-ducis, 1864.]
tZ. Thomassin, Dogmata Theologica, Par. 1684-89. *TZud
Dumesnil, Doctrina et Disciplina Ecclesi®, ex ipsis Verbis ss.
codd. conce. PP. et genuinorum Monumentorum sec. seriem
temporis digesta, 4 vols., Col. 1730, fol. Zo. Forbesius a Corse,
Instructiones Historico-theologicse” de Doctrina Christiana et
vario Rerum Statu Ortisque Erroribus et Controversiis, etc.,
Amst. 1645, fol, Gen. 1699, and in his Opera, Amst. 1703,
2 vols. fol. (vol. ii.). The design of this work is to prove the
agreement between the doctrines of the Reformers and the
opinions of the earlier Fathers (especially in opposition to
Bellarmin). The various Loci of Chemnitz, Hutter, Quenstedt,
" Baier, and of Joh. Gerhard in particular, contain much historical
matter: J. Gerhard, Loci Theol. (edit. of Cotta), Tiib. 176298,
22 vols, 4to. [Ed. by Preuss, Berol. 1863 ff] Works which
form the transition! to the treatment of the History of
! (Baur, Lehrb, (£inl. § 6, 2), says the three greatest leaders in the historical

method of studying doctrine were the younger Walch, Semler, and Mosheim.
See above, under 2,]
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Doctrines as s separate science: Lor. Reinkard, Introductio
in Historiam Precipuorum Dogmatum, Jen. 1795, 4to, and
J. 8. Buumgarten, Evangelische Glaubenslehre, Halle 1759,
60, 4to (the above-mentioned preface to this work by Semler).
[On Petavius, Forbes, Gerhard, and Quenstedt, comp. Baur,
Lehrb. Einl § 6. 1.]

(4) CoMPENDIUMS AND MANUALS OF THE HISTORY OF
DocrrINES : S, G. Lange, ausfithrliche Geschichte der Dogmen,
Lpz. 1796 (incomplete). J. Ch. Wundemann, Geschichte der
christlichen Glaubenslehren vom Zgitalter des Athanasius bis
Gregor den Gr., 1st and 2d vols,, Leipz. 1798-99 (fragmentary).
*W. Minscher, Handbuch der christlichen Dogmengeschichte,
Marb. vols. i and ii. 1797 (third edit. without alteration,
1817, 18); vol.iil. 1802,1804; vol. iv. 1809 (only to the year
604); the first treatment of the History of Doctrine in the
pragmatic method. By the same: Lehrbuch der christlichen
Dogmengeschichte, Marb. 1812, 19, 3d¢ ed, mit Belegen
aus den Quellenschriften, Erginzungen der Literatur, histori-
schen Notizen und Fortsetzungen versehen von ¥*Dan. von
Colin, 1st part, Cassel 1832, 2d part, ibid. 1834 (edited by
Hupfeld); 24 part, 2d section (also under the title: Lehrbuch
der christlichen Dogmengeschichte von der Reformationszeit
bis auf unsere Tage), by Ch. Gotth. Neudecker, Cassel 1838
[ Minscher's Manual, translated by T. Murdock, New Haven,
12mo, 1830}  Friedr. Minter, Handbuch der &ltesten christ-
lichen Dogmengeschichte, from the Danish, by Ewvers, 1st vol,,
Gott. 1802 (incomplete). *J. Ch. W. Augusti, Lehrbuch der
christlichen Dogmengeschichte, Leipz. 1805, 4th ed. 1835.
L. Bertholdt, Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte, herausg. von
Veit Engelhardt, Exl. 1822, 23, 2 vols. F A. Ruperti,
Geschichte der Dogmen, oder Darstellung der Glaubenslehre
des Christenthuins von seiner Stiftung bis auf die neueren
Zeiten, insbesondere fiir Studierende der Theologie und zu
ihrer Vorbereitung auf ihre Priifung, Berlin 1831. *Z. F.
0. Bauwmgarten-Crusius, Lehrbuch der christlichen Dogmen-
geschichte, Jena 1832, 2 vols. C. @, H. Lentz, Geschichte
der christlichen Dogmen in pragmatischer Entwicklung,
Helmst. 1834, 1st vol. tH. Klee, Lehrbuch der Dogmen-
geschichte, 1st vol. Mainz 1837, 2d vol. 1838. [German
ed. out of print; French transl, Paris, Le Cofire, 1848.]
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J. G. V. Engelhardt, Dogmengeschichte, 2 vols., Neust. 1839.
*Karl Meier, Lehybuch der Dogmengeschichte fiir akade-
mische Vorlesungen, Giessen 1839. *Bawmgarten-Crusius,
Compendium der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, Leipz. vol. i.
1840, ii. 1846 (edited by Hase). ¥*F Ch. Baur, fehrb. d.
christl. Dogmengeseh., Stuttg, 1849 (24 ed. 1858; 3d ed.
1867).. Karl Beck, Lehrb. d. christl. Dogmengesch., Weimar
1848, Tiibingen 1864. L. Noack, Die christl. Dogmengesch.
nach ihrem organischen Entwicklungsgange, Erlang. 1853,
24 ed. 1856. *®J. .C. L. @ieseler, Dogmengeschichte
(posthumous, edited by Redepenning), Bonn 1855. ¥4,
Neander, christl. Dogmengesch., edited by J. L. Jacobi, 2 Thle.,
Berlin 1857, 58 (translated by J. E. Ryland in Bohn's
Library). H. Schmid, Lehrbuch d. Dogmengesch., Nérdlingen
'1860. K. F. A. Kahnis,der Kirchenglaube, historisch-genetisch
dargestellt, Leipz. 1864 (2d vol. of his Dogmatik). *Z C.
Baur, Vorlesungen iiber die christliche Dogmeng. i. 1, herausg.
v. Ferd. Fried. Baur, Leipz. 1865. [W. G. T, Shedd, A History
of Christian Doctrine, 2 vols., New York 1863, Edinburgh
1872. Dr. Shedd’s method is more like that of Petavius
than of the more recent writers. He adopts, so to speak,
the vertical and not the horizontal division of the subject, in
the following manner:~—Book I. Influence of philosophical
systems (from Plato to the German philosophy). Book IL
History of Apologies. Book III History of Theology and
Christology. Book IV. History of Anthropology. Book V.
History of Soteriology. Book VI. History of Eschatology.
Book VIL History of Symbols. Each subject is considered
under successive periods, but the periods do mnot coincide.
* Nitesch, Grundriss der Dogmengeschichte, Berlin 1870 ; only
Part I. (Patrist. period) yet published.]

Tables : K. R. Hagenbach, Tabellarische Uebersicht der Dg. bis anf die Refor-
mation, Basel 1828, 4to. Karl Vorlinder, Tabell. ibersichtl. Darstellung
der Dogmeugesch. nach Neanders dogmengeschichtl, Vorlesungen, Per. i.
Hamb. 1835, Per. il 1837, Per. iil. and jv. 1855 (Dutch ed. Amsterdam
1850, 4t0). K. Beck, Zeittafeln fiir die Dg. mit riicksicht auf Kirchen- u.

" Culturgeschichte, Tidbingen 1864,

(5) Works oF MoDerN- AuTHORS oN CHURCH HISTORY,
WHICH INCLUDE THE HisTORY oF DoCTRINES: J. M. Schroclh,
christliche Kirchengeschichte, Leipz. 1768+1804, 35 vols,
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since the Reformation (continued by Zzschirner), 1804-10,
10 vols. Henke, Allgemeine Geschichte der Christlichen
Kirche nach der Zeitfolge, Braunschw. 1788 ff., continued
by Vater, 9 vols. (in several editions). J. Z. Ch. Schmid,
Handbuch der Christlichen Kirchengeschichte, Giessen und
Darmstadt 1801 £, 6 vols. (2d ed. 1825-27), vol. vii. by
Rottberg, 1834. *Aug. Neander, Allgemeine Geschichte der
Christlichen Religion und Kirche, Hamb. 1825-52, vals. i—vi.
‘in fourteen parts. [The sixth vol edited by K. F. H. Schneider,
from Mss. 1852. A new edition, with preface by Ullmann,
Gotha 1856 ; translation by Joseph Torrey, 5 vols, Boston
1849-~54, and in Clark’s For. Theol. Lib.; also in Bohn's
Library, London] *Z. @iescler, Lehrbuch der XKirchen-
geschichte, Bonn 1824-57, 3 vols, in several parts (vol. i.
4th ed. in two parts, 1844 ; vol. ii. in four parts; vol. iii. 1,
1840 ; 4th ed. of vel. i. 1844). [Of Gieseler’s work, vols.
iv—vi. are edited from his Mss. by Z. R. Redepenning ; the
5th vol. to 1848 ; the 6th vel is the History of Doctrines
to 1517. A translation of this History, to the Reformation,
by Francis Cunningham, was published in Phil. 1836. David-
son and Huwlls translation, in Clark’s Library, Edinburgh, 5
vols. 1846-59. A new edition, revised and ed. by Henry B.
Smith, New York, 5 vols] K. Hase; Lehrbuch d. Kirchen-
gesch., Leipz. 1833 ; 10th ed. 1877 [translated from 7th ed. by
C. E. Blumenthal and C. P. Wing, New York 1855]). H. E.
F. Guericke, Handbuch d. Allg. Kirchengesch.,, Halle 1833 ;
9th ed. 1866, 3 vols. [vol i. comprising six centuries, trans-
lated by W. @ T. Shedd, Andover 1857) Schleiermacher,
Gesch. d. Christl. Kirche (posthumous ed. by Bonnel), Berlin
1840. A. F. Gfrirer, Allg. Kirchengesch., Stuttg. 1841-46,
4 vols. Ch. W. Niedner, Gesch. d. Christl. Kirche, Leipz.
1846. J. H. Kuriz, Lebrb. d. Kirchengesch,, Mitau 1840 ;
7th ed. 2 vols. 1874, [Same: Handbuch d. Kirchengesch.,
vol. i. in three parts, 2d ed. 1858.] Ph. G. 4. Fricke, Lehrb.
d. Kircheng. i, Leipz. 1850. [W. B. Lindner, Lehrb. d.
Kircheng., 3 vols., Leipz. 1854. J. G. V. Engelhardt, Hand-
buch, 4 vols. 1834. J. L. Jacobi, Lehrb. i. 1850. M. 7.
Matter, Histoire universelle de I'Eglise, 4 vols, 2d ed. Paris
1838. H. H. Milman, Hist. of Latin Christ.,, 6 vols., Lond.
1854-57 (various editions). M. Stebbing’s Hist. of Church to
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Eighteenth Cent., 6 vols. 1842. Philip Schaff, Hist. of Christ.
Church, vol. i, New York 1859, Foulkes Manual, 1851. Ch.
Huordwick, Middle Ages and Reform,, 2 vols. 1853-56. J. C.
Robertson, to 1517, 4 vols. 1854-78. Waddington, through
Ref, 6 vols. 1835 sq., New York ed. of first 3 vols, in one.]
F. R. Hasse, Kirchengeschichte, herausg. v. A. Kéohler, Leipz.
1864, 3 vols. J. H. A. Ebrard, Handbuch der christlichen
Kirchen- w. Dogmengeschichte fiix Prediger u. Studierende,
Erlangen 1865 ; also Baur's works on Church History are,
for the most part, of special value for the History of
Doctrines (comp, the further literature, as well as the works
of the Catholie Ritter, Locherer, Alzog, Annegarn, in the
EnecykL s. 229 ff),

[RomaN CatHoric WoRgs: F. L. von Stolberg, Gesch. d. Rel.
Jesu, 15 Bde. 1806-19 ; continued by Kers and Brischar, 52
vols. in all, the last in 1860. Casp. Sacharelli, Hist. Eccl.,
Rom. 1772-95, 25 vols. 4to. Th. Katerkamp, Miinster, 5
Bde. 1819--34. J. J. Ritter, Handb., 2 Bde, 5th ed. 1854.
J. Alzog, 5th ed. 1850. Déllinger, Church Hist. to Ref.,
transl. by Ed. Cox, 4 vols, Lond. 1848, Rohrbacher, Hist.
Universelle de VEglise, Paris 1842 sq., 29 vols.; Henrion, in
25 vols, Palma, Praelect. Hist. Eccl. Rom., 3 vols. 1838-42.]

Tables of Church History: J. S. Vater, 1803 ; 6th ed.
Thilo 1833. J. 7. L. Danz, 1838. Lob. Lange, 1841. €.
D. A. Dowaz, 2d ed. 1850. [Henry B. Smith, Hist. of the
Church in Synchronistic Tables, fol,, New York, new ed. 1860 ;
also by Moller, Schone, Fiedler, Lange, Danz.]

Works oN THE CHurcH HistorY oF PARTICULAR PERIODS:
(@) Ancient Times. Moshemir, Commentarius de Rebus Chris-
tianorum ante Constantinum M., Helmstad. 1753, 54. [Vol. i
transl. by B. S Vidal ; vol. ii. by Jas. Murdoch, 2 vols.,, New
York 1852. Philip Schaff, Hist. of Apostolic Church, ete.,
New York 1853. H. H. Milman, Hist. of Christ. to Abolition
of Paganism in the Rom. Emp., 3 vols. [Rothe, Anfiinge d.
Christl. Kirche, 1837. 4. Ritschl, d. Altkathol Kirghe, 1850.
W. Burton, Lect. on Eccl. Hist. of First Three Cent., in his
Works, vols. iv. and v., Oxf. 18387. K. R. Hugenbach, die
Christl, Kirche d. drei ersten Jahrh. 1853. Z C. Baur, Das
Christenthum . ., . in d. drei ersten Jahrh. 1853. H. W. J.
Thiersch, Gesch, d, Christl. Kirche ; transl. by Carlyle, Lond.
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1852] Compare also the works of M, Baumgarten, J. P.
Lange, Bawr, Lechler, Sehwegler, Dietlein, Volkmar, Bunsen,
Hilgenfeld, L. Noack, etc. (b) Middle Ages (especially in
relation to Scholasticism). . B. Bossuet,.Einleitung in die
Allg. Gesch.; German, transl. by J. A, Cramer, Leipz. 1757-86
[in French and English, numerous editions. J. 7' Damberger,
Synchron. Gesch. d. Kirche u. Welt im Mittelalter, Regensb.
6 Bde. 1850—54; also a French edition). Ueberweg (§ 7).
[M. B. Haurédam, De la Philos. Scholastique (crowned), 2 vols,,
Paris 1859. B Chastel, Te Christianisme et I'Eglise au
Moyen Age, Paris 1857.] (¢) The T4me of the Reformation
(in addition to works on the History of the Reformation): J.
@. Planck, Geschichte der Entstehung, der Verinderungen und
Bildung unsetres Protestantischen Lehrbegriffs, von Anfang der
Reformation bis zur Einfithrung der Concordienformel, vol. vi.
2d ed., Leipz. 1791-1800, comp. §§ 212, 219. (d) Modern
Times: Planck, Geschichte der Prot. Theol. von der Con-
cordienformel an bis in die Mitte des 18 Jahrh., Gott. 163 1.
Comp. J. G- Walch, Histor. u. Theolog. Einleitung in die
Religions-streitigkeiten in tnd ausserhalb der Lutherischen
Kirche, Jena 1783, 10 vols, Further literature under § 272 ff.

(6) Works which treat on particular subjects (monographs)
will be mentioned in their proper place. Essays in which the
systems of individual Fathers are more fully discussed,, will be
found in the works of Rossler, Augusti, Mohler, etc., mentioned
§ 14, note 1.

(7) Works 0N DoeMATIC THEOLOGY WHICH ALSO CONSIDER
THE HisTorY oF DocTRINES, or include it: G. J. Seiler, Theo-
logia Dogmatico - Polemica, cum Compendio Historizz Dog-
matum, ed. 3, Erl. 1789. J. F. Gruner, Institutionum
Theologize Dogmatice, lib. iii., Hal. 1777. J. Ch. Diderlein,
Institutio Theologi Christiani in Capitibus Religionis theo-
reticis, ed. 6, Alt. 1797, 2 vols. C. Fr. Stdudlin, Lehrbuch
der Dogmatik und Dogmengeschichte, Gott. (1801, 9), 1822,
J. A. L. Wegscheider, Institutiones Theol. Christ. Dogmaticee,
addita Singulorum Dogmatum Historia et Censura, Hal. 1815,
ed. 8,1844. K. G. Bretschneider, Handbuch der Dogmatik der
Evangelischen Kirche, 3d ed, 2 vols,, Leipz. 1828, 34. By the
same: Versuch einer systematischen Entwicklung aller in der
Dogmatik vorkommenden Begriffe, nach den Symb. Biichern der
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Luth. Kirche, 4th ed., Leipz. 1841. *Xarl Hase, Lehrbuch der
Evangelischen Dogmatik, Stuttg. 1826 (6th ed., Leipz. 1870).
*By the same: Gnosis oder Evang. Glaubenslehre fiir die
Gebildeten in der Gemeinde, wissenschaftlich dargestellt, 2d ed.
2 vols, Leipz. 1869-70. [G Ch. Knapp, Vorlesungen iiber
die Christliche Glaubenslehre, heransgeg. von IT7htlo, 2d ed.
1837; translated into English by Leon. Woods, And. 1831,
and often republished] oJ. D. F. Strauss, Die Christl. Glau-
bensl. in ihrer gesch, Entwicklung, 2 vols, Tiib. 1840. Ch.
E. Weisse, Philos. Dogmatik, oder Phil. des Christenth., 1 vol,
Leipz. 1855 (§§ 180-247). [Dan, Schenkel, Die Christl. Dog-
matik, vom Standpunkte des Gewissens, 2 vols. (in three parts),
Wiesbaden 1858-59. @. Thomasius, Christi Person u. Werk,
3 Thle, Erlangen 1853 sq, J. P. Lange, Christl, Dogmatik,
3 vols, Heidelb. 1849-52. 4. D. C. Twesten, Dogmatik d.
Evang,-Luth. Kirche, 2d ed. 2 vols. 1834-37. J. H. A.
Ebrard, Christl. Dogmatik, 2d ed. 2 vols. 1862, 63. F A.
Philippr, Kirchl. Glaubensl, 5 vols. 1854~75. A4ug. Hahn,
Lehrh. d. Christl. Glaubens, 4te. Aufl. ii. 1858.] On the History
of the Protestant Doctrine: * W. M. L. De Wette, Dogmatik
der Evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche nach den Symbolischen
Biichern und den #ltern Dogmatikern (the second part of
his Lehrb. der Christ. Dogmatik), 2d ed., Berlin 1821, 3d ed.
1840. F. 4. Klein, Darstellung des dogmatischen Systems
der Evangel. Prot. Kirche, Jena 1822, 3d ed. revised by
Lobegott Lange, ibid, 1840. - *Hase, Hutterus redivivus,
oder Dogmatik der Evangelisch-lutherischen Kirehe, Leipz. .
182958, 9th ed. AL Schweizer, Die Glaubens). d. Evang.
Ref Kirche, aus den Quellen, vol. i, Ziirich 1844 [Die
Protestantischen Centraldogmen., vol. ii. 1856]. D. Schenkel,
Das Wesen des Protest. aus d. Quellen des Reformationszeit-
alters dargestellt, 3' vols., Schaffh. 1846«~51. H. Schmid,
die Dogmatik der evang.-luther. Kirche, 6th ed., Fkft. 1876.
H. Heppe, Dogmatik des deutschen Protestantismus im sech-
zehnten Jahrh., 3 vols, Gotha 1857. K. F. 4. Kehnis,
Lutherische Dogmatik, historisch-genetisch dargestell, Leipz.
1863, 64 (see above under 4). WoRrks oN THE HISTORY
or DoamaTi¢ THEOLOGY: Ch. G. Heinrich, Versuch einer
Geschichte der verschiedenen Lehrarten der Christl. Glau-
benswahrheiten und der merkwiirdigsten Systeme und Com-
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pendien derselben, von Christo bis auf unsere Zeiten, Leipz.
1790. J. H. Sechickedanz, Versuch einer Geschichte der
Christ, Glaubenslehre und der merkwiirdigsten ‘Systeme,
Compendien, Normalschriften und Katechismen der Christ.
Hauptparteien, Braunschw. 1827.  Fligge und - Stdudiin,
Geeschichte der theol. Wissenschaften. Herrmann, Gesch. 4.
Prot. Dogmatik, von Melanc. bis Schleiermacher, Leipz. 1842.
Gass, Gesch. d. Prot. Dogmatik, 3 vols., Berl. 1854-62.

(8) K. F. Staudlin, Geschichte der Sittenlehre Jesu, 3 Bde,
Gott. 1799-1812. ¥De Wette, Christliche Sittenlehre, 3 vols.,
Berlin 1819-23. The shorter Compendium of the same
author: Lehrbuch der Christlichen Sittenlehre und der
Geschichte derselben, Berlin 1833, -

(9) Comp. § 13, note 1, and § 4 (on the significance of
Symbolism).  *Phil. Marheineke, christl. Symbolik, oder
historisch-kritische und dogmatisch-comparative Darstellung
des katholischen, lutherischen, reformirten und. socinianischen
:Lehrbegriffs, Heidelb.,, part I. vols. i ii. 1810, vol. iii. 1813
(8lso under the title: das System des Katholicismus); new
edition by Matthies and Vatke, 1848. DBy the same: Institu-.
tiones symbolicee, doctrinam Catholicorum, Protestantium,
Socinianorum, ecclesiee Greecee, minorumque societatt. christ.
summam .et discrimina exhibentes, Berol. 1812, ed. 3, 1830.
Herb. Marsh., The Churches of Romé and England Com-
pared: translated into German by J. C. Schreifer, Sulzb.
1821. *@. B. Winer, comparative Darstellung des Lehrbe-
griffs der verschiedenen christlichen Kirchenparteien, nebst
vollstindigen Belegen aus den symbolischen Schriften dersel-
ben in der Ursprache (mit angehingten Tabellen), Leipz.
1824, 4to, new ed. 1887. *tJ. A. Mohier, Symbolik, oder
Darstellung der dogmatischen Gegensiitze der Katholiken und
Protestanten, nach ihren offentlichen Bekenntniss-schriften,
Mainz 1832, 6th ed. 1843. On the other side:  Fred. Chr.
Baur, Gegensatz des Katholicismus und Protestantismus nach
den Principien und Hauptdogmen der beiden Lehrbegriffe,
Tiib. 1833. K. Im. Nitasch, Prot. Beantwort. der Symbolik
Mohlers; in reply : Mohler, neue Untersuchung der Lehrge-
gensiitze zwischen den Katholiken und Protestanten, Mainz

1834, 35, Tth ed. 1864 ; and also: Bawr, Erwiderung auf
Mohlers neueste Polemik u. s. w., Tiib. 1834.—Ed. Kollner,
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Symbolik aller christlichen Confessionen, vol. i, Symbolik der
luth. Kirche, Hamb. 1837 ; vol. ii. Symbolik der rémischen
Kirche, 1844, H. E. F. Guericke, allgem. christl. Symbolik
vom luth. kirchl. Standpunkte, Leipz. 1839, 3d ed, 1861.
H. W. J. Thiersch, Vorlesungen iiber Kath. u. Protest., 2d ed.
1848. 4. H. Buaier, Symbolik der christ. Confessionem u.
Religionsparteien ; Part I. Symbolik d. Romisch-Kath. Kirche,
vol. i, Greifsw. 1854. Matthes, Comp. Symbolik, Leipz 1854.
N. Hgfmann, Symbolik, oder system. Darstellung d. Symb.
Lehrbegriffe, Leipz. 1837. 1Hilgers, Symbolische Theologie,
Bonn 1841. K. Hase, Handbuch der protest. Polemik, Leipz.
1862. 4. Neander, Katholicismus und Protestantismus,
herausg. von Messner, Berlin 1863. [M, Schneckenburger,
Vergleichende Darstellung des lutherischen u. reformirten
Lehrbegriffs : herausg. von Ed. Qiider, Zwei Theile, Stuttg.
1855.] For the editions of the symbolical books, see § 13, 1.
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FROM THE APOSTOLIC AGE TO THE DEATH OF ORIGEN,
OR FROM THE YEAR 70 TO THE YEAR 254.

THE AGE OF APOLOGETICS.

A. GENERAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING THE
FIRST PERIOD.

§17.
C’lié'ist and Christianity.

On the Life of Christ in general, see the earlier Harmonies of the Gospels
[ William Newcome, Eng, Harmony, repr. Phil. 1809; Greswell (ed. 4) and
Slatter, in Greek, 1845 and 1878; K. Robingon, in Greek, 1831, in English,
1846-; L. Carpenter, Lond. 1835; J. G. Palfrey, Bost. 1831 ; Stroud's
New Greck Haymony, 1858 ; Harmony, in Eng., R. Tract So¢. and S, P.
C. K. Comp. 8. Davidson in Kitto, 1.e. sub voce], and the modern works
of Hess, Hase (newest ed. 1865), Paulus, Strauss, and (in reference to the
latter) Weisse, Neander, Wilke, * Kuhn, Theile, Lange, Bbrard, etc.
Since 1868, Renan, Vie de Jésus (1863) ; the new edition of Strauss’
Leben Jesu (1864) ; Schenkel, Characterbild Jesu (1878) ; Schleiermacher,
Leben Jesu, ed. by Riitenick (1864), and the controversial writings occa-
sioned by the works of Renan, Strauss, and Schenkel, which, however, deal
less with the doctrinal than the historical aspect of the subject, and there-
fore have only an indirect bearing tpon the History of Doctrine. [Seeley,
Ecce Homo, Lond. and Camb. 1866 ; Keim, Geschichte Jesu von Nazara,
3 vols., Ziirich 1867-72, and new ed. ; Farrar, Life of Christ, 2 vols.
London 1874 ; Geikie, Life and 'Words of Christ, London 1876, éte.] Con-
cerning the internal or apologetico-dogmatic aspect of his life, which forms
the basis of the History of Doctrines, comp. (Reinhard) Versuch iiber den
Plan, den der Stifter der christlichen Religion zum Besten der Menschheit
entwarf, Wittenberg 1781, new ed., with additions by Heubner, Wittenb.
1830 {primarily & veply to the Wolfenbiittel Fragments). [Plan of the
Founder of Christ.,, from the German, by O. W. Taylor, 12mo, Andover
1831.] *J. Q. Herder, Vom Erloser der Menschen, nach den drei ersten

Hagexs. Hist. Docr. 1. D
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 Evangelien, Riga 1796. By the same: vom Sohne Gottes, der Welt
Heiland, :nach Johannes, Riga 1797. (Comp. Werke zur Religion und
Theologie, vol. xi., or Christliche Schriften, part 1.) Ch. F. Bohme, die
Religion Jesu Christi, aus jhren Urkunden dargestellt, Halle 1825-27.
*Ullmann, iiber die Siindlosigkeit Jesu, in the Studien und Kritiken,
1828, part 1, reprinted, Hamb. 1833, 5th ed. 1845. [Dr. Ullmann on the
Sinless Character of Jesus, Edinr.] By the same : Was setzt die Stiftung

- der christlichen Kirche durch einen Gekreuzigten voraus? in the Studien
und Kritiken, 1832, s. §79-596, and reprinted in his treatise : Historisch
oder mythisch-? Beitriige zur Beantwortung der gegenwirtigen Lebensfrage
der Theologie, Hamb. 1838. Ch. F. Pritzsche, de dvauaprasie Jesu Christi,
Commentationes 4 (repr. in Fritzschiorum Opuscnla Academica, Lips. 1838,
p. 48 seq.). *Alex. Schweizer, iiber die Dignitdt des Religionsstifters, in
the Studien und Kritiken, 1834. F. Liicke, two programmes (against Hase):
Examinatur, que speciosns nuper commendata est sententia de mutato per
eventa adeoque sensim emendato Christi consilio, Gott. 1831, 4to. On the
other side : Hase, Streitschriften, Leipz. 1834.— Strauss and his opponents.
(The Literature in Theile and elsewhere.) [Neander's Life of Christ, transl.
from 4th ed. by J. McClintock and €. E. Blumenthal, New York 1848 ;
London, Bohn. Hase’s Life of Jesus, transl. by J. F. Clarke, Boston 1860."
Strauss’ Life, transl. 2 wols. Lond. 1854. W. H. Furness, History of
Jesus, Boston 1850 ; ibid., Jesus and His Biographers, 1838.—+ Sepp, Das
Leben Jesu, 4 vols. Regensb. 1843 sq. ; in French, 1854, J. P. Lange,
Das Leben Jesu, 8 vols.. Heidelb. 1847, and in English (Clark, Edinr.).
A. Ebrard, Kritik d. evang, Gesch., 8d ed. Erlangen 1868. C. F. Von
Ammon, 8vols. 1847. B. Bauer, Evang. Gesch., 8 vols., 2d ed. 1855. +J.
Bucher, Leben Jesu, 1859, Paulus, 2 Bde. 1828, Krabbe, 1838. Weisse,
Evang. Gesch., 2 vols. 1828, 29. Ewald, Gesch. Jesu n. seiner Zeit, 1855.
A. Tholuck, Glaubwiirdigkeit, 1837, 7. Young, The Christ of History,
1855. Alexander, Christ and Christianity, 1854. (lsaac T'aylor) Restora-
tion-of Belief, 1855. W. H. Mill, Christian Advocate Sermons, Camb.
1844, 49.] G. Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu und ijhre erste Entwicklung,
Leipz. 1857, [Gess, Lehre von der Person Christi, 1856.]

‘WiTH the incarnation of the Redeemer, and the introduction
of Christianity into the world, the materials of the History of
Doctrines are already fully given in germ. The object of all
further doctrinal statements and definitions is, in the positive
point of view, to unfold this germ ; in the negative, to guard
it against all foreign additions and influences. @We here
assume, on the basis of the evidences, that what Jesus Christ
brought to light, in relation to the past (1), was new and
original, ie. a revelation, and, in relation to the future, is
theoretically perfect, not standing in need of correction or
improvement (2). This is the principle which we are
justified in placing at the very head of the History of
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Doctrines, and by which we are to judge all its phenomena.
‘We cannot, therefore, separate Christ's doctrine from His
person.  For the peculiar and harmonious relation in which
Christ, as the Son of God, stood to His heavenly Father, the
decision with which He bore witness to this relationship, and
the spiritual and moral renovation which were ‘to flow from
Himself, as the Saviour, unto mankind, form the kernel and
centre of His doctrine. It has not essentially the character
of a system made up of certain definitive notions, but it is a
fact in the religious and moral sphere, the joyful news
(ebaryyéNiov, kijprypa) of which was to be proclaimed to all
men for their salvation, on condition of faith, and a willing-
ness to repent and obey in newness of life. Jesus is not the
“author of a dogmatic theology, but the author and finisher of
JSaith (Heb. xii. 2); not the founder of a school, but in the
most exalted semse the founder of a religion and of the
Church. Hence He did not propound dogmas dressed in a
scientific garb, but He taught the divine word in a simply
buman and popular manner, for the most part in parables and
proverbs. We find these laid down in the eanonical Gospels,
though in a somewhat different form in the Gospel of John
from that in the synoptical Gospels (3). One of the objects
shared by the evangelical interpretation of Scripture, by the
histories of the life of Jesus, by apologetics and biblical
theology, is to ascertain the peculiar contents of the teaching
of Jesus, to reduce it to certain fundamental ideas and one
uniform principle. '

(1) « The office of the Saviour was not to propound doctrine,
or to. set forth doctrinal formulas, but to manifest Himself, and
to reveal His unity with the Father. His person was a foct,
ond not an idea” Schwegler, Montanismus, 8. 3. Jesus,
indeed, adopted many of the current opinions, especially -the
Mosaic doctrine of one God, and also the prevailing opinions
and expectations of the age concerning the doctrine of angels, '
the kingdom of God, ete. But to consider Him merely as the
reformer of Judaism would be to take a too narrow view of -
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His work, and to speak of Him as an Ebionite; see Schwegler,
das nachapostolische Zeitalter, s. 89 ff. (das Urchristenthum),
On the relation in which the History of Doctrines stands to
the teaching of Jesus and His apostles, see Dorner, Entwick-
lungsgeschichte der Lehre von der Person Christi, I. i. s. 68;
Geseler’s Dogmengeschichte, s. 4, 29 ff.; Baur, s. 140.

(2) A perfectibility of Christianity is, from the Christian
point of view, unimaginable, if we mean by this an extension
or perfection of the 4dea of religion as taught by the Son of
God ; for this is complete in itself, and realized in the mani-
festation of the God-man. There is therefore no room within
the History of Doctrines for a new revelation, which might
supersede the Christianity of its founder. Compare the recent
controversy aroused by Strauss upon the question whether
and how far the entire religious life (and this only as the
first point in the debate} ean be said to be perfectly realized
in any one individual. [This is the point which Strauss
debated in the form, that no one individual of a species can
fully realize and exhaust any general idea or conception,
eg. an incarnation, a perfect religion. See Dorner, Qischel,
and others in reply.]

(8) How far the synoptical Gospels differ from each other
in their accounts of the teaching of Jesus, and how this
difference again is connected with the question as to the
priority of Matthew or Mark, must be discussed elsewhere.
So the important inquiry as to the origin of the fourth
Gospel must, for the present, remain for us an open question.
We may, however, set down as certain the following points:—
In the synoptical Gospels we find more of doctrina Christi, in
John more of doctrina de Christo: hence the former are more
objective, the latter is more subjective. But thongh we con-
cede such a subjective colouring, on the part of the fourth
evangelist, in his conception and narration of the words of
Jesus, yet this does not affect the credibility of his report, or
the religious truth of what he imparts; comp. Ebrard, das
Evang. Johannis, Ziir. 1845. Upon the extent to which the
divine dignity of Christ is manifested even in the synoptic
Gospels, see Dorner’s work, cited above, s. 79 ff.  [Comp. also
W. T. Gess, Die Lehre von d. Person Christi, 1856, and
Zechler in Stud. und Kritiken, 1857.  Delitesch, Bibl. Psycho-
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logie, s. 204 ff  Hohn, Theol. des neuen Test i 205.
Weizsgicker, Lebenszeugniss des johanneischen Christus, in
Jalub, f. deutsche Theol. 1857. Comp. also the Com-
mentaries on St. John by Luthardt and Godef, in Eng,
Clark, Edinr.} :

§ 18,

The Apostles.

* Neander, Geschichte der Planzang und Leitung der chuistlichen Kirche durch
die Apostel, vol. ii. sec. 8. [History of the Planting and Training of the
Christian Church by the Apostles, translat, by J. E. Ryland, Edinr. 1842
(also in Bohn's Library), vol. ii, book vi. : The Apostolic Doctrine.] G. Ch.
R. Maithaei, der Religionsglanbe der Apostel Jesu, nach seinem Ursprunge
und Werthe, vol. i, Gott. 1826, Ch. F. Bshme, die Religion der Apostel
Jesu Christi, aus ihren Urkunden dargestellt, Halle 1829. Kleuker,
Johannes, Petrns und Paulus, Riga 1785. 7. Ch. E. Schmid, Disserta-
tiones I, de theologia Joannis Apostoli, Jen, 1801, *L. Usteri, Entwicke-
lung des Paulinischen Lehrbegriffs in seinem Verhaltniss zur biblischen
Dogmatik des N. Test., Ziirich 1824, 29, 81, 32. A. F. Déhne, Entwicke-
lung des Paulinischen Lehrbegriffs, Halle 1885. F. Ch. Baur, der
Apostel Paulus, Tiib. 1845. Frommann, Der johanneische Lehrbegriff,
1889. K. R. Kostlin, der Yehrbegriff des Evangeliums und der Briefe
Johannis und die verwandten neutestamentlichen Lehrbegriffe, Berl. 1843,
W. Sttiger, der erste Brief Petri, mit Beriiksichtigung des ganzen biblischen
Lehrbegriffs, Berlin 1832. Weiss, Petrin. Lehrb. 1855. M. Ulrich, Versuch
einer Eintheilung der biblischen Dogmatik des Neuen Testaments, in Rohrs
Krit. Predigerbibliothek, xix. 1. [Tholuck, Remarks on the Life, Character,
and Style of the Apostle Paul, in Clark’s Students’ Cabinet Library of Useful
Tracts.] JIn general: Zeller, Aphorismen iiber Christenthum, Urchristen-
thum und Unchristenthum, in Schwegler’s Jahrbiicher der Gegenwart, 1844
(June). *4. Schwegler, das nachapostolische Zeitalter, 2 vols, Tiib. 1846.
W. 0. Digtlein, das Urchristenthum, eine Beleuchtung der von der Schule
des Dr. Banr in Tiibingen tiber das apostolische Zeitalter anfgestellten
Vermuthungen, Halle 1845. *Dorner, L.c. Schwegler, Apologetisches und
Polemisches (against Dorner), in Zeller's Jahrbiicher, 1846. Planck, Juden-
thum und Urchristenthum, ibid. 1847, s. 268 ff. H. W. J. Thiersch, Die
Kirche im apostol. Zeitalter, Frankf.,, 2d ed. 1858. Baumgarten, Die
Apostelgesch., Halle, 2d ed. 1859 [in Clark’s Library, 1856) E. Reuss,
Histoire de la Théologie chrétienne au sitcle apostolique, Paris 1852,
3d ed. 1864. F. Ch. Baur, Das Christentbum und die christl. kirche
d. 8 ersten Jahrh.,, Tidb. 1858. Lechler, Das apostol. und nachapostol.
Zeitalter (a prize essay), Haarlem 1854, 2d ed. Stuttgard 1857. Herm.
Messner, Lehre d. Apostel., Leipz. 1856. Baur, Dg. 5. 140 ff. *Tripp,
Paulus nach der Apostelgeschichte, Leiden 1866, [K. Schrader, Der
Apostel Panlus, Leipz. 1830-833, 8 Bde. [Pearson, Annales Paulini,
1688. W. T. Conybeare and J. Howson, The Life and Epistles of St.
Paul, Lond. 1852, 2 vols. 4to, also ed. in 8vo and 12mo. Paret, Paulus
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und Jesus, Jahrh, f. deutsche Theologie, 1858, On Paul and Seneca:
Chs. Aubertin, Etude critique, Paris 1858 ; Baur in Zeitschrift f. wiss.
Theol: 1858, H. H. Milman, Character and Conduct of the Apostles
as an Evidence of Christianity, Lond. Luthards, Das Evangelium
Johannes, 1853, and in Eng. K. F. T. Schneider, Aechtheit d. Evang.

. Johan, 1854 ; @. K. Mayer, Aechtheit d. Ev. Joh. 1854 ; comp. Lechler
in Stud. w. Krit. 1856; F. 0. Bauwr in Theol. Jahrb. b4, 1857 ; Hilgen-
Jfeld in Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol. 1858 and 1859, and in Theol, Jahrb.
1855 ; Weizsiicker in Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1859. Diisterdieck, Die
8 Joh. Briefe, 2 Bde. 1852-54. 4. Hilgenfeld, Paulus und die Urapostel,
in Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol. 1860. Comp. also the controversy between
Baur and Hase and Hilgenfeld on the principles of the Tiibingen School,
various pamphlets, 1855-57. J. P. Lange, Das apostol. Zeitalter, 1853,
L. Noack, Der Ursprung des Christenthums, 2 Bde. Leipz. 1857, +R. C.
Lutterbeck, Die Neutestamentl. Lehrbegriffe, 2 Bde. Mainz 1852, Schaf’s
Apostolic Church. Kostlin, Einheit u. Mannigfaltigkeit der neutest. Lehre,
in Jabrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1857-58. Renan, Les Apbtres, Paris 1866 ;

- Saint Paul, 1869 ; L’Antechrist, 1873. Lewin, St. Paul, 34 ed. 1876.
Farrar, St. Paul, 1879.]

As little as their Master did the first disciples of the Lord
propound a dogmatic system. DBut as they made the original
doctrine of Jesus the subject of theoretical contemplation, and
as their hearts and lives were practically and experimentally
penetrated by it, and as Christ’s spiritual personality had
been, as it were, formed in each one of them anew,”we find,
in their discourses and writings (1), the beginnings of a syste-
matic view of Christian doctrines. And this in such a way
that while Pefer and James (in this respect to be compared
with the -synoptical writers) simply relate in an objective
mantier what was delivered to them (2), an internal and
contemplative view of Christianity prevails in the writings of
John, and a practical and dialectic tehdency in those of Paul,
who was later called to be an apostle (3). And these may
be said to be types of the subsequent modes of theological
thought and teaching (4).

(1) The apostles are presented to us, partly as simple
witnesses and reporters of the teaching of Christ, partly as
preachers guided by the Spirit to announce the truths of
salvation which they have themselves experienced. But even
in this respect we must not forget that we do not refer to the
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twelve Apostles, of whose doctrinal views we possess but very
imperfect knowledge. For it is yet contested whether the
James and Jude, whose Epistles are in the canon, belonged to
the twelve apostles, or whether they are the brothers of the.
Lord. On the doctrinal system of James, see Doraner, le. s.
91 ff. (Comp. Herder, Briefe zweier Briider Jesu in unserm
Kanon; Wieseler in the Studien und Kritiken, 1842, I, s.
71 ff.; *Schaff, das Verhiltniss des Jacobus, Bruders des
Herrn, zu Jacobus' Alphii, Berl. 1842; and the commen-
taries.) [Lardner, vi, 162-202; Alford, Comm. on Ep. of St.
James. See also Herzog, Real-Encyklopidie, and Smith, Dicty.
of Bible, s.v.] Accordingly, Peter and John alone remain ; but
the second Epistle of the one, and the second and third Epistles
of the other, were very early reckoned amongst the Antile-
gomena; the genuineness of the second Epistle of Peter in
particular has again been impugned in modern times; and
even his first Epistle, though without sufficient basis, has been
the subject of doubts. Comp. De Wette's Einleitung ins N.
Test. § 172, 173.

(2) If the first Epistle of Peter is genuine, it is undoubtedly
of greater doctrinal importance than that of James, who gives
a greater prominence to practical Christianity, and seems to
ignore its Christological aspects, though he occasionally evinces
a profound acquaintance with the nature of faith and the
divine ecopomy (ch. i. 13 ff, 25, il 10, etc.). [Dorner, Lc.,
contests this position ; but Hagendbach says that he attributes
views to James which are not distinetly his.] On his relation
to Paul, see Neander, Gelegenheitsschriften, 3d ed. 8. 1 ff
But dogmatic ideas appear even in the writings of Peter more
as a vast mass of materials as yet in their rough state. “In
vain do we look in his writings for these definite peculiarities,
so manifestly impressed upon the works of Jokn and Paul” De
Weite, Le.  Comp., however, Rauch, Rettung der Originalitit
des ersten Briefes Petri, in Winer’s and Engelhardt’s Krit.
Journal, viii. 8. 396. Steiger, Le., and Dorner, s. 97 ff,, and
especially Weiss, Der Petrinische Lehrbegriff, Beitrag zur
biblischen Theologie, Bexlin 1855. “It bears upon ¢t the
impress of the apostolic spirit,” Neander.

(3) Jokn and Paul are then the prominent representatives
of the doctrinal peculisrities of primitive Christianity. In
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estimating the views of the former, besides his Epistles, we
have to consider the introduction to his Gospel, and the
peculiarities before alluded to in his relation of the discourses
of Christ. (On the book of Revelation, and its relation to the
Gospel and the Epistles, the opinions of critics have ever been,
and still are different.’)  The manifestation of God in the flesh
—union with God through Christ—Ilife from and in God, and
victory over the world and sin by means of this life, which is
a life of love,—these are the fundamental doctrines propounded
by John. (Comp. Liickes Commentaries on John's writings ;
Rickl’s Predigten iiber den ersten Brief; Tholuck’s and De
Wetts's Commentaries on his Gospel [also the Comm. of Zuthardt
and Godet, in Clark’s For. Theol. Lib.]; Paulus, iiber die 3
Lehrbriefe.) {Neander,lec. s. 240 ff.: « Hence everything in his
view turned on one simple contrast :—Divine life in communion
with the Redeemer—death in estrangement from Him.”] Paul
differs from John materially and formally. (&) Materially: John
rather presents the outlines of theology and Christology; Paul,
those of anthropology and soteriology; nevertheless, the writings
of John are also of the highest importance for anthropology,
and those of Paul for theology and Christology. But the
central point of John’s theology is the incarnation of the
Logos in Christ ; the preponderating element of the Pauline
doctrine is justification by faith. (3) Formally : Paul lets his
thoughts rise up before the soul of the reader, reproduces them
in him in a genetic order, and unfolds all the resources of
dialectic art, in which the traces of his former Rabbinical
education are not obliterated. John proceeds positively and
demonstratively, drawing the reader into the depths of mystic
vision, and announces heavenly things in the tone of a seer,

1 While for a long time the Gospel of John was held to be genuine, but not
the Apocalypse (Liicke), the latest negative criticism has reversed the relation
(Schawegler) ; and in opposition to this, the gennineness of both works, including
the Epistles of John, has been recently defended by Zbrard, Comp., however,
Bleek, Beitriige zur Evangelienkritik, Berl. 1846, i. s. 182 sq. ; and Liicke in
the later editions of his work on John. We cannot regard this maitter as by
any means closed, for, from a wholly impartial standpoint, much may be said
in favour of the identity of the evangelist and the author of the Apocalypse.
{Comp. J. T Zobler, Ursprung des vierten Evang. in Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol.
1860. Hilgenfeld (Einleitung in das neue Testament, Leipzig 1875) shows that
the Apocalypse was at first acknowledged as St. John's, and was only at a later
period called in question.]
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addressing himself more to the believing mind than to the
understandmg John styles his readers children, Paul calls
them his bdrethren. (Comp. on the difference between Paul
and John, Staudenmaier on Joh. Scot: Erigena, s. 220 f£) A
peculiar theological tendency is represented, in fine, in the
Epistle to the Hebrews, It is related to the Pauline doctrine
with a prevailing leaning toward the typical; as to its form,
it holds the medium between the modes of Paul and John.
(On the conjectures respecting its author, comp. the Com-
mentaries of Bleek, [Stuart], Tholuck [translat. into English
by J. Hamilton and J. E. Ryland, Edin. 1842, 2 vols.;
also Delitzsch, trans, in Clark’s For. Theol. Lib. ; Kitto, Herzog,
and Smith, s.v.]) On the three primary biblical forms (the
Jacobo-Petrine, the Johannean, and the Pauline), see Dorner,
leis 77

(4) The further development of the History of Doctrines
will show that the tendency represented by Jokn prevailed
during the first period, as seen in the unfolding of the doctrine
of the Logos, and in its Christology; it was not until the
second period that Augustine put the Pauline doctrine in the
foreground. This statement would need to be entirely changed,
and such a view would be a mere optical deception, if the
results of modern criticism, like that of the Tiibingen school,
were as well made out as they might seem to be on a super-
ficial inspection. According to thls view, Christianity could
not have had any such primitive purity and dignity; that is,
it could not have had to maintain from the beginning its
character as a specific divine revelation against any possible
corruptions and perversions; but it would have had, first
of all, to extricate itself from the swaddling-bands of a
poverty - stricken Ebionitism before it became purified and
elevated, passing through Paulinism to the Johannean gnosis;
a process for which, according to that theory, more than a full
century was needed. 'We should not in that case find a
connected organism existing already in germ, spreading itself
out on various sides in the fulness of a rich life, but only a
long thin serfes of differing phenomena, mutually dissolving
each other. But) on the contrary, history shows that great
epochs (e.g. the Reformation) wake up the mind in all directions,
and call out different tendencies at one stroke ; though they
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may occur in a relative succession, yet they follow one another
so rapidly that we can comprise them in a synchronistic
picture. Thus, De Woette says [Wesen des Christl. Glaubens,
Basel 1846, s. 256]: “ 4 more exact acquaintance with the New
Testament docwments shows wus that the primitive Christianity
here deseribed had already run through three stadia of 4ts
development ; that at first (according to the representation of the
first three Gospels, particularly that of Matthew) it is a Jewish
Christianity ; then with the Apostle Paul, it comes into conflict
with Jewish particularism ; wntil af last, in Jokn, it wholly
overcomes s antagonism with the law” It-must also be con-
ceded, that in the course of this historical process, now one,
and now another of the tendencies pre-formed in primitive
Christianity obtains the leading influence ; and that a series of
centuries not yet closed is necessary, in order that what has
actually been revealed in prineiple may be, in all its relations,
wrought into the consciousness of the individual and of the
community. Thus the Pauline type of Christianity remained
for a long time a hidden treasure in the field of the Church,
until in the period of the Reformation it was seen in its full
significance. So, t0o, the more recent philosophy of religion
has gone back to the profound spiritual intuition of John.
Lastly, in respect to the striking contrast between the apostolic
times and the post-apostolic (so much less productive in the
sphere of doctrines), it is not unnatural that a period of
relaxation should succeed one in which men’s souls were
thoroughly aroused in all directions; and to this there are
also analogies in history, eg. that of the Reformation. Besides
this, it -has been remarked that the office of the post-apostolic
times was not so much to form doctrines as to build up the
Church ; whilst, with the period of apologetics, the peculiarly
doctrinal work begins. Comp. Dorner, ubi supra, s. 130 ff,

§ 19.

Culture of the Age and Pkfil(')sophy.

Souverain, Le Platonisme dévoilé, Amst. 1700 ;. in German, tiber den Platonis-
mus der Kirchenvéter, mit Anmerkungen von Loffler, 2d ed. 1792. 1In
reply : Keil, De Doctoribus veteris Ecclesiz, Culpa corrapte per Platonicas
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Sententias Theologiz libérandis, Comment. (Opuse. Ac¢ad. Pars IL).
Im. Fichte, De Philosophie Novs Platonice Origine, Berol, 1818.
A ckermann, Das Christliche im Plato und in der platonischén Philosophie,
Hamb. 1835, 4. F, Ddhne, Geschichtliche Darstellung der jiidisch-alex-
andrinischen Religionsphilesophie, in 2 parts, Halle 1834, F. C. Bauwr,
Das Christliche des Platonismus, oder Socrates und Christus, in Tiib.
Zeftschrift fiir Theol,, Tiib. 1887, Gfrdrer, Kritische Geschichte des Urchris-
tenthums, vol. i. ;- also under the title: Philo und die alexandrinische
Theosophie, 2 parts, Stuttgart 1881. By the same: Das Jahrhundert
des Heils, 2 parts, Stuttg. 1836 (zur Geschichte des Urchristenthums).
Géorgii, tber die neuesten Gegensiitze in Auflassung der alexandrinischen
Religionsphilosophie, insbesonders des jiidischen Alexandrinismys, in
INgen’s Zeitschrift fiir historische Theologie, 1839, 8, s. .1 ff., 4,s. 111
Tennemann, Geschichte der Philesophie, Bd. vii.  Ritter, Gesch. der
Philosophie, Bd. iv. s. 418, Schleiermacher, Geschichte d¢r Philosephie,
s. 154 fl.  [Ritter, Die Christliche Philos, (1858) i. Kapitel 2 and 3.
Susemihl, Genetische Entwicklung d. platon. Phil. 1855, Plato contra
Atheos ; x. Book on Laws, by Tayler Lewis, New York 1845 ; cf. Presi-
dent Woolsey in Bib. Sacra, 1845, Cwsar Morgan, The Trinity of Plato
and Philo. F. Robiow, de la Philes. chez les Romaing, 6 articles in the -
Annales de la Philos. Chrét., Paris 1857, 58. [R. Ehlers, Vis atque
potestas quam Philosophia Antiqua imprimis Platonica et Stoica in Doctrina
Apologetarum Seeuli II. habuerit, Gottin. 1859.]) Bawr, Dg. s. 82 fi.,
242 ff. +Huber, die Phil. der Kirchenviter, Minchen 1869, Ueberweg
(§ 7. 1). M. Schneckenburger, Vorlesungen iiber peutestamentl. Zeitge-
sehichte, Frankf. 1862. Becker, das philosoph. System Plato’s in seiner
Bezichung zum christlichen Dogma, Freiburg 1862

Though the peculiar character of Christianity cannot be
understood, if it is considered, not as an actual revelation of
salvation, but merely as a new system of philesophy, yet, on
the other hand, it must be admitted that, in its forms of
thought, it attached itself to what was already in existence,
though it filled it with its new and quickening spirit, and
thus appropriated it to itself (1). This was especially the
case with the Alexandrian culture, which was principally
represented by Philo (2). This already appears in.some of
the New Testament writings, especially in the doctrine con-
cerning the Logos (3), although in the most general outlines;
but afterwards it exercised a decisive influence upon Christian
speculation (4).

(1) “It is a thoroughly unkistorical and untenable assump-
tion, that primitive Christiantty was unphtlosophical, and as
such, undogmatic, and that it had to be indebted to the world for
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the faculty of philosophizing and of forming dogmas.”  Lange,
Dogmatik, s, 41. But it is also historically true that, before
Christianity created & new philosophy by its own living
energies, it attached itself to the prevalent forms of thought,
and that so far the world did “hasten before” the Church in
the process of forming doctrines. Comp. Lange, le. s. 42,
and Gieseler, Dogmengesch. s. 44. [Gieseler here defends
the early Christian teachers im making use of philosophy:
1. Because the times demanded a philosophical treatment of
Christianity. 2. That this became injurious only when these
philosophical opinions were held to be matters of faith, and
not speculations. 3. The Christian philosophers did not
intentionally, but unconsciously, introduce.philosophical pos-
tulates into the Christian system.]

(2) Comp. Grossmann, Questiones Philones, Lips. 1829.
Theile, Christus und Philo, in Winer's und Engelhardt’s krit-
isches Journal, Bd. ix. 4, s. 385. Scheffer, Queest. Philon, sec.
2, p. 41 ss.  Licke, Commentar zum Joh. i s. 249. (Comp.
§ 41 on the Logos) ZEditions of Philo: Turnebus (1552),
Hoschel (1613), the Parisian (1640), *Mangey (1742), Pfeiffer
(5 vols. Erl. 1820), Richter (1828-30), Tauchnitz’s edition,
1851 ff Comp. the Commentary on Philo’s book, De Opificio
Mundi, by J. @ Miiller, Berlin 1841. [Philo Judeus, transl.
in Bohn's Eccles. Library, by Yonge, 4 vols] Edw. von
Muralt, Untersuchungen iiber Philo in Beziehung auf die der
(Petersburger) Akademie gehorigen Handschriften, 1840.
[Creuzer in the Studien u. Kritiken, 1831, M. Wolf;, Die
Philon ’sche Philos, Leipz. 1849; 2d ed. 1858. Philonis
Judei Paralipomena Armena, Venet. 1826 ; bid. Sermones
Tres, ed. Venet, 1832, Articles on Philo, in Christ. R. 1853;
North British, 1855 ; Eclectic (Lond.), Nov. 1855; Journal of
Class. and Sacred Philol. 1854. Comp, also Michel Nicholas,
Des Doctrines Réligieuses des Juifs pendant les deux Sidcles
antérieurs &4 Yére chrétienne, Paris 1860. 8. Klein, Le
Judaisme, ou la Verité sur le Talnud, Paris 1859. ZLutter-
beck, Neutestamentliche Lehrbegriffe, i. 5. 393-437.]

(3) That which was a mere abstract and ideal notion in the
system of Philo became a concrete fact in Christianity, a
spiritual and historical fact in the sphere of the religious life;
on this account “ 4t is alike contrary to hisforical truth to deny
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the tnfluence of the age upon the external phenomena and the
didaetic development of the gospel, and to derive s internal
origin and true nature from the age”—ULdicke, 1.  Comp.
Dorner, Lo Einleit. s. 21 ff.

(4) Much of that which was formerly (from the time of
Souverain) called “ the Platonism of the Fathers,” is by modern
research reduced to this, “ that the general influence exerted by
Platonism was the stronger and more definite influence of the
general heathen culture”  Bauwmgartien-Crusius, Compendium,
i. 8. 67. Comp. Giesdler, Dg. s. 44. Thus the charge of
Platonism often brought forward against Justin M. is found
on closer examination to be untenable; comp. Semisch, Justin
der M. ii. s. 227 . It appears more just in the case of the
Alexandrian theologians, especially Origen. But here, too, as
well as in reference to the partial influence exerted by Aristo-
telianism and Stoicism upon certain tendencies of the age, it
ought not to be overlooked that during this period « philosophy
appears only in o fragmentary way, and in connection with
theology.”  Schleiermacher, lc. s. 154 ; comp. also Redepenning,
Origenes (Bonn, 1841), Bd. i. s. 91 £ [Comp. Fr. Michiilis,
Die Philos. Platons in ihrer inneren Beziehung zur geoffen-
barten Wahrheit, 1 Abth., Miinster 1859.] Baur, Le.

§ 20.

Rule of Faith— The Apostles’ Creed.

Marheineke, Ursprung und Entwicklung der Orthodoxie und Heterodoxie in
den ersten 8 Jahrhunderten (in daub und Creuzers Studien, Heidelb, 1807,
Bd. iii. s. 96f1.). +Mohler, Einheit der Kirche oder Princip des Katho-
licismus im Geiste der Kirchenviiter der ersten 8 Jahrhunderte, Tiib. 1825.
J. G. Vossius, De Tribus Symbolis Dissertt., Amstel. 1701, fol. Lord King,
History of the Apostles’ Creed, with ecritical observations, 5th ed. Lond.
1788. (Latin translation by Olearius, Lips. 1706, Bas. 1768.) Rudelbach,
die Bedeutung des Apostol. Symbolums, Leipz. 1844, J. Stockmeyer, tiber
Entstehung des Apostolischen Symbolums, Ziir. 1846. ([Bishop Pearson on
the Apostles’ Creed. H. Witsius, Dissertation on what is commonly called
the Apostles’ Creed ; transl. from the Latin by D. Fraser, Edinr. 1828,
Dissert, i.—P, Heylyn, The Summe of Christian Theology, contained in the
Apostles’ Creed, London 1678, fol.—J. Barrow, Exposition of the Creed
(Theolog, works, wol. v.), Oxf. 1888, sect. 1. Meyers, De Symbol.
Apostol, Treviris 1849, Hakn, Bibliothek. d. Symbole, 1842. W. W.
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Harvey, History and Theology of the Three Creeds, 2 vols. 1855. €. 4,
Swainson, D.D., The Nicene and Apostles’ Creeds: Their Literary His-
tory, London 1875.]

Before a scientific theology, under the form of qvdots,
developed itself with the sid of philosophical speculation, the
faith of the apostles was firmly and historically established as
wiaris, by bringing together those elements (aroyyeia) of the
Christian faith which were accounfed essential. The sxjpvyua
dmooToldy, the wapddoois drroaTohixij, was first transmitted
by oral tradition, and afterward appeared in a written form (1).
‘What is commonly called the Apostles’ Creed (apostolic symbol)
is most probably composed of various confessions of faith, used
by the primitive Church in the baptismal service. Though
it did not proceed from the apostles themselves, yet it pre-
served the principles of apostolic tradition in broad general
outlines (2). '

(1) Comp. the rules of faith of Irenwus, Adv. Her. i. c. 10
(Grabe, c. 2); Tertull, De Virgin, vel. ¢. 1; De Prascript.
Her. ¢ 18; Advers, Prax. ¢. 2. Orig. De Princip. procem.
§ 4.  Munscher, von Colln,i. 16—19. On the importance of
tradition and its relation to Holy Scripture, comp. below, §§ 33
and 37. “ The rule of faith was not gained by the interpretation
of the Scriptures, but taken from the apostolic tradition handed
down in the Churches,” Gieseler, Dogmengesch. s. 50.

(2) The fable of its apostolic origin, mentioned by Rufinus,
Exposit. Symb. Apost. (in Baron. Annal anno 44, No. 14
[ Witsius, Le. p. 8]), was doubted by Laur. Valla, and afterwards
by Erasmus. Some of the earlier Protestants, however, eg.
the Magdeb. Centur. (Cent. L. 1, 2, p. 66), still attached credit
to it. Comp. Buasnage, Exercitationes Histor. crit. ad annum
44, No. 17. Buddei, Isagoge, s. 441, where the literature is
given. Neander, Kg 1. 2, s. 5635, Marheineke, Le. s. 160
[Heylyn, Le. p. 8 ff.; Barrow, le. 218, 219; Gieseler’s Text-
book, i. 80, 152. The title aposiolic was not for several
centuries restricted to the shortest of the three creeds, but was
given to several other creeds and documents. Comp. Swainson,
¢ 13, p. 154}
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§ 21.
. Heresies.

Th. Ittig, de Heresiarchis Zvi Apostolici, Lips. 1690, 1703, 4to. [Edw. Burton,
Theolog. ‘Works, vol. iii, ; The Bampton Lecture on the Heresies of the
Apostolic Age, Oxf. 1837.: Comp. the introduction where the litetature is
given. Lardner's Hist. of Heretics. Sartori, Die . . . Secten. 1855. J.
B. Marsden, Christ. Churches and Sects, 2 vols. 1854, 59. G. Volkmar,
Die Quellen der Ketzergeseh, 1855.]

Every departure from the apostolic canon of doctrine was
considered, in relation to the Church, as alpeoss, heresy (1).
.Even in the apostolic age we find false teachers, some of whom
are mentioned in the New Testament itself (2), others in the
works of early ecclesiastical writers (8). Concerning their
personal history and doctrine many points are still involved
in obscurity, which, in the absence of trustworthy historical
evidence, cannot be easily and satisfactorily cleared up.

(1) Alpeais (from aipeiobas) and oxlopa were at first
synonymous (1 Cor. xi. 18, 19), but in later times the one
was aused to demote a separation in doctrine, the other to
designate a disruption in consequence of differences of opinion
concerning liturgy, discipline, or ecclesiastical polity. The

- word afpeces did not originally imply blame ; it is used in the
New Test. as a voxr media; comp. Acts v. 17, xv. 5, xxv. 5.
[Burton, le. p. 8] Ecelesiastical writers themselves call
Christianity a secta (Tertull. Apol. i 1, and in many other
places); and even Constantine gives the Catholic Church the
name afpeoss (Euseb. x. c. 5). On the contrary, in Gal. v. 20,
the same term is used in connection with épifeias, Suyooracia,
etc, comp. 2 Pet. ii. 1 (Yevdodibdoraror). Synonymous
terms are: érepodibacxatia, 1 Tim. i. 3, vi. 3; Yrevddvupos
éais, ch. vi. 20 ; pataohoyla, ch. i. 6 ; the adject. aipericés,
Tit. iii. 10. Comp. Wetstein, N, T. il. 147. Suicer, Thesaurus,
sub voce. On the various etymologies of the German word
Kotzer (Ital. Guazzari, whether from rafapds, or from the
Chazares—like bougre from the Bulgares ? or even from Katz ?),
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comp. Mosheim, Unparteiische und griindliche Ketzergeschichte,
Helmst. 1746, s. 357 ff, and Wackernagel, Altdeutsches
Lesebuch, 1675; Jac. Grimm’s review of Kling’s edition of
Berthold’s sermons, in the Wiener Jahrb. Bd. xxxviii. s. 216.
On the service’ which heresies may render to science, Orig.
Hom. 9, in Num. Opp. t. ii. p. 296, says: “Nam si doctrina
ecclesiastica simplex esset et nullis infrinsecus heereticorum
dogmatum assertionibus cingeretur, non poterat tam clara et
tam examinata videri fides nostra. Sed idecirco doctrinam
catholicam contradicentium obsidet oppugnatio; wt fides nostra
non otio torpescat, sed exercitiis elimetwr.” Comp. August. De
Civit. Dei, xviii, ¢. 51.

(2) On the different patties in the Church of Corinth
(which, however, caused only schisms in, but not separations
Jrom the Church), comp. Dan. Schenkel, de Ecelesia Corinthia
primeva factionibus turbata, Bas. 1838. Z#. Ch. Baur, die
Christuspartei. [Billroth, Comment. on the Corinth., transl. by
Alexander, 1. p. 11.  Hilgenfeld, Hist. Crit. Einleitung ins
N.T. 1875,s 260 ff W. L Alexander, in Kitto, Cyclop. of
Bibl Lit. Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, sub voce.] With
respect to the heretics méntioned in the New Testament,
the attention of ecritics has chiefly been directed to those
alluded to in the Epistle to the Colossians and in the pastoral
Epistles. Concerning the former (were they theosophic Jewish
Essenes, or Jewish Christians ?), comp. Sehneckenburger in the
appendix to his treatise on the Proselytentaufe, p. 213.
Bihmer, Isagoge in Epist. a Paulo ad Coloss, datam (1829), s.
131.  Neander, Apostolische Gesch. ii. [Alexander, in Kitto,
Le. sub voce. Especially see Dissertation in ZLightfoot,
Comm. on Ep. to Coloss. 1875, pp. 73-113.] Among the
latter, Hymenawus and Philetus only are mentioned by name
as denying the doctrine of " resurrection, 2 Tim. il 17, 18.
[Burton, le. s. 185 ff. Ryland, in Kitto, Le. sub voce.]
But the inquiry relative to the character of these heretics
is intimately connected with the ecritical examination of
the Epistles themselves. Comp. F. Ch. Baur, die sogenannten
Pastoralbriefe des Apostels Paulus, aufs neue kritisch unter-
sucht, Stuttg. 1835, On the other side: Mich. Baumgarten,
die Aechtheit der Pastoralbriefe, Berlin 1837; comp. also
the teply of Bawr in his treatise, Ueber den Ursprung
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des Episcopats, Tiib. 1838, p. 14 ff.  Comp. also Schwegler,
Le,, and Dietlein, Urchristenthum. [dlexander, in Kitto,
lc., art. Timothy, Titus. C. E. Scharling, die neuesten
Untersuchungen iiber die sogenannten Pastoralbriefe. Aus
dem Dinischen ibersetzt, Jena 1845]  Concerning the
Nicolastans, Rev. ii. 6, 15, and those who held the doctrine of
Balaam, Rev. i 14 (comp. Iren. i. 26, and the erroneous
derivation from Nicholas, Acts vi. §), see the commentaries on
the Book of Revelation [comp Davidson, in Kitto, l.c.] (Ewald,
p-110). Neander,Kg. i. 2,8 774 f. [Gieseler,i. 88. Burton,
le. Lect. v. p. 145 ff. Lee inKltto le. Schaff,p. 6'71. Stuart,
Comm. on the Apoc. ii. p. 62 ff.  Trench on the Epp. to the
Seven Churches, 47 loc.}

(3) The heresiarch Simon Magus, who is described in the
New Testament (Acts viil) a8 & man of an immoral character,
but not as a heretic, is nevertheless represented by Clem. Al.
(Strom. ii. 11, vii. 17) and Orig. (Contra Cels. i p. 57) as
the founder of a-sect; by Irencus (Adv. Heer. i. 23, 24) and
Epiphanius (Heer. 21), even as the author of all heresies.
Concerning his adventures and disputation with Peter, many
fictitious stories were current among the earlier writers (see
the Clementine Homilies, and Justin M, Apol. i. ¢. 56).—On
Simon Magus and the two Samaritans Dositheus and Menander
(Buseb. iii. 26), comp. Neander, i. 2. T79. [Burton, le.
Lect. iv. s. 87-118, and note 40. By the same: Lectures
on the Ecclesiast. Hist. of the First Cent. s. 77 ff.  Schaf,
- 215, 376, 655.  Gieseler, i. 56, § 18, note 8, where the
literature is given. Alexander, in Kitto, Le.] Marheineke in
Daub’s Studien, le. s. 116. Dorner says, le. s. 144: “ The
accounts given of Simon Magus, Menander, and, Dositheus, who
have become almost mythical, at least prove that in Syria
Gnostic tendencies made their appearance af om early period.”
[ Volkmar, Simon Magus, in Theol. Jahrbiicher, 1856, Heft 2.]
The assertion of Hegesippus (Buseb. iil. 32, iv. ‘72) that the:
Church had not been stained with any heresy previous to the
time of Trajan (wap@évos wabapd xal &diddBopos Euewev 7
éexMpoia), is mot to be understood as if no heresies at all
existed, but that, till the death of Simon (A.p. 108), the
poison of heresies had not penetrated into the Church. The
judgment of Hegesippus, too, refers to the locality of

Hacerxs. Hist. DocT. L E
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Palestine. Comp. Vatke in Jahrb. f wiss. Kritik, 1839,
s. 9 ff. Dorner, L. 223. Mangold, Die Irrlehren d. Pastoral-
briefe, Marburg 1856, s. 108 ff.

§ 22.
Judaism and Ethnicism.

There were two errors which the new-born Christianity had
to guard against, if it was not to lose its own peculiar religious
character and disappear in one of the already existing religions :
against a relapse into Judaism on the one side, and against a
mixture with paganism and $peculations borrowed from it, and
a mythologizing tendency on the other. Accordingly the
earliest heresies, of which we have any frustworthy accounts,
appear either as Judaizing or as ethnicizing (Hellenizing) ten-
dencies. But as Jewish and pagan elements were blended
with each other at the timé of the rise of Christianity, mani-
fold meodifications, and transitions from the one to the other,
would be likely to occur.

Concerning the different forms of heathenism (occidental
and onenta,l), as well as the earlier and later periods of the
Jewish dispensatioi, comp. Dorner, Entwicklungsgeschichte der
Lehre von der Person Christi, s. 4 ff [Z'rench, Hulsean
Lectures on the Unconscious Prophecies of Heathenism,
various editions. Maurice, The Religions of the World, 1853.]

§ 23.

Ebionites and Cerinthus.  Docetee and Gnostics.

Lequien, Dissertatio de Nazarenis necnon de Ebionitis (in Vogt’s Bibliotheca,
ii. 1, 1729). Doederlein, De Ebionitis, Butsov. et Wismar. 1770.] *Gleseler,
von den Nazardern und Ebioniten, in Stadudlin’s und Z'zschirner’s Archiv.
Bd. iv. st. 2. Credner, iiber Essier und Ebioniten und einen theil-
weisen Zusammenhang derselben (in Winer’s Zeitschrift fir wissenschaftl.
Theol. 1827, Heft 2 and 3). Lobeg. Lange, Beitrige zur iltern Kirchen-
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geschichte, Leipzig 1826, 1 Bd. Bawur, De Ebionitarum Origine et
Doctrina ab Essenis repetends, Tiib. 1831. Schneckenburger, Beitrige
zur Einleitung ins Neue Testament, Stuttg. 1832. 4. Schliemanp, Die
Clementinen nebst den verwandten Schriften und der Ebjonitismus, ein
Beitrag zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte der ersten Jahrhunderte,
Hamb. 1844, Schwegler, ubi supra. A. Hilgenfeld, die Clement. Recogni-
tionen und Homilien, Jena 1848, [Bunsen’s Hippolytus, vol. ifi. 4. Ritschl
in Allg, Monatsschrift, Jen. 1852, Hilgenfeld in the (Tiibingen) Theol,
Jahrb. 1854. Clementinorum Epitome Due, ex Tischendorf (ed. A. R. H.
Dressel), Leipz. 1859. Rossel's Theologische Schriften, Bd. i, Clement.
Homiliw, ed. Dressel, 1853.] Schmidt, Cerinth, ein Judaisirender Christ,
in his Bibliothek fur Kritik und Exegetik, Bd. i s. 181 ff. Paulus,
Historia Cerinthi, in Introduct. in N. Test. Capit. selectiora, Jen. 1799.
A. H. Niemeyer, De Docetis, Hal. 1823, 4to. Lewald, De Doctrina
Grostica, Heidelberg 1819. F. Liicke in the Theologische Zeitschrift,
Berlin 1820, Heft 2, s. 182.  *Neander, Genet. Entwicklung der
vornehmsten gnostischen Systeme, Berlin 1818, Matter, Histoire Critique
du Gnosticisme, Paris 1828, 2 vols. [2d ed. 1840. Glieseler, review of
Neander, in the Hall. Lit. Zeitung, 1823, and of Matter in the Stud. u.
Krit. 1830} -+Mohler, Ursprung . Guosticismus, Tiib. 1831. [Lutter
beck, Neutest, Lehrbegriffe, Bd, ii. 5. 3-79.] *Baur, Christliche Gnosis,
oder die christliche Religionsphilosophie in ihver geschichtlichen Entwick-
hung, Tiib. 1835, Same : Christenthum u. die Kirchengesch, der 8 ersten
Jahrhunderte. Jacobi in Herzog, v, 204. *R. A. Lipsiug, der Gnosticismus,
sein Wesen, Ursprung u. Entwicklungsgang, Leipz. 1860. 4. Hilgenfeld,
Bardesanes der letzte Gnostiker, Leipz. 1864. Miller, Geschichte der
Kosmologie. Comp. Gieseler, i, § 48 ff. Neander, i. 844-50, 396-99, 680.
Hase, §§ 35, 75. Schleiermacher, Geschichte der Philosophie, s. 160-65.
Schaff, 685. The articles in Herzog’s Real-Encyklopédie. [See especially,
Dean Monsel, The Gnostic Heyesies, London 1875.)

The Judaizing tendency was chiefly represented by the
Ebionites (1), of whom the Nazarenes (2) were a variety more
nearly approaching the orthodox faith, and with whom were con-
nected other Judaizing sects of & more indefinite character (3).
Cerinthus (4) also belonged to this tendency, and makes the
transition to that form of Judaism, blended with heathen
Gnosis, which we find represented in the so-called Clementine
Homilies (5), A strict opposition to the Jewish-Ebionitic
tendency manifested itself first in the Docetew (6), and after-
wards in various ramifications of the Guostics (7). Of the
latter, some were more sharply opposed to Judaism (8), others
even returned to Ebionitish errors (9), while Marcion, who
occupied a peculiar position, endeavoured to go beyond the
antagonism between Judaism and heathenism ; but, despising
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all historical mediation, he built up a purely imaginary
system of Christianity (10).

(1) On the dervivation of Ebionites from 1'%, and their
history, comp. Orig. Contra Celsum II. towards the com-
mencement ; Jreneus, Adv. Her, 1. 26. Tert. Preescr. Heer.
33; De Carne Christi, ¢. 14. Eused. iv. 27. Epiph. Heer.
29, 30. Hieron. in Matt. viil, 9, xix. 20, (c. 66), xviii. in
Jesaiam; Cat. Script. Eccles. c. 3; and the works on Ecclesiast.
History. [Niedner, s. 215. .Bm*ttm le. Lect. vi s. 188 ff]
Different, opinions as to the origin of the Ebionites; Schlie-
mann, s. 459 ff. (according to Hegesippus in Hused. iii. 32
and IV. 22), dates it after the death of Simeon of Jerusalem.
According to the school of Tiibingen (Schwegler), Ebionitism
is as old as Christianity [cf.' Nitzsch, Dg. § 10], Christ Him-
self was an Ebionite, and Paul took the first step beyond
Ebionitism.. The Judaizing tendency, which was firmly
rooted in Ebionitist, may indeed be traced back to primitive
Christianity : not all Christians were, like Paul, able to com-’
prehend the universal charactér of their religion. But this
Jewish-Christian tendency existed for some time, along with
the Pauline, as a more imperfect form of Christianity, without
being regarded as heresy, But having onece been left behind
by the freer spirit of the Pauline doctrine,' it had either
gradually to wear out (jts adherents withering into a Jewish
sect), or to grow rank, blended with other (Gnostic) elements
(as was the case with the Ebionitism of the Clementine
Homilies, comp. note 5). The former kind of Ebionitism has
been called “vulgar Ebionitism.”  Its adhérents were
characterized by their narrow attachment to Jewish tradition,
seeking to impose the yoke of the law upon Christians, and
this prevented them from forming & higher idea of Christ
than that involved in the Jewish conception of the Messiah.
Accordingly, when they declared Jesus to be the Son of
Joseph and Mary, this opinion did not proceed (as in the case
of the Artemonites, § 24) from a rationalistic source, but had

1 ¢« Orthodoxy, when left behind by the culture of the age, and deserted by

. public opinion, becomes heresy.”—Hase. And, since there is n¢ standing still,

it is natural to infer that Ebionitism becameé retrograde in the direction of
Judaism. Dorner, ubi supra, . 304 ff.
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its root in their spiritual poverty and narrow-mindeduess.
With their Jewish notions concerning the law and the
Messiah, would accord the sensual, millennial expectations
of which Jerome (lLe, but no other writer) accuses them.
[ The common characteristics of the vulgar Ebionites were,
as we learn from Irenseus: (1) Obsérvance of the Mosaic
law; (2) rejection of the Apostle Paul and his Epistles;
(3) a Christology which excluded thé doctrine of the pre-
existence of Christ taught by Paul and Jobn; (4) the
exclusive use of the Gospel of the Hebrews as the souree
of the evangelical history; and (5) finally, mﬂlenana,nism,”
Nitzsch, 1.c.]

(2) Origen (Contra Cels. v. Opp. i. 8. 625) mentions two
different kinds of Ebionites, of whom the one class approached
the orthodox doctrine of the Church more: nearly than the
other. These more moderate Ebionites were for a long time
held to be the same as those to whom Jerome and Epiphanius
give the name Nazarenes, which was earlier applied to all
Christians.  They ‘taught that the law (citcumcision in
particular) was obligatory -on Jewish Christians only, and
believed Jesus to be the Son of the Virgin, though a mere
man, to the extent at least of reJectmg His pre-exmtence‘
Comp. the treatise of Gieseler, lc. [Burton, le. p. 184]’
According to the most recent researches (of Schltemann); how-
ever, the Nazarenes were never brought into the same class
with the Ebionites, and Origen’s distinction refers only to the
difference between the common and the Gnostic Ebionites
(comp. note 5). _According to Schwegler (Nachapost. Zeitalter,
i. s 179 ff), the position of the Nazarenes was only “the
earliest primitive stage of the development of Ebionitism.”
He, as well as Hzlgmfeld (L), rejects the distinction made
by Schliemann, It is simplest, with Dorner (ubi supra,
s. 301 ff)), to assume that the Ebionites degenerated into
Judaism, and ‘thus bedame heretical Nazarenes (Jewish
Christians). [Comp. Mansel, p. 123 ] -

(3) Elkesaites, Sampse, ete, Epiph. Her. 19. 1-30, 8. 17
(Buseb. iv.). “It seems impossible- accurately to distinguish
these different Jewish sects, which were perhaps only olzﬁmmt
grades of the order of the Essenes, assisted, as we are, merely by
the confused reminiscences of the fourth century” Hase (le.
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s. 7, 90). [Ritschl on Elkesaiten, in Zeitschrift f. hist. Theol.
1853 ; and Uklhorn in Herzyg's Real-Encykl, article Elke-
saiten ; Mansel, l.c. p. 234 ff]

(4) Irem. 1 26; Euseb. H. E. iii. 28 (according to Caius
of Rome and Dionysius of Alexandria); Epiph. Heer. 28.
Comp. Olshausen, Hist. Eccles. Veteris Monumenta Precipua,
vol. i pp. 223-225. [Burton, le. Lect. vi. p. 174 ff.
Mansel, T4 ff., 112 ff] According to Irenmus, Cerinthus is
allied to Gnosticism, and remote from Ebionitism, main-
taining that the world was not created by the supreme God.
He denies, however, in common with the Ebionites, that
Christ was born of the Virgin, but on different, viz. rational-
- istic grounds (dmpossible enim hoc e wisum est). According
to the accounts given by Eusebius, his principal error con-
sisted in gross millenarianism, 4e. in a Judaistic tendency.
Comp. the treatises of Paulus and Schmid; and on his
remarkable, but not inexplicable, mixture of Judaism and
Gnosticism, Baur, Gnosis, s. 404 £  Dorner, le. s 310,
claims that there was a peculiar class of Cerinthian Ebionites,
who, in his opinion, form the transition to the pseudo-
Clementines.

(5) As Cerinthus blended Gnostic elements with Jewish
‘notions, so did that .section of the Ebionites represented in
the Clementines (4.e. homilies of the Apostle Peter, which are
said to have been written by Clement of Rome). Comp.
Neander's Appendix to his- work on the Gnostic systems, and
Kirchengeschichte, i. 2, 619 f. [N. Zardner, Works, ii. 376,
377. Norton, Le. ii. note B, s. xxiii,~xxxvii] Bewur, Gnosis,
s. 408, and App. s. 760, and his programme referred to above.
Schenkel, however, has broached a different opinion in his
Dissert. (cited § 21, note 2), according to which the
Clementine tendency would belong, not to the Judaizing, but
to a rationalizing Monarchian tendency (comp. § 24) in Rome
(comp. Lickes review in the Gottinger "gelehrte Anzeigen,
1838, 50 and 51, and Schliemann, u. s., s. 357 f£).  Dorner,
le. s. 824 ff, gives a striking description of this tendency,
which passes over from Judaism into paganism. The
investigations respecting the Clementines are: by no means
concluded; comp. Hilgenfeld, Clementinorum Epitomee due,
altera edita correctior, inedita altera nunc primum integra ex
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codd. romanis ‘et excerptis Tischendorfianis, cura Alb Bud.
May. Dressel, Lips. 1859,

(6) The Docetee whom Iynatius, Ad. Eph. e. 7-18, Ad. Smyrn.
c. 18, already opposed, and probably even the Apostle John
(1 John i 1-3, ii 22, iv. 2 ff, 2 John 7 [perhaps also
St. Paul; see Mansel, pp. 55, 76]; on the'question whether
he also alludes to them in the prologue to his Gospel, comp.
Liicke, 1.c.), may be considered as the rude forerunners of the
_Gnostics; for, “although Docetism belongs to the distinotively
Gnostic character, yet the Docetee are sometimes spoken of as a
spectal Gnostic sect.” Baur in his Christ. d. drei ersten
Jahrh. s. 207. [Burton, Le. Lect. vi. p. 158 ff] The Docete
form the most decided contrast with the Ebionites, so far as
this, that they not only maintain (in opposition to them)
the divinity of Christ, but also wvolatilize His human
nature, in which the Ebionites exclusively believed, into
a mere phantasm (denying that He possessed a real body).
Ebiopitism (Nazareism) and Docetism form, according to
Schlejermacher (Glaubenslehre, Bd. i. s. 124), natural heresies,
and mutually eomplete each other, as far as this can be the
case with one-sided opinions; but they quite as easily pass
over the one to the other. Comp. Dorner, Geschichte der
Christologie, s. 349 ff.

(7) What Docetism did in the doctrine concerning Christ
alone, the more completely developed system of Guosticism
carried out, in its whole spiritualizing tendency, into the
extreme most opposed to Judaizing Ebionitism. It not only
contains docetic elements (¢omp. the Christology in the
special History of Doctrines), but in its relation to the Old
Test. it possesses a character more or less antinomian, and in
its eschatology it is adverse to millenarianism. It opposes
the spiritualistic to the literal, the idealistic to the realistic.
To resolve history into myths, to dissipate positive doctrines
by speculation, and thus to make an aristocratic distinction
between those who only believe and those who know, to over-
rate knowledge, especially that which is ideal and speculative
(ywdaous) in religion, — these are the principal features of
Gnosticism. On the different usages of yvéoes in a good and
a bad sense (yvdaus Yrevddvupos), yrweris, yrwaTicds, comp.
Suicer, Thesaurus. Sources: [remeews, Adv. Heer. (i 29, ii).
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Tertullian, Adv. Marcion. lib. v.; Adv. Valentinianos; Scorpiace
contra Gnosticos. Clem. Al Strom. in different places, especially
lib, ii, iil. vi. Buseb. iv. '

(8) The different classifications of the Gnostics according
to the degree of their opposition to Judaism (Neander);
according to countries, and the preponderance of dualism,
or emanation, Syrian and Egyptian . Gnostics (Gieseler);
or Gnostics of Asia Minor, Syrian, Roman (sporadic), and
Egyptian Gnostics (Matter); or, lastly, Hellenistic, Syrian, and
Christian Gnostics (Hase)—present, all of them, greater or
less difficulties, and require additional classes (as the Eclectic
sects of Neander, and the Marcionites of Gieseler). But Baur
justly remarks that the mere classification according to
countries is too external (Gmosis, s. 106 ; comp., too, Dorner,
8. 355), and hence designates the position on which Neander’s
classification is based as the only correct one, “Decause o has
regard not only to ome subordinate element, but to a funda-
mental relation which pervades the whole” s. 109. [“The
Gnostic schools have sometimes been divided into two classes
of Judaizing and anti-Jewish Gnostics; the one regarding it
as the mission of Christ to complete an imperfect revelation,
the other supposing Him to be sent to deliver the world from
the bondage of an evil creator and governor,” Mansel, lc.
p- 20.] The three essential forms into which Gnosticism
falls, according to Bawr, are: 1. The Valentinign, which
admits the claims of paganism, together with Judaism and
Christianity ; 2. The Marcionite, which makes Christianity
preponderant ; and, 3. The pseudo-Clementine, which espouses
the cause of Judaism in particular (see s. 120). But respect-
ing the latter, it is yet doubtful whether it should be reckoned
among the Gmnostic tendencies. It stands upon the borders of
Ebionitism and Gnosticism (see note 5); on Niedner’s classifica-
tion, see Lipsius, Le. 8. 137 ff.  Schwegler (Montanismus, iv.
s. 216), in making Judaism the common root of Ebjonitism
and Gnosticism, is correct, so far as this, that Gnosticism was
shaped in divers ways by the Jewish philosophy. But this
philosophy was struggling to get beyond what was merely
Jewish and legal. The peculiar and fundamental character-
istic of Gnosticism remains in its paganism, though this, too,
might react into Judaism, as well as the latter wander off into
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paganism.  “ Common to all Guostic sects is their opposition to
that merely empirical faith with which they charge the Church,
as being founded on authority alone” Dorner, s. 353. [Further
particulars will be found in the special history of heresies
(comp. § 6),.and in the history of the particular systems of
Busilides (AD. 125-140), Valentinus (140-~160), the Ophites,
Carpocrates and Epiphanes, Saturninus, Cerdo, Marcion (150),
Bardesanes (170), etc] The element of knowledge (the
speculative) in religion is with it the chief matter; and so far
it has its correlate in the Jewish law-works (Dorner, s. 354).
On the great importance of Gnosticism in the development
of theological science and of ecclesiastical art, seé Dormer,
s. 355 ff. On particular poeints, see further, Gundert, Das
System des Gnostikers Basilides, in Zeitschrift £ d. luth.
Theol,, Bd. vi. and vii.; Uhlhern, Das Basilidianische System
mit Riicksicht auf die Angaben des Hippolyins dargestellt,
Gétting. 1855. 4. Hilgenfeld, Bardesanes,” der letate
Gnostiker, Leipz. 1864,

[Hilgenfeld on Basilides, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1856, and
Buaur, ibid. 1856. J. L. Jacob:, Basilidis . . . Sententie ex
Hippolyti libro, Berol. 1852. Pistis Sophia, Opus Gnosticum
Valentino adjudicatum e codice Ms. Coptico . . . ed. J. H. Peter-
mann, Berol. 1852 ; comp. Kystlin in Theol. Jahrb. 1854.
Colorbasus-Gnosis (the Valentinjan Kol-arbas), Volkmar in
Zeitschrift f. d. hist. Theol. 1855, On Bardesanes in Cure-
ton's Spicilegium Syriac., see Journal of Sacred Lit. 1856.
Die Philosophumena und die Pertaten (Ophites), B, Bazmann
in Zeitschrift f. d. hist. Theol. 1860. On the general subject,
comp. Bunsen’s Hippolytus, and especially Niedner in his.
Gesch. d. Kirche, s. 217-258. Niedner's division is the
best :—1. Most numerous (in Valentinus and others) ; Christi-
anity has the primacy, but other religions; Jewish and heathen,
are different degrees of the development of the true religion.
2. (Marcion) Christianity sundered from its historical connec-
tions; the only revelation. 3. A syncretism, identifying
heathenism and Christianity (Carpocrates), or Judaism and
heathenism (the Clementines). Gnosticism is an attempt at a
philosophy of religion, identifying the history of the world and
the history of religion. Comp. Neander's Dogmengesch. i.
43-59.] :
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(9) Comp. Dorner, I i. 5. 391 11

(10) Ibid. s. 381 ff. [Ritschl, d. Evang. Marcions, 1847:
Volkmar, cf. Gersdorf Rep. 1852. Franck, d. Evang. M. in
Stud. w. Kritiken, 1855.  Hilgenfeld, Das Apostolikon Mar-
cions, in Zeitschrift f. d. hist. Theol. 1855.]

>

§ 24

Montanism and Monarchianism.

Wernsdorf, de Montanistis, Gedani 1751, dto. Kirchner, de Montanistis, Jen.
1852. * Heinichen, de Alogis, Theodotianis, Artemonitis, Lips, 1829.
* A. Ritschl, Entstehung der altkath. Kirche, 24 ed. Bonn 1857. F. C.
Baur, Das Wesen des Mont., in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1851, s. 538 ff.  Gieseler,
Hippolytus, die Monarchianer, und d, romische Kirche, in Stud. u. Krit.
1858. *F. (. Schwegler, der Montanismus und die christliche Kirche des
zweiten Jahrhunderts, Tib. 1841 -48. [Hase, § 67. Niedner, 253 ff.
Miller in Herzog's Realeneyk. ix. s. 758.]

Besides the antagonism between Judaism and Ethpicism,
another might be formed on the basis of the general Christian
system; and its opposite extremes likewise run .out into
heretical tendencies, In the establishment of .the peculiar
doctrines of the religion of Christ, questions necessarily arose,
not only concerning the relation of Christianity to former
historical forms of religion, but also respecting its relation to
the nature of man and his general capacities of knowledge.
Two opposite tendencies might ensue. On the one hand, an
exaggerated supernaturalism might manifest itself, passing the
boundaries of the historical revelation, making the essence of
the inspiration of the Spirit to consist in extraordinary excite-
ment, interrupting the course of the historical development,
and endeavouring to keep up a permanent disagreement
between the natyral and the supernatural. This is seen in
what is called Montanism (1), which took its rise in Phrygia.
On the other hand, an attempt might be made to fill the
chasm between the natural and the supernatural, by trying to
explain the miracles and mysteries of the faith, adapting them
to the understanding, and thus leading to a critico-sceptical
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rationalism. This appears in one class of the Monarchians
(Alogi?) (2), whose representatives in the first period are
Theodotus and Artemon (3). The Monarchians, Prageas,
Noétus, and Beryllus (4), differ from the preceding in having
more profound views of religion, and form the transition to
Sabelliapism, which we shall have to consider in the following
period, as introducing a new (more speculative) mode of thought.

(1) Montanus of Phrygia (in which country the fanatical
worship of Cybele prevailed from an early period) made his
appearance as a prophet (the Paraclete) about the year 170,
in Ardaban, on the frontiers of Phrygia and Mysia, and after-
wards in Pepuza., He was distinguished rather as an
enthusiastic and eccentric character, than for any particular
doctrinal heresy; and thus he is the forerunner of all the
fanaticism which pervades the history of the Church. “If any
doctrine was dangerous to Christianity, it was that of Montanus.
Though noted in other respects only for a strict external morality,
and agreeing with the Catholic Church in all dts docirines, he
yet ottacked the fundamental principle of orthodoxy. For he
regarded Christianity, not as complete, but as allowing and even
demanding and promising further revelations, as in the words of
Jesus conterning the Paraclete”  Marheineke (in Daub and
Creuzer's Studien), s. 150, where he also points out the eon-
tradiction in which the earnest and positive Tertullian involved
himself by joining this sect.  Millenarianism, which the
Montanists professed, was in accordance with their carnally-
minded tendency. In this respect they were allied to the
Ebionites (Schwegler). Notwithstanding their anti- Gnostic
tendencies, they agree with the Gnostics in going beyond the
simple faith of the Church; but still, their eccentricities were
seen not so much in speculation as in practical Christianity.
Yet Montanism could not keep clear of Gnosticism ; but here
its peculiarity consists in the position, that this gnosis is
attained, not by man’s faculty of thought, but in an eostatic
state. “ Catholic truth is an evenly flowing stream, graduelly
swelling from many tributaries; the Montanisive llumination
is a spring, suddenly gushing up from the ground; the former
18 conditioned by the idea of a compler continuity, the latter
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clings to a disconnected and atomistic view of spiritual influ-
ences.” Schwegler, s, 105. This sect (called also Cataphrygians,
Pepuzians) existed down to the sixth century, though con-
demned by ecclesiastical synods. On its connection with the
general tendencies of the time, see Buwr (ubi supra). This
does not interfere with a recognition of the individuality of
Montanus as an essential element (Neander describes him
from this point of view). Sources: Eusebius (following Apol-
lonius), v. 18. Epiphanius, Heweres. 48, Neander, ii. 8. 871 ff.
Neander's Dogmengesch. s. 49 (against Baur).

(2) This term occurs in Hpiph. Heer. 51 as a somewhat
ambiguous paronomasia on the word Logos (men void of
understanding notwithstanding their understanding !), because
the Alogi rejected the doctrine concerning the Logos, and the
Gospel of John in which it is principally set forth, as well as
the book of Revelation, and the millenarian notions which it
was used to vindicate. It may be generalized in dogmatic
usage 50 as to be applied. to all those who rejected the idea of
the Logos, or so misunderstood it, as either to regard Christ
as & mere man, or, if they ascribed a divine nature to Christ,
identified it with that of the Father. It is difficult to decide
to which of these two classes the proper Alogi mentioned by
Epiphanius belong, comp. Heinichen, l.c.; on the other hand,
Dorner, s. 500, defends them from the charge of denying
Christ’s divinity, and considers them as being the point of
departure for the twofold shape in which Monarchianism
showed itself. At all events, we must not lose sight of these
two classes of Monarchians (comp. Neander, Kg. i 3, s.
990 ff.; Antignostikus, s. 474. Schwegler, Montanismus, s.
268 ; Dorner, Lc.), thongh it is difficult to make a precise
distinction between the one and the other,

(3) Theodotus, a worker in leather (¢ oxvrels) from Byzan-
tium, who resided at Rome about the year 200, maintained
that Christ (though born of a virgin) was merely a man; and
was excommunicated by the Roman bishop Victer, Euseb. v.
28." Theodoret, Fab. Hear. ii. 5. Epiph. Her. 54 (dwéocmacua
TS dNéyov aipérews). He must not be confounded with
another Theodotus (rpamefiTns), who was connected with a
party of the Gnostics, the Melchisedekites. Theodor. Fab.
Her, IL 6.  Dorner, s. 505 f. _Artemon (Artemas) charged
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the successor of Victor, the Roman bishop Zephyrinus, with
having corrupted the doctrine of the Church, and smuggled in
the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, Comp. Neander, i. 998.
See § 46, below. Heinichen, Le. s. 26, 27. [ Buston, Lectures
on the Ecclesiast. Hist. of the Second and Third Cent. p.
211 ft, 236 ff,, 265 ff,, 387, and Bampton Lect., notes 100
and 101.] The prevailing rationalistic tendency of this sect
(pseudo-Rationalism) may be seen from Fuseb. Lc. il p. 139
(Heinichen). O v ai Oetas Néyovor ypagal fyrodvres dAN
omolov oxipa culhoytapod eis Ty Tis dledryTos etpeldy
claTacw, ¢phomivws darodvres . . . karaliwovres O& 7Tas
arylas Tob Ocod ypapds, yewuerplay émirndedougiv, G5 dv éx
s ois Ovres ral €k Ths whis Aalobvres kal Tov dvwlev -
épxopevoy dyvooivres. The homage they rendered to Euclid,
Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Galen, 8 iows w6 Tweov xal
TpocKuvElTAL,

(4) Praxeas, from Asia Minor, had gained under Marcus
Aurelius the reputation of a confessor of Christianity, but was
charged by Tertullian with Patripassianism, and combated by
him, Zertull. Advers. Praxeam, lib. II. Noztus, at Smyrna,
about the year 230, was opposed by Hippolytus on account
of similar opinions. Hippol. contra Heresin Nosti. Lheodoret,
Fab. Heep. iii. 3; Epiph. Her: 57.—As to Beryllus, bishop of
Bostra, in Arabia, whom Origen compelled to recant, Euseb.
vi. 33 ; comp. Ullmann, de Beryllo Bostreno, Hamb. 1835, 4to.
Studien und Kritiken, 1836, part 4,s. 1073 (comp. §§ 42 and
46). [For Praxeas, see Burton, lc. p. 221 f, 234 ff
Noétus, Burton, le. p. 312, 364.—~Beryllus, Burton, lec. p.
312, 313. Schleiermacher, Kirchengesch. 131 fi,, 154. Baur,
Dreieinigkeit, i. 132-341, and in the Jahrb. f Theologie,
1845. Bunsen’s Hippolytus.}

§ 25.

The Catholic Doctrine.

The Catholic doctrine (1) was developed in opposition to the
heresies. While the orthodox teachers endeavoured to avoid
heretical errors, and to preserve the foundation laid by Christ
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and His apostles, by holding fast to the pure tradition, they
yet could not wholly free themselves from the influence
which the civilization of the age, personal endowments, and
preponderating mental tendencies have ever exerted upon the
formation of religious ideas and conceptions. On this account
we find in the Catholic Church the same contrasts, or at least
similar diversities and wmodifications, as among the heretics,
though they manifest themselves in a milder and less offensive
form. Here, too, is, on the one band, a firm, sometimes pain-
ful adherence to external rites and historical tradition, akin to
legal Judaism (positive tendency), combined in some cases, as
in that of Tertullian, with the Montanist tendency. On the
other hand, we find a more free and flexjble tendency allied
to the Hellenistic; sometimes more ideal and speculative,
akin to Gnosticism (the frue gnosis contrasted with the false),
and, again, critico-rationalistic, like Monarchianism, even when
not identical with it (2).

(1) On the term Catholic in opposition to Heretic, see
Suicer, Thesaurus, sub voce xaforikés, comp. dpfodofia. Bing-
ham, Origg. Eccles. 1. 1, sec. 7. Vales. ad Buseb. vii. 10, tom.
ii. p. 338: “Ut vera et genuina Christi egclesia ab adulterinis
Heereticorum ceetibus distingueretur, catholices cognomen soli
Orthodoxorum ecclesize attributum est.”—Concerning the nega-
tive and practica), rather than theoretical, character of earlier
orthodoxy, see Marheineke (in Daub und Creuzer), Le. s. 140 ff.

(2) This was the case, ¢g., with Origen, who now and then
shows sobriety of understanding along with gnostie speculation.
On the manner in which the philosophizing Fathers were able
to reconcile gnosis with paradosis (disciplina arcani), comp.
Marheineke, le. s. 170.

§ 26.

The Theology of the Fathers.

Steiger, La Foi de I'Eglise Primitive d’aprés les Ecrits des premiers Péres, in
the Mélanges de Théologie Réformée, edited by himself and Hivernick,
Paris 1833, 1% cahier, Dorner, Le. Schwegler, Nachapostolisches Zeit-
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‘alter. 4. Hilgenfeld, Die Apostolischen Viter ; Untersuchung iibér Inhalt
und Ursprung der upter ihrem Namen erhaltenen Schriften, Halle 1853.
[Patrum Apostol. Opera, ed. Coteleriue and Clericus, Amst. 1724, Geb-
hardt, Harnack, and Zahn, Leipz. 1876-78; Hefele and Funk, Tiibing,
1878. J. H. B. Libkert, Theol. d. Apost. Viter, in Zeitschrift f. d. Hist,
Theol. 1854, Hilgenfeld, Das Urchristenthutn, in Zeitschrift f wiss,
Theol. 1858, E. de Pressensé, Hist. des trois premiers Sidcles de I'Eglise
Chrétienne, 2 vols. Paris 1858,  J. J. Blunt, Lectures on Study of Early
Fathers, 24 ed. 1856 ; ibid. Right Use of Fathers, 1838. Ginoulhiac,
Hist. du Dogme Cathol. dans Jes trois prem. Sideles, 2 vols. Paris 1850. E.
Reuss, Hist. de la Théol. Chrét., 2 vols. 1853, 8d ed. 1864.  Ritschl, Die
Altkath. Kirche, 24 ¢d. 1857. Joh. Huber, Phil. d. Kirchen Viter, 1859.
Abbé Frepel, Les Pres Apostoliques et leur Epoque, Paris 1859. Donald-
son, Apostolic Fathers, Camb. 1864, 77; Lighifoot, Ep. of Clement,
Camb. 1869, 77, Apost. Fathers in Clark’s Ante-Nicene Lib., Edin, 1867.]

‘While the so-called apostolical Fathers (with few exceptions)
were distinguished for their direct practical and edifying
tendency, preserving and continuing the apostolic fradition (1),
the philosophizing tendency allied to Hellenism was in some
measure represented by the apologists, Justin Martyr (2),
Tatian (3), Athenagoras (4), Theophilus of Antjoch (5), and
Minucius Felix (6), in the West. On the contrary, Irenaus (7),
as well as Tertullian (8), and his disciple Cyprian (9), firmly
adhered to the positive dogmatic theology and the compact
realism of the Church, the former in a milder and more con-
‘siderate, the latter in a severe, sometimes in a stiff and sombre
manher. Clement (10) and Origen (11), both belonging to the
Alexandrian school, chiefly developed the speculative aspect
of theology. But these contrasts are only relative; for we
find, eg., that Justin Martyy manifests both a leaning toward
Hellenism and also a Judaizing tendency; that the idealism
and criticism of Origen are now and then accompanied with
a surprising adherence to the letter; and that Tertulliam, not-
withstanding his anti-Gnosticism, strives in a remarkable way
after philosophical ideas.

(1) The ‘name Paires Apostolict is given to the Fathers of
the first eentury, who were supposed to be disciples of the
apostles.  Concerning their personal history and writings,
much must be left to conjecture and uncertainty.
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"1. Barnabas, known as the fellow-labourer of the Apostle
Paul from Acts iv. 36 (Joses), ix. 27, etc. On the Epistle
ascribed to him (formerly in part known only through a Latin
translation, now since the publication of the Cod. Sinaiticus

. by Tischendorf, complete in the original), in which is shown a
strong tendency to typical and allegori¢al interpretations,—
though in a ‘quite different spirit from, eg., ,the canonjcal
Epistle to the Hebrews,—opinions are still greatly divided ;
and as the very time of its composition is still uncertain, the
arguments against its genuineness must be regarded as pre-

' ponderating.~—Comp. Era. Henke, De Epistolee que Barnabe

tribuitur Authentia, Jen® 1827. Rordam, De Authent. Epist.

Barnab., Hafn. 1828 (in favour of its genuineness). Ullmann,
Studien und Kritiken, 1828, Ht. 2. Hug, Zeitschrift fiir

das FErzbisth., Freiburg, Ht. 2, 5. 132 ff; Ht. 3,s. 208 ff.

* Hug (Zeitschrift fiir das Erzbisth., Freiburg, Ht. 2, s, 132 ff;

Ht. 3,%s. 208 f£).  Against it, Zwesten, Dogmatik, i. s. 101.

Neander, 1. 8. 657 : “d very different spirit breathes throughout

it from that of an apostolical writer” Bleck, Einleitung in den

Brief an die Hebrier, s. 416, note (undecided). Schenkel in

the Studien u. Kritiken, x. 8, 651 (adopting a mjddle course,
and considering one part as genuine and another as interpo-
lated) ; and on the other side C. 7. Hefele, [Das Sendschreiben
des Apostels Barnabas aufs Neue untersucht, iibersetzt und

erklirt, Tiib. 1840.—N. Zardner, Works, IL. s 1'7-20, iv.
105-108, v. 269275 (for its authenticity). W. Cawe, Lives
of the most eminent Fathers of the Church, Oxford 1840,

i p. 90-105. Burton, Lectures on the Ecclesiastical History .

of the First Century (Works, iv. p. 164, 343) (against it).

S. Davidson, Sacred Hermeneutics, Edinb. 1843, p. 71 (for

it).  William Lee, Discourses on the Inspiration of Holy

Scripture, Appendix E, and Milligan in Smith’s Dictionary

of Christian Biography, for its genuineness.] The subject
has received a new treatment since the discovery of the

Codex Sinaiticus. Comp. Hilgenfeld, lc.; Weizsdcker, zur

Kritik des Barnabasbriefs (Tiib. Univ. Programm, 1863);
Volkmar (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, viil. 4, s. 449): « The
latter retains (even according to the Simaitic) the doctrino-
listorieal significance of an outpost of Guosticism, standing close
and almost forming a transition to ¥, and yet still untouched
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by the peculiar, ie. the -consciously dualistic Gnosis.” E(Z@twns
(see under collective edd. of Ap. Fathers):; Tzsc]wndoxf (Cod.
N. T. Sinaiticus, Petropoli 1862, Lips 1863); Volkmar,
Monumentum vetustatis Christiane ineditum, Turici 1864,
dto (Univ. Prog); Hilgenfeld, Barnabee Epistola, integram
Greaece primum, ad. Llps 1866 Same: Nov. Test. extra canonem‘
redeptum, fascic, 2

2. Hermas (Rom xvi. 14), whose moyufy (Shepherd) in the
form of visions enjoyed a high reputation in the second half
of the second century, and was evén quoted as Scripture
(ypadrp). Some critics ascribe the work in question to a later
Hermas (Hermes), brother of the Roman bishop, Pius I, whe
lived about the year 150. Comp. Gmtz,})lsqu. in Past. Herm
Pt. 1, Bonn 1820, 4to. Jachmann, Der Hirte des Hermas,
Konigsh. 1835, “ The smmense difference between the apostolical
writings and the immediate post - apostolic literature 4§ more
apparent in the work of Hermas than in any other ;” *Schlie-
mann, Clement. 8. 421,  Schwegler, in his Nachapost. Zeitalter,
s. 828 ff, judges differently. Comp. Dorner,s. 185 ff. There
is a variety of opinion as to the relation of this work to
Montanism, Ebionitism, and the Elkesaites; comp. Uklhorn
in Herzog’s Realworterb. On the manuscript discovered by
Simonides, and published by Anger and Dindorf, 18586, see
Uhtlhorn, Le. Comp. below, note 6. Comp, on the whole
question, Dr. Brnst Gaab, Der Hirte des Hermas, ein Beitrag
zur Patristik, Basel 1866.

3. Clement of Rome (according to some, the fellow-labourer
of Paul, mentioned Phil iv. 8), one of the earliest bishops of
Rome ([ren. iil. 3 ; Buseb. iii. 2. 13, 15). The first Epistle to
the Corinthians, ascribed to him, is of dogmatic importance
in relation to the doctrine of the resurrection. FEditions:
Clementis Romani quee feruntur Homil %x. nunc primum
"integre, ed. Alb. B. M. Dressel, Gott. 1853. Comp. RB. A.
Lipsius, De Clem. Rom. Ep. ad Cor. priore, Lips. 1855, [Z.
Ecker, Disquisitio—de CL Rom. prior. ad Rom. Epist., Traj. ad
Rhenum 1853.] The so-called second Epistle is evidently a
homily by & later writer. [Lardner, Le. ii. 33-35.] Comp.
also Schneckenburger, Evangel. der Agypter, s. 3, 13 ff., 28 ff.
Schwegler, Nachapostolisches Zeitalter, s. 449; on the other
side, Dorner, s. 143. [A most important addition has recently

Hacexs. Hist. Pocr, 1, F
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been made to the writings of Clement. Until quite lately
both Epistles were incomplete, the first lacking about one-
tenth of the whole, and the second -fully two-fifths of the whole.
In 1875 a complete Greek Ms. of the two Epistles was found
at Constantinople, and about a year later a Synac translation
in Paris. The discovety has been of great service, not only in
completing the works, but in helping to secure a'more accurhte
text. It has also become clear, as had formerly been con-
jectured, that the so-called seécond Epistle is a homily. The
new ed. of the Ap. Fathers by Gebhardt (1876) makes use of
the Greek Ms. ZLightfoot's Appendix (1877) uses both the
Greek and Syriac. A new edition by Hefele and Funk (1878)
also gives the results of these discoveries.] From a dogmatic
point of view, those writings would be of greatest .importance
which are now universally considered as suppositious, viz. the
pseudo-Clementine Homilies (Suihlac KXjuevros, cf. § 23),
the Recognitiones Clementis (dvayvwpiouot), the Constitutiones
Apostolice, and the Canones Apostolici; on the latter, comp.
Krabbe, iber den Ursprung und Inhalt der Apostol. Constit.
des Clemen. Rom., Hamb. 1829; and + .Drey, neue Unter-
suchungen iiber die Constitutiones und Canones der Apostol,,
Tiib. 1832. Uhlhorn, Die Homilien w. Recognitionen des
Clem. Rom., Gétting, 1854, [Hefele, Conciliengeschichte,
Bd. i, and Eng. Tr. Hilgenfeld, Kritische Untersuchungen,
1850. E. Gundert in Zeitschrift f d. Luth. Theol. 1853,
54. W. Cureton, Syriac version of Clem. Recognitions,
Yond. 1849. G Volkmar, Clem. von Rom. und d. niichste
Folgezeit, in Theol. Jahrb, 1856. Clem. Rom. Epistole
Bine de Virginitate, ed. J. 7. Becle, Lovan. 1856, comp.
Theol. Quartalschrift, 1856. Lardner, it. p. 29-35, 364
378. Burton, le. p. 342-344. Art. Apostolical Fathers,
by Lightfoot, and Clemens. Rom by Salmon in Smith’s Dict.
of Chr. Biog.]

- 4. Ignatius (Beopopos), bishop of Antioch, concerning whose
life comp. Euseb. iii. 36. On his journey to Rome, where he
suffered martyrdom under Trajan (116)! he is said to have
written seven Epistles to different Churches (Ephesus, Magnesia,
Tralles, Rome, Philadelphia, Smyrna) and to Polycarp, which

! {This is disputed by some writers of the critical school, who maintain ’chat
he was put to death at Antioch. ]
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are extant in two recensions, the one ionger, the other shorter.
On their genuineness, and the relation of the longer to the
shorter, comp. J. Pearson, Vindicie epp. S. Ign. Cant. 1672
[new edition by Archdeacon Churton,'in Lib. of Anglo-Cath.
Theol,, 2 vols. 1852, with preface and notes adapted to the
present state of the controversy.} J. E. Ch."Schmidt, Die
doppelte Recension der Briefe des Ign. (Henke's Magazin. iii.

s. 91 ff). K. Meier, Die doppelte Recension der Briefe des
Ignat. (Stud. und Kritiken, 1836, Ht. 2). Rothe, Die Anfinge
der Christl. Kirche, Witt. 1837, s. 715 ff. Arndt in Stud. u.

Kritiken, 1839, s. 1386. Baur, Tiibinger Zeitschrift, 1838,

Ht. 3, s. 148. Huther, Betrachtung der wichtirrsten Bedenken
gegen die Aechtheit der Ignatianischen Bmefe in Illgen’s
Zeitschrift fiir historische Theolog. 184144, Comp. § 23.

Ch. Diisterdieck, Quae de Ignatianarum Epp. Authentia, duo-
rumque Textuum Ratione hucusque prolate sunt sententie
enarrantur, Gotting. 1843, 4to—The whole investigation has
entered into a new stadium in consequence of the discovery
of a Syriac version, by W. Cureton, The Ancient Syriac Version
of the Ep. of S. Ignatius, etc,, Lond. 1845. Comp. C. C. J.
Dunsen, Die drei dchten und die vier unichten Briefe des Ign,,
Ato, Hamb. 1847. The same: Ignat. von Antioch, n. seine Zeit,
sieben Séndschreiben art Neander, 4to, Hamb, 1847. Against
Bunsen, F. C. Baur, Die Ignat. Briefe, Tfib. 1848. On the
Catholic side, G Denzinger, Die Aechtheit des Textus der Ign.
Briefe, Wiirzh, 1849, _dgainst the genuineness, Vaucher,
Recherches critiques, Gott. 1858,  Latest editions: J. H.
Petermann, Lips. 1849; Corpus Ignatianum, by William
Cureton, 4to, Berl. 1849. Merxz, Meletemata Ignatiana crifica
de epistolarum Ignatianarum versione Syriacs eommentatio,

Hal. 1861. Most important for the History of Doctrines are
the polemical writings against the Docetee (cf § 23, and
Dorner, s. 145). [ W. Curedon, Vindicie Jgnatiane, the
genuine Writings of JIgn. vindicated against the charge of
Heresy, Lond. 1846 Comp the dlscussion in Hilgenfeld's
Apostol. Viter, and Uhlkorn on the Relation of-the Greek to
the Syriac: Recension, in Zeitschrift f. d. Hist. Theol. 1851,

epitomized in the Theol. Critic, 1852. Weiss in Reuter's
Repertorium, Sept. 1852, and in Deutsche Zeitschrift, 1859
(Nov.). R. A. Lipsius in, the Zeitschrift f. d. Hist. Theologie,
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1856, condensed in the Journal for Sacred Literature (Lond.),
1857; Die Zeitschrift f Luth. Theologie, 1848 and 1852.
See also articles in the Quarterly (Lond.), 1851 ; the Edin-
burgh Review, 1849; the British Quarterly, 1856 ; the
Christian Remembrancer, 1857. On the Epistles of Ignatius
among the Armenians, see Newmann, Gesch. d. Arm. Lit. s.
73 1]

5. Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, according to tradition a
disciple of the Apostle John, suffered martyrdom under Marcus
Aurelius (169). Comp. Fuseb. iv. 15. An Epistle of his to
the Philippians is yet extant, but only a pdrt of it in the
original Greek. Comp. Wocher, die Briefe der apost. Viter
Clemens und Polycarp, mit Einleitung und Commentarien,
Tiitbingen 1830. Dorner, s. 171 f. [LZardner, ii. p. 94-109.]

6. Papios (opédpa ouwpds dy Tov vody, Euseb. iil. 39),
bishop of Hierapolis in the first half of the second century, of
whose treatise Noylwv svpiarxwy éfpynois we have only frag-
ments in Fuseh. le. and Irencwus (v. 53). As a millenarian
he is of some importance for eschatology. [Fragments of
Papias in Lardner’s Credibility, vol ii.; supposed fragments
in Spicileg. Solesmense, i.]

Complete editions of the writings of the Apostolical Fathers:
* Patrum, qui temporibus Apostolorim floruerunt, Opp. ed.
Cotelerius, Pax, 1672, rep. Clericus, Amst. '1698, 1724, 2
vols. fol. Patrum App. Opp. genuina, ed. R. Russel, Lond. 1746,
2 vols. Clementis Romani, 8. Ignatii, S. Polycarpi, patrum
apostolicorum quee supersunt, accedunt S. Ignatii et S. Poly-
carpi martyria, ed. Guol. Jacobson, Oxon, 1838 [3d ed. 1847]
J. L. Frey, Epistole Sanctorum Patrum Apostolicorum
Clementis, Ignatii et Polyearpi, atque duorum posteriornm
Martyria, Bas. -1842. Patrum Apostolorum Opera, textum
ex editt. preestantt. repetitum recognovit, brevi annotat. in-
struxit et in usum prelect. academicar. edid. 1#C. J. Hefele,
Tiib. 1839, 4th ed. 1856 [new ed. by Funk, 1879]. Comp.
Codex N. T. deuteronomius s. Patres Apostolici, rec. ed. De
Muralto, vol. i. (Barnabe et Clementis Epistole), Tur. 1847.
Patrum apostol. Opera, ed. 4. B. M. Dressel, accedit Hermee
Pastor,ex. frag. greecis, auctore C. Tischendorf, Lips. 1857
[new ed, by *Gebhardt, Hurnack, and Zahn, 3 vols. Leipz.
1875-78)  Ittig, Bibl. Patr. apost, Lips. 1690. Novum
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Testamentum extra canonem receptum, ed. 4. Hilgenfeld, Lips.
[ Archbishop Wake, The Genuine Epistles of the Apostolical
Fathers, transl. Lond. 1737, 7th ed. 1840 ; New York 1810.
Also in Clark’s Ante-Nicene Library. = W. Chevallier, Epist.
of Apost. Fathers,-and Apolog. of Just. Mart. and Tertull,
translated 1822, 2d ed. 1851.]

As to the extent to which we can speak of a theology of the
apostolical Fathers, see Bawmgarten-Crusius, i. s. 81, note. It
is gertain that some of them, ¢g. Hermas, entertained notions
which were afterward rejected as heterodox. The older
divines, and those of the Roman Catholic Church in particular,
endeavoured to evade this difficulty by calling those doctrines
archaisms, in distinction from Aeresses.!

(2) Justin Martyr (born about the year 89, $161-168),
of Sychem (Flavia Neapolis) in Samaria, a philosopher by
vocation, . who, even after he had become a Christian, rTe-
tained the 7piBwv, made several missionary journeys, and
suffered martyrdom, probably at the instigation of the philo-
sopher Crescens. His $wo Apologies are of special importance ;
the longer addressed to Antoninus Pius, the other to the Roman
Senate (the numbering varies, see Neander, 1. 3, s. 1111, and
Semisch, ubi supra, s. 911). Semisch still holds that the first
of these apologies belonés to the year 138 or 139, the second
is after 147; while, according to Volkmar’s critical investi-
gations on the time of Justin (theol. Jahrb. 1855, 2, 3), both
apologies were produced in the same year, 150 [cf. also 4ube,
St. Justin]l  He is the first ecclesiastical writer whose works
manifest an acquaintance with the Grecian philosophy (in
which he had formerly sought in vain for the full truth and
peace of mind)? Though he is anxious to prove the superi-
ority of the religion of Christ, and even of the Old Testament

1 1t is certain that pseudo-Dionysius, whom some writers number among the
apostolical Fathers, belongs to a later period. On the other side, Méhler and
Hefele reckon the author of the Epistle to Diognetus among the apostolical
Fathers, which was formerly ascribed to Justin, Hefele, PP, App. p. 125.
Mohler, Patrologie, s. 164 ; Kleine Schriften, i s. 19. On the other side:
Semisch, Justin M. s. 186, [Comp. Just. M. Ep. ad Diogn. and Otto’s review
in Gersdorf’s Rep. 1852. Art. in Church Quarterly Review (1878) seeks to prove
that this Ep. is a forgery.]

2 On his philosophical tendency, see Schleiermachker, Lc. s. 155, Baur, lLc.
s, 256. )
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dispensation, to the systems of philosophers (by showing that
the latter derive their views from Moses), he also perceives
something divine in the better portion of the Gentile world.
It must, however, be admitted that the tone prevailing in the
apologies is much more liberal than that which is found in the
Cohortatio ad Greecos (wapaiwverikos mpds “EAAqvas). Neander,
i 3, 1120, is therefore inclined to consider the latter as
spurious, on account of the hard terms in which paganism is
spoken of, and Mohler (Patrologie, s. 225) agrees with him.
Yet the state of mind in which the author wrote his apologies
would naturally be very different from that in which he com-
posed a controversial treatise, especially if, as Neander suggests,
the latter was written at a later period of his life. These
writings, as well as the doubtful Aéyos mpos “ErAqvas (Oratio
ad Gracos) and the *Emiarol mpds dedyvyrov falsely ascribed
to Justin M. (see note 1), and also the treatise mepl wovapylas,
consisting in great part of Greek excerpts, set the relative
position of Christianity and paganism in a clear light. The
Dialogus cum Tryphone Judwo has reference to Judaism,
whick it opposes on its ¢wn grounds; its genuineness was
doubted by Wetstein and Semler, but without sufficient reason,
comp. Neander, i. 3,s. 1125 ff. The principal edition is that
published by the Benedictines under the care of *Prud.
Maran, Paris 1742, which also includes the writings of the
following three authors, along with the (insignificant) satire of
Hermias. Otto’s edition, 1846 [new ed. 1879]. Comp. Justin
Martyr, His Life, Writings, and Doctrines, by Car! Semisch,
Breslan 1840-42; transl by J. E. Ryland, Edin. 1844 ; also
Semisch's article in Herzog’s Realenc. vii. s. 179 ff.  [Zardner,
i, p. 126-128, 140, 141} Otto, de Justini Martyris
scriptis et doctrina commentatio, Jen. 1841, Schwegler,
nachapostolisches Zeitalter, s. 216 ff. [Jokn Kaye, Bishop of
Lincoln, Some Account of the Opinions and Writings of Just.
M., 2d ed. A. Kayser, De Doctrina Just. M. 1850. - Volk-
mar, Ueber Just. M. 1853, and Die Zeit Just. M. in Theol.
Jahrb, 1855, Hilgenfeld, ibid. 1852, The Oratio ad Gra:cos
not by Just., Nolte in Theol. Quartalschrift, 1860. Prof. Stowe,
Sketch of Just. M. in Bib. Sacra, 1852, W. Reeves, Transl.
of the Apologies, with those of Tertullian and Minucius Felix,
etc., 2 vols. Lond. 1716; also in Ante-Nicene Library. M.
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Browne's of the Dial. cum Tryphone, Lond. 1755. Just. M.’s
Opinions in 4. Lamson’s Church of first Three Cent. p. 1-68,
Boston 1860.] Schwegler's nachapost. Zeitalter, s. 216 ff,
[Cf. also Aubé, St. Justin, Paris 1875.]

(3) Tatian the Syrian (Dornmer, ii. 1, s. 437, calls him “ ¢the
Assyrian Tertullian ™), a disciple of Justin M., became after-
ward the leader of those Gnostics who are called the Encratites.
In his work entitled : Noyos wpos " EXMppas (ed. Worth, Oxon.
1700, and Olto, Jena 1851), he defends the “ philosophy of the
barbarians” against the Greeks. Comp. H. 4. Daniel, Tatianus
der Apologet, ein Beitrag zur Dogmengeschichte, Halle 1837.
[Lardner, ii. p. 147-150. Otto’s Corpus Apologet. 1851 ;
transl. by Dr. Giles, Lond, 1837.]

(4) .Little is known of the personal history of Athenagoras,
who was born at Athens in the last half of the second century.
Comp., however, Clarisss, De Athenagoree Vita, Scriptis,
Doctrina, Lugd. 1819, 4to, and Mohler, Lc. s. 267, His works
are: Legatio pro Christianis (mrpecBeia mepl XpioTiaviv), and
the treatise: De resurrectione mortuorum. [Lardner, il p.
193-200. J. C. Otto in Zeitschrift £ d. hist. Theol. 1856 ;
his Supplicatio, ed. by L. Paul, Hal. 1856 ; works in Otfo,
Corpus Apolog. vol. vii.; translated in full in Glles’ Writings
of Christ. of Second Century, Lond. 1837, and in Ante-Nicene
Library.]

(5) Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch (170-180). The work
which he wrote against Autolycus: wepi ris Tdv Xpioriaviv
miorews (ed. of Otto, Leipz. 1861), manifests a less liberal -
spirit, but also displays both genius and intelligence. Russler
(Bibliothek der Kirchenviter, i. 8. 218) numbers it among the
most worthless works of antiquity, and Hase (Kg. s. 45,
5 Aufl) calls it & narrow-minded controversial writing, while
Mohler praises its excellence. There is a German translation
of it with notes by Thienemann, Leipz. 1833. [Edition by J.
J. Humphrey, Lond. 1852, and in Ante-Nicene Library. On
his use of the N. T, see Otto in Zeitschrift f. d. hist. Theol.
1859.]

(6) Ecclesiastical writers vary in their opinions respecting
the period in which Minucius Felix lived. Van Hoven, Rossler,
Russwurm, and Heinrich Meter (Commentatio de Minucio
Felice, Tur. 1824) suppose him to have been contemporary
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with the Antonines, ZTuschirner (Geschichte der Apologetik,
i s 257-282) thinks that he lived at a later time (about
224-230), which seems to be the more correct opinion.
Comp. Hieron. Cat. Script. e¢. 53, 58. Lactant. Inst. v. 1. A
comparison of the treatise of Minucius, entitled Octavius, with .
the Apology of Tertullian, and with the work of Cyprian, De
Idolorum Vanitate, favours the view that he wrote affer the
former, but before the latter. This work of Cyprian appears
in some parts to be a copy of the writing of Minucius; that
of Tertullian bears the marks of an orlgmal. The dlaloorue
between Ceecilius and Octavius is of 1mporbance in the history
of apologetics, as it touches upon all the objections which we
find separately treated by the other apologists, and adds some
new ones. In his doctrinal spirit, Miffiucius is distinguished
by a liberal, Hellenistic manner of thinking; but his views
are less decidedly Christian than might well be wished. We
seek almost in vain in his book for direct Christological ideas.
Editions : Edit. princeps by Baldwin, 1560 (before this, con-
sidered as the eighth book of Arnobius). Since that time,
editions by Elmenhorst (1612), Cellarius (1699), Davisius
(L707), Ernesti (1773), Russwurm (with Introduct. and Notes,
1824), Zuibkert (with Translation and Commentary, Leipz.
1836). [Hakn, in Corpus Scriptor. Eccles. Lat., Vindobonz
1867. The Octavius of Minucius Felix, ed. by Rev. H. 4.
Holden, Oxf. 1853, Earlier English versions, James, Oxf.
1636 ; Combe, 1703 ; Reeves, 1719 (in “Apologies of Fathers ”);
Dalrymple, Edinb. 1781 ; Ante-Nicene Library, Edinb. Edition
in Gersdorf’s Bibliotheca, vols. xii., xiii] Otto, 1857.

(7) Irenceus, a disciple of Polycarp, Bishop of Lyons, about
the year 177, died in the yeat 202, “ a clear-headed, thoughtful,
philosophical theologion ™ (Hase, Guericke). Except a few letters
and fragments, his principal work alone is extant, viz. five
books against the Gnostics: *EXeyyos kai dvatpomy Tis
Yevdwripov yvéoews; the first book only has come down in
the original language, the greater part of the remaining four
books is now known only in an old Latin translation. The
best editions are those of Grabe, Oxon. 1702, *Massuet, Paris
1710 ; Venet. 1734, 47. 4. Stieren, Leipz. 1853. Harvey,
Cambridge 1857. Comp. FEuseb. v. 4. 20-26. Mohier,
Patrologie, s. 380 ff.  Lardner, ii. p. 165-193. Burton, v,
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p. 185, and passim. Duncker,.des heil. Trenseus Christologie,
im Zusammenhange mit dessen “theologischen und anthro-
pologischen Grundlehren, Ggtt. 1843. Comp. also what
Dorner says concernjng him, ii, 1, s. 465, and Erbkam de S.
Irenxi principiis ethicis, Regiomont. 1856. [Also edition of
Schaff’s Kirchenfreund, 1852, on Irenseus ; Bokringer's Kirchen-
gesch. in Biographien, i. Supposed fragments in Spicileg.
Solesm. i 1852. Life and Writings of I, Eclectic (Lond.),
Sept. 1854. J. Beaven, Account of Life and Writings of St.
Treen.,, Lond. 1841. Huber's Phil. der Kirchenviter, 1858,
8. 73-100.] *« Irencus is @ thoughtful writer, in whose
doctrinal views there sometimes appears considerable depth, He
Jor the most part opposes the speculation of the Gnostics by sound
and pertinent observations, and by his thoughtful moderation and
practical ciroumspection keeps far from the extremes between
which Catholic theology had to follow the middle path,” Baur,
Dg. 5. 262. “ With oll his prolizity, in which, however, he
never ignores small details, and gives indications of many deep
places in @nosticism, there comes from Irenceus the warm and
living breath of o pure spirit; we discern in him moral enthu-
-stasm for truth, sober thoughtfulness, and a sound insight into
the very kernel of Christion truth,” Moller, Geschichte der
Kosmologie, s. 474.

(8) Tertullion (Quintus Septimius Florens) was born in
Carthage about the year 160, and died 220; in his earlier
life he was a lawyer and rhetorician, and became afterwards
the most conspicuous representative of the anti-speculative,
positive tendency. Comp. Neander, Antignostikus, Geist des
Tertullianus und Einleitung in dessen Schriften (Berlin 1825,
2 Ausg. 1849), especially the striking characteristic which he
there ‘gives of Tertullian, s. 28 of first edition, ¢f s. 9 and
following of the new ed., and Neander's Kg. iii. 3, s. 1152,
Miinter, Primordia Ecclesise Africange, Havn. 1829, 4to. Hessel-
berg, Tertullian’s Lehre, aus seinen Schriften, Gotha 1851,
“ A gloomy, fiery character, who goined for Christianity out of
the Punic Latin a literature, in which animated rhetoric, a wild
imagination, a gross, sensuous perception of the tdeal, profound
Seeling, and a juridical wunderstanding, struggle with each other,”
Hase.  Qfrover calls him the Tacitus of early Christianity.
« Notwithstanding his hatred against philosophy, Tertullian s
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certainly not the worst of Christian thinkers,” Schwegler, Mon-
tanismus, s, 218; compare his further characteristics, ibid.
His declaration : ratio autem divina in medulla est, non in
superficie (De Resurrec. ¢. 3), may give us the key to many
of his strange assertions, and to his remarkably concise style
(quot pmne verba, tot sententits, Vine. Lir. in comm. 1). On
Tert. as an apologist, cf. Jepp (Jabrbuch fiir deutsche Theol.
ix, 4). Of his numerous writings (among which we must
distinguish those written efore and those affer his transition
to Montanism) the following® are the most important for the
History of Doctrines: Apologeticus (“ one of the finest writings
of ecclesiastical antiguity, in which the writer’s energy and power
are displayed in all their glory” Baur, Dg. s. 263)>—Ad
nationes—(Advers. Judeos?)—* Advers. Marcionem—¥* Advers.
Hermogenem—*Advers. Prax¢am-—* Advers. Valentinianos—
*Scorpiace advers. Gnosticos——(De Prewscriptionibus advers.
Hereticos)—De Testimonio Animee—¥*De Anima—¥De Carne
Christi—*De Resurrectione Carnis—(De Peenitentia)—(De
Baptismo)—De Oratione, ete.; his moral writings also contain
much that is doctrinal, eg. the treatises: *De Corona Militis
—*De Virginibus velandis—*De Cultu Feminarum-—*De
Patientia—*De Pudicitia, etc.—Editions of his complete works
were published by *Rigaltius, Paris 1635, fol.; by Semler and
Schiitz, Halle 1770 ff,, 6 vols. (with a useful Index Latinitatis);
by Leopold, Leipz. 1841; by Oechler, Leipz. 1853, 3 vols.
[Lardner, ii. p. 267—272, and passim.] The later Church did
not venture to number Tert.,, zealous as he was for orthodoxy,
among the orthodox writers, on account of his Montanistic views.
In the eyes of Jerome (adv. Helvid. 17) he is not a homo ecclesice
(comp. also Apol. contra Rufin. iii, 27), and though he praises
his ingenium, he still condemns his heresy (Apol. contra Rufinum,
iil. 27). [A portion of Neander's Antignostikus is published in
Bohw's edition of Neander's Planting and Training. Tertullian
in Boshringer's Kirchengesch. in Biographien, Bd. i, new ed.
Bd. iii. Various treatises translated in the (Oxford) Lib. of
Fathers, vol. x. (2d ed.); also complete in Ante-Nicene Library.
Bishop Kaye, Eccl Hist. of Second and Third Centuries,

! The works marked with * were written under the influence of Montanism,

those included in () at least tinged with Montanism ; comp. Nosselt, de Vera
atate Tertulliani Seriptorum (Opuse. Fase. iii. 1-198),
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illustrated in the Life of Tertullian, 3d ed. 1848. Engelhardt,
Tertullian als Schriftsteller, in Zeitschrift f. d. hist. Theol. 1852.
T.s De Corona Miljtis, ed. @. Curry, Cambr. 1853. Apology,
transl. by H. B. Brown, Lond. 1655 ; W. Reeves, 1716 ; edited
with English notes by H. 4. Woodham, 2d ed. Camb., and
Chevallier. Prescriptions, transl by . Betty, Oxf 1772.
Address to Scap. Tert., transl. by Delrymple, Edinb. 1790.
Oecuvres de Tert, en Frangais, par M. de Genoude, 2d ed. 3 vols.
1852, On Ochler's edition, see Klussmann in Zeitschyift fiir
wiss. Theol. 1860; and Zeitschrift f. luth. Theol. 1856.
Leopold, Doctrina Tertull. de Baptismo, in Zeitschrift f. wiss.
Theol. 1854, 4. Crés, Les Idées de Tertull. sur la Tradition,
Strasb. 1855. Huber, Phil. d. Kirchenviiter, s. 100-129.]
(9) Cyprian (Thascius Cecilius) was at first a teacher of
rhetoric in Carthage; was converted to Christianity in 245 ;
became Bishop of Carthage 248, and suffered martyrdom
258, He possessed more of a practical than doctrinal ten-
deney, and is therefore of greater impertance in the history
of polity than of doctrine, to which he contributed but little.
He did not so much theoretically develope the doctrines
respecting the Church and the Sacramenis, as practically carry
them out in his life, upholding them in the midst of storms.
In his doctrinal opinions he rested on the basis laid by Ter-
tullian, but also sympathized with Minucius Felix, as in his
work, De Idolorum Vanitate. Accordingly, along with his
numerous letters, his work entitled, De Unitate Ecclesiw, is
of the first importance. Besides these there are: Libri IIL
Testimoniorum, De Bono Patientice, De Oratione Dominica,
and several of a more practical character. Comp. Rettbery,
Cyprian nach seinem Leben und Wirken, Gottingen 1834.
Zd. Huther, Cyprians Lehre von der Kirche, Hamburg 1839.
Edsitions : Rigaltius, Paris 1648, fol. *Fell, Oxon. 1682,
and the Benedictine edition by Steph. Baluze and Prud. Maran,
Paris 1726, fol. GQoldhorn, Leipz. 1838, 39, 2 vols. ' [Hartel,
in Corpus Script. ecclesiast., Vindob. 1868, 3 vols. Krabinger's
edition of Cyprian, De Unitate, etc., 1853, and of his Libri
ad Donatum, De Domin. Orat,, etc,, 1859. Life and Times of
C., by Geo. Ayliffe Poole, Oxf. 1840, Shepherd, Hist. of Church
of Rome, Lond. 1852, contests the authenticity of all Cyprian’s
Epistles ; ibid,, Five Letters to Dr. Maitland, 1853~54, Nevin
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on Cyprian and his Times, Mercersb. Review, 1852-53.
Cyprian’s Treatises and Epistles, in Oxford Lib. of Fathers,
vols. 3 and 17, and in Ante-Nicene Lib. Articles on Cyprian
in Rudelback, christl. Biog., and in Bihr mger, Kirchengesch.
in Biograph.  Dodwell, Dissertationes Cyprianice, 1704, Bp.
Sage, Principles of Cyprianic Age, 2 vols. Edinb. 1846,
C’s Unity of the Church, by J. Fell, Oxf. 1681; Dise. to
Donatus, by J. Tunstall, 1716; whole Works by . Marshall,
1717. Annales Cyprianici a J. Pearsono, rep. in Fell's edition
of Cyprian, fol. 1700.]

Novatian, the contemporary and opponent of Cyprian (6 s
éernoiacTieis émiotiuns dmepaomiaTis, Eusch. vi. 43), must
also be considered as belonging to the extreme limit of this
period, if the treatise, De Trinitate (De Regula Veritatis s.
Fidei), which goes under his name, proceeded from him. It
is by no means correct (as Jerome would have it, § 70) that
this treatise contains nothing but extracts from Tertullian.
“ This author was at all events more than a mere imitator of
the peculiar tendency of another; on the contrary, he shows
originality ; he does not possess the power and depth of Ter-
tullian, but more spirituality,” Neander, 1. 3,s. 1165. Editions:
Whiston, in his Sermons and Essays upon Several Subjects,
Lond. 1709, p. 327. Welchman, Oxon. 1724. Jackson, Lond.
1728. [Lardner, iii. p. 3—-20.] Often in connection with
Tertullian, Libri de Cath. eccles. unitate, de lapsis et de habitu
virg., ed. Krabinger, Tiib. 1853.

(10) Clement (T%t. Flaw.), surnamed Alezandrinus, in dis-
tinction from Clement of Rome (note 3), a disciple of Pantenus
at Alexandria, and his successor in his office, died between 212
and 220. Comp. Huseb. v. 11, vi. 6,13, 14. Hieron. De Vir.
Il e. 38. Of his works the following three form a whole :—
1. Aéyos mpoTpemwTios mpos “ENgras. 2. IHabaywyds in
three books ; and 8. Stpduara (tév xard T dAndH $ilo--
codlav yyooTikdy UmopvnudTov oTpwuarters)—so called from
the variety of its contents, like a piece of tapestry—in eight
books: the eighth of which forms a special homily, under the
title: 75 6 cwliueros whovoros, Quis dives salvetur. The
vmoTvrdoes in-eight books, an exegetical work, is lost. Con-
cerning his life and writings, comp. Hofstede de Groot, de
Clemente Alex., Groning. 1826. Von Cilln in Ersch and
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Gruber's Encyklop. xviii. s. 4 ff. Diiline, de vyvdoer Clem. et
de Vestigiis Neoplatonicee Philos. in ea obviis, Lips. 1831.
Eylert, Clemens als Philosoph und Dichter, Leipz. 1832.
Baur, Gnosis, 8. 502 ff.  Mohler, Patrologie, s. 430. Zammer
(cf § 42). [Lardner, Works, il 220-224.] Editions by Syl-
burg, Heidelberg 1592. Best by *Potter, Oxon. 1715, fol.
Ven. 1757 ; smaller ed., B. Klotz, Lips. 1831, 3 vols. [Bishop
Kaye, Account of Writings and Opinions of Clem. of Alex.,
Lond. 1839. Journal of Sacred Lit. 1852, ZLeutzen, Brkennen
und Glauben, Cl v. Alex. und Anselm v. Cant.,, Bonn 1848.
Reinkens, De Clem. Alex., Vratislav. 1851, Reuter, Clem. Alex,
Theol. Moralis, Berol. 1853. H. Ldmmer, Clem. Alex. de Log.
doct., Lips, 1855, Clement and the Alexandrian School, in
North British Review, Aug. 1855. .A4bbé Herbert-Duperron,
Essai sur la Polémique et la Philos. de Clém. d’Alex., Paris
1855, Alleged fragments of Clem., Nolte in Theol. Quartal-
schrift, 1859, s. 597 ff Opinions of ClL Alex. in Huber's
Phil. d. Kirchenviiter, 1859, s. 130-184. A4bbé J. Cognat,
Clément d’Alexandrie, sa doctrine et sa polémique, Paris 1859;
transl in Ante-Nicene Lib.]

(11) Origen, surnamed &daudvrwos, yalrévrepos, was born
at Alexandria, about the year 185, a disciple of Clement, and
died at Tyre in the year 254. He is undoubtedly the most
eminent writer of the whole period, and the best representative
of the spiritualizing tendency, though not wholly free from
great faults into which he was led by bis genius. “ Aecording
to all appearance he would have avoided most of the weaknesses
which disflgure his writings, if undersiandz’ng, wit, and Tmagina-
tion hod been equally strong in him. His reason frequently
overcomes his tmagination, but his imagination obtains more
victortes over his reason,” Mosheim (translat. of the treatise
against Celsus, p. 60). Accounts of his life are given in Fuseh.
vi. 1-6, 8, 14-21, 23-28, 30-83, 3639, vil. 1. Hieron. De
Viris llustr. ¢. 54. Gregory Thawmaturg. in Panegyrico.
Huetius in the Origeniana. Tllemont, Mémoires, art. Origéne,
D. 886--76. Schrockh, iv. 8. 29. [Lardner, il p. 469-486
and passim.] On his doctrines and writings, comp. Schnitzer,
Origenes, iiber die Grundlehren der Glaubenswissenschaft,
Stuttg. 1835. *@Gottf. Thomasius, Origenes, ein Beitrag zur
Dogmengeschichte des 8 Jahrhunderts, Niirnberg 1837,
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Redepenning, Origenes, eine Darstellung seines Lebens und
seiner Lehre, 2 Bde. Bonn 1841-46. The labours of Origen
embraced a wide sphere. We can only refer to what he did
for biblical criticism (Hexapla) and exegesis (onuecdoes,
Topot, omeihias, cf. Philocalia), as well as for homiletics, which
appears in his writings in the simplest forms. His two prin-
cipal works of doctrinal importance, wepi dox@®» (De Principiis,
libri iv.), edit. by Redepenning (Lips. 1836), and Schnitzer's
translation before mentioned; and wxarda Kéioov (contra
Celsum), lib. viii. (translated, with netes by Mosheim, Hamb.
1745). Minor treatises: De Oratione, De Exhortatione
Martyrii, ete. Complete editions of his works were published
by *Car. de la Rue, Paris 1733 ff, 4 vols. fol, and by ZLom-
matzsch, Berl. 1831 ff, 25 vols. [also by the 4bbé Migne, Paris
1857, 7 vols. large 8vo. His principal works are translated
in the Ante-Nicene Library.]

[Fischer, Commentatio de Origenis Theologia et Cosmologia,
1846 ; Greg. Nyss. Doctrina de hominis Natura cum Origen.
comparata, B. G. Miller, Halle 1854. Origen and the Alex.
School, North British, 1855, Moshetm's Comment. in Murdoek’s
edition, ii. p. 143-209. Article on Origen, in British
Quarterly, by B, 4. Vaughan, 1845, Abbé E. Joly, Etudes
sur Origéne, 1860, Huber's Phil. d. Kirehenviter, 1859, s.
150-184.]

The doctrinal systems of Clement and Origen unite under
a more general aspect, and form what is called the theology of
the Alexandrian school. The distinguishing characteristics of
this theology, in a formal point of view, are a leaning to specu-
lation and the allegorical interpretation of the Scriptures; as
to their matter, they consist of an attempt to spiritualize the
ideas, and idealize particular doctrines, and they thus form
a striking contrast with the peculiarities of Tertullian in par-
ticular. Comp. GQuericke, De Schola quee Alexandriee floruit
Catechetica, Halee 1824, 2 vols. [Baur, Gnosis, s. 488-543.]

The Philosophumena, ascribed to Origen, and published by
Em. Miller, Oxf. 1851, under his name (2puyévovs pehooodor-
peva 1) katd macdy aipéoewv ENéyyos, e codice Paris. nunc
primum ed.), is with greater probability assigned to Hippolytus,
who had been held to be a bishop of Arabia (misled by Eusebius,
vi, 20), but who died, as bishop of Portus Romanus [Déllinger
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thinks he was an ‘Antipope], a martyr's death, it is said, under
Maximin (236—238). This work would then be the same
with the &\eyyos xaTa wacdv alpéoewy, ascribed to Hippolytus
(edited by Duncker and Schneidewin, Gott. 1856—59), which
is by others attributed to the Roman preshyter Caius (Baur
in the Theolog. Jahrb. 1853), which is also found under the
name Aafvpwlos (Photius, c¢. 48). Comp, Opp. et Fragmenta,
ed. J. 4. Fabricius, Hamb, 1716-18, 2 vols. Huenel, De
Hippolyto, Gott, 1839. *Jos, Bunsen, Hippolytus u. seine Zeit,
Leipz. 1852-53. [English edition, 7 vols.] Gieseler, ubi
supra. Jacobi in Neander’s Dogmeéngesch. s. 54, and in Zeit-
schrift f christl. Wissenschaft, 1831, s. 204, *Dsllinger,
Hippol. und Callistus, Regensb. 1853 [Eng. trans. Edin.
1877). Ritschl in Theol. Jahrb, 1854. Volkmar, Hip-
polytus, 1855, F. C. Overbeck, Quastionum Hippolytearum
specimen, Jena 1864. [Comp. articles in Theol. Critic, 1852;
Edinburgh Review, 1852—-53; Christ. Rembr. 1853; Dublin
Review, 1853, 54; North British, 1853; Journal of Class. and
Sacred Philol. 1854 ; British Quarterly, 1853 ; Westminster
Review, 1853. Comp. also Ckh. Wordsworth, Church of Rome
in Third QCent., 24 ed. 1855. ZLenormant, Controverse sur les
Philos., Paris 1853. Cruwice, Etudes sur les Philos. 1852.]

§ 27.
Review of the General Doctrinal Character of this Period.

It is the characteristic feature of the apologetic period, that
the whole system of Christianity, as a religious and moral
fact, is considered and defended on all sides, rather than
particular doctrines. Still certain doctrines are more dis-
cussed, while others receive less attentiop. Investigations of
a theological and Christological nature are unquestionably
more prominent than those of an anthropological character.
The Pauline type of doctrine does not come to its rights as
fully as does that of John (1). Henee, too, the emphatic
prominence given to the doctrine of human freedom, to an
extent which could not afterwards be approved (2). Next to
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theology and Christblogy, eschatology was more fally developed
in the struggle with millenarianism on the one side, and the
" scepticism of Grecian philosophers on the other (3).

(1) Comp. § 18, note 4.

(2) Origen expressly mentions the doctrine concerning the
freedom of the will as a part of the preedicatio ecclesmstlca,
De Princip. procem. § 4 ff.; comp. the Special History of
Doctrines, below.

(8) This has its natural grounds. The doctrine of the
Messianic kingdom ruled the first period. This turned upon
the point that the Lord was twice to come ; once in His mani-
festation in the flesh, and again in His future coming to
judgment. The doctrine of the resurrection of the body was
treated with special predilection. And yet much was left
open. Thus Origen expressly says that angelology and
demonology, as We]l as various cosmological questions, had not
been adequately defined in the doctrine of the Church; De
Princip. procem. § 6, 7, 10.



B. SPECIAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING
THE FIRST PERIOD.

FIRST DIVISION.

APOLOGETICO-DOGMATIC PROLEGOMENA.

TRUTH OF CHRISTIANITY — REVELATION AND SOURCES OF
REVELATION — SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION.:

§ 28.
Truth and Divinity of the Christian Religion in General.

* Tzschirner, Geschichte der Apologetik, vol. i. Leipz. 1808. By the same:
der Fall des Heidenthums, Bd. i, Leipz. 1829. H. N. Clausen, Apologete
ecclesize Christians ante-Theodosiani, Havn. 1817. Q. H. van Sender,
Geschichte der Apologetik von den frithesten Zeiten bis auf unsere Tage,
Stuattg. 2 vols. [Bolton, Apologists of Second and Third Centuries, repr.
Boston 1853. Giles, Heathen Records and the Script. History, 1857.
Ehrenfenchter, Apologetik, in Jahrb. f. deutsche Theelogie, 1857, }

THE principal task of this period was to prove the divine
origin of Christianity as the true religion made known by
revelation (1), and to set forth its internal and external
character in relation to both Gentiles and Jews. This was
attempted in different ways, according to the different ideas
which obtained regarding the nature of the Christian religion.
The Ebionites considered the principal object of Christianity
to be the realization of the Jewish idea of the Messiah (2);
the Gnostics regarded it as consisting in breaking away from
the traditional connection with the Old Testament (3). Between
these two extremes the Catholic Church endeavoured, on the
Hacexs. Hisr. Docr. 1 g G.
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one hand, to preserve this connection with the old revelation;
on the other, to point out the new and more perfect elements
which constituted the peculiarity of the Christian system.

(1) Here we must not expect to find a distinction made
between religion itself and the Christian religion (natural and
revealed), or look for a precise definition of the term
“yeligion,” Such definitions of the schools did not make
their appearance until later, when, science and life being
separated, learned men speculated on the objects of science,
and reduced experimental truths to general ideas. With the
first Christians, Christianity and religion were identical
(Augusti, 8. 197); as, again, in modern times, the principal
object of apologetics must be the proof that Christianity is
the religion, 7. the only one which can satisfy man (comp.
Lechler, iiber den Begriff der Apologetik, in the Studien und
Kritiken, 1839, 3). This view corresponds with the saying
of Minuctus Felix, Oct. ¢, 38, towards the end: Gloriamur
nos consequutos, quod illi "(Philosophi) summa intentione
quaesiverunt nec invenire potuerunt. Jgnatius, ad Rom. iii.:
Ov meiocpoviis Epyov &AL peyéfovs éoTiv 6 pioTiaviouds,
bray wioirar dmwo roouov (cf. Hefele on the passage). Justin
M. also shows that revealed truth, as such, does not stand
in need of any proof, Dial. ¢. Tryph. c¢. 7, p. 109: O vap
perd dmodelfews memoinyral mwore (ol wpodfirar) Tods Adryous,
dre dvoTépw wdons dmodeifews Svres dbibmioTol pdpTupes Ths
axnlelas. Fragm. de Resurr: ab init.: ‘O pév vijs annbeias
Adyos éoTiv énebbepos ral adrefovaios, vwd pndeulav Bdsavov
éyyov Géhwv mimrew, undé THv mapd Tols drodover 8
amodelfews éEéraciy vmopévew. To wap ebryeves adrod kal
wemoifos adrd TP wéuravri moreleofal Oéler . . . Ildca
yap amédefis ioxvporépa kal mioTotépa Tob dmodeuxvuuévou
Tuyxdver € e TO TPOTEpOY dATioTOUMEvoy mplv B TRV
dmodefw éNOely, TavTys woutoOclans, Ervye wicTews, Kal
TotodTor épdvn, bmotov énéyero. Tiis 8¢ dhybelas loyvpéTepov
008y, o0d¢ micTiTEpor: BaTe ¢ Wepl TavTys dmodeEw ailtdv
Buouds éote T4 T4 dawdpeva aloicect, Noyors GénovTe amo-
Selwvvobas, 86Tt paiverar. Tdv yap Sid Tob Aoyov AauBavo-
pévov kpurlipuoy éoTw 3 aloBnow abris 8¢ kpiripiov odk EoTi
A al7is. Nor do we find any definitions of the nature
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and ides ef revelation (contrasted with the truths which come
to us by nature and reason), mor respecting the abstract
possibility and necessity -of revelation, etc., because the
opposite views did not then exist. Christianity (in connection
with the Qld Testament) was considered as the true revelation;
even the best ideas of earlier philosophers, compared with -it,
were only the glimmer of anticipation. Comp. Justin M.,
Dial. ¢. Tryph. ab initio. ZTert. Apol. ¢, 18 (De Test. Animse,
¢. 2), pronounces -very decidedly in favour of the positive
character of the Christian religion (jfwunt, non nascuntur
Christiani), though he also calls the human soul, naturaliter
christiana (Apol. ¢. 17), and ascribes to it instinct preceding
all teaching, by which it can, as a pupil of nature, attain to a
knowledge of the divine in nature; De Test. Anim. c. 3.
Clement of Alexandria also compares the attempt to compre-
hend the divine without a higher revelation, to the attempt
to run without feet (Cohort. p. 64); and further remarks,
that without the light of revelation we should resemble hens
that are fattened in a dark cage in order to die (ibid. p. 87).
We become a divine race only by the doctrine of Christ
(p- 88, 89), comp. P=d. i 2, p. 100, i. 12, p. 156, and in
numerous other places.  Clement indeed admits that wise
men before Christ had approached the truth to a certain
extent (¢ompare the next section); but while they sought
God by their own wisdom, others (the Christians) find Him
(better) through the Logos; comp. Peed. iii. 8, p. 279 ; Strom.
i 1, p. 319, ibid. i.. 6, p. 336. The pseudo-Clementines,
however, depart from this idea of a positive revelation (17. 8
and 18. 6), and represent the internal revelation of the heart.
as the true revelation, the exiernal as a manifestation of the
divine dpyn. Compare Baumgarten-Crusius, ii. . 783 ; on the
other side, Schliemann, s. 183 ff, 353 ff

(2) According to the. Clementine Homilies, there is no
specific difference between the doctrine of Jesus and the
doctrine of Moses. Comp. Credner, Le. Ht. 2, s. 254, Schlie-
mann, 8. 215 ff.  Hilgenfeld, s. 283 (?).

(3) As most of the Gnostics looked upon the demiurge
either as o being that stood in & hostile relation to God, or as
a being of limited powers; as they, moreover, considered the
entire economy of the Old Testament as a defective and even a
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perverted institution, they could, comsistently, look upon the
blessings of Christianity only as a deliverance from the bonds
of the demiurge. (Comp. the sections on God, the Fall, and
Redemption.) :

§ 29.
Mode. of Proof.

[Comp. Baur, Dogmengesch. s. 76-9 ; and his Christenthum in d. drei ersten
Jahrhund. s, 857-451.]

Accordingly, the Christian apologists, in opposition to the
heathen, defended the history, laws, doctrines, and prophecies
of the Old Testament against the attacks of those who were
not Jews (1). On this basis they proceeded to prove the
superiority of Christianity, in contrast with the Jewish as well
as the pagan systems, by showing how all the prophecies and
types of the Old Testament had been fulfilled in Christ (2);
not unfrequently indulging in arbitrary interpretations and
typological fancies (3). But as the apologists found in the
Old Testament a point of connection with Judaism, so they
found in the Grecian philosophy a point of connection with
paganism ; only with this difference, that whatever is divine
in the latter is, for the most part, derived from the Old
Testament (4), corrupted by the craft of demons (5), and
appearing, at all events, very imperfect in comparison with
Christianity, however great the analogy (6). Even those
writers who, like Tertullian, discarded a philosophical proof
of. Christianity because they saw in philesophy only an
ungodly perversity (7), could not but admit a profound
psychological connection between human nature and the
Christian religion (the testimony of the soul) (8), and
acknowledged, with the rest, that a leading argument for the
divine origin of Christianity was to be derived from its moral
effects (9). Thus the' external argument from miracles (10)
was adduced only as a kind of auxiliary proof, and it was
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even now no longer acknowledged in its full authority (11).
Another auxiliary proof was derived from the Sibylline
oracles (12) while the almost miraculous spread of Chris-
tianity in the midst of persecutions (13), and the accom-
plishment of the prophecy relative to the destruction of
Jerusalem (14), were, like the moral argument, taken from
what was oceurring at the time,

(1) This argument was founded especially upon the high
antiquity of the sacred books, and the wonderful care of God
in their preservation; Josgphus had argued in a similar
manner against Apion, i 8, Comp. the section on the
Scriptures.

(2) Comp. Justin M., Apol i. c. 32-35, Dial. cum Try-
phone, § 7, 8, 11. Athenag. Leg. ¢. 9. Orig. Contra Cels.
L 2; Comment. in Joh. t. ii. 28. Opp. iv. p. 87. [4ubé, in
his Work on St Justin, has reconstructed fhe argument of
Tryphon.]

(3) Ep. Barn. c. 9, where the circumeision of the three
hundred and eighteen persons by Abraham (Gen. xvii) is
represented as a prophecy of Christ. The number three
hundred and eighteen is composed of three hundred, and
eight, and ten. The numeral letters of ten and eight are
I and H (x), which are the initials of the name *Incods. The
. numeral letter of three hundred is T, which is the symbol of
the cross. And Clement of Rome, in his first Epistle to the
Corinthians, which is generally sober enough, says that the
scarlet line, which Rahab was admonished by the spies to
hang out of her house, was a type of the blood of Christ,
¢. 12. So, too, Justin M. Dialog. cum Tryph. § 111.
According to the latter, the two wives of Jacob, Leah and
Rachel, are types of the Jewish and Christian dispensations;
the two goats on the day of atonement, types of the two
advents of Christ; the twelve bells upon the robe of the high
priest, types of the twelve apostles, ete. Justin carries to an
extreme length the symbolism of the cross, which he sees not
only in the O. T. (in the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil, the rod of Aaron, ete.), but also in nature, in the horn of
the unicorn, in the human countenance, in the posture of a

111689
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man engaged in prayer, in the vessel with its sails, in the
plough, in the hammer. Comp. Apol. i. c¢. 55, Dial. cum
‘Tryph. § 97, and elsewhere. Comp. Minuc. Feliz, e. 29, who,
however, does not make it the basis of any farther argument.
Trencous sees in the three spies of Jericho the three persons of
the Ttinity, Advers. Heret. iv. 20. It would be easy to
multiply these examples ad infinitum (comp. § 33, note 3).
As to the way in which the Septuagint translation was used
by Christians in the interpretation of Messianic passages, see
ieseler, Dogmengesch. s. 61 ff.  [Thus Clement of Rome,
Epist. § 42, cites the passage Isa. lx. 17 as referring to
bishops and deacons; while it reads dpyovras and émioxdmovs
—which may be only because cited incorrectly from memory.
The Christians, too, often accused the Jews of falsifying the
Hebrew ; for example, the mnoted passages in Justin, Dial.
cum Tryph, where he says that they left out, in Ps. xcv.
(Heb. xcvi) 10, dmd o Eddov after 6 xidpios éBacinevoer;
and Tertullian and Irenzus both cite the passage after Justin ;
and so in similar passages, alleged to be in Ezra and Jeremiah.]
That these arguments were not readily accepted by the philo-
sophically trained ‘heathen is clear from the case of Celsus,
who was opposed by .Origen from his hermeneutic point of
view. Of. Bawur, Dg. s. 347 £

(4) Justin M. Apol. i ¢. 59, Cohort. ad Grmc. c. 14.
Theophil. Ad Autol. iii. 16, 17, 20, 23. Tatian, Contra Gree.
ab init. and e 25. Zertullian, Apol. ¢. 19: Omnes itaque
substantias, omnesque materias, origines, ordines, venas
veterani cujusque stili vestri, gentes etiam plerasque et urbes
insignes, canas memoriarum, ipsas denique effigies litterarum
indices custodesque rerum, et puto adhuc minus dicimus,
ipsos inquam deos vestros, ipsa templa et oracula et sacra,
unius interim prophetee serinium vincit, in quo videtw
thesaurus collocatus totius Judaici sacramenti, et inde etiam
nostri.  Clem. Alexand. Ped. il ¢.- 1, p. 176; ¢ 10, p. 224,
iil. ¢. 11, p. 286. Stromata, i. p. 355; vi. p. 752, and many
other passages. He therefore calls Plato outright o éf
‘EBpaiov ¢\écopos, Strom. i. 1. Comp. Baur, Gnosis,
s. 256, Orig. Contra Cels. iv, ab init.  Tkschirner, Geschichte
der Apologetik, s. 101, 102.

(5) Justin M. Apol. i. c¢. 54. Thus the demons are said to
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have heard Jacob when he blessed his sons. But as the
heathen could not interpret the passage, Gen. xlix. 11,
“Binding his foal unto the vine,” in its true’ Messianic sense,
they referred it to Bacchus, the inventor of the vine, and out
of the foal they made Pegasus (because they did not know
whether the animal in question was a horse or an ass). In a
similar manner a misinterpretation of the prophecy. relative to
the conception of the Virgin (Isa. vil 14) gave rise to the
fable of Perseus, etc. (comp. § 49 on Demonology).

(6) Justin M. calls in a certain sénse Christians all those
who have ordered their lives according to, the laws of the Logos
(reason 2), Apol. i. ¢. 46. The Platonic philosophy is in his
opinion not absolutely different (d\Aotpla) from Christianity.
But before the coming of Christ there existed in the world
only the scattered seeds (Adyos omepparixés) of what was
afterwards manifested in Chtist as absolute truth, comp. Apol.
ii. e. 18. Clem. Alex. Strom, i. ¢. 20, p. 376 : Xwpiletar 8¢
% EAywiry dNjfeaa Tiic kal’ Guads, e xai Tob adrod peTelAnper
dvbpatos, kal peyéfes qvidews kai dmodelfer rvpiwTépa, ral
Oela Suvdper kal Tols opolors. (He speaks, however, of philo-
sophy as such, and not of the Stoic, Platonic, Epicurean,
Aristotelian, or any other partienlar system, Strom. i 7, p.
338.) Comp. Baur, Gnosis, 8. 520 ff. On the other contra-
dictions found in Clement of Alexandria, in judging of paganism
more favourably at one timé and less so at another, comp.
Baur, s. 532.  Minucius Feliz, ¢. 16, in opposition to the
scholastic wisdom of the ancient philosophers, recommends the
philosophy of good sense, which is accessible to all (ingenium,
quod non studio paratur, sed cum ipsa mentis formatione
generatur), and speaks with disdain of mere reliance on
authorities ; nevertheless, he himself appeals to the doctrines
of philosophers, and their partial agreement with Christianity
(e. 19, 21, 34). Such language forms a remarkable eontrast
with the attack he makes upon Socrates (scurra Atticus), c. 38,
to whom others assigned the highest rank among the ancient
philosophers. Even Origen urges that the Christian doctrine
equalizes all men, while the philosophy of antiquity was only
for the educated. He compares the ancient philosophers with
the physicians who heal only the rich, Contra Cels. vi. 2,
vii, 60,
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(7) Tert. De Pregsck 7, 8: Hee sunt doctrine hominum et
deemoniorum, prurientibus auribus natee de ingenio sapientie’
secularis, quam Dominus stultitiam vocans, stulta mundi in
confusionem ‘etiam philosophorum ipsius elegit. Ea est enim
materia sapientie secularis, temeraria interpres divine naturse
et dispositionis. Ipse denique hsereses a philosophia sub-
orpantur. , ... Quid ergo Athenis et Hierosolymis? quid
Academi® et Ecclesize ¢ quid heereticis et Christianis ¢ Nostra
institutio de porticu Salomonis est, qui et ipse tradiderat
Dominum in simplicitate cordis esse quaerendum. Viderint,
qui Stoicum et Platonicum et dialecticum Christianismum
protulerunt. Nobis curiositate opus non est post Christum
Jesum, nec inquisitione post Evangelium. Cum credimus, nihil
desideramus ultra credere. The constant seeking after truth is
a proof that it is lost. Above all, it is their duty to hold fast
the deposit committed to them. Queramus ergo in nostro et
a nostris et de nostro: idque dumtaxat, quod salva regula fidei
potest in quastionem devenire. The mere libido curiositatis,
the curiositas fidei, is to be avoided ; the desire for knowledge
is to be subordinated to the desire for salvation. Adversus
regulam (fidei) nihil scire, omnia seire est (De preescript. 10-
14. Tertullion calls the philosophers—npatriarchse heereti-
corum (De Anime, 3; Adv, Hermog. 8); and Plato, omnium
haereticorum condimentarius (De ‘Anima, 23). .

(8) ZTert, De Test. Anim. 1: Novum testimonium advoco,
immo omni litteratura notius, omni doctrina agitatius, omni
editione vulgatius, toto homine majus, z.e. totum quod est.
hominis. Consiste in medio, anima. . . . Sed non eam te
advoco, que scholis formata, bibliothecis exercitata, academiis
et porticibus Atticis pasta, sapientiam ructas. Te simplicem
et rudem et impolitam et idioticam eompello, qualem te habent
qui te solam habent, illam ipsam de compito, de trivio, de
textrino totam. Imperitia tua mihi opus est, quoniam aliquan-
tule peritize nemo credit. Ea expostulo, que tecum homini
infers, quee aut ex temetipsa, ant ex quocunque auctore tuo
sentire didicisti Jbid.: Non es, quod sciam, Christiana : fieri
enim, non nasci soles Christiana. Tamen nunc a te testi-
monium flagitant Christiani, ab extranea adversus tuos, ut vel
tibi erubescant, quod mnos ob ea oderint et irrideant, quee te
nune consciam detineant. Non placemus Deum preedicantes
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hoc nomine unico unicum, a quo ommd ef; sub quo universa.
Dic testimonium, si ita scis. Nam te quoque palam et tota
libertate, quia non licet nobis, domi aé 'fofi¢ audimus ita pro-
nuntiare : Quod Deus dederit, et si Deus voluerit, ete. Comp.
Apol. ¢. 17; De Virgin. veland. c. 5 (tacita conscientia nature).
Neander, Antignost. s. 86-89. Schwegler, Montanismus, s.
28 ff.

(9) Justin M. Apol. i c. 14: Of wdhas pév mopvelass
xaipovres, viv 8¢ cwpposvvny pdvyy domalipevor oi & xai
paryicals Téxvais ypouevor, dyal@ xal dyevjre Oed éavrods
avatebewcires xpnpdrov 8¢ kal xryudrov of wépovs mwavros
RaANNoy oTépyovtes, viv kal & Exopev els kowdv pépovres, Kai
TayTl Seopéve Kowwvodvres' of piodMghos 88 kal GAAnNopbvoL
Kkai wPoS Tovs oly 6,uod>6)»ov9 did T8 &0y éovias xowds uiy
71'0&015/.&61/0[ viw ,we-ra 'mv e’m¢dyemv mv Xmavov 6;»08:&701,'
ywopevor, kal Vmép TGV exﬁpwv euxopevoz xal Tovs 4dixws
uLootyTas Weleew 'rrel,pw,uevoz, dmws of xata 'ras TOD Xpw"rou
‘kalds Pmofnuocivas Pubcavres edéhmides dat, ody Huly ThV
abrév mwaps Tod wdvrev Seamofovros Ocod Tuyeiv. Dial. cum
Tryph. § 8, 30. Orat. ad Greecos, 5. Epist. ad Diognetum,
5. Athenag. Leg. e. 11. Tert. Apol. ab init. Minucius Feliz,
¢. 31, 87, 38. Orig. Contra Cels. i. ¢. 26; Opp. i. p. 845.
They were in practice compelled to have recourse to this
argument by the accusations of the heathen, which they
endeavoured to refute. [Comp. Tholuck, Wunder in d. Kirche,
in his Vermischte Schriften, i. 28 ff.; the works of Middleton -
and Warburton ; Newman's Essay, prefixed to his translation
of Fleury, i, in opposition to Jsaae Taylor's Ancient Christianity.
Bp. Kaye on the Cessation of Miracles, in the preface to his
Life of Justin Martyr. -Blunt on the Early Fathers. Comp.
Christ. Rembr. 1858. Busebius, Hist. Eccl. iv. 3, preserves
the argument of Quadratus: “The deeds of our Saviour were
always at hand, for they were true; those who were healed,
those who were rdised from the dead, were mot merely seen
cured and raised, but they were always at hand; and that
not merely while our Saviour was on earth, but after He had
gone away they continued a considerable time, so that some
of them reached even to our times.” See Bolton's Apologists,
n. s.]

(10) Not only were those miracles adduced which ave
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mentioned in Séripture, but also some which still took place.
(Just. M. Dialog: ¢. Tryph. c. 38, 82, 88. Iren.ii. 31, 32. Tert.
Ap. c. 23. Orig. Contra Cels. iii. 24, Opp. i. p. 461.) At the
same time the Christians did not directly deny the existence of
miracles in the heathen world, but ascribed them to the influence
of demons (ibid. and Minucius Feliz, Oct. ¢. 26); the heathen,
on the other hand, attributed the Christian miracles to magic.
Comp. Tatian, Contra Graecos, 6. 18. Ordg. Contra Cels. i. 38,
67, 68, iii. 24-33. We find, however, that Minucius Felix
denies the reality of miracles and myths in the pagan world,
on the ground of the physical impossibility of such super-
natural events,—a ground which might, with equal propriety,
have been taken by the opponents of Christianity. Octav. c.
20: Quee si essent facta, fiexent ; quia fieri non possunt, ideo
“nec facta sunt; and ¢. 23: Cur enim si nati sunt, non hodieque
naseuntur ? , . . ’

(11) Though Origen, in speaking of the evidence derived
from miracles, as compared with that from prophecy, calls the
former the evidence of power, and the latter the evidence of
the Spirit (Contra Cels. i. 2), yet he subordinates the former
to the latter. He was well aware that a miracle has its
emphatic effect upon the person we wish to convince, only
when it is performed in his presence, but that it loses its
direct force as evidence with those whose minds are prejudiced
against the veragity of the narrative, and who reject miracles
as myths; comp. Comment, in Joh. Opp, iv. p. 87. So, too,
the Clementine Homilies do not admit miraeles as evidences,
while they attach greater valu¢ to prophecies. (Credner, lc.
Ht. 3, s. 278, comp. with 8. 245.) Origen spoke also of
spiritual and moral miracles, of which the visible miracles
(admitting their importance as facts) may be considered as
symbols; Contra Cels. ii. 8. 423: “I may say that, according
to the promise of Jesus, His disciples have performed greater
miracles than Himself; for still the blind tn spirit have their
eyes opened, and those deaf to the woice -of virtue listen eagerly
to the doctrine concerning God and eternal life ; many who were
lome in the inner man skip like the hart” ete. Comp. Contra
Cels. iii. 24, where he speaks of the healing of the sick and
of prophesying as an indifferent thing (uéoov), which con-
sidered in itself does not possess any moral value,
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(12) Theophilus, Ad Autelycum, ii. 31, 36, 38. Clem.
Cohort. p.- 66 ; Stromata, vi. 5; 762. (Celsus charged the
Christians with having corrupted the Sibylline books. Origen,
Coutra Cels, vii. 32, 44.) Editions of the Sibyll. oracles were
published by Servatius Galleus, Amstel. 1699, 4to, and by
Angelo Mai, Mediolani 1817. On their origin and tendency,
comp. Thorlacius, Libri Sibyllistaram veteris ecclesiee, ete.,
Havnie 1815, and Bleck in the Berliner theolog. Zeitschrift,
i 120 ff, 172 ff.  Piper, Christ. Mythologi¢ (in Appendix),
s. 472 ff. Priedlieb, de Codd. Sibyllinorum manuseriptis,
1847 ; Die Sibyllinischen Weissagungen, 1852, H. Bwald,
Abhandlung iiber Entstehung, Inhalt, u. Werth der Sibyll .
Bticher (Abhandl. der Kon. Gesellschaft der Wiss. zu Gott.),
1858. Reuss in Herzogs Realenc. xiv. [Mai, published
Books, ix.~xiv. in his Seript. Veterum nova Collectio, vol. iii.
Liicke, Einleitung in die Offenbarung Johan. 2d ed. M Stuart
on the Apocalypse, vol. i. Blondel on Sibyl. Oracles, transl
by Davies, Lond. 1661. Oracula Sibyllina, ed. P. L. Courier,
Paris 1854 ; ed. with a German version by Friedlod, Leipz.
1852 ; ed. by Alexander, 2 tom. Paris 1841-858. Volckmann,
De Orac. Sibyl. 1853.] The case of the ‘Tordomns, to which
Justin M. Apol. i. 20 and Clem. L.c. appeal, is similar to that
of the Sibylline books. Comp. Ch. F. W. Walch, de Hystas-
pide, in vol. i. of the Comment. Societ. Reg. Gott. Liicke,
Einleit. in die Offenb. Joh., 2 Aufl. s, 237 £ But the oracles
of the heathen (though a partial use was made of them), as
well as of their miracles, were attributed to demoniacal agency;
Minue. Fel. ¢. 26; 27 ; Clement. Homil. iii, 9-13.

(13) Origen, Contra Cels. i. p. 321, ii. 361, De Princip. iv.
Justin M. himself (and many others) had been converted by
witnessing the firmness which many of the martyrs exhibited.
Comp. his Apol. ii. p. 96, and Dial. cum Tryph. § 121: Kai
obdéva obdémore 8¢ty Eoriv Umouelvavra Sid Thv mpos Tov
Ahoy micTw dmobavely, Sua 6¢ To. dvopa Tod Incod éx-mwavris
Yévovs dvbpdreov xal Imopelvavras ral dmouévovras mwdvra
mwdoyew vmép Tob pA) dpvicactas adrov Wdelv EoTi KT

(14) Origen, Contra Celsum, ii. 18, Opp. i. p. 400.
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§ 30,
Sources of Knowledge.

J. O. Orelli, Selecta patrum ecclesize capita 4d eirmynrixdy sacram pertinentia,
Turici 1820 s, Comp. his essay : Tradition und Secription, in Schulthess,
iiber Rationalism. und Supranaturalism. W. L. Christmant, iiber Tradition
und Schrift, Logos und Kabbala, Tiibingen 1825. D. Schenkel, iiber das
urspritngliche Verhiltniss der Kirche zum Kanon, Basel 1838. Sack,
Nitzsch, und Liicke, Ueber d. Ansehen d. heiligen Schrift und ihr Verhilt-
niss zur Glaubensregel in der Protest. u. in der alten Kirche : drei theolog.
Sendschreiben an Prof. Delbriick, Bonn 1827, J. L. Jacobi, Die Kirch-
liche Lehre von der Tradition, ete., 1 Abth. Berlin 1847. [J. H. Friedlieb,
Schrift, Tradition, und kirchliche Auslegung (for the first five centuries),
Bresl. 1854. Kuhkn, Die Tradition (early testimonies), in Theol. Quartal-
schrift, 1848, Danicl, Theolog. Controversen. William Goode, Divine
Rule, 8 vols. Palmer on the Church, vol. il. p. 11-93. E. B. Pusey,
Rule of Faith, Perrone, Protest. and Rule of Faith, 8 vols., Rome 1853 ;
in French, 1854. Wiseman (Caxdinal), in his Essays, ii. p. 108 sq.] J. L.
Holtzmann, Kanon und Tradition, ein Beitrag zur neuern Dogmengeschichte
u. Symbolik, Ludwigsburg 1859. '

The original living source of the knowledge of all Christian
truth was the Spirit of Christ Himself, who, according to His
promise, guided the apostles and the first heralds of Christi-
anity into all truth. The Catholic Church, therefore, con-
sidered herself from the first as possessing this spirit; and
consequently, that the guardianship of the true tradition, and
the development of .the doctrine which it contained, were
committed to her (1). A work which only the first Church
could perform, was to preserve the oral tradition, and.to
collect the written apostolical documents into the canon of
Scripture. It was not until this canon was nearly completed
that the tradition of the Church, both oral and written, came
to be considered, along with the sacred canom, as a distinct
stream from the one original source (2).

(1) The doctrine concerning the Scripture and tradition can,
then, be fully understood only when taken in connection with
the dogma concerning the Church (§ 71).

(2) On this account it is not correct to represent Scripture
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and tradition as two sources flowing alongside of each other.
On the contrary, both flow from one common source, and
separate only after some time. The same term xavoy (regula
scil. fidei) was first applied to both. For its usage, comp. Suicer
(Thesaurus Ecclesiast. sub voce) and H. Planck, Nonnulla de
Significatu ‘Canonis in Eeclesia Antiqua ejusque Serie recte
constituenda, Gott. 1820. Nitesch, System der Christlichen
Lehre, § 40, 41. [Zardner, Works, v. p. 257.] Thus the
word wapddocis (traditio) originally comprehended the whole
tradition of the doctrine of salvation, without distinguishing
between the oral and the written, ef. Baur, Dg. s. 363 ff.

According to the Montanist view, there are various historical
stages or periods of divine revelation, viz.:—1. The law and the
prophets ; the period of primitive revelation, which extends to
the manifestation of Christ, and corresponds-to the duritia
cordis. 2. The period of the Christian revelation, ending with
the person of Christ, and in the circle of the apostles, and
corresponding to the infirmitas carnis. 3. Z%he period of the
revelation of the Paraclete, which completes the remainder of
history, and corresponding to the sanctitas spiritualis. Cowp.
Tertull, De Monogam. 14 ; Schwegler, Montanismus, s. 37.
(This, however, refers primarily to the moral, and not to the
doctrinal)

§ 31

. Canon of the Sacred Scriptures.

Dillmann, iiber die Bildung der Sammlung der heiligen Schriften A. T. (Jahrb,
fiir deutsche Theol, 1858, 3 vols.).

[Cosin, Scholastic History of the Canon, d4to, Lond. 1657, 72. Du Pin,
History of the Canon and Writers of the Books of the Old and New Test.,
2 vols. fol. Lond. 1699-1700. Schmid, Historia Antiq. et Vindicatio
Canonis V. et N. ., Lips. 1775. Jones, New and Full Method of settling
the Canonic. Authority of the N, T., 8 vols. Alexander, Canon of the O.
and N. T. ascertained, Philad. 1828. *X. Lardner, Credibility of the
Gospel History (Works, i. to iv., and v. to p. 251). J. Kirchhofer, Quellen-
sammlung zur Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons bis auf Hierony-
mus, Ziir. 1844, 2 vols, Hilgenfeld, der Canon und die Kritik des N. T, in
ilrer geschichtlichen Ausbildung u. Gestaltung, Halle 1868, (Weiss, Stud.
u. Rritik, 1864, 1.) Hilgenfeld, Histor. Krit. Einleit. in das N. T., Leipz.
1875.] .

[F. C. Baur on the primitive sense of Canon (not having the force of law, but
writings definitely set apart), in Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol. 1858, W. J.
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Thiersch, Die Kirche im apost. Zejtalter, und dje Entstehung der N. T
Schriften, 1852. Oechler, art. Kanon. in Herwg’s Realencykl. B. F.
Wesicott, Hist. of Canon of N. T., Lond. 1845 ; new ed. 3870, 74 ; also in
Smith’s Bible Dicty. Testimonia Ante-Nictena pro Auctoritate S. Seript.,
in Routl’s Reliquiee Sacr, tom. v. 1848, s. 886-354. Most Ancient Canon
of N. T., R Creswell in Theol. Critic, Sept. 1852. Credner, Die sltesten
Verzeichnisse der heil. Schriften, in Theol. Jahrb. 1857, Jan. Van Gilse,
Disp. de antiquis. Lib. Sacr. Nov. Test. Catalog., Amstelod. 1852, P.
Botticker, Versuch einer Herstellung des Canon Muratorianus, in Zeitschrift
{. d. luth. Theol. 1854. C. Credner, Gesch. d. N, T. Canon, ed. Volkmar,
Berlin 1860.]

Before the formation of the Canon of the New Testament,
that of the Old Testament (1), long since closed, was held in
high esteem in the Cathelic Church. The Gnostics, however,
and among them the Marcionites in particular, rejected the
Old Testament (2). Gradually the Christian Church felt the
need of having the writings of the apostles and evangelists in
a collective form. These writings owed their origin to different
causes. The apostolical Epistles were primarily intended to
meet the exigencies of the times; the narratives of the so-
called evangelists (3) had likewise been composed with a view
to supply present wants, but also with reference to posterity.
These testimonies of primitive and apostolical Christianity, in
a collected form, would serve as an authoritative standard, and
form a barrier against the introduction of all that was either of
a heterogeneous nature, or of a more recent date, which was
trying to press into the Church (apocryphal and heretical).
The Canon of the New Testament, however, was only gradually
formed, and closed. In the course of the second century the
four Gospels were received by the Church in the form in which’
we now have them (4), with a definite exclusion of the Gospels
favoured by the heretics (5). In addition, at the close of our
present period, besides the Aects of the Apostles by Luke, there
were also recognised thirteen Epistles of Paul, the Epistle to
the Hebrews, which, however, only a part of the Church con-
sidered to be a work of Paul (6), together with the first Epistle
of Jobn and the first Epistle of Peter. With regard to the
second and third Epistles of John, the Epistles of James, Jude,
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and the second of Peter, and, lastly, the Book of Revelation}
the opinions as to their authority were yet for some time
divided (7). On the other hand, some other writings, which
are not now considered as forming a part of the Canon, viz.
the Epistles of Barnabas and Clement, and the Shepherd of
Hermas, were held by some (viz. Clement and Origen) in equal
esteem with the Scriptures, and quoted as such (8). The
whole collection, too (so far as it was made), was elready
called by Tertullian, Novum Testamentum (Instrumentum);
and by Origen, 4 xawn Swaijen (9).

(1) A difference of opinion obtained only in reference to
the use of Greek writings of later origin (Libri Ecclesiastici,
Apocrypha). The Jews themselves had already made a dis-
tinction between the Canon [?] of the Egyptian Jews and the
Canon of the Jews of Palestine, comp. Miinscher, Handbuch,
Bd i s 240 ff.; Gieseler, Dg. s. 86 ff, and the introductions
to the O. T. Melito of Sardis (in FEuseb. iv. 26) and Origen
(ibid. vi. 25) give enumerations of the books of the O. T,
which nearly coincide. [Lardmer, ii. p. 158, 159, 493-513,
Stuart, Critical Hist. and Defence of the O. T. Canon, p.
431 ff] The difference between what was original and what
had been added in later times, was less striking to those
Christians who, being unacquainted with the Hebrew, used
only the Greek version. Yet Justin M. does not quote the
Apocrypha of the O. T., though he follows the Septuagint
version ; comp. Semssch, I1. s. 3 ff.  On the other hand, other
Church writers cite even the fourth Book of Ezra, and Origen
defends the tale about Susanna, as well as the Books of Tobit
and Judith (Ep. ad Julium Africanum); although he also
expressly distinguishes the Book of Wisdom from the canonical
books, and assigns to it a lower authority (Prolog. in Cant.).
[Comp. Fritesche, Kurzgef. Comm. zu den Apoeryph. des alt.
Test. 1853-56. J. H. Thormwell, Arguments of Rome in behalf
of the Apocrypha, 1845. Volkmar, Composition des Buchs
Judith, Theol. Jahrb. 1857 ; and on Book of Ezra, Ziirich
1858, comp. Hilgenfeld in Zeitschrift f wiss. Theol. 1858,
R A. Lipsius, Das Buch Judith, Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol.

' [But see in note 7.}
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1859. 4. von Guischmidt, Apokalypse des Ezra, ibid. 1860.,
Bleek, Die Stellung d. Apocryphen, in Stud. u. Krit. 1853 ,
Bleck, Introd. to O. T by Venables, Lond. 1869.]

"(2) Comp. Neander's Gnostiche Systeme, s. 276 ff. Baur,
Christliche Gnosis, s. 240 ff. The Clementine Homilies also
regarded many statements in the O, T. as contrary to truth,
and drew attention to the contradi¢tions which are found there,
Hom. iii. 10, p. 642, and other passages. Comp. Credner, le.,
and Bawr, Gnosis, 8. 317 ff, 366, 367 ; Dg.s. 378. [Lardner,
viii. 485-489. Norton, Le. iii. p. 238.]

(3) It is well known that the words edayyéliov, edaryrye-
MoTis, had a very different meaning in primitive Christianity ;
comp. the lexicons to the N. T., and Swicer, Thes. p. 1220
and 12384. Justin M., however, remarks (Apol. i. c. 66) that
the writings which he called dmwopvnuoveduara of the apostles,
were also called edayyéhia. But it has been questioned
whether we are to understand by edayyé\ia the four canonical
Gospels ; see Schwegler, Nachapostol. Zeitalter, s. 216 ff.
(Against him, Semisch, Denkw. des Justin, Hamb. 1848.)
Concerning these dwouwnu., and the earliest collections of the
Gospel narratives (¢ x9pios), the Diatessaron of Tatian, etc.,
comp. the Introductions to the N, T. [Gieseler, Ueber die
Entstehung und frithesten Schicksale der Evangel. 1818,
Lardner on the Credibility of the Gospel History. (Works,
i iv. v. to p. 251,) Norton on the Genuineness of the
Gospels, vol. i. Supernatural Religion, new ed., London 1879,
3 vols. . Archbp. Thomson, art. Gospels, in sz'th’s Diety., and
Pref. to Gospels in Speaker's Comm. Westeott, Introd to
Study of Gospels, Camb. 5th ed.]

(4) Irenceus, Adv. Haer. iii. 11. 7, attempts to explam the
number four on cosmico - metaphysical grounds: ‘Ereudy
Téooapa KMpata tod rogpod, év ¢ éouly, elol, kal Téoaapa
kafohuxd mvebpata, katéomaprar 8¢ 1) ékxhnela émi wdons
s wyiis. ZTUNos 8¢ kal oTipuyua éxxinaias 0 edayyéhiov
kal wvebua Lofs ke Tertull. Adv. Mare. iv. 2. 5.  Clement
of Alex. in FBuseb. vi. 18. Omlg}en in Hom, i in Johan.,
Opp. iv. p. 5. For further testimonies of antiquity, comp. the
Introductions [and the works of Lardner in particular].

(5) Orig. Hom. i in Luc. Opp. t. iii. p. 933, multi conati
sunt scribere evangelia, sed non omnes recepti, etc. [The
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principal spurious Gospels are the followmtr The Gospel of
thé Infancy of Jesus; the Gospel of Thomas the Israelite ; the
Protevangelion of James; the Gospel of the Nativity of Mary ;
the Gospel of Nicodemus, or the Acts of Pilate; the Gospel
of Marcion; the Gospel of the Hebrews (most probably the
same with that of the Nazarenes), and the Gospel of the
Egyptians.] On these uncanonical Gospels, and on the
Apocryphal Gospels of the Infancy and Passion of Christ,
compare the introductions to the N, T. and the treatises of
Schneckenburger, Huhn, ete., Fabricius, Codex Apocryph. N, T,
3 vols, Hamb. 1719, and D. I. C. Thile, Cod. Apoer. N. T,
Lipsiee 1832. Ullmann, historisch oder mythisch. [Lardner,
Works, ii. 91-93, 2386, 250, 251, iv. 97,106, 131, 463,
viil. 524-535, Norton, le. iii. p. 214-286.] The Acts of
the Apostles became generally known at a later period. Justin
Martyr does not refer to it, nor does he cite any Pauline
Epistle, though Pauline reminiscences are found in his works;
see Semisch, s. 7 sq., and also his Apostolische Denkwiirdig-
keiten. On the Gospel of Marcion, see the treatises of Franclk
(Studien und XKritiken, 1855), and Volkmar, Das Evang.
Marcions, Leipz. 1852. [D. Huarting, Queest. de Marcione,
Trajecti ad Rhenum, 1849. Hilgenfeld, Untersuchungen,
Halle 1850, and in Niedner's Zeitschrift, 1855. Riischl,'Das
Evang. Maxcion und die Kanon. Evang., Tiibing. 1817. Marcion
and his Relation to St. Luke, in Church Review, Oct. 1856.
Cf. Sup. Religion, and Dr. Lightfoot's arts. in Contemporary
Review, with Concessions in new ed. of 8. R. 1879. [Rud.
Hofmann, Das Leben Jesu nach den Apokryphen, Leipz. 1851.
Evangelia Apocrypha, ed. C. Tischendorf, Lips. 1853 ; comp.
Ellicott in Cambridge Essays, 1856, (@les, The Uncanopieal
Gospels, etc., collected, 2 vols. Lond. 1853. C T¥schendorf,
Nov. Test. Apoc. 185163 ; translated in Ante-Nicene Liby.]

(6) Comp. Bleck's Einleitung zum. Briefe an die Hebrier,
~ Berlin 1828. De Wette, Einleitung ins N. T. ii. s. 247
[Stuart’s Comment. on the Epistle to the Heb., 2 vols. Lond.
1828, Delitzsch, Comment. on Hebrews, Leipz., and (in Eng)
Edinb, Articles in Smith, Herzog, and Kitto.]

(T) The Canon of Origen in Euseh. vi. 25. [Lardner, il
493-513] The controversy on the Book of Revelation was
connected with the controversy on millenarianism. [Hilgen-

Hagegxs, Hist, Docr., 1, B
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feld (Einl. ins N. T. s. 407) says the Apoc. was universally
acknowledged as St. John’s in the first two centuries.] Comp.
Liicke, Versuch einer vollstindigen Einleitung in die Offen-
barung Johannis, und die gesammte apokryphische Literatur,
Bonn 1832, s, 261 ff, and 2d ed. [Introd. to Apoc. in
Alford’s Comm. Stuart, Comment. on the Apocalypse, i p.
290 ff. A. Hilgenfeld, Die jiidische Apokalyptik in ihrer
gesch. Entwicklung, Jena 1857.]

(8) Clem. Strom i 7,p 339; il 6, p. 445; 1. 7, p. 447
(ii. 15,1i. 18); iv. 17, p. 609; v. 12, p. 693; vi. 8, p. 772,
773. Orig. Comment. in Epist. ad Rom. Opp. iv. p. 683.
(Comment. in Matt. Opp. iii. p. 644.) Hom. 88, in Num. t. ii.
p- 249. Contra Celsum, i. 1, § 63, Opp. i. 378. (Comment.
in Joh. t. iv. p. 153). De Prine. il 3, t. i. 82. Euseb. iii. 16.
Miinscher, Handbuch, i. s. 289.  Mohler, Patrologie, i. s. 87.
[Lardner, ii. 18, 247, 528 ; ii. p. 186, 187, 249, 303, 304,
530-532] The (apocryphal) Book of Enoch was put by -
Tertullian on a line with Scripture; De Cultu Fem. i 3. [On
Enoch, comp. the treatises of Déillmann and Ewald, 1854;
Kistlin in Theol. Jahrb. 1856]

(9) Tertullian, Adv. Marc. iv. 1. Origen, De Princip. iv. 1.
Gieseler, Dogmengesch. s. 93.

§ 32,
Inspiration and Eficacy of the Seriptures.

G. F. N. Sonntag, Doctrina Inspirationis ejusque Ratio, Historia et usus
popularis, Heidelberg 1810. Credner, De Librorum N. T. Inspiratione’
quid statuerint Christiani ante seculum tertium medium, Jen. 1828, and
his Beitrige zur Einleitung in die Bibl. Schriften, Halle 1832. 4. G.
Rudelback, die Lehre von der Inspiration der heiligen Schrift, mit Beriick-
sichtigung der neuesten Untersuchungen dariiber von Schleiermacher,
Twesten, und Steudel. (Zeitschrift fiir die gesammte lutherische Theologie
und Kirche, edited by Rudelbach and Guerike, 1840, i. 1.) W. Grimm,
Inspiration in Ersch and Gruber, Encyklop. sect. ii. Bd. xix. ZTholuck in
Herzog. [B. F. Westcott, Catena on Inspiration, in his Elements of Gospel
Harmony, 1851, and Introd. to Gospels, 1860. C. Wordsworth, Insp. of
Holy Script., 2d ed. 1851 (also on the Canon). William Lee, The Insp. of
Holy Scripture, Lond. 1854; New York 1857. 4. Tholuck, Die Inspira-
tionslehre, in Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol, (transl, in Journal of Sac. Lit. 1854),
and in Herwg's Realencyklopidie. R. Rothe, Offenbarung, and Inspiration,
in the Studien und Kritiken, 1859, 60.]
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That the prophets and apostles taught as they were moved
by the Divine Spirit, was the universal belief of the ancient
Church, founded on the testimony of Scripture itself (1). But
this living idea of inspiration was by no means confined to the
written letter. The Jews, indeed, had come to believe in the
verbal inspiration of their sacred writings before the Canon of
the New Testament was completed, at a time when, with
them, the living source of prophecy had ceased to flow. This
theory of verbal inspiration may have been, in its external
form, mixed up to some extent with the heathen notions con-
cerning the pavruerd (art of soothsaying) (2), but it did not
spring from them. It showed itself in an adventurous form
in the fable respecting the origin of the Septuagint version,
which was believed even by many Christian writers (3). The
teachers of the Church, however, in their opinions respecting
inspiration, waver between a more and less strict view (4).
Verbal inspiration is throughout referred by them more dis-
tinctly to the scriptural testimonies of the Old rather than of
the New Testament (5); and yet we already find very positive
testimonies as to the inspiration of the latter (6). They
frequently appeal to the conmnection existing between the old
and the new economies (7), and, tacitly, between the two parts
of Scripture. Origen goes to the opposite extreme, and main-
tains that there had been no6 sure criterion of the inspiration
of the Old Testament before the coming of Christ; that this
inspiration only follows from the Christian point of view (8),
All, however, insisted on the practical importance of the Scrip-
ture, its richness of divine wisdom clothed in unadorned
simplicity, and its fitness to promote spiritnal edification (9).

(1) 2 Tim. iii. 16; 2 Pet. i 19-21.

(2) Philo was the first writer who transferred the ideas of
the ancients concerning the pavrics) (comp. Phocylides, v. 121;
Plutarch, De Pythie Oraculis, and De Placitis Philosophorum,
v. 1) to the prophets of the O. T. (De Spec. Legg. iii. ed.
Mangey, ii. 343 ; Quis div. rerum Her., Mangey, i. 510, 511;
De Prem. et Peen, ii. 417; comp. Gfrirer, Lo, s. 54 ff- Déhne,
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Le. s. 58). Josephus, on the other hand, adopts the more
limited view of verbal inspiration, Contra Apion, i. 7, 8. [For
a full view of the opinions of Philo and Josephus, see Lec,
Insp. Append. F.] The influence of heathenism is wholly
denied by Schwegler (Montan. s. 101, 102 ff); against this,
Semisch, Justin Mart. ii. s. 19 ; Bawmgarten-Crusius, comp. ii.
s. 52 and 53 (with the remarks of Hase). At any rate, “the
Jewish and heathen notions of prophecy only gave the forms,
into which flowed the Church idew of the Holy Spirit in the
Seriptures” The idea of the pavrier was carried out in all its
consequences by one section of the Christian Church, viz. the
Montanists, who attached chief importance to the unconscious
state of the person filled with the Spirit, comp. Schwegler,
Montanismus, s. 99. [Brief and good statement in Gloayg,
Messianic Prophecies, Edin. 1879.] Allusions to it are also
found in the writings of some Fathers, especially Athenagoras,
Leg. ¢. 9. Kar’ ékoraciy 7év €v adrols Noyiopdv kiwicavros
adrovs vod Oelov mvebpatos. GComp. Tert. Advers. Mare. iv.
¢c. 22.  Origen speaks very decidedly against it; Contra Cels.
vii. 4, Opp. i p. 596. '

(3) The fable given by Aristeeus was repeated with more
or less numerous additions and embellishments by other
writers, comp. Josephus, Antiq. xil ¢. 2. Philo, De Vita Mos.
(Mang. ii. 139 ff). Stehl in Eickhorn's Repertorium fiir
biblische und morgenlindische Literatur, i s. 260 ff.  Eich-
korn, Einleitung ins Alte Test. § 159-338.  Rosenmiiller,
Handbuch fiir Literatur der biblischen Kritik und Exegese,
ii. 5. 334 ff Jahn, Einleitung ins Alte Test. § 33-67.
Bertholdt, § 154~190. De Wette, i. s, 58.  Miinscher, Hand-
buch, i s. 807 ff Gfrorer, 8. 49. Dihne, i 57, il 1 ff.
[Davidson, Lectures on Biblical Criticism, Edin. 1839, p.
35-44. Selwyn, art. Septuagint, in Smith’s Dict. of Bible.]
According to Philo, even the grammatical errors of the LXX.
are inspired, and offer welcome material to the allegorical
interpreter, Dihne, i. . 58. Comp. Justin M. Coh. ad Gre:e.
c. 13, Irenceus, iii. 11. Clem. Alex. Strom. i 21, p. 410.
Clement perceives in the Greek version of the original the
hand of Providence, because it prevented the Gentiles from
pleading ignorance in excuse of their sins, Strom. i. 7, p. 338.

(4) Philo had already taught degrees in inspiration, comp.
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De Vita Mos. iii. (tom. ii. p. 161, ed. Mangey). The apos-
tolical Fathers speak of inspiration in very general terms; in
quoting passages from the O. T., they use indeed the phrase:
Aéyer 76 mvedpa 1o &yiov, or similar expressions, but they do
not give any more definite explanation regarding the manner
of this inspitation. Comp. Clem. of Rome in several Places;;

Ignat. ad Magn. ¢ 8, ad Philadelph. c. 5, ete. Sonntag,
Doctrina Inspirationis, § 16. Justin M. is the first author in
whose writings we meet with a more definite doctrinal ex-
planation of the process, in the locus classicus, Cohort. ad Graee.
§ 8: Obre qap dioes odire dvbpwmivy évvolg olrw peydla xal
Ocia quwdorew avbpdmors Svvatdy, &\d 1) dvwley éml Tovs
dylovs dvdpas Tyvikadra raTeNoboy Swped, ols od Abywy
éBénce Téxvns, ovdé Tob épiaTinds T Kai Pihovelkws elmeiv,
7% Y2 /caﬂapous‘ éavrods ThH Tod Oelov 'n'vezf/.ca'roc 'n'apaaxe'iv
GI/Ep’}/GLI W avrd 70 Ociov éE ovpavou KaTiov TAGKTPOY, wa'n'ep
opfyaygo xildpas Twos 1 Mpas, Tois Sukalors dvdpdaoe xpcopevov

™y TV ﬂeccoz' juty xal ovpaw’wv aroxa)w«}my yréow: dia
T0DTO Tolywy dcmep ¢E évds orépatos kai puEs YAOTTHS Kai
mwept Oeod, kal mepl Kéopov kTicews, kal wepl mhdoews Gvlpd-
wov, Kal 7repL avbporivns Yuxis dbavacias xal Tis ;.ce'r&.
Tov Blov Teirov pue?\.)\ova-m éoeabar xplocws, kal mept mdvTov.
dv dvaykaiov Nuly éoTiy elbévas, dkorovBws ral cuuddvws
a\Mihois éidafay pds, kal Tadra Siapdpors Témois Te Kal
xpdvots Ty Oeiav Hplv Sidackaiav mapeoynkdres. Whether
Justin here maintains a pure passivity on the part of the
writer, or whether the peculiar structure of the instrument,
determining the tone, is to be taken into consideration, see
Semyisch, 8. 18, who identifies the view of Justin and that of
the Montanists ; Sthuwegler, Montanism, s. 101 ; and Neander,
Dogmengesch. s. 99. [“Justin transfers the Platonic relotion
of the Nobs to the voepéy in man, to the relation of the Néyos
to the omwéppa Noyuxdy, thes human reason allied to the divine.”]

From the conclusion at which Justin arrives, it is also apparent
that he limits inspiration to what is religious, to what is neces-
sary to be known in order to be saved.—The theory proposed
in the third book of Z7eophilus ad Autolycum, c. 23, has a
more external character; he ascribes the correctness of the

Mosaic chronology, and subjects of a similar nature, to divine

inspiration [lib, iil. ¢ 23: émd i dpxv Tis Tod kopov
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krigews, fy dvéypaye Mwoss ¢ Bepdmawv Tod Oeod Suy mved-
paros ‘dyiov]. Comp. also Athenag. Leg. ¢. 7,and c. 9 (where
the same figure occurs; gel avAyTis aldlov éumveloas).
—The views of Iremewus on inspiration were equally strict
and positive, Advers. Hzret. ii. 28: Scripturee quidem per-
fecte sunt quippe a verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus dictee, and
other passages contained in the third book. Tertullian, De
Preescript. Heeret., 8, 9; Advers. Mare, iii. 6; De Anima, c¢. 3;
Apol. e¢. 18 (comp. however, § 84).—Clem. Alex. calls the
Sacred Scriptures in different places wypagpas Oeomvedoras, or
quotes 70 yap ardua xvplov, To dyiov mrebua éNd\noe TabTa,
etc. Coh. ad Gr. p. 66, 86 ; ibid. p. 67, he quotes Jeremiah,
and “then corrects himself in these words: umdAiov 8¢ év
‘Tepeulq T &yiov mwrebpa, ete., and likewise Paed. 1. 7, p. 134 :
‘0 vopos Sia Mwaéws é800y, ovyt vmd Mwdéws, dAAG imd pév
700 Aoryov, 816" Mwcéws 8 Tob Bepdrrovros adrod. [Clement,
Pad. lib. 1. § 6 : dwd rodro dpa pvaricds 76 év 73 AmocTéNe
" Avyiov wvebpa, Th Tob Kvplov droypdpevor dpwvi, T'ala duds
émoriga (1 Cor. iil. 2), Néyer] On the infallibility of the
inspired writings, see Strom. ii. p. 432, vil 16, p. 897.
Cyprian calls all the books of the Bible divine plenitudinis
fontes (Advers. Jud. preef. p. 18), and uses in his quotations
the same phraseology whieh Clement employs, De Unit. Eccles.
p. 111, De Opere et Eleem. p. 201. [De Op. et Eleem.:
“Loquitur in Script. Divinis Spiritus Sanctus;” “Item beatus
Apostolus Paulus dominicee inspirationis gratia plenus” De
Unit, Ecel.: “ Per Apostolum preemonet Spiritus Sanctus et
dicit (1 Cor. xi. 19): Oportet et hareses ésse,”] ,

(5) Thus Justin Mart. speaks only of the inspiration of
the 0. 7. with emphatic interest, although he undoubtedly
carrled over the idea of inspiration to the N. T, see
Semisch, ii. 8. 12, That he held the evangelists to be inspired,
see ibid. s. 22 (against Credner), * Comp. Jacobi, ubi supra,
s 57 ff.

(6) The doctrine of inspiration, as set forth in the N, T.
writings, stood in close connection with the doctrine of the
Holy Spirit and His operations. But they did not think so
much of the apostles as writers, as of the power which was
communicated to them to feach and to perform miracles. It
was only by degrees, and after the writings of the N. T.
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had also been collected into one codex (see § 31, 9), that
they transferred to the N. T. the idea of inspiration which
had been connected with the O. T. Zertulljan first makes
mention of this Codex as Novum Instrumentum, or (gquod
magis usui dicere) Novum Testamentum, adv. Mare. iv. 1; and
he lays so much stress upon the reception of the entire codex
as a criterion of orthodoxy, that he denies the Holy Spirit to
all who do not receive Luke’s Acts of the Apostles as canonical
(De Preescr. Heer. 22). The general terms in which Justin
Martyr speaks of the divine inspiration and miraculous power
of the apostles, as in Apol. i ¢. 89, and of the spiritual gifts
of Christians, Dial. cum Tryph. § 88; and the more general
in which he describes the inspira.tion of the old poets and
philosophers (¢ited in Sonntag, s. 6, 9),—belong to this subject
only in a wide sense. ZTurtulliam, however (from his Montan-
istic standpoint ?), draws a distinction between the two kinds
of inspiration, viz. the apostolical, and that which is common
to all believers (De Exhort. Castit. ¢. 4), and represents the
latter as only partial; but he does not refer the former kind
of inspiration-to the mere act of writing, According to
Bour's suggestion (Dg. s. 387), it was Tertullian who first
introduced the word “Inspiratio” into theological language.
But in the writings of Irenceus we find a more definite allusion
to the extraordinary assistance of the Holy Spirit in writing
the books, with a special reference fo the New ZTestament
writers; Adv. Heer, iii. 16, § 2: Potuerat dicere Matthaeus:
Jesu vero generatio sic erat; sed preevidens Spiritus Sanctus
depravatores, et preemuniens contra fraudulentiam eorum per
Mattheeum ait: Christe autem generatio sic erat. [Comp.
Westcott on Gospels, 1860, p. 388 ff]

(7) Iren. Adv. Her. iv. 9, p. 237: Non alterum quidem
vetera, alterum vero proferentem nova docuit, sed unum et
eundems  Paterfamilias enim Dominus est, qui universe
domui paternee dominatur, et servis quidem et adhuc indiscip-
" linatis condignam tradens legem; liberis autem et fide justi-
ficatis congruentia dans pracepta, et filiis adaperiens suam
heereditatem. . . . Ea autem, qua de thesauro proferuntur nova
et vetera, sine contradictione duo Testamenta dicit: vetus
quidem, quod ante fuerat, legislatio; novum autem, qua
secundum Evangelium est conversatio, ostendit, de qua David
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ait: Cantate Domino canticum novwm, éte. Comp. iil. 11,
and other passages. In his fragments (p. 346, Massuet), he
compares the two pillars of the house under the ruins of
which Samson buried himself and the Philistines, to the two
Testaments which overthrew paganism. Yet still Irensus
had an open eye for the human side of the Bible. He wrote
an essay upon the peculiarities of the style of Paul, in which,
among other things, he explaing the syntactic defects in the
sentences of the apostle by the velocitas sermonum suorum,
which again he connects with the “impetus” of his mind.
Comp. Neander, Kirchg. (3d ed.) 8. 171. Clem. Alex. Peed. p.
307 : "Appw. 8¢ 7o véuw Sipxbvovr 1§ Adyw els madaywylay
Tis avbpwmdryros, | pév did Mwoéws, 6 8¢ 8 AmoaTorwv.
Comp. Strom, i. 5, p. 331, 1ii. 10, p. 548. Tertullian also testi-
fies of the Church: Legem et prophetas cum evangelicis et
apostolicis litteris miscet et inde potat fidem.” De Preeserip. 36.

(8) Orig. De Princip. iv. ¢. 6, Opp. i p. 161 : dexréor 8¢,
ot 70 TOY TpodmTikdy Noywv Evfeov kal TO MvevpaTiKoV TOD
Mocéws vépov Enaprev émibnpioavros ’Incod. 'Evapyd
vap mapadelypara mepl Tod feomveboTovs elvar Tas walaids
ypadas wpd s émdnulas Tod XpioTol mapactical ob wdvy
SuvaTdv By, AN 7 'Incod émdnula Swauévovs dmomrelecdar
Tov vépoy Kkal Tods wpopnTas @s ov Oela, els Tovupaves ryayev,
és olpavip ydpitt dvayeypappuéva. From this point of view
Origen acknowledges the inspiration of both the Old and the
New Testaments, De Princip. procem. ¢. 8, Opp. i p. 18, lib. iv.
ab init. ; Contra Cels. v. 60, Opp. i p. 623 ; Hom. in Jerem.
Opp. t. iii. p. 282: Sacra volumina spiritus plenitudinem
spirant, nihilque est sive in lege, sive in evangelio, sive in
apostolo, quod non a plenitudine divinz majestatis descendat.
In the 27th Hom, in Num. Opp. t il p. 365, he further
maintains that (because of this inspiration) nothing superfluous
could have found its way into the Sacred Scriptures, and that
we must seek for divine illumination when we meet with
difficulties. Comp. Hom. in Exod. i. 4, Opp. t. ii. p. 131:
Ego credens verbis Domini mei Jesu Christi, in lege et Pro-
phetis iota quidem unum aut ‘apicem non puto esse mysteriis
vacuum, nec puto aliquid horum transire posse, donec omnia
fiant. Philocalia (Cantabrig. 1658), p. 19: Ilpémer 8¢ Ta dyia
Ypaupata TioTebew pndeuiay kepalav Exew kevyy copias Ocob”
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0 yap vTeihdpevos éuol 7 Gvlpdme xal Néywr: Olx ¢y
dvédmedy pov kevés (Ex. xxxiv. 20), worA@ mAéov adTds oldéy
kevdy épel.  Comp. Sehnitzer, s. 286. But yet the historical
and chronological difficulties attending the attempt to har-
monize the Gospels did not escape the critical sagacity of
Origen. He acknowledges that, taken verbally, there are
insoluble contradictions in the narratives of the evangelists
(comp. Hom. x. in Joh, Opp. tom. iv. p. 162 ss.), but comforts
himself with the idea that truth does not consist in the
cwpaTiols xapaktiipow.  Thus, for example, he notices the
difference in the accounts of the healing of the blind men
(Matt. xx. 30 ff.; Mark x. 46 ff; Luke xviii. 35 f£). But in
order not to concede inexactitude, he takes refuge in strange
allegories (comp. Comm. in Matth. Opp. tom. iil. p. 372).
Another way of escape in respect to doctrinal difficulties was
open to him, in the assumption of a condescension of God,
training His people, as a teacher, in ¢onformity with their state
of eulture at each period (Contra Celsum, iv. 71, tom. i p.
556). Like Irenxus, Origen also grants that there are
inaccuracies and solecisms in the style of the biblical writers
(Opp. iv. p. 93), and so, too, different styles of writing in Paul
(Ep. ad Rom. x. Opp. iv, p. 678 ). “ In general,” says Gieselor
(Dogmengesch. s. 98), “ Origen appears to wunderstand by
inspiration, not the pouring in of foreign thoughts, but an
exaltation of the powers of the soul, whereby prophets [and
apostles) were elevated to the knowledge of the truth ; and this
view was keld fast in the school of Origen” Comp. also the
passages there cited, from which it appears that Origen, with
all his exaggerated views of inspiration, also admitted that
there were uninspired passages in the Scripture, or at least
that there were degrees of inspiration, and thus distinguished
between its divine and human elements. [The passages are
such as 1 Cor. vii. 6, 10, ete. And Gieseler adds, that Origen .
“did not follow out such hints any farther, but tn other passages
declared all the Holy Scriptures, including the writings of the
apostles, to be unconditionally inspired.”] Cf. Baur, Dg. s. 388.
(9) Irenewus compares the Sacred Scriptures to the treasure
which was hi@ in a field, Adv. Her. iv. 25, 26, and recom-
mends their perusal also to the laity, but under the direction
of the presbyters, iv. 32, Clem. Alex. describes their simplicity, -
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and the beneficial effects which they are ealculated to produce,
Coh. p. 66: I'padai 8¢ ai Ociar xal wolhiteiar owpoves,
clvTouor cwTnplas 68ol, yvuval ropuwTikis rKal Ths éxTos
kal\povias ral otopvhias xal xohakelas Iwdpyovoas
dvigrdow dyxbuevor Omd xaxlas Tov dvlpwmoy, vmrepidobaar
Tov Safoy Tov BuwTiedv, md kal TH avth Pwvi moAAd
Ocpamedovoar, anotpérovoas pév fHuds Tis émilnulov dwdrys,
wpotpémovoar 8¢ éupavdrs els wpobmwrov cwrnpiav. Comp.
ibid. p. 71: ‘Iepd wap ds dAnbds Td lepamorodvra xal
Ocomosotvra qpdupara KN Clement did not confine this
sanctifying power to the mere letter of Scripture, but thought
that the Noyirol vouor had been written, not only év mhafi
MBivais, AN év rapdlass dvlpimoy (Ped. iii. p. 307); so
that at least the effects produced by the Bible depend upon
the susceptibility of the mind. The language of Origen is
similar, Contra Cels. vi. 2, p. 630 : Dnai & 6 feios Mdyos, otw
alrapkes elvas 10 Neyopevov (kdv kal’ adro dAnbés xal mwiaTi-
kodTaTov ) mpds 10 kabicéobar dvBpwivns Yuxis, ddv uy xal
Stvapis Tis Oedler Sobf v Néyovrs, kai xdpis émaviioy Tois
Aeyopévos, kal abry odx dbeel éyywouérm frols dvvoluws
Aéyovae. De Princip. iv, 6 : & 8¢ per daripelelas rxat mpovoyis
évrvyxdvoy Tols mpodnTirols Aoyows, mabov éE adrod Tod
dvarywdiarew Uyvos évfovaiacued 8 dv wdayer, meobicerar,
olx dvlpdmwy elvar cvyypdppara Tods memioTevpévous Beod
Adyovs ; 80 that we hear already of the testimonium Spiritus
Sancti. Accordingly, the use of the Scripture was universally
recommended by the old Christian teachers, and the apologists
call upon the heathen to convince themselves out of the
Scriptures of the truth of what was told to them. Comp.
GHeseler, Dogmengesch, s. 105 ff. [On the General Use of the
Bible : Justin, in his Coh. ad Grze., calls upon the heathen to
read the prophetic Scriptures. Athenagoras, in his Apology,
assumes that the emperors Marcus Aurelius and his son
have the Old Testament. All the Scriptures were read in
the public services of Christians: Zerfull. Apol. ¢. 39.
Origen against Celsus (vii) defends the Bible from the charge
that it was written in a common style, by the statement that
it was written for the common man. Comp. . W. F. Walch,
Kritische Untersuchung vom Gebrauch der heiligen Schritt
unter den Christen in den vier ersten Jahrh., Leipz, 1779.]
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§ 33.

Biblical Interpretation.

Olshausen, iiber tiefern Schriftsinn, Konigsberg 1824, Rosenmiiller, Historia
Interpretat. N. T. t. fil. J. A. Ernesti, De Origene Interpretationis
grammatice Auctore, Opuse. Crit. Lugd. 1764, p. 283 ss. Hagenbach,
Observat. circa Origenis methodum interpretande S. 8., Bas. 1823, cf. the
review by Hirzel in Winer's Krit. Journal, 1825, Bd. iii. ZTThomasius,
Origenes, Appendix 1. [S. Davidson, Sacred Hermeneutics, developed
and applied § including a Hist. of Biblical Interpretation from the earliest
of the Fathers to the Reform., Edinb. 1843. Comp. also Fairbairn’s
Hermeneutics, 1858, Frankel, Einfluss der palestin, Rxegese auf d.
Alexandr, Hermeneutik, Leipz, 1851.]

The tendency to allegorical interprefation (1) was connected
in a twofold manner with the theory of verbal inspiration.
Some writers endeavoured to bring as much as possible nto
the letter of the sacred writings, either on mystical and
speculative, or on practical religious grounds; others, from
a rationalistic and apologetical tendency, were anxious to
explain away all that might lead to conclusions alike
offensive to human reason and unworthy of the Deity, if
taken in their literal sense. This may be best seen in the
works of Origen, who, after the example of Philo (2), and of
several of the Fathers, especially of Clement (3), first set forth
a definite system of interpretation, which allowed a threefold
sense to Scripture; and, accordingly, they distinguished the
anagogical and the allegorical interpretation from the gram-
matical (4). The sober method of Irenwus, who defers to-
God all in the Scripture that is above human under-
standing (5), is in striking contrast with this allegorizing
tendency, which makes everything out of the Scriptures.

(1) “ With_ their high opinion of the inspiration of the
sacred writings, and the dignity of a revelation, we should
expect, as a matter of course, to meet with careful interpretation,
diligently investigating the exact meaning. But the very opposite
was the fact, Inspiration ©s done away with by the most arbi-
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trary of all modes of interpretation, the allegorical, of which we
may consider Philo the master.”  (Qfrorer, Geschichte des
Urchristenthums, i. s. 69, in reference to Philo.) However
much this may surprise us at first sight, we shall find that
the connection between this theory of inspiration and the
mode of interpretation which accompanies it, is by no means
unnatural ; both have one common source, viz. the assumption
that there is a very great difference between the Bible and
other books. That which has come down from heaven must
be interpreted according to its heavenly origin; must be
looked upon with other eyes, and touched with other than
profane hands. Comp. Dikne on Philo, s. 60. Here it is
with the Word as it was aft¢rwards with the Sacraments.
As baptismal water was thought o avail more than common
water, and the bread used in the Lord’s Supper to be
different from common bread, so the letter of the Bible, filled
with the Divine Spirit, became to the uninitiated a hieroglyph,
to decipher which a heavenly key was needed.

(2) Comp. Gfrirer, Dihne, le., and J. J. Conybeare: The
Bampton Lecture for the year 1824, being an attempt to
trace the history and to ascertain the limits of the secondary
and spiritual interpret. of Script, Oxf. 1824. (German in
Tholuck's Anzeiger, 1831—44.)

(3) Examples of allegorical and typical interpretation
abound in the writings of the apostolical and earlier Fathers,
see § 29, note 3. [Comp. Davidson, Sacred Hermen. p. 71 ff
Barnabas, 1. 'T: The two goats (Lev. xvi) were to be fair and
perfectly alike; both, therefore, typified the one Jesus, who
was to suffer for us. The circumstance of one being driven
forth into the wilderness, the congregation spitting upon it -
and pricking it, whilst the other, instead of being accursed,
was offered upon the altar to God, symbolized the death and
sufferings of Jesus. The washing of the entrails with
vinegar denoted the vinegar mixed with gall which was
given to Jesus on the cross. The scarlet wool, put about the
head of one of the goats, signified the scarlet robe put upon
Christ before His crucifixion. The taking off the scarlet
wool, and placing it on a thorn.bush, refers to the fate of
Christ's Church. Clem. Alex. lib. v. p. 557: “The candle-
stick situated south of the altar of incense signified the
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movements- of the seven stars making circuits southward.
From each side of the candlestick projected three branches
with lights in them, because the sun placed in the midst of
the other planets gives light both to those above and under it
by 2 kind of divine music. The golden candlestick has also
another enigma, not only in being a figure of the sign of
Christ, but also in the circumstance of giving light in many
ways and parts to such as believe and hope in Him, by the
instrumentality of the things at first created.” Comp. also
p- 74,75, 79, 80] For a correct estimate of this mode of
interpretation, comp. Mikler, Patrologie, i. 8. 94: “ The system
of interpretation adopted by the earlier Fothers may mot in
many respects agree with our views; but we should remember
that our mode of looking at things differs from theirs in more
than one point. They knew nothing, thought of nothing, fult
nothing, but Christ,—is it then surprising that they met Him
everywhere, even without seeking Him ? In our present state of
culture we are scarcely able to form a correct idea of the mind
of those times, in which the grcat object of commentulors was
to show the connection between the Old and the New Covenant
in the most vivid manner.” The earlier Fathers indulged
unconsciously in this mode of interpretation; but Clem. Ales.
attempts to establish a theory, asserting that the Mosaic laws
have a threefold, or even a fourfold sense, Terpayds 8¢ rjuiv
éxanmréov Tod vépov THr BovAnew. Strom. i. 28 (some read
Tpuyids instead of Terpayds). [Comp. Davidson, Le. p. 79.]
(4) Origen supposes that Scripture has a threefold sense
corresponding to the trichotomistic division of man into body,
soul, and spirit (comp. § 54); and this he finds, too (by a
petitio principii), in the Seripture itself, in Prov. xxii. 20;
and in the Shepherd of Hermas, which he values equally
with Scripture. This threefold sense may be divided into:
1. The grammatical [ocwpaTikos]=Dbody; 2. The moral
[Yrwryexos] = soul ; and 3. The mystical [mvevparicds] = spirit.
The literal sense, however, he asserts cannot always be taken,
but in certain cases it must be spiritnalized by allegorical
interpretation, especially in those places which contain either
something indifferent in a religious aspect (genealogies, etc.),
or what is repulsive to morality (e¢g. in the history of the
patriarchs), or what is unworthy of the dignity of God (the
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anthropomorphitic narratives in the Book of Genesis, and
several of the legal injunctions of the Old Testament). Comp.
Philo’s method, Gfrirer, w. 8.; Davidson, p. 63. But Origen
found stumbling-blocks not only in the Ol, but also in the
New Testament. Thus he declared that the narrative of the
temptation of our Saviour was not simple history, becanse
he could not solve the difficulties which it presents to- the
historical interpreter. [The Gospels also abound in expressions
of this kind; as when the devil is said to have taken Jesus
to a high mountain, For who could believe, if he read such
things with the least degree of attention, that the kingdoms
of the Persians, Scythians, Indians, and Parthians, were seen
with the bodily eye, and with as great honour as kings are
looked upon? Davidson, Le. p. 99.] He also thought that
some precepts, as Luke x. 4, Matt. v. 39, 1 Cor. vii. 18,
could be taken in their literal sense only by the simple
(arepatois). He does not indeed deny the reality of most of
the miracles, but he prizes much more highly the allegory
which they include (comp. § 29, note 10); see, besides, the
De Princip. lib. iv. § 1~27, where he gives the most complete
exhibition of bis theory, his exegetical works, and the above-
mentioned treatises, with the passages there cited. Both
tendencies above spoken of, that of énferpreting into, and that
of explaining awoy, are certainly exhibited in the writings of
Origen. Therefore the remark of Liicke (Hermeneutik, s. 39),
“that a rationalistic tendency, of which Origen himself was not
conscious,” may account in part for his being addicted to
allegorical interpretation, ean be easily reconciled with the
apparently contrary supposition that the cause of it was
mysticism, based on the pregnant sense of Scripture. * Zhe
letter FKills, but the spirit quickens; this is the principle of
Origen. But who does not see that the spirit can become too
powerful, kill the letter, and take its place?” Edgar Quinet on
Strauss (Revue des deux Mondes, 1838).

(5) Irenceus also proceeded on the assumption that the
Scriptures throughout were pregnant with meaning, Adv.
Her. iv. 18 : Nihil enim otiosum, nec sine signo, neque sine
argumento apud eum, and made use of typical interpretation.
Nevertheless, he saw the dangers of allegorizing, and con-
demned it in the Gnostics, Adv. Her, i 3. 6. We are as
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little able to understand the abundance of nature as the
superabundance of Scripture, ibid. ii. 28 (G7. 47): Nos autem
secundum quod minores sumus et novissimi a verbo Dei et
Spiritu ejus, secundum hoc et scientia mysteriorum ejus
indigemus. Et non est mirum, si in spiritualibus et
ceelestibus et in his quee habent revelari, hoc patimur nos:
quandoquidem etiam eorum quee ante pedes sunt (dico autem
que sunt in hac creatura, que et contrectantur a nobis et
videntur et sunt nobiscum) multa fugerunt nostram scientiam,
et Deo hxe ipsa committimus. Oportet enim eum pre
omnibus preecellere. . . . E 8¢ éml 7dv Ths kTicews Ena pév
dvdrertar T4 e, Evia 88 xal eis qrdow ENfAvle Tiw NpeTépav,
7 yahewov, el kal Tdv év tals ypadals frovuéver, Sreov TéY
ypaddy TrevpaTiky odady, &va ulv dmiNdouer Katd ydpw
Ocoi, Evia 8¢ dvareloerar 16 Oed, ral ob wovov v T& aldve év
TG vuvl, GAAG kal év T péMhovte ; tva dei uév 6 Beos Siddaxy,
&vbpowmos 8¢ & wavros pavOdivy mwapd Geob.

§ 34.
Tradition.

Pelt, iiber Tradition, in the Theolog. Mitarbeiten, Kiel 1813 ; K. R. Kostlin,
Zur Gesch. des Urchristenthums, in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1850, 1 ff, Jacobi, ubi
supra, 8. 90 ff.  Comp. § 80. '

Notwithstanding the high esteem in which Scripture was
held, the authority of tradition was not put in the background.
On.the contrary, in the controversies with heretics, Secripture
was thought to be insufficient to combat them, because it
maintains its true position, and can be correctly interpreted
(d.e. according to the spirit of the Church) only in close con-
nection with the tradition of the Church (1). Different
opinions obtained concerning the nature of tradition. The
view taken by Irensus and Tertullian was of a positive,
realistic kind; according to them, the truth was dependent
upon an external, historical, and geographical connection with
the mother Churches (2). The Alexandrian school enter-
tained a more ideal view; they saw in the more free and
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spiritual exchange of ideas, the fresh and ever-living source
from which we must draw- the wholesome water of sound
doctrine (8). It must, however, be acknowledged, that the
idea of a secret doctrine (4), favoured by the Alexandrian
school, which was said to have been transmitted along with
the publiely received truth from the times of Christ and His
apostles, betrayed a gnostic tendency, which might easily
endanger the adaptation of Christianity to all classes of society.
On the other hand, the new revelations of the Montanists in
like manner broke loose from the basis of the historical
(traditional) development (5). In contrast with these ten-
dencies, it was insisted that tradition is to be measured by
Scripture, as well in respect to doctrine as to the usage of the
Church (6); this particularly appears in Cyprian.

{1) On the necessity of tradition, see Jremawus, i. 10 (p.
49 M), ii. 83, p. 171, iii. Pref. ¢. 1-6, c. 21, iv. 20, 26, 32.
(Orelli, i. Program. s. 20.)" Especially remarkable is the
declaration, iii. 4, that the natfons had been converted to
Christianity, not in the first instance by the Seriptures (sine
charta et atramento), but by means of the Holy Spirit in their
hearts, and the faithfully preserved tradition. See Zert. Adv.
Mare. iii. 6, v. 5, and particularly De Prescriptione Heareti-
corum, where he denies to heretics the right ef using Scripture
in argument with the orthodox.! Comp. ¢. 13 seq., and ¢ 19
he says: Ergo non ad scripturas provocandum est, nec in his
constituendum certamen, in quibus aut nulla, aut incerta
victoria est, aut par (var. parum) incertee. Nam etsi non ita
evaderet conlatio scripturatum, ut utramque partem parem
sisterét, ordo rerum desiderabat, illud prius proponi, quod munc
solum disputandum est: quibus competat fides ipsa: cujus
sint scripturee; a quo et per quos et guando et quibus sit
tradita disciplina, qua fiunt Christiani. Ubi enim apparuerit
esse veritatem et discipline et fidei Christian, illie erit veritas
scripturarum et expositionum et omnium traditionum Christi-
anarum, Comp. ¢. 37: Qui estis? quando et unde venistis ?

10n the expression * Prascriptio,” Semler in the Index Latin, s 482: Ex

usu forensi significant refutationem, qua, qui postulatur, adversarii accusationem
disjicit ant in eum retorquet ; and Zertull. himself, Prwser. ¢, 35,
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quid in meo agitis, non mei? The renouncing of tradition is,
according to Tertullian, the source of the mutilation and cor-
ruption of Scripture; comp. c¢. 22 and 38. But even in its
integrity Seripture alome is not able to ward off heresies;
on the contrary, according to God’s providential arrangement,
it becomes to heretics a source of new errors, comp, ¢. 40, 42.
— Clem. Alew. expresses himself thus (Stromata, vii. 15,
p- 887): As an honest man must not lie, so must we not
depart from the rule of faith which is handed down by the
Church ; it is necessary to follow those who already have the
truth. As the companions of Ulysses, bewitched by Cirece,
behaved like Beasts, so he who renounces tradition ceases to
be a man of God, Strom. vii. 16, p. 890, comp: p. 896~
Origen, De Princip. procem. L p. 47: Servetur vero ecclesiastica
preedicatio per successionis ordinem ab Apostolis tradita et
usque ad presens in ecclesiis permanens; illa sola credenda
est veritas, que in nullo ab ecclesiastica et apostolica discordat
traditione.

(2) Iren. iii. 4 (2, p. 178 M): Quld enim? Et si de
aliqua modica queestione dlsceptatlo esset, nonne oporteret in
anmqulss,lma.s recurrere ecclesias, in quibus Apostoli conversati
sunt, et ab iis de preesenti queestione sumere quod certum et
re liquidum est? Quid autem, si mneque Apostoli quidem
seripturas reliquissent nobis, nonne oportebat ordinem sequi
traditionis, quam tradiderunt iis, quibus committebant ecclesias?
ete. Tertull. Praescr. ¢. 20 : Dehine (Apostoli) in orbem pro-
fecti eandem doctrinam ejusdem fidei nationibus promulgave-
runt, et proinde ecclesias apud unamquamgque civitatem
condiderunt, a quibus, traducem fidei et semina doctring ceters
exinde ecclesi®z mutuate sunt et quotidie mutuantur, ut
ecclesize fiant, et per hoc et ipse apostolice deputantur, ut
soboles apostolicarum ecclesiarum, Omne genus ad originem
suam censeatur necesse est. Itaque tot ac tantze ecclesiz: una
est illa ab Apostolis prima, ex qua omnes, etc. Comp. ¢. 21.

(8) Clem. Alex. Strom. i. 1, p. 323: Ta& ¢péara éfavrrolpeva
Biesdéorepor HOwp tiva&,'b‘wo‘b' Tpémeras 8¢ els PpBopiv, by pera-
MapfBdver obels' kai Tov d‘b&;pou 9 xpfiows xabapaTepov
qu)\.aovel,, N 8¢ axpo;ana o 'rov'rgo «yewq'rucn SvvenovTe
ryap gbcwal, 7 cuyyvpvacia &Ew éumroiet Dytevny Kal Trelpaat
KAl CORATIV.

Hagexss, Hist. Door. 1. I
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(4) Ibid.: Adrika o0d moAXois dmexdhvprev (6 ’Inaods) &
wy) WOAMNGY Ty, SMiyows 8¢ ols mpoorikew fmicTaTo, Tols olos
ve éndéfaclas kal Tvmebivas mwpds adrd: Ta & dwéppnra,
kaddmep 6 Oeds, Moy wicTebetas, ob ypdupate . . . AANG yap
T4 pvoTipia pvoTikds mTapadidotas, va 3 év oréuare Aalodv-
705 Kal & Naleitar: pdNhov 8¢ olx év Pwvil, EAN év T voelobas
xrN  Comp. Euseh. Hist. Eecl ii..1 (from the 7th book of
the Hypotyposes), and the notes of Valesius and Heinichen.
Origen, Contra Cels. vi. § 6, Opp. t. i, p. 633. The so-called
Disciplina Arcani of the ancient Church must not be con-
founded with this view of a secret doctrine, which is peculiar
to the Alexandrians, and pre-eminently to Clement; comp.
G C. L. Th: Frommann, De Disciplina Arcani, que in Vetere
Ecclesia Christiana obtinuisse fertur, Jen. 1833 ; and Rothe in
Herzog's Realencykl. i. s, 469, and Geseler, i. 232, note.

(5) Comp. § 24, § 30, note 2. Jacodi, Le. s. 125 ff£ On
the Gnostic tradition, see Kostlin, le. 5. 6 {1,

(6) Comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. vi. p. 786, vii. p. 891.
Origen, Hom. in Jerem. i (Opp. iii. p. 129): Mdprvpas 8¢t
AaBely Tas ypadds' dudpTupor ap al émBoral Hubv xal af
eEnyfioes dmiorol elow (this in relation to the doctrine of the
Godhead of Christ). Hippolytus, Contrg Noétum, ¢. 9 (in
relation to the doctrine respecting God).

The opinion of Cyprian (Ep. 74, p. 215, Fell) was developed
in the controversy with the Roman bishop Stephen, who
appealed to the Roman tradition in support of his views con-
cerning the baptism of heretics. Cyprian, on the contrary,
justly went back from the dried-up channel to the source, to the
oldest tradition, viz. the Saered Scriptures (diving traditionis
caput et origo). In the same place, and in the same connec-
tion, he says: Consuetudo sine veritate vetustas erroris est,
Comp. Ep. 71, p. 194: Non est de consustudine praescriben-

"dum, sed ratione vincendum. It is interesting to observe that,
eg., Irenceus does not as yet know any traditio humana within
the Church which could in any way contradict the traditio
apostolica; such a tradition is known by Ireneus only among
the heretics; and ZTertullion (as Montanist) had already com-
bated the authority of custom with almost the same weapons
as Cyprian; comp. De Virgin, Veland. 1: Christus veritatem
se, non consuetudinem cognominavit. Quodcunque adversus
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veritatem sapit, hoe erit haerésis, etiam vetus consuetudo, cf.
Jacobi, Le. 5. 186 . Huther, Cyprian, s. 139 £  Rettbery, s.
810. Pelt, le.: Gess, Die Einheit der Kirche im Sinne
Cyprians, in the Studien der Evangelischen Geistlichkeit,
Wiirtemberg 1838, ii. 1, 8. 140 fff On the ambiguity of
the word tradition (a doctrinal, Gnostic, and ritual tradition
may be distinguished), see GHeseler, Dogmengesch. s. 103.
[The Alexandrians claimed to have the Gnostic tradition, which
was not the common property of all Christians: this was
opposed by Irentweus and Tertullian. Tertullian advocated the
authority of tradition in respect to rites, but demanded (De
Jejunio, e. 10), Tanto magis dignam rationem afferre debemus,
quanto carent Scripture auctoritate. Cyprian, Ep. T4, ad
Pompejum, against the Roman claim, says that, ea facienda
esse, quée scripta sunt ; and ¢ontinues: Si ergo aut in Evangelio
preecipitur, aut in Apostolorum Epistolis aut Actibus con-
tinetur, observetur divina hee et sancta traditio. And he
compares divine tradition to a canal, saying that, when it dries
up, the priests must go back to the fountain and the Holy
Seriptures ; and this in respect to Chureh rites.]

It was held that jfuith (wioves, fides) is the medium by
which we apprehend the revelation made known to us, either
by Secripture or by tradition. The question, however, arose
in what relation the wiewris stands to the more developed
yvéows? While Irencus does not go beyond faith, but with-
out excluding its scientific exposition (comp. Duncker, s. 16),
the theologians of the Aléxandrian school, eg. Cloment, en-
deavoured to assign a higher position to the yvdows. But we
should mistake him if we were to conclude from some of his
expressions that he attached a low value to the wioris. In
a certain sense he looks upon it rather as the perfection of
knowledge (Tehesdrns pabjoews), Ped. i 6, p. 115. Faith
does not want anything, it does not limp (as arguments do);
it has the promise, ete. Also, according to Strom.i 1, p. 320,
faith is necessary to attain unto knowledge. It anticipates
knowledge, ii. 1, p. 432 ; comp. ii. 4, p. 436 : Kvpidrepov odv
Ths émoriuns 1§ wioTis kal éoriv adris xpiripiov. In the
same place he distinguishes faith from mere opinion, elxacia,
which is related to faith as a flatterer to a true friend, or a
wolf to a dog—Revelation (3idackalia) and faith depend on
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each other, as the throwing and catching of & ball in a game;
Strom. ii. 6, p. 442.—On the other hand, Clement maintained
the necessity of a well-instructed faith (wloris mepl T
pdbnow), Strom. 1. 6, p. 336, and insisted, in general, on an-
intimate connection between mricTic and yvdoes, ii. 4, p. 436:
ITiamy Tolvvy 9 qvdois® yywaTy 8¢ % mloTis felg Twi drorov-
Oig Te kal dvraxohovBig «yiverar. Faith is described as an
abridged knowledge of necessary truth; yvdous is characterized
as a firm and stable demonstration of the things already
apprehended by faith; Strom. vil. 10, p. 865 sq. From this
point of view he valued knowledge more highly than faith,
Strom. vi. 14,p. 794. II\éov 8¢ éati 10D micTeboar 1o qrdvar.
Nevertheless, he could distinguish this true gnosis from the
false gnosis of the Gnostics; Strom. v. 6, p. 689, 12, p. 695,
vi. 7, p. 771, vii. 10, p. 864 (here again faith appears as the
bagis of true knowledge). On the different names and kinds
‘of knowledge, see Strom. vi. 17, p. 820. Comp. Neander, De
Fidei Gnoseosque Idea secundum Clementem Alex., Heidel-
berg, 1811. Baur, Gnosis, s. 502 ff. Origen, De Princip.
procm, 3, Opp. i. 47, concedes that the apostles, who
" preached to the unlettered, left the investigation of the grounds
and reasons of their positions to those who should be endowed
by “the Holy Spirit with special gifts, particularly with
eloquence, wisdom, and science: Illud autem scire oportet,
quoniam Sancti Apostoli fidem Christi preedicantes de quibus-
dam quidem, quacunque necessaria crediderunt, omnibus
manifestissime tradiderunt, rationem scilicet assertionis eorum
relinquentes ab his inquirendam, qui Spiritus dona excellentia
mererentur: de aliis vero dixerunt quidem, quia sint ; guomodo
autem, aut unde sint, siluerunt, profecto ut studiosiores quique
ex posteris suis, qui amatores essent sapientiz, exercitium
habere possent, in quo ingenii sui fructum ostenderent, hi
videlicet qui dignos se et capaces ad recipiendam sapientiam
preepararent. Comp. the conclusion, p. 49. Origen endea-
voured to construct .from Christian knowledge an internally
complete sciende, a system of Christian doctrine. Comp. Bawr,
Dg. s. 235. We may, however, question Bawr’s statement,
that, in this attempt, historical Christianity and the historical
Christ became to him “a mere vanishing point.”



SECOND DIVISION.

THEOLOGY.

THE DOCTRINE CONCERNING GOD (INCLUDING THE DOCTRINE OF
THE CREATION AND. GOVERNMENT OF THE WORLD; ANGEL-
OLOGY AND DEMONOLOGY).

§ 35.
The being of God,

It can never be the object of a positive religion to prove
the existence of God, inasmuch as it always presupposes the
knowledge that there is a God. Christianity stood on the
basis of the Old Testament idea of God,—now purified and
carried beyond the limits of national interests,—as a personal
God, who, as the Creator of heaven and earth, rules over the
human race: who had given the law, sent the prophets, and
manifested Himself most: perfectly, and in the fulness of His
personal presence, in Jesus Christ (1). Consequently the be-
lieving Christian needed, as little as his Jewish contemporary,
a proof of the being of God. But, in the further development
of the Christian consciousness, it became necessary, on the one
hand, that Christians should defend themselves (apologetically)
against the charge of atheism which was frequently brought
against them (2); on the other, they had to demonstrate to
the heathen (polemically) that their pagan worship was false,
and consequently in its very foundation was a denial of the
living God (atheism) (3). 'When, therefore, the writings of the
Fathers contain anything like a. proof of the existence of God,
it is either the immediate expression of religious feeling in a
183
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rhetorical and hymuological form (4), or it is intimately con-
nected with other definitions respecting the nature of God, with
the doctrine of His unity, or with the doctrine concerning
creation, providence, and the government of the world (5).
But the Fathers of this period generally recur to the conscious-
ness of God implanted in the human spirit (testimonium
anime, AMdyos omepuaTikés), which may be traced even in the
heathen (6), and on the purity of which the knowledge of God
depends (7). With this they connect, but in a popular rather
than a strictly scientific form, what is commonly called the
physico-theological, or teleological proof, inferring the existence
of a Creator from the works of creation (8). More artificial
proofs, such as the cosmological and the ontological, were
unknown in this period. Even the more profound thinkers
of the Alexandrian school frankly acknowledged the impos-
sibility of a strict proof of the existence of God, and the
necessity of a revelation op Goed’s part (9).

(1) The distinction, therefore, between T7ieology and Christo-
logy is only relative, ahd made for scientific purposes. The
Christian idea of God always depends on faith in the Son, in
whom the Fathier manifests Himself « The doctrine of the
Logos was the stock out of which Christian theology grew: the
divine nature in iself was treated only incidentally and in
Jragments,” Semisch, Just. Mart. ii. s. 247, We find, how-
ever, in the writings of some of the earliest Fathers (especially
Minucius Felix) a kind of theology which bears much re-
semblance to what was subsequently called natural theology,
being more reflective than intuitive. Others (e.g. Clement)
looked at everything as mediated by the Logos; Strom. v. 12,
p. 696, comp. note 9 below.

(2) Comp. eg. Minuec. Fel. Oct. c. 8; and, on the other side,
e. 17, 18, also the Edict. Antonini, in Fuseb. iv. 13 ; the
phrase @5 a@éwy xamfyopoﬁwec, however, may be differently
interpreted. Cowp. Heinichen, i. p. 328,

(3) This was done by all the apologists, each in h1s turn ;
comp. as examples of all, Minuc. Fel. c. 20 ss.; Tertullian,
Apol. ¢. 8, De Idololatria ; Cyprian, De Idolorum Vanitate, ete.
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(4) Thus the passage in Clem. Alex. Cohort. 54: Oeds 8¢
wéds dv elwoyu Soa mrowel ; Shov i8¢ Tov Kdopov. ’Erxelvov
&oyov éotiv ral olpavds kai f\ios kal dyyehor xai dvBpaymor,
éoya vov Saxtihwy atrod. “Oon e % Stvapis Tod Geod;
Movov adrob 76 BoiMpua koopomoia uéves yap o Beos
émoinaey, émel xal poves Svrws éoti Ges. WAG T¢ Povdeaac
Snuiovpyel, kal T povov é0eNfoar adrov Emerar TO yeyevijoba
«tX.  Comp. Tertull. Apol. c. 17, 18.

(5) Comp. the following sections.

(6) Tertullianm, Advers, Judaos, ¢ 2: Cur etenim Deus
universitatis conditor, mundi totius gubernator, hominis plas-
mator, universarum gentium sator, legem per Moysen uni
populo dedisse credatur, et non omnibus gentibus attribuisse .
dicatur? et seq. Comp. Apol. ¢ 17: Vultis ex operibus
ipsius tot ac talibus quibus continemur; quibus sustinemur,
quibug oblectamuyr, etiam quibus exterremur ? vultis ¢x anime
ipsius testimonio comprobemus? Qua licet earcere corporis
pressa, licet institutionibus pravis circumscripta, licet libidinibus
ac concupiscentiis evigorata, licet falsis deis exancillata, cum
tamen resipiscit ut ex crapula, ut ex sommno, ut ex aliqua
valetudine, ot sanitatem suam potitur, Deum nominat, hoe
solo nomine, quia proprio Dei veri: Deus magnus, Deus bonus,
et: quod Deus dederit, omnium vox est. Judicem quoque
contestatur illum : Deus videt, et: Deo commendo, et: Deus
mihi reddet. O testimonium animee naturaliter christiana !
Denique pronuntians hac, non ad capitolium, sed ad ceelum
respicit, novit enim sedem Dei vivi—De Testim. Anims, ¢. 2:
Si enim anima aut divina aut a. Deo data est, sine dubio
datorem suum novit. Et si novit, utique et timet, et tantum
postremo adauctorem. An non timet, quem magis propn;mm
velit quam iratum ? Unde igitur naturalis timor anime in
Deum, si Deus non vult irasci? Quomedo timetur qui nescit
offendi? Quid timetur nisi ira? TUnde ira nisi ex animad-
versione 2 Unde animadversio nisi de judicio ? Unde judicium
nisi de potestate ? Cujus potestas summsa nisi Dei solius?
Hine ergo tibi, anima, de conscientia suppetit domi ac foris,
nullo irridente vel prohibente, predicare: Deus videt omnia,
ot: Deo commendo, et: Deus reddet, et: Deus inter nos
judicabit, et seq, Comp. Neander, Antignost. s. 88, 89, Justin
M. also speaks of an innate idea of God, Apol. ii. 6 : T fels
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mpocaydpevua odx’ Svoud éoTv, dXNE wpdypatos Svaeknyritov
dupvros Th ¢ioes Tév dvbpdrwy 8ofa. Comp. Dial. c. Tr. c.
98.—Clem. Alex. Coh, vi. 59 : *Ilaow qap dmwatamiis dvOpid-
o5, pdhiora 8¢ Tols mept Méryous évdiaTpiBovoy (qui in studiis
literarum versati sunt) évéoraxral Tis dmwéppoa Oeinry. 0D &)
Xdpw kal Exovres pév duoroyodow &va Te elvas Oedv, dvdhelpov
kal dyévvyTov TobTov dvw ToV-mepl TA vATA Tod olpaved év
5 8l xal oikely wepromh Svrws Svra defl. Comp. Strom.
v. 12, p. 698 : O¢od pév yap Eudacis évds fy Tod mavroxpd-
Topos wapd mwaoct Tols elPpovodor wdvrore Puotkil Kal Tis
didlov kard Ty Oclav wpévoiav edepyecias dvrelauBdvovro
of mheloTor, of kal py TéNeov amnpvbpiaréres wpds THv
«AGPeiav. :

(7) Theophilus ad Autolycum, at the beginning: “If thou
sayest, Show me. thy God; I answer, Show me first thy man,
and I will show thee my God. Show me first whether the
eyes of thy soul see and the ears of thy heart hear; for as the
eyes of the body perceive earthly things, light and darkness,
white and black, beauty and deformity, ete., so the ears of the
heart and the eyes of the goul can perceive God. God is seen by
those who can see Him when they open the eyes of their soul.
All men have eyes, but the eyes of some are blinded, that they
cannot see the light of the sun. But the sun does not cease
to shine because they are blind, they must ascribe it to their
blindness that they cannot see. Thus is it with thee, O man !
The eyes of thy soul are darkened by sin, even by thy sinful
actions. Like a bright mirror, man must have a pure soul.
If there be any rust on the mirror, man cannot see the reflec-
tion of his countenance in it : likewise, if there be sin in man,
he cannot see God. Therefore, first examine thyself whether _
thou be not an adulterer, fornicator, thief, robber, ete., for thy
crimes prevent thee from perceiving God.” Comp. Clem. Alex.
Ped. iil. 1, p. 250: ‘Eavrov ydp mis v qvem, Ocdv eloerar.
Minue. Fel. c¢. 32: Ubique non tantum nobis proximus, sed
infusus est (Deus), Non tantum sub illo agimus, sed et cum
illo, prope dixerim vivimus.

(8) Theophil. ad Autol. 5: “ When we see a well-appointed
vessel on the sea, we conclude that she has a pilot on board ;
so, too, from the regular course of the planets, the rich variety
of creatures, we infer the Creator.” Clem, Aléx. (comp. note 4).
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Minue. Fel. ¢. 32: Immo ex hoec Deum credimus, quod eum
sentire possurous, videre mon possumus. In operibus enim
ejus et in mundi omnibus mdkibus virtutem ejus -semper pre-
sentem adspicimus, quum tonat, fulgurat, .fulminat, quum
serepaf, ete, Comp. ¢. 18 : Quod si ingressus aliguam domum
omnia exculta, disposita, ornata vidisses, utique prwesse ei
crederes dominum, et illis bonis rebms multo esse meliorem :
ita in hac mundi domo, quum ccelum terramque perspicias,
providentiam, ordinem, legem, crede esse universitatis dominum
parentemque, ipsis sideribus et totius mundi partibus pul-
chriorem.  Novat. ab init. Similarly also the pseudo-Clemen-
tines, Hom, vi. 24, 25. After the author has shown how the
elements cannot have come together of themselves, he proceeds: .
Otrws dvdrykn, Twd elvar voely dyévwyrov texvlry, 8 +d
orouyeia 1) SieaTdra cumiyaye, §) cvvévra dAMfAos Tpos Sdov
yéveawy Texvinds éképacer kai & éx mdvrwv Eoyov dmerélégey.
>ASdvaroy qdp dvev Twds Tob pelfoves mwdvy gopov Epyov
" dmerédeaer. Ablvatov yap dvev Tiwds Tob pellovos wdvv godoy
Epyov dmoreneiofar. God is the principle of ‘all motion. Water,
out of which everything rises, is moved by the wind (breath,
spirit, wvedua), but this spirit itself again proceeds from God.
Comp. Baur, Dg. s. 400.

(9) Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 12, p. 695: Nal piw 6 Svopera-
xerpLardratos mepl Oeod Aoyos odrls éorur émel yp dpyn wavrds
wpdyparos duoelperos, wdvTws wov % mpdTy Kai mwpesBurdry
apx Sbadekros, fris kal vols d\hoss dmagw alria Tob yevéodae
k72 Ib in calce et 696 : *ANN 008 émioTriun NapBdverar
T amodeaxtiky adry ydp éx mporépwv ral yvepiypwrépwy
ovviocTarar Tob 0¢ dyevwmiTov olbév wpoimdpyer Melmeras &
Oela xdpere kal ubve 7@ wap adTod Moy T6 EyvwaTor voeiv.
Strom, iv. 25, p. 635: ‘O uév odv Ocds avamwddeikros v, obx
éarw émioTnpovikbs 6 8¢ vids codla Te éoti Kal émioThuy KN,
(Comp. above, note 6,) Likewise Origen, Contra Cels. vii. 42
(Opp. t. i p. 725), maintains, in reference to the saying of
Plato, that it is difficult to find God : ‘Hyuels 8¢ dmopawiueda,
87 obk adrdprns 4 dvlpwmivy ¢ioss omwomoTavoiv nricar
T0v Bedv, kai eVpetv adrov xabapds, py) Pondnbeiga tmwo Tob
Enrovpévov edpiokopévov Tols ouoloyodar perd TO map alrtols
mouwely, Ori déovrar adrod, éudavifovros éavrdv ols &v «plvp
ethoyor elvar dOiwas, ds mépuxe Oeds pév avbpime qvis-
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lceaem, avbpdmov dé 'qfvxn éry olca év ocduaTe YryvdorEw
7y Beln.

§ 36.
The Unity of God.

Since Christianity adopted the doctrine of one God as taught
in the Old Testament, it became necessary to defend it, not
only against the polytheism of the heathen, but also against
the dualism, resting on heathenism, and the theory of emana-
tion of the Gnostics (1). Some proved the necessity of one
God (2), though not in the most skilful manner, from the
relations of space (3), or even from analogies in the rational
and also in the animal creation (4). The more profound
thinkers, however, were well aware that it is not sufficient to
demonstrate the mere numerical unity of the Divine Being,
and tried to give expression to this feeling by transporting the
transcendental unity into a sphere above the mathematical
Monas (5).

(1) Both the hypothesis of an &pywy, Snuiovpyds, Jaldabaoth,
ete., who is subordinate to the supreme God (feds draTovs-
pacros, Bubos), and that of the unfolding of the one God into
manifold simple sons, or pairs of aons, is contrary to mono-
theism. On the more fully developed systems of Basilides
and Valentinus, comp. Zrenwus, Clem. Alex., and the works
quoted § 23 on the Gnostic systems. Against the Gnostic
dualism especially, Jrencus (il. 1); Origen, De Princip. ii. 1;
Tert. Adv. Marcion. i.  (As to the mode in which the orthodox
Church tried to unite the belief in the Tnmty with mono-
theism, see below.)

(2) Justin M. simply acknowledges this necessity, by con-
sidering the unity of God as an innate idea, which was
afterwards lost. In his opinion, monotheism is the first true
criterion of religious principles, Coh. ad Grae. ¢. 36: dvvardv
pavbdver duds &va ral pévoy elvas Gedv, & wpdrév doTi Tis
drnbobs GeooeBelas yrodpiopa.
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(8) To this class belongs the proof adduced by Athenagoras,
Legat. pro Christianis, e¢. 8: “If there had been two or several
gods from the beginning, they would either be in one and the
same place, or each would occupy a separate space. They -
cannot be in one and the same place, for if they be gods they
are not identical (consequently they exclude each other).
Only the created is equal to its pattern, but not the un-
created, for it does not proceed from anything, neither is it
formed after any model. As the hand, the eye, and the foot
are different members of one body, as they conjointly compose
that body, so God is but one God. Socrates is a compound
being, since he is created, and subject to change; but God,
who is uncreated, and is incapable of suffering and of division,
cannob consist of parts. But if each god were supposed to
occupy a separate space, what place could we assign to the
other god, or the other gods, seeing that God is above the
world, and around all things which He has made? For as
the world is round, and God surrounds all beings, where
would then be room for any of the other gods? TFor such a
god cannot be in the world; because it belongs to another; no
more can he be around the world, for the Creator of the
world, even God, surrounds it. But if he can be neither ¢
the world, nor around it (for the first God occupies the whole
space around it), where is he ? Perhaps above the world, and
above God? 4n gnother world? ¢r around another world ?
But if he is ¢n another world, and around another world, he
does not exist for us, and does not govern our world, and his
power, therefore, is not very great, for then he is confined
within certain boundaries (after all, a concession!). But as
he exists neither ¢n another world (for the former God fills
the universe), nor around another world (for the above God
holds all the universe), it follows that he does not exist at all,
since there is nothing in which he can exist” Similarly the
author of the Clementines. Comp. Baur, Dg. s. 401.

(4) Minue. Fel. ¢. 18: Quando unquam regni societas aut
cum fide ccepit, aut sine cruore desiit? Omitto Persas de
equornm hinnitu augurantes principatum, et Thebanorum
premortuam fabulam transeo; ob pastorum et cas® regnum
de geminis memoria notissima est; generi et soceri bella toto
orbe diffusa sunt, -et tam magni imperii duos fortuna non
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cepit. Vide cetera: rex unus apibus, dux unus in gregibus,
in armentis rector unus. * Tu in ecclo summam potestatem
dividi credas, et scindi veri illius ac divini imperii totam
potestatem ? quum palam sif, parentem omnivm Deum nec
principium habere nec terminum, ete. Comp. Cyprian, De
Idolorum Vanitate, p. 14.

(5) Clem. Peed. i 8, p. 140: “Ev 8 ¢ 0Oeds, xai émérewa
ToD épds xal Oép adriy povddy. Along with the idea of the
untty of God, Origen speaks of the more metaphysical idea of
His simplécity, De Princip. i. 1, 6 (Opp. t. L. p. 51; Redepenning,
p. 100): Non ergo aut corpus aliquid, aut ¢n corpore esse
putandus est Deus (against this, compare Atkenagoras), sed
intellectualis natura simplex, nihil omnino adjunctionis
admittens: uti ne majus aliquid -et inferius in se habere
credatur, sed ut sit ex omni parte povds et ut ifa dicam évds,
et mens et fons, ex quo initium totius intellectualis nature
vel mentis est. Strauss in his Glaubenslehre {i. s. 404 ff)
gives a compressed sketch of the attempts of the Fathers to
prove the unity of God. [Origen, Contra Cels. i 23, in the
a posteriori method; from the analogy of armies and states.
Lactantius, Div. Inst. i. 3: Quod si in uno exercitu tot fuerint
imperatores, quot legiones, quot cohortes, quot cunei, quot alze,
etc. Cyprian, De Idol. Van. 5: Nec hoc tantum de homine
mireris, quum in hoc omnis natura consentiat, Rex unus est
apibus, et dux unus in gregibus, et in armentis rector unus:
multo magis mundi unus est rector, etc. They also derived
an @ priori argument from the infinitude and absolute per-
fection of the divine essence.]

§ 37.

W hether God can be named and known.
Baur, Dg’ s.-392 ff.

The idea of a revealed religion implies that so much of the
nature of God should be made manifest to man as is necessary
to the knowledge of salvation; the Church, therefore, has
always cultivated the Adlyos arepl feod (theology). On the
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other hand, the inadequacy of human conceptions has always
been acknowledged (in opposition to the pride of speculation),
and the unfathomable divine essence admitted to be past
finding out; some even entertained doubts as to the propriety
of giving God any name. Much of what the Church
designated by the term mystery is founded partly on a semse
of this insufficiency of our conceptions and the inaptitude of
our language, and partly on the necessity of still employing
certain representations and expressions to communicate our
religious ideas.

‘When the martyr Attalus, in the persecution of the Gallican
Christians under Marcus Aurelius, was asked during his trial
what was the name of God, he replied: ‘O feds dvoua otk
&yev s Gvfpwmos, Bused. v. 1 (ed. Heinichen, t. ii. p. 29,
comp. the note). Such was also the opinion of Justin M.
Apolog. ii. 6 ; whatever name may be given to God, he who
has given a name to a thing must always be anterior to it.
He therefore draws a distinction, with Philo (De Confus.
Ling, p. 357), between appellatives (mwpogpioeis) and names
(évéuara). The predicates marip, feds, kipios, Seamdrns, are
only appellatives. Therefore he also calls God &ppnTos marrip;
other passages are given by Semisch, il s. 252 ff When
Justin further says (Dial, ¢. Tryph. c. 3) that God is not only
above all names, but above all essence (émérewa Tis obaias), it
is to be remembered that he is there speaking as a heathen
from the Platonic standpoint. But elsewhere he speaks of an
ovala of God, eg. Dial c. Tryph. ¢. 128, and even ascribes to
Him (in a certain sense) a popd. Apol. i 9; comp. Semisck,
il 8. 252, Theoph. ad Autol. i. 3 :."Axove, & dvBpwire, 10 pév
€lBos Tob Oeod, dpfmrov xal avéxdpacrov, xai ury Svvdpevov
épOarucis caprivors dpabivar Sofpy whp éoTw dydpnros,
peyéber dratdnymros, -threr amepivinros, ioxvi dolykpitos,
codla dovuBiBacTes, dyabooitvy dulunros, kakomoily dvex-
Supynros €l yap Pas adrov elwew, wolnpa adrod Méyw: el Noyov
elmw, dpymy adTod Néyw (comp. the note .to this passage by
Maran)' »vobv v elmw, Ppovmow adrod Méyw mvebpa éav
elmw, dvamvoly adTob Méyw codlav éiv elmw, yévvmua adrod
My loxtv éav eimo, kpdTos adTod Méyw mpbrowy éav elmw,
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ayaBootvyy adrod Aéyw' Bagizelav éav elmw, Sofav aimod
Aéyor klpiar édv elmw, Kperiy. abTdy Méye xpitiv éav elmo,
8lkaiov adrov Myw marépa éav emw, T4 wdvta alTéy Aéyer
wip éov elmw, iy dpxny adTod Néyeo kA Comp. i 5: Ei
vap TG G Aayiore vt oToiyelp ob Slvarar dvfpwmos
drevicas S Ty VmepBdAhovoav Qéppmy kal Stvauw, wos
otyi p@A\hov TH Tob Oeod S0Ef dvexdpdore ovon dvBpwmes
Ovyros ol - Slvatas dvremijoar; [comp. Scherer, Le Dithéisme
de Just. Rév. de. Theol. 1856]. According to Jren. ii
25, 4, God is indeterminabilis, nor can any one fully com-
prehend His nature by thinking He is invisibilis propter
eminentiam, ignotus autem nequaquam propter providentiam
(ibid. ii. 6). God cannot be known without God: we know
Him only through the revelation which is made to us of Him
(iv. 6). The medium through which we know Him is His
revealed love to men. Comp. Duncker, s. 11. Moller, le.
s. 475. Minue. Fel. ¢. 18: Hic (Deus) nec videri potest,
visu clarior est, nec comprehendi, tactw purior est, nec
eestimari, sensibus, major est, infinitus, immensus et soli sibi
tantus quantus est notus; nebis vero ad intellectum pectus
angustum est, et ideo si¢c enm digne wstimamus, dum insesti-
mabilem dicimus. Eloquar, quemadmodum sentio: magni-
tudinem Dei, qui se putat posse, minuit; qui non vult
minuere, non novit. Nec nomen Deo quaras: DEUS nomen
est! Illic vocabulis opus est, quum per singulos propriis
appellationum insignibus multitudo dirimenda est. Deo, qui
solus est, Dei vocabulum totum esf. Quem si patrem dixero,
terrenum opineris ; si regem, carnalem suspiceris; si dominum,
intelliges utique mortalem. Aufer additamenta nominum, et
perspicies ejus claritatem. Clement of Alexandria shows very
distinctly, Strom. v. 11, p. 689, that we can attain to a clear
perception of God only by laying aside, &’ dvaiicews, all
finite ideas of the divine nature, till at last nothing but the
abstract idea of unity remains, But lest we should content
ourselves with the mere negation, we must throw ourselves

1From these expressions we must not infer that the name of God was
indifferent to Christians; on the contrary, the names given to God in the
Scriptures were held to be most sacred : hence Origen contends against the
position of Celsus, that one might call the highest being, Jupiter, or Zeus, or
Sabaoth, or any Egyptian or Indian name : Contra Cels. vi., Opp. i. p. 820.
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(dmroppiyroper &avrods) into the greatness of Christ, in whom
the glory of God was manifested, in order to obtain to some
extent (dumyémn) the knowledge of God (e in a practical
and religious manner, not by speculation) ; for even then we
learn only what God is not, not what He is (that is to say, if
we speak of absolute knowledge). Comp. also the 12th and
13th chapters of the 5th book, from p. 692; in particular,
p. 695, and c. i p. 647: dfNov yap pndeva Stvacbas wapd
Tov Tis Cwhis ypdvov Tov Oedv évapyds raralaPécfas; he
therefore gives the advice, ibid. p. 651: To & d&pa Cnreiv
wepl feod dv pn) els Epuw, dyyd els elpedw Telvy, cwTipiy
éoe, (Compare on this, Baur, Trinitédtslehre, s. 191 ff, who
remarks that what is abstract in the idea of God is not
declared by any of the older teachers of the Church, Origen
himself not excepted, more strongly and definitely than by
Clement. But he by no means confined himself to the
abstract,) Origen, Contra Cels. vi. 65, Opp. i. p. 681 sq.,
shows that what is individual cannot be described ; for who
in words could tell the difference between the sweetness of
figg and the sweetness of dates? And De Princip.i 1, 5, p. 50
(Redepenmwg, p. 90), he says: Dicimus secundum veritatem,
Deum incomprehensibilem esse atque insestimabilem, 8i quid
enim illud est, quod sentire vel intelligere de Deo potuerimus,
multis longe modis eum meliorem esse ab eo gquod sensimus
necesse est credere. “.As the brightness of the sun exceeds
the dim light of a lantern, so the glory of God surpasses our
idea of it.” Likewise Novatian says, De Trinit. c. 2: De hoc
ergo ac de eis, que sunt ipsius et in eo sunt, nec mens
hominis qué sint, quanta sint et qualia sint, digne concipere
potest, nec eloquentia sermonis humani squabilem majestati
ejus virtutem sermonis expromit. Ad cogitandam enim et ad
eloquendam illius majestatem et eloguentia omnis merito
muta esb et mens omnis exigua est: major est enim mente
ipsa, nec cogitari possit quantus sit: ne si potuerit cogitari,
mente humana minor sit, qua concipi possit. Major est
quogue omni sermone, nec edici possit: ne si potuerit edici,
humano sermone minor sit, quo quum edicitur, et circumiri et
colligi possit. Quidquid enim de illo cogitatum fuerit, minus
ipso erit, et quidquid enuntiaturme fuerit, minus illo com-
paratum circum ipsum erit. Sentire enim illam taciti aliqua-
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tepus possumus; ut autem ipse est, sermone explicare non
possumus. Sive enim illum dixeris lmcem, creaturam ipsius
magis quam ipsum dixeris, ete. . .. Quidquid omnino de illo
retuleris, rem aliquam ipsius magis et virtutem quam ipsum
explicaveris, Quid enim de eo condigne aut dicas aut sentias,
qui omnibus et sermonibus major est ? ete. Nevertheless, the
Fathers also admit an actual knowledge of God, by faith,
which is now mediated by Christ, but will one day be an
immediate vision from face to face. Comp. infra, on
Eschatology. .

§ 38.
Ldealism and Anthropomorphism.—Corporeity of God.

The educated mind desires to abstract from the nature of
God everything that reminds it of the finite or composite;
sometimes it has even taken offence at the idea of the
substantiality of God, out of a refined fear of reducing Him
to the level of created beings; but thus it runs into danger
of dissipating the Deity into a mere abstract negation. In
opposition to this idealizing tendency, the necessities of
religion demand a real God jfor the world, for man, and for
the human heart; and the bold and figurative language of
pious emotion, as well as pdpular symbolical and anthro-
pomorphite expressions, compensated for what the idea of
God lost in the way of negation. .Both these tendencies,
which have always advanced equal claims in the sphere of
religious thought (1), have their respective representatives in
the first period of the History of Doctrines. On the one
hand, the Alexandrian school, and Origen in particular, endea-
voured to remove from God everything that.seemed to draw
Him within the atmosphere of the earthly, or in any way to
make Him like men (2). On the other hand, Tertullian
insisted so much on the idea of the substantiality of God, that
he confounded it with His corporeitjr (though he by no means
ascribed to Him a gross, material body, like that of man) (3).
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(1) On this subject even the ancient philosophers enter-
tained differing opinions. The popular, polytheistic form of
religion was founded (as is every religion) on anthropomorphism.
Xenophanes of Colophon, the founder of the Eleatic school,
endeavoured to combat anthropomorphism as well as poly-
theism. Comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 14, p. 714 (Sylb.
601 C):

Els Oeos &v e Oeroior kal dvlpomolor péyioros,
0 70 dépas Ovyrolow opolios 00d¢ voqua KT\,

and Strom. vii. 4, p. 841 ; other passages in Preller, Hist, Phil.
Grzco-Rom., Hamb. 1838, p. 84ss. Ritter,i.s. 450. [English
translat. by Morrison, i. p. 430.] Schletermacher, s. 60.—The
Epicureans (though it is doubtful whether Epicurus himself
seriously meant to teach this doctrine) imagined that the gods
possessed a quasi-human form, but without the wants of men,
and unconcerned about human sufferings and pleasures. Thus
they retained only what is negative in (the ghost of) anthrope-
morphism, and lost sight of its more profound significance
(the human relation of God to man). Comp. Cic. de Natura
Deorum, i. 8-12. Reinkold, i. s. 404, note.  Ritter, iii. 490.
[Engl. transl. iii. 442.]—Different views were adopted by the
Stoics, who represented God as the vital force and reason
which govern the universe ; but though they avoided anthropo-
morphitic notions, they regarded Him as clothed in an ethereal
robe. Cic. de Natura Deorum, ii. 24. Ritfer, iil. 5. 576.
[English translation, iii. p. 520 ff]

(2) Clement opposes anthropomorphism in different places:
“Most men talk and judge of God from their own limited
point of view, and measure Him by themselves, as if cockles
and oysters were to reason out of their narrow shells, and the
hedgehog out of his rolled up self” Strom. v. 11, p. 687;
comp. vil. 5, p. 845; c. 7, p. 852, 53: "ONos dxoy) kai Gros
opfanuos, Wa Tis TovTos xprionTac Tois Svépasw, 6 Oeds.
Kab’ énov Tolvwr oddeulav awler OecocéBeiav, otre év Yuvors
olre & Noyois, GAN’ 00d¢ év ypadais 9 Sdypacw 7 pa) wpé-
wovca mepi 7Tob Oeod VwoMpis, AN els Tamewds xai
doxripovas éxrpemrouéyn évvolas T wal dmovoias: 80ev 7 TaV
woM@y eddnula Svodnuias ovddv Siadéper Sia T Ths
dMpbelas &yvouav k.. (on prayer). Origen begins his work,

Hacezxs. Hisr. Docr. 1. K
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wepl dpyav, immediately after the Procem. with objections to
anthropomorphite or material ideas of God: “I know that
many appeal even to Scripture to prove that God is a corporeal
being ; because they read in Moses that He is a consuming
fire, and in John, that He is a Spirit (mvedua = ™). They
eannot think of fire and spirit but as something corporeal. I
should like to ask them what they say of the passage in
1 Johni 5: “God is light”? He is a light to enlighten
those who seek the truth (Ps. xxxvi. 9); for “the light of
God” is nothing other than divine power, by means of which
he who is enlightened perceives truth in all things, and
apprehends God Himself as the truth. In this sense it is
also said : “In Thy light we shall see light,” .. in the Word,
in the Wisdom, which is Thy Son, we see Thee, the Father.
Is it necessary to suppose that God resembles the sunlight,
because He is called Light? ,Can any sensible meaning be
attached to the idea, that knowledge and wisdom have their
source in “the corporeal light”? (Schnitzer’s translation,
.13, 14 ff) But the spiritualizing tendency of Origen led
him frequently so to explain even the more profound sayings
of Scripture, as to leave only an abstract idea; this appears
in what follows the above extract, where, in order to exclude
all conceptions of a divisibility of the Spirit (of God), he com-
pares a participation in the Holy Spirit to “a participation in
the medicinal art,” although further on he grants that the
comparison is inadequate. Here manifestly “the understand-
ing prevails altogether too much over the imagination” (comp.
the judgment of Mosheim, cited § 26, note 11). Novatian
also expresses himself in very strong and decided terms against
anthropomorphism, De Trin. ¢, 6: Non intra heec nostri
corporis lineamenta modum aut figuram divine majestatis
includimus. . . . Ipse totus oculus, quia totus videt, totus auris,
quia totus audit, etc.—Even the definition, that God is a
Spirit, has, according to him, only a relative validity : Illud
quod dicit Dominus (John iv.) spiritum Deum, puto ego sic
locutum Christum de patre, ut adhue aliquid plus intelligi
velit quam spirithm Deum. He thinks that this is only
figurative language, as it is said elsewhere, God is light, etc,
omnis enim spiritus creatura est.

(8) The first Christian writer. who is said to have ascribed
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a body to the Delty is Melifo of Sardis, in his treatise mepl
évowpdrov Oeod, which is no longer extant; comp. Orig.
Comment. in Genes. (Opp. t. il p. 25); Bused. iv. 26, and
Hoinichen on the passage ; Gennadius, De Dogm. Eccles. c. 4
and Piper, iiber Melito, in the Theologische Studien und
. Kritiken, 1838, 1. s, 71 ff, where a similar view is cited from
the Clementine Homilies.  [Cuwreton, in his Spicilegium
Syriacum, Lond. 1855, published an apology under the name
of Melito, which is free from anthrepomorphism; but it is the
work of a later author] It is more certain that Terfullian
ascribed to God (as also to the soul) a body, which he did not,
however, represent as a human body, but as the necessary
form of all' existence {(comp, Schleiermacher, Geschichte der
Philosophie, s. 165, and Schwegler's Montanism. s. 171, note),
De Carne Christi, ¢. 11: Ne esse quidem potest, nisi habens
per quod sit. Cum autem (anima) sit, habeat necesse est
alignid per quod sit.  Si habet aliquid per quod est, hoc erit
corpus ejus. Omne quod est, corpus est sui generis, Nihil est
incorporale, nisi quod non est. Advers. Praxeam, ¢. 7: Quis
enim negabit Deum corpus esse, etsi Deus spiritus est?
Spiritus enim corpus sui generis in sua effigie. Sed et
invisibilia illa quaecunque sunt, habent apud Deum et suum
corpus et suam formam, per que soli Deo visibilia sunt;
quanto magis quod ex ipsius substantia missum est, sine
substantia non erit | Comp. Neander, Antignost. s. 451, and
Dogmengesch. s. 109.  But Zertullian himself draws a definite
distinction, which excludes all grosser forms of anthropo-
morphism, between the divine and the human corpus, Advers.
Mare. ii. 16 : Discerne substantias et suos eis distribue sensus,
tam diversos, quam substantize exigunt, -licet vocabulis com-
municare videantur. Nam et dexteram et oculos et pedes
Dei legimus, nec ideo tamen humanis comparabuntur, quia de
appellatione sociantur. Quanta erit diversitas divini corporis
et humani, sub eisdem nominibus membrorum, tanta erit et
animi divini et humani differentia, sub eisdem licet vocabulis
sensuum, quos tam corruptorios efficit in homine corruptibilitas
substanti® humane, quam incorruptorios in Deo efficit incor-
ruptibilitas substantiee divine! On the anthropomorphism of

1 Minscher, von Colln, i. s. 184, wrongly adduces this passage to show that
Tertullian is justly chargeable with real anthropomorphism. It proves rather
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Cyprian, see Reftberg, s. 300. Ina much more anthropomorphite
manner than Tertullian, the author of the Clementines seems to
hold the corporeity of God, when he connects the love of God
to us with His beauty (for one can love only the beautiful).
But how can beauty be imagined without a bodily form? Hom.
17,2 ff Baur,Dg.s. 412. Irenous, with great sobriety, rejects
both anthropomorphism properly so called and false anthro-
popathism. In no respect is God to be compared to human
frailty; though His Jove justifies us in using human phraseology
when speaking of Him, nevertheless we feel that, as to His
greatness and His true nature, He is elevated above all that
is human. God is simple, and in all things like Himself
(simplex, et non compositus et similimembrius, et totus ipse
sibimet ipsi similis et sequalis). Comp. Adv. Heer. ii. 13. 4,
and iv. 5. 20. Duncker, lc. 5. 25 ff. Bawur, Christ. Gnosis,
8. 466 ; Trin.-Lehre, s. 190.

the eontrary. It must also be borne in mind that the corporeity of God and
anthropomorphism are by no means synonymous. It is possible to conceive of
God 4s incorporeal, and yet in a very anthropmorphite way as a very limited
spirit, like the spirit of man. On the other hand, the substantiality of God may
be taken in so abstract a manner as to exclude all that is human and personal
(so the Stoics). Tertullian combines both these modes of representation ; but
after all that has been said, it is the awkwardness of his style and mode of
thinking, rather than any defective religious views, that has brought him into
the repute of being a crude anthropomorphist. [This may be clearly seen from
the following passage : ‘* Divine affections are ascribed to the Deity by means of
figures borrowed from the human form, not as if He were endued with corporeal
qualities : when eyes are ascribed to Him, it denotes that He sees all things;
when ears, that He hears all things; the speech denotes the will ; nostrils, the
perception of prayer ; hands, creation ; arms, power ; feet, immensity ; for He
has no members, and performs no office for which they are required, but executes
all things by the sole act of His will. How can He require eyes, who is light
itself? or feet, who is omnipresent? How can He require hands, who is
the silent creator of all things ¢ or a tongue, to whom to think is to command ?
Those members are necessary to men, but not to God, inasmuch as the counsels
of man would be inefficacious unless his thoughts put his members in motion ;
but not to God, whose operations follow His will without effort.”] Tertullian
undoubtedly was struggling after more profound views than are even suspected
by many who speak of his theology in depreciatory terms. For the same reason,
too much is conceded to Cyprian by Rettberg, l.c. Comp. Baur's Trinitits-
lehre, s. 188, note, and Dg. s. 412. On the distinction between anthropomor-
phism and anthropopathism, see Neander, Dogmengesch, s. 111,
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§ 39.
The Attributes of God.

[Comp. Dorner, Die Unversnderlichkeit Gottes, in Jahrb. £. dentsche Theologie,
i 2, ii. 8, i, 8.]

Neither the existence of God, as we have already seen, nor
His attributes, were at first defined with scientifiec precision (1).
The Catholic Church simply adopted the concrete idea of a
personal God, as propounded in the Old Testament, though
under certain modifications (2). But by degrees metaphysical
ideas, borrowed from the scheols of philosophers, were trans-
ferred to the God of the Christians; and on this point, too,
opinions are found to oscillate between the philosophical
tendencies above described (8). Some connected their notions
of the omnipresence of God with conceptions of His corporeity,
as space-filling and displacing other bodies; others, on the
contrary, maintained that He was exalted above space, or that
He is to be conceived as abolishing it and taking its place (4).
The doctrine of omniscience was to some extent mixed up with
anthropomorphite ideas, and even Origen put limits to this
attribute of God (5), as well as to His omnipotence (6). In
harmony with the spirit of Christianity, along with the %oliness
of God (7), His love and mercy were made specially pro-
minent (8). But it was to be expected that collisions would
arise, which could be harmonized only by the attempt to take
more comprehensive and elevated views; as, for- example, to
reconcile the omniscience (especially the foreknowledge) of
God with His omnipotence and goodness (9), or His punitive
justiee with His love and mercy (10).

(1) Thus “Justin Martyr generally makes only a passing
reference to the divine attributes, and in contrast with the common
humanizing of deity found in the poetic and plastic mythology.”
Semdsch, ii. 8. 258,  Justin, too, emphasizes the immutability



150 FIRST PERIOD.-—DOCTRINE RESPECTING GOD. [§ s9.

of God as one of His fundamental' attributes, calling Him
(Apol. i. 13) mov drpemrov kal del dvta Ocov.

. (2) The Catholic Church preserved in this respect a
mediam between the anti-Judaizing Gnostics, who spoke of
the Demiurge as a being either subordinate to the supreme
God, or standing in a hostile relation to Him; and the
Judaizing Ebionites, who, retaining the rigid physiognomy of
Judaism, misapprehended the universality of the Christian
doctrine of God. But here, as elsewhere, there is a wide
difference between the North African and the Alexandrian
schools,

(8) Comp. (§ 36, note 2) the passage cited from Athenagoras
on the unity of God. With him agrees Zheophilus (Ad Autol.
i, 5), who compares the world to a pomegranate; as this is
surrounded by its peel, so is the world by the Spirit of God,
and kept together by His hand. Cyprian, De Idol Vanit.
p- 15, reproaches the heathen with attempting to confine the
infinite God within the narrow walls of & temple, whilst He
ubique totus diffusus est,—the image of a space-filling sub-
stance apparently floating before his mind.

(4) Philo bad previously identified God with absolute space,!
and called Him His own limit (comp. the passages bearing on
this subject in the work of Dghne, s. 281-284, and s. 193,
267 ££); Theophilus, too, Ad Autol. ii. 3, calls God His own
space (abros éavrod Tomos éoriv). He does not confine the
omnipresence of God to His local presence in one or another
spot, but considers it as His uninterrupted activity known
only from His works; comp. i 5. Clem. Alex., too, opposes
the localizing of God, Strom. ii. 2, p. 431 : OV yap év yvope
(a needless conjecture of Rossler’s here is év xpove) 4 Téme
6 feos, dAN' Umepdve kal Témov xal ypovov kal Tis TEY
eyovbrov iSiotyrost 8o ovde év péper rararylveral wote, odTe
meptéywy ofire tepiexduevos, §) xatd Opiomby twa 1) kaTd
amorowsiy. According to Origen, God sustains and fills the
world (which Origen, like Plato,-conceives to be an animate
being) with His power; but He neither occupies space, nor
does He even move in space, comp. De Princip. ii. 1 (Opp. i
p. 77). TFor an explanation of popular and figurative expres-

1 Comp. the opinions of the Peripatetics (Sextus Empiricus, adv. Physicos, x.
p. 639, ed. Fabricius).
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sions, which suggest the occupying of space and change of
place, vide Contra Cels. ‘iv. 5, Opp. i. p. 505, and comp. also
p. 686. Concerning the expression that God is all in all, see
De Princip. iii. 6 (Opp. i. p. 152, 158). Schnitzer, s. 231 f.
Bowr, Dg. 5. 417.

(6) Just. Dial. c. Tryph. ¢. 127: ‘O wyap dppnros marip xal
klpios TV wdvrey odte wor AdirTas, obre wepimatel, obre
kafevder, obre dvloTarai, GNN' év Th adrod ydpa Smov woré
péves, €Y opdv ral SEY drodwy, otk dpfalpols 008 boly, dANG
Swvdper d\éxTer ral wdvra épopd kal mwavra ylooxe, ral
. o08els nudv MApfer adrév. Clement, Strom. vi. 17, p. 821:
‘0 wdp Tou Geds wdvTa oidev, o pdvoy Td SvTa, GXNL xal i
éooueva ral s &oTtar EkacTov Tds Te émi pépovs wwijoes
Tpoopdy TdvT e’qSop[i Kai wayr évraxotfel,, yupvyw €ewler Ty
’\P‘UX‘I]V /37\677'0)1/, ral 1'171/ émlvotay Ty éxdoTov Tis KaTd ,u,époc
exez 8 aldwos xal & Smep éml 6w Gea-rpwu fy[veml, kai éwl TdY
ékdoTov pepdy, katd Ty évdpacly Te kal mwepiopaciy kal cuvs-
pacw, TobTo émwl Tob Oeod yiverar. 'Abpdws Te ydp mivra xal
Exaarov év péper pud mpooBors wpoa BNérrer. Origen,De Princip.
iii. 2 (Opp. i. p. 49), proves that the world is finite, becaunse
God could not comprehend it if it were infinite ; for that only
may he understood which has a beginning. But it were
impious to say that there is anything which God does not
comprehend. For Origen’s opinion on the relation between the
divine foreknowledge and predestination, see § 70, 9.

(6) Origen, De Prineip, ii. c. 9, p. 97 (Redep. p. 10): "Ev 4
émwoovpuévy apxd Tocobrov dplfudy T Povhjuare alTod
tmooTigar v Oeov voepdv odaidw, boov H8Uvare Siaprécar
memrepacpuérny ydp elvar xal Thv Svapw Tod Oeod Newtéov
x7M But in other places Origen expresses himself in a very
appropriate ‘way concerning the divine ommipotence; Contra
Cels. v. (Opp. i p. 595), he shows that God can d¢ all things,
but wills nothing which is contrary to nature (wapa ¢ivow),
olre Ta amo kaxlas, obTe Té dNGYwS yevdueva. '

(7) The holiness of the divine will is the highest law in
Tertullian’s view. His highest moral law is, not to do the
good for the sake of the good, but because it is commanded by
God. (Comp. De Peenit. ¢. 4.)

(8) The notion of Clement of Alexandria is remarkable,
evidently borrowed from the Gnostic doctrine of an dgpevi-
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On\vs, viz. that the compassion of God presents the female
aspect of His character, Quis Div. Salv. p. 956 ; to which
there is an analogy in the Old Testament, Isa. xlix. 15; comp.
Neander’s Gunostische Systeme, 8. 209. The works of Clement,
in particular, abound with passages referring to the love and
mercy of God. He loves men because they are kindred with
God, Coh. p. 89: Ilpbrerrar 8 del v Oed ™ dvfpdmwv
dyéayy odlerv. Comp. Strom. vii. p. 832. God’s love follows
men, seeks them out, as the bird the young that has fallen
from its nest, Coh. 74, Ped. i p. 102,

(9) Origen, Contra Cels. ii. Opp. i. p. 405, Comment in Gen.
Opp. ii. p. 10, 11, For more particilars, comp. the doctrine
respecting Human Liberty, § 57.

(10) Here, too, was another point of distinction between
Gnosticism and the orthodox Christian view of God; the
former did not know how to reconcile the agency of God in
inflicting punishment, with His character as loving and re-
deeming; on this account they felt compelled to separate
objectively the just God of the Old Testament from the loving
Father of Christians (so Marcion). In opposition to this
unwarrantable separation, Irensus, Tertullian, Clement, Origen,
ete., insist particularly on the pemal justice of God, and show
that it can very well be reconciled with His love. According
to Irenowus, Adv. Heer. v, 27, penalty does not consist in any-
thing positive which comes from God, but in the separation
of the sinner from God (ywpiopos 8¢ Tob Beod Odvaros). God
does not punish wpenynrikds, but émraxorovfoions 8¢ éxelvns
(ts dpaprias) Ths xohdoews, Tertullian considers the penal
justice of God first from the judicial standpoint of the inviola-
bility of law; distinguishing between true love and kindly
weakness, he shows that the goodness and justice of God are
inseparable; Contra Mare, i 25, 26, ii. 12: Nihil bonum,
quod injustum, bonum autem omne quod justum est. Tta si
societas et conspiratio bonitatis atque justitise separationem
earum non potest capere, quo ore constitues diversitatem
duorum deorum in separatione? seorsum deputans Deum
bonum et seorsum Deum justum ? Illic consistit bonum, ubi
et justum. A primordio denique Creator tam bonus quam
justus. . . . Bonitas ejus operata est mundum, justitia modula-
tum est, ete. Comp.'c. 13-16 (negabimus Deum, in quo non
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omnia, que Deo digna sint, constent). Then he draws a dis-
tinction between malis supplicii s. peenze, and malis culpe s.
peccati. God is the Author only of the former; the devil is
the author of the latter.—To defend himself against the charge
of anthropomorphism he says: Stultissimi, qui de humanis
divina preejudicant, ut quoniam in homine eorruptorie con-
ditionis habentur hujusmodi passiones, ideirco et in Deo
ejusdem status existimentur, etc.—Clement of Alexandria
adopts partly the same juridical view, Strom. iv. 24, p. 634 ;
but, in enumerating the causes whith induce God to inflict
penalties, he speaks of the legal principle as being the last.
He puts first the educational design to make men better, and
to warn and restrain others; comp. Peed. i. 8, p. 40. This is
distinctly set forth, Strom. vii. p. 895: *ANN ds mpos Tod
didacrdhov 9 Tob maTpds of mwaldes, obrws RHueis wpds Tis
mpovoias xohalbueba. Oeds 8¢ oV Tiypwpeirar EoTi yip
Tipwpia Kakod dvraméocis kohdler pévror Tpos TS ypriouuov
«kal xowh rat idlg Tois kohalouévois. Origem, moreover, says
that God is more ready to do good than to punish; Hom, i. in
Jerem. (Opp. iil. p. 125): ‘O Oeds els dyabomorlar mpbyerpds
éoTiw, els 8¢ TO wohdoar Tovs Gflovs kohdoews ueaAyTis. He
gives the sinner always space for repentance (eodem loco).
Origen refutes at great length the objections of the Gnostics,
De Prine. ii. 5 (Opp. t. i. p. 102, Schnitzer, 8. 109), by proving
(in agreement with Tertullian) that their distinction between
“ benevolent” and “ just” is altogether untenable, and showing
that the divine penalties are inflicted for paternal objects by
a wise physician ; at the same time, he applies the allegorical
interpretation to those passages of the Old Testament which
speak in an anthropomorphite way of the wrath and vengeance
of God; comp. also Contra Cels. iv. 71, 72, p. 556 (see § 48,
below). '

§ 40.
The Doctrine of the Logos.

(«) The Doctrine before the Christion Era, and in other Systems.

* Liicke, Historical Examination of the Idea of the Logos, in his Commentar iiber
das Evangelinm Joh. Bd. i 8d ed. s. 249 ff. [7Tholuck, Commentar zum
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Evang. Joh. ch. i. Die Logoslehre, transl. Edin.] *.Dorner, Entwicklungs-
geschichte der Christologie, Stuttg. 1845, at the beginning. Von Bohlen,
Das alte Indien mit besonderer Riicksicht auf Agypten (2 vols. Konigsb.
1830), i s. 201 4f. Stukr, Die Religionssysteme der heidnischen Vilker des
Orients, s. 99ff. Kleuker, Zendavesta iin Kleinen, Th. ii. 5. 1 ff. *Bdum-
lein, Versuch die Bedeutung des Johann., Logos aus den Religionssystemen
des Orients zu entwickeln, Tiib. 1828. [Colebrooke’s Essays. J. R. Ballan-
tyne, Christ. contrasted with Hindu Philes. 1859. J. Mullens, Relig.
Aspects of Hindu Phil. (prize essay), 1860. C. F. Koppen, Die Religion
Buddhas, ii. 1858, 59. Barthélemy St. Hilaire, Bouddha, 1860.] J. Bucher,
Des Apostels Johannes Lehre von Logos, Schaffh. 1836. [Burton, The
Bampton Lecture on the Heresies of the Apostolic Age, Lect. vii. Comp.
also Pye Smith, Scripture Testimony to the Messiah, 8d ed. i. §22-529, ii.
415, 432, et passim.] *#. Ch. Baur, Die Christliche Lehre von der
Dreieinigkeit und Menschwerdung Gottes in fhrer geschichtlichen Entwick-
lung, Tib. 1841-43, 8 Bde., Bd. i. 8. 1-128. *G. 4. Meier, Die Lehre von
der Trinitdt., Hamb. 1844, i. s. 1ff. Hellway, Die Vorstellung von der
Priexistenz Christi in der altesten Kirche, in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1848.
* Duncker, Zur Gesch. der Logoslehre Justins des Mirt. (reprint. from the
Gottinger Studien, 1847), Gott. 1848. Laemmer, Clement. Alex. de Adys
doctrina, Lips. 1855. [Konig, Die Menschwerdung, 1846. R. J. Wilber-
Jorce, Doctrine of the Incarnation in Relation to Mankind and the Church,
1851, Maurice, Religions of the World. Z'rench, Unconscious Prophecies
of Heathenism. Cewsar Morgan, Trinity of Plato and Philo Judwzus, new
ed. by Holden, 1858, Comp. also Licbner’s Christologie, i. 1849 ; Thomasius,
Christi Person und Werk, 1853 ff. ; Négelsbach, der Gottmensch, i. 1854 ;
Kuhn, Kath. Dogmatik, ii. s. 9-41.] Delitzsch, Johannes und Philo
(Zeitschr. £, Luth, Theol. 1863, 2), s. 219 ff.

‘We are obliged to conceive of God, on the one hand, as a
purely spiritual essence exalted above all that is finite; and,
on the other hand, since He reveals and imparts Himself to
the world, as having a definite relation to the created universe.
This double necessity in the progress of thought led to the
idea of an organ (medium) through which God creates the
world, works upon it, and reveals Himself to it. This organ
was supposed, on the one side, to have its ground in the
divine nature itself, to stand in the most intimate connection
with it; and, on the other, to be somehow or other distinct
from it. In order to ascertain the origin of this idea, we need
not go either to remote Oriental sources, the wisdom of India
and the religion of Zend (1), nor to the occidental systems of
philosophy, that of Plato in particular (2). We may find traces
of it in the more definite and concrete form which, at the time
when the apocryphal writings were composed, was given to
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the personifications of the Divine Word and the Divine Wisdom
found in the Old Testament (3), especially, however, in the
doctrine of Philo concerning the Logos (4), and in some other
ideas then current (5). Here is prefigured the form into which
Christianity was destined to bring the living and fructifying
gpirit, in giving expression to the profoundest truths of the
Christian faith,

(1) “ It ds easy to see that the Christian idea ¢annot be ex-
plained by an appeal to the Indian religion” Dorner, s. 7.
The Zrimurti of the Indian Brahmanism ;

Brahma Vishnu Siva (Kala).
Sun (Light) Water (Air ?) Fire,
Creator  Pr eserver (progressive development) Destroyer.
Power Wisdom Justice.
Past Present Future.
Matter Space Time,

Comp. Von Bohlen and Stuhr,lc. Among the Egyptians
we find the following, corresponding with these deities :—

Brahma = Phtha.
Vishu = Kneph.
Siva = Neith.

TFhe word by which Brahma created the world is Om (Oum),
see Von Bohlen, i. s. 159 ff, 212, 1In the system of Zoroaster,
Honover is represented as the word by which the world was
created (Duncker, Logosl. Just. Mart., Gott. 1847), the most
immediate revelation of the god Ormuzd ; see Kleuker,lc., and
Stuhr, i. 8. 870, 871, [Burton,le. Lect.ii. p. 14~48.] “Since,
in the pagan systems of religion, the natural is most intimately
blended with the divine, their triads are altogether different from
the Clwristian doctrine of the Trinity; in the former the triads only
denote the elements (moments) of a developing process, and are
therefore most fully found in those religions which ecoupy a very
low position, but disappewr when the identification of the divine
with the natural is got rid of in the further development of the
religious system”  Meier, Lo, 8. 4. Comp. Dorner, Le.
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(2) The relation in' which Plato (especially in Timeus)
imagined God to stand to the creating vods, presents only a
remote analogy; likewise the passage bearing on the Adyos
from the Epinomis, p, 986, which Fussh. Prep. Evang. xi, 16,
professes to quote from Epimenides (given by De Wette,
Biblische Dogmatik, § 157). Comp. Tennemann, das
platonische Philosophem vom gottlichen Verstande, in Pawulus’
Memorabilien, Stiick i, and his System der platonischen
Philosophie, Th. iii, s. 149 ff,, 174 ff.  Bockh, iiber die Bildung
der Weltseele im Timeeus des Plato (in Daub und Creuzers
Studien, Bd. iii. s. 1 ff). Ritfer, Geschichte der Phﬂosophle ii,
s. 291 ff,, 8318 ff. [Burton, Lc. Lect. vii,, and note 90 in par-
ticular] MNeander, Dg. s. 139. On the doctrine of the Logos
among the Stoics (emepuaTinds Néyos), see Duncher, Logoslehre,
s, 28 ff.

(8) The oldest form of revelation which we find in the Old
Testament is the direct Zheophany, which, however, was adapted
only to the age of childhood.- In later times God speaks to
His people in general, or to individuals, sometimes by angels
(especially the a1¥! I ) sometimes by human medlators
(Moses and the prophets) But the intercourse of God with
the prophets i¥ carried on by the medium of the Word of the
Lord (Mim 427), which descends upon them. This Méyos (pfiua
Tob Beod, Tob kuplov) is poetically personified in several places:
Ps. exlvii. 15; Isa lv. 11; in an inferior degree, Ps. xxxiil
4, cxix. 89, 104, 105; Isa. xl 8; Jer. xxiii. 28; comp.
Licke, e 8, 257, 258. Like the Word, so the Wisdom of
God ("2n, copia) is personjfied: Job xxviii. 12-28, and in
very strong terms (in contrast with folly), Prov. viii. and ix.
On "0 (Prov. viil. 22) and the signification of fit¢ (viil. 30),
comp. Umbreit’s Comment. g, 102,106 ; on the personification
of Wisdom in the apocryphal writings (Sir. i. 4, 24; Bar.
iii. 15 ff,iv. 1; Wisd. vi. 22 to ch. ix.), see Liicke, Le. 8. 259 ff,,
and Bretschneider, Systematische Darstellung der Dogmatik der
Apokryphen, Leipz. 1805, s. 191 ff. The strongest example
of personification is in the Book of Wisdom, so that it is
difficult to define exactly the distinction between this personi-
fication and the hypostasis properly so called, especially ch.
vii. 22 ff. - On the relation of this hypostatizing of the word
to that of Philo, see Liicke, Le. Dorner, s. 15 ff.  Grimm,
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Comm, iiber d. Buch d. Weisheit, Leipz. 1837. [Gfrover's
Urchristenthum, Bd. i. " See the discussion between Liicke and
Nitzsch in the Theol. Stud. und Kritiken, 1840, 1.] ‘
(4) “Philo’s doctrine of the Logos is the vmmediate prelude
to the Christian idex of the Logos;” Semisch, Just. Mart. ii
8. 267. [Comp. Jordan Bucher, Philonische Studien, Tiibing.
1848, who discusses in particular the question of the person-
ality of the Logos in Philo.] On the question whether Philo
. ascribed personality to the Logos, see Dorner, i s. 21 ff; while
most writers reply in the affirmative, Dorner throws doubt
upon it. Thus much is certain, that Phslo makes a distinction
between the 8v as such, and the Adyos Tob dvros, who is
superior to the Supduets, Noyor, and dyyero.. This Logos he
also calls Sedrepos Oeds, even ess directly, but without the
article,—vids wpeaBirepos, vids povoyevrfs, mpeTiryovos,—elkdv,

" okid, mapddesyua, Sofa, codla, émiaTiun Tob Oeod. Accord-
ing to Philo, the Logos is the essence and seat of the ideal
world (i8éa Tédv idedv 6 Geod Noyos). As an artist first makes
a model of that which he purposes to make, so God first
shaped the world ideally; see his De Mundi Opif. § 5, and
the explanations of J. G. Miiller (Philo’s Buch von der Welt-
schopfung, Berl, 1841), s. 149 ff. In the same manner the
Logos is the mediator of the revelations of God; the
theophanies were possible through him; he is called the
wapdihyros, dpxuepets, ikérys, wpeoBevris dmadds Toi feod.
He takes care of all that is good, as dpxn xal wny) xardv
wpafewv. Philo was acquainted with the distinction between
the Adyos évdidferos and the Adyos mpodopikds, though he
employs these terms only in anthropological relations, De Vita
Moys. lib. iii. (Paris, p. 672 ¢): *Ev dvfpirme 8 6 pév (Aéyos)
éoriy évdidleros, 6 8¢ mpodopiros, kal 6 pév old Tis wyyy,
0 8¢ qyeyovds dm’” érelvov péwv. But he represents the Divine
Logos as analogous to the human. Inasmuch as the Logos is
the divine idea, all spiritual and sensuous existence derives
its origin froth Him; as a power of nature He pervades the
world, is immanent in it as the world-spirit. That Philo
frequently personifies the Logos, does mnot necessarily imply
that he ascribes to him a real hypostasis, and hence there
should be great caution in the interpretation of single passages.
But the more recent researches (since Dormer) have shown
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that Philo, in some places certainly, comes up to the idea of
a real hypostasis (Alleg. iii. 93; De Somn. i. 584, 586; Quis
Rer. Div. Her. 509, and elsewhere); comp. F. Keferstein,
Philo’s Lehre von den gottlichen Mittelwesen, Leipz. 1846 ;
also Semisch, Justin der M. s. 274. Bawr, Dreieinigkeits-
Yehre, i. 5. 59 ff.  Meier, Trinititslehre, i. 5. 20 ff.; and the
works of Qrossmann, Scheffer, Gfrorer, Dihne, and Ritter,
referred to in § 19, [Michel Nickolas, Les Doctrines religieuses
des Juifs, Paris 1860, Pt, 2, ch. 2, p. 178-2186, contends
that the doctrine respecting the Word (Logos) could not have
been derived from either Babylonian or Platonic sources; that
it had its origin in Palestine, and passed thence to Alexandria.
It is a result of the Jewish views respecting God. “The
doctrine of an intermediate being between God and the world
is a part of the theology of the Talmud ; but this intermediate
being is there designated, not by the name of the Word, but
by that of the Shekinah,” p. 215.]

(5) Traces of the doctrine of the Logos are also found in
the Samaritan theology, and in the writings of Onkelos and
Jonathan, comp. Liicke, Le. s. 244, Concerning the Adam
Kadmon of the Cabbalists, and the Memra and Shekinah, vide
Bretschneider, le. s, 233, 236.  Bawr, Gnosis, s. 832, Anm.
De Wette, biblische Dogmatik, § 157. [Burton, le. Lect. ii.
p- 51-55.] Dorner, le. i 1,8 59. Gfrorer, das Jahrhundert
des Heils, Stuttg. 1838, s 272 ff.

§ 41

-

() The Christian Doctrine of the Logos in.the Wiritings
of Jokn.

Bucher, des Apostel Johannes Lehre vom Logos (§ 40). Weizséickér, die Johan.-
neische Logoslehre (Jahrbgch f. deutsche Theol. 1862), 7 vols, 4to.

Christianity first gave to the speculative idea of the
Logos practical and religious relations and significance (1).
The Gospel of John, in accordance with the doctrine of
Paul (2), which differs only in the form of expression, applied
the term Logos to the complete and personal revelation of God
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in Christ. This Christian Logos of John was no longer a
mere abstract idea, but with all its ideality it was at the same
time an historical fact and a religious truth; and on this
account it was from the first the peculiar and living root of
Christian theology.

(1) It is true that Philo himself made use of the idea of
the Logos for practical apd religious purposes, inasmuch as
he accommodated it to the Hebrew religion in connecting
it with the idea of the Messiah. But this comnection was
nevertheless very loose, and the idea of the Messiah itself
was altogether abstract, and in the sense of the Jets, not
historically realized. (“The idea of the Messiah becomes in
Philo but a dead coal ;- only the phlegm remains) Dorner,
8. 49.) In contrast with this, the Christian idea of the Logos
on the one hand (the speculative and divine), and the idea of
the Messiah on the other hand (the national and human), both
appear historically realized in the person of Jesus of Nazareth
" (6 Aoyos capf éyévero). DBucher, ubi supra, s. 214: “ The
Logos (in John) ¢s not a mere mediating principle, but also an
independent Creator of the world” In Philo the Togos is vios
mpwToyoves, in John vios povoyewis: ibid. s. 211. On the
relation of the Christian doctrine of the Logos to the heathen
systems of emanation, see Duncker, Lc. s. 23.

(2) Though the term Adyos does not occur in the writings
of Paul in the sense in which it is understood by John (cf.
John i. 1; Rev. xix. 13), yet the idea of a divine pre-existence
of Christ is clearly expressed by him, especially Col. i. 15-17,
ii. 9! Similar expressions are used by the author of the
Epistle to the Hebrews, ch. i 4 ff. (Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 47;
2 Cor. iv. 4; Rom. viil. 29,) See Weizsicker, Le. Concerning
the doctrine of the Trinity, as propounded in the New Testa-
ment, see Mezer, Lc. s, 24 ff, and Hellway, ubi supra.

1 Those who, with Baur, consider the shorter Pauline Epistles as spurious,
will, of course, regard the Christology which they contain as a transition inter-
mediate between the genuine Pauline and the pseudo-Johannean doctrine ; cf.
Baur, Dg. s. 423,
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§ 42.

(¢) The Theologumenon of the Church conaeming the Logos,
to the Times of Origen.

~

Moller, Geschichte der Kosmologie (§ 47). [Burton, Testimonies of the Ante-
Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of Christ, ete. (Works, ii.).]

But Christian theology in its further history did not stand
still with this idea of the Logos, as historically manifested in
the Messiah. That which appears in historical manifestation,
it endeavoured to grasp as having its ground in the very
‘nature of God. A deeper religious interest was unquestion-
ably here at work, but it frequently yielded to speculation,
and was mixed up with foreign modes of philosophizing.
Those heretics who adhered more closely to Judaism (the
Ebionites), as well as the Alogi, Theodotus and Artemon, were
most remote from speculations of this nature, but also from
the more deeply religious spirit, sinee they set aside the very
substance of this Christian gnosis, the idea of the Logos, by
denying the divinity of Christ. The distinction between God
the Father and the Logos was likewise abolished by the other
section of the Monarchians, Praxeas, Noétus, and Beryllus,
without, however, denying the actual revelation of God in
Christ, which they insisted upon with all emphasis (1). The
Guosties, on the contrary, conneeted the idea of the Logos with
their fanciful doctrine of emanation and of sons, and thus
played over into the realm of speculative mythology (2). And
50 it became incumbent upon the Fathers to defend the specu-
lative element in opposition to the former class of heretics,
the historical in opposition to the latter, and to preserve both
these elements for the practical religious interests of the
Church (3). Justin (4), Tatian (5), Theophilus (8), Athena-
goras (7), Clement of Alexandria (8), endeavoured to illustrate
the existence of the Logos, and His relation to the Father, by
the aid of figures and analogies, borrowed from the external
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world and the nature of man. Tertullian (9) strove to explain
the mystery, wrestling hard with language ; while Irencus (10),
opposed to all gnosis, on the one hand set aside hair-splitting
queries, and on the other held fast to the trinitarian faith of
the Church as the divect expression of the Christian con-
sciousness.

(1) Compare § 23, note 1, § 25, notes 2 and 3, and the
dissertation of Heinichen there cited. The orthodox doctrine
identified the idea of the Logos and that of the Messiah; but
the doctrinal tendency of the Ebionites, as well as of the
Gnostics, separated them., The former, adopting the idea of
the Messiah alone, lost sight of the spiritual import of the
doctrine of the Logos; the reverse was the case with.the
Gnostics, who held merely an idea of the Logos, but without
admitting His incarnation in the Messiah. — Concerning
Artemon, whose opinions rank him among the Monarchians,
Schletermacher (in his essay: Ueber die Sabellianische und
Athanasische Vorstellung) observes that he appears to have
retained the doctrine of the unity of God with more- serious-
ness, and greater degire to promote the interests of religion,
than the more frivolous Theodotus; vide Zeitschrift von
Schleiermacher, de Wette, and Liicke, iii. 5. 303, 804. He there
shows also the difference between this tendency and that of
Prazeas and No#fus, already mentioned § 24, note 4. Comp.
also § 46, note 3, and Gieseler in Stud. u. Krit. 1853, 4.

(2) Even if we look at it numerically alone, there is a great
difference between the Catholic doctrine of the Logos and the
views of the Gnostic sects. Before the doctrine of the Trinity
was further developed (see below), the Logos was considered
by Catholics to be the only hypostasis; while the Gnostics
imagined heaven to be inhabited by a multitude of eons
(foetus wonum, Tert.)—According to Basilides, there are 365
heavens (odpavol, the lowest of which is under the &pywv);
and he assigned an intermediate position between the supreme
God and the Logos to the wvois, and taught that the Logos
emsdnated from the latter. Further emanations of the wois,
were the ppivnas, copia, Shvapuss, Sicatoatyn, and elpfvy; and
these five wons, together with the other two, volis and Adyos,

Haoexs. Hist. Docr. 1, L



162  FIRST PERIOD.—DOCTRINE RESPECTING GOD, [§ 42
i

in all seven, formed, along with the feds dppnros (dvwvi-
uacTos), the first dydods.—Still more ingenious is the system
of Valentinus. [He asserted that ffom the great first cause
(primitive existence, Buvfss, mpomdrwp, mpoapxi) successively
-emanated male and female eons (wols, or povoyemjs and
aNjBeia, Moyos and &wif, dvBpwmos and éxxkAnoia, ete), so
that thirty @ons (divided into the dydods, Sexds, and Swdexds)
form the mAvjpwua. The vehement desire of the last of the
@ons, the gopla, to unite itself with the Bvfés, gave existence
to an immature being (3§ «dro codla, edbiunas, dxapdd)
which, wandering outside the pleroma, imparted life to matter,
-and formed the Snuiovpyds, who afterwards created the world.
“In order to restore the harmony of the pleroma, the two new
@ons, Xpiorés and 70 mwvebua &ywov, were made; and last of
all *Inoobs (cwmjp) emanated from all the wons, and as the
future odvyos of the achamoth was appointed to lead back
into the pleroma alike the sons and all spiritual natures.]
(Comp. Neander, Matter, and Bawr, in the works mentioned,
§ 23; also Bour, Dg. s. 431 ff. On the Syzygies of the
Clementines and the Sophia, as xeip dyuiovpyoloa 76 mwav
(Hom. xi. 22, xvi. 12), of. Hilgenfdd, Le. s. 285.) [Gieseler,
i § 456, Niedner, i . 201 ff.  Burton, Lec. Lect. ii. p. 36—41.
Norton, Genuineness of the Gospels, vol. ii. note B: On
Basilides and the Basilideans, p. xxxviii-xlix.  Basilides’
System, G Ukhlhorn, 1855, ¢f. Hilgenfeld, Judische Apoka-
lyptik, 1857, s. 289 ff. Bawr in Theol. Jahrb. 1856. On
Valentinus, see Volkmar in Zeitschrift f. d. hist. Theol. 1855
—the relation to it of the Colorbasus-Gnosis, mentioned by
Epiphanius. Petermann’s edition of the Pistis Sophia, Berlin
1852, Bishop Hooper on Valentinus, Works, p. 307-345.
Mansel, Gnostic Heresies, p. 150 ff.]

(3) The apostolical Fathers hold fast to this practical
religious interest ; though they do not make any use of the
peculiar doctrine of the Logos (Semisch, ii. s. 275 ff), yet
there are single, scattered declarations, which offer the out-
lines of an immanent doctrine of the Trinity (Meier, Gesch. d.
Trinit, i, s. 47 f£). Thus particularly, Ignatius (in the longer
rec.), ad Polyc. i.: Tovs kapods xarapdvOave, Tov Omep Kaipov
wpocdoxa Tov dxpovoy, Tov GopaTov, Tov 8 Huds SpaTov, ToV
aymhddyrov, Tov amaldf,. Tov & Auds wabnrov, Tov KkaTd
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wdvra Tpémoy wdvra 8 fuds Umouelvavra. Also (in the
shorter rec.), ad Magnes. ¢. 6, in entire conformity “with the
Johannean doctrine: 8¢ mpd aldvov mapd watpi fv xal év
Téret pdvn. .

(4) Justin® follows Philo to a great extent, yet more as to
form than substance, with this difference only, that he
identifies the Logos, by whom God has created the world,
and manifested Himself in the theophanies, with His
incarnate Son, even Christ Jesus. Comp. Apol. il 6: ‘O &é
vids érelvov (Oeod), 6 pbvos Meybuevos wuplws viss, 6 Aoyos
O TOY TomudTow, Kal cuvey kal yevvduevos, bre TV
apxw & adrod wdvra Emice kal éxbopnce Xpioros pév
katd TO KexploQar rai woopicas T& wdvra 8 aivTod Tov
Oeov Néyerar Evopa ral alTo mepiéyov dyvesTov onpaciav:
oy Tpomov kal TO Oeds mpocarybpevpa odr dvopd éoTiv, GANY
mwpdiypatos SvaeEnypitov Euduros Th Ploe THY dvlpdmwy
80fa. ’Incods 8¢ xal dvfpdmov kal cwripos dvopa Kai
onuaciay &e. He then proceeds to the Incarnation itself.
Justin represents the generation of the Logos as mwpoépyeafar
amo Tod watpos, a8 ryewwdolas, mpoBdMiesfar (Dial. c. Tryph.
¢. 61), and adduces several illustrations in support of his
views. Thus man utters words without any loss of his
nature ; five kindles fire without undergoing any diminution,
etc. (The addition &N\ o? Toiolrov is not genuine, see the
note in the edit. of Maran: 8i quis tamen retineat heec verba,
scribenda sunt cum interrogationis nota, ut in edit. Lond.)
On the other hand, he rejects (Dial. ¢. Tryph. 128) the
illustration taken from the sun and its beams; we can
neither speak of an dworéuvesfas, nor of an éxrelvesbas; see
Dorner, ii. 1, s. 428. On the different understanding of the
word Logos, now as the creative Word, and now as reason,
and on the relation of Justin’s doctrine of the Logos, on the
one hand to the Old Testament conceptions, and on the other
to the Platonic and Stoic philosophy, see Duncker, Logoslehre
Just. s. 14 1 [Comp. Bull, Judicium Eccles. Cath., App.

1 ¢ The apostolic Fathers make no use of the doctrine of the Logos, but adhere
to simple aphoristic and undeveloped declarations respecting the divine dignity
of Christ,” Semisch, ii. &, 275 ff. ; compare, however, Meier, Gesch. d. Trinit.
i. s. 47 ff., who sees (s. 51) in these most ancient representations an advance

from the general ideas of revelation, reconciliation, ete., to the beginnings of
the immanent Trinity.
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ad c. vil. § 6. Faber’s Apostolicity of Trinitarianism, 1832,
i 48 ff, 89 £, 143, ii. 144, et passim,

(5) Tatian, Contra Greee. c. 5, uses illustrations. similar to
those of Justin. The Logos first existed as immanent
(Sméornoe) in the Father (God), but derived His existence
(mpomndd) from His will, and thus was the &yov mpwréToxor
of the Father apxn 70D /coo-y,ov He is begotten ratd
,u,epw,u.ov not xat’ damoxomiv. On this distinction, cf. Moller,
Le. s 170 ff.

(6) Theoph. ad Autol ii. 10, treats most fully of the going
forth of the Logos from God, and he is the first writer who
uses the distingtion between the M. évdidferos and M. wpo-
dopucés in this definite form (Baur, s. 167): "Exewr odv ¢
Ocos Tov éavrod Noyov ¢vdidberov év Tols iBlows amAdyyvors,
éyevvmoer adrov pera Tis éavrod copias éEcpevEdpevos’ mpo
Tdv OGhwv. Likewise ¢. 22: Ol’lx os of mm)'ral Kai
,u.vHorypaqSop Myovow wviovs Oedv éx cuvovalas eyevvouévovs,
aA\' és aM;@eta Supyetrar Tov 7toryov, oy dvra Swmwavros
évdedferov éy xapS[a Ocod, Hpb tyap ¢ cy[veaetu, TobTov elye
a'vu,Bov)\.ov éavrod vodv xal ¢pom70'w Svra o7ro‘re 8¢ n@e?u;a'ev
6 feds modjoar doa éBoviedoaTte, TodTov ToV Nbyov éyévimae
wpopopikdy, TpwrbToKoy TdonNs KTivews o) kevwlels adTds Tob
Aoyou, GANG Noyov wevvijoas, kal ¢ Aoye adrod Suymavros
OuINDY.

(7) Athen. Leg. c. 10, calls the Son of God (in contrast
with the sons of the heathen gods) Noyos Tob watpos év (déa
xal évepryela: mpds atrod ydp kai 8 adrod mwdvra éyévero, évos
dvros Tod warpés xal Tob viod. The distinction between év
i8ég and év évepyela corresponds to that between Adyos
évdidbetos and Adyes mpodopikss. Comp. Baur, s. 170 ff.
Dorner, s. 440,

(8) In the writings of Clement the doctrine of the Logos
forms the central point of his whole system of theology, and
the mainspring of his religious feelings and sentiments.
Without the Logos there is neither light nor life (Coh. p 87)
He is the divire instructor of man (mwasdaywryos). Paed ii.
12, p. 310: Idvra 6 Adyos wai woiei xal Siddoxer ral
madarywyel {mros arye'ra,c XaMvd kal Tabpos dyeras Luyd
Onpla Bpoxp dMiorerar 6 8¢ dvbpomos petamhdooerar Noy$

! With referénce to Ps, xlv. (xliv.) 1 ; ¥npsdfare # xapdia pov adyor dyabir.
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& Onpla vilbacacderar xal vnerd Sehedferar xai mryva
kataciperar kTN  Comp. the beautiful hymn, els Tov
wadayoydv, at the end of his work. God has created the
world by the Logos; yea, the Logos is the Creator Himself
(6 Tob Kbopov ral dvbpdmov Snuiovpyds); He gave the law,
inspired the prophets; from Him proceeded the theophanies;
Ped i 7, p. 132-184, ii. 8, p. 215, i 10, p. 224, 229,
ili. 3, p. 264, iii. 4, p. 269; comp. 273, 280, 293, 297,
307. Strom. i 23, p. 421, 422, vii. 1, p. 838. In his
view (as in that of Philo) the Logos is the dpyepeds, even
apart from the Incarnation, Strom. ii. 9, p. 433, 500. He is
the face (wpéowmov) of God, by which God is seen; the
peaceful bosom of the Father (\afuendis palos Tob waTpés) in
which His children can take refuge, Ped. i. 6 and 7, p. 124,
132. The Logos is superior to men and angels, but. sub-
ordinate to the Father, [Principal passage, Strom. vii. 2,
p. 831: On earth the righteous man is the most excellent
“heing ; in heaven, the angels, because they are yet purer and
more perfect. Tehetw'nim &) Kal ayrordTy ral lcvpmﬂi'm
Kal n«yepovmw‘ram xal Bao'dwcco'ra-m Kai ez’lepfyenlcwfam 17
viod ¢uo-ae, ] 'rgo p#ove "n'aV'TOIcpa‘TOpL vrpoaexeo*mm Admy 4
peylory uvrepoxn, # ra mdvra Sardocerar kard To 0e7\.np.a
ToU 'n'a'rpoq, kal 70 Gy dpiora olaxilet, a/cap,a'rtp Kkal a'rpv'rq)
Suvdpee wdvra épyabouévn, 8 dv évepyel Tas dmoxpidovs
évvolas émiBMémovea. OV yip éEloraral more ths adrod
wepuwniis 6 vios Tod feod ob pepufopevos, odk drorepvopevos,
ob ueraBalveov éx Tomov els Tomov, wdvry 8¢ dy wdvrore, kai
pndaps) mepiexouevos, Ghos vods, Shos ¢ds warpdov, Shos
épfaruds, wdvra opdy, wdvra drobwy, eldbs wdvra, Suvdue
tas Suvdues dpewwdv.  Tolre mica Umoréraxtrar oTpaTid
dyyi\wv e kal Oedv, t@ Abyp TS maTpued TV dryiav
olkovoplav dvadedevyuévy Sia Tov Vmorafavra, & dv kal
wavres adrod ol dvfpwmos AN of pév kav émwiyvwo, of 8¢
obdéimw gai of pév ds Pilor, of 8¢ ds olxéTas micTol, of 8¢ ds
amhds wivérae. (The true knowledge of the Logos is the
privilege of the true Gnostic.) Divine worship is due to the
Logos, vii. 7, p. 851, Quis Div. Salv. p. 956. [Burton,
Testimony of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of
Christ (Works ii. p. 171 ff)] On the mode of generation
Clement speaks less explicitly than the before-mentioned
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writers. (On his relation to them, see Miinscher, Handbuch,
i 422) He attaches more importance to the immanence of
the Logos. In his opinion, the Logos is not only the word
of God spoken at the creation, but the speaking and creative
Word ; see Dorner, s. 446. He also bolds, along with the
concrete idea of the individuality of the Logos, another notion
of a more general import, according to which the Logos is
identical with the higher spiritual and rational life, the life of
ideas in general ; by this idea of the Logos the ante-Christian
world was moved, comp. Strom. V. p. 654 ; hence the charge
of ' Photius (Bibl Cod. 109), that Clement taught the
existenge of a twofold Logos of the Father, only the inferior
of whqm appeared on earth; see Baur, Trinit. Lehre, 5. 195;
Dg. 8. 446. Accordingly, those who study the writings of
Clement merely for the purpose of deducing a strictly
doctrinal system will not be satisfied, and, like Minscher
(Handbuch, i. 5. 418), they will see in him “mere declama-
tion, from which no definite idea can be derived.” On the
contrary, those who take in his,religious system as a whole
will feel more inclined to adopt the language of Muhler, that
Clement “has written and sung of the dogma of the Logos
with greater clearness than oll the other Fothers of this period,
but especially with unusual depth of feeling, and the most
ardent enthusiasm” (Patrologie, s. 460, 61). Comp. also
Limmer, Le. Moller, Gesch. der Kosmol. 8. 51§ ff.

(9) Zert. Adv. Prax. ¢. 2: Nos unicum quidem Deum
credimus, sub hac tamen dispensatione, quam ceconomiam
dicimus, ut unici Dei sit et filius sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso
processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum
est nibil. C. 5: Ante omnia enim Deus erat solus, ipse sibi
et mundus et locus et omnia. Solus autem, quia nihil aliud
extrinsecus preter illum. Ceterum ne tune quidem solus:
habebat enim secum, quam habebat in semetipso, rationem
suam scilicet, ete. C. 8: Protulit enim Deus sermonem,
sicut radix fruticem et fons fluvium et 0l radium ; nam et
istee species probole sunt earum substantiarum, ex quibus
prodeunt. In c. 9 the Son is even called a portio of the
Father. Comp. Neander's Antignostikus, 8. 476 ff. <« We
Jind in Tertullian, on the one hand, the effort to hold fast the
entire equality of the Father and the Son; on the other hand,
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the inequality is so manifestly conceded or presupposed, it is
everywhere expressed in so marked and, as it were, involuntary
o way, and it strikes ils roots so deeply info his whole system
and modes of expression, that @ must doubtless be considered
as the real and inmost conception of Tertullian’s system.”
Schwegler, Montanismus, s, 41 [but comp. Meier, Gesch. d.
Trin. i, 80 ff.; Dorner, i. 477, 564-601]. According to
Dorner (s. 588), Tert. uses the word fliatio in a threefold
sense ; that which is new in the system of Tertullian, and
of importance in reference-to later times, is this, that he
employs the term “Son” (instead of “Word”) in order to
denote the personal existence of the Logos; see 5. 600. At
the same time there is in Zertullian this peculiarity, that he
distinguishes the three factors (momenta) of the Trinity as so
many periods of time; Adv. Praxess, ¢. 12, 13 ; Baum Trin,
Lehre, s. 176 ; Meier, 5. 80 ff,

(10) Iren. Advers. Heer. i, 28, p. 158: Si quis itaque
nobis dixerit: Quomodo ergo filius prolatus a patre est?
dicimus ei: Quia prolationem istam sive generationem sive
nuncupationem sive adapert®nem, aut quolibet quis nomine
vocaverit generationem ejus inenarrabilem existentem, nemo
novit, non Valentinus, non Marcion, neque Saturninus, neque
Basilides, neque Angeli, neque Archangeli, neque Principes,
neque Potestates, nisi solus qui generavit, Pater, et qui natus
est, Filiug, Ineparrabilis itaque generatio ejus quum- sit,
quicunque pituntur generationes et prolationes enarrare, non
sunt compotes sui, ea, quee inenarrabilia sunt, enarrare pro-
mittentes, Quoniam enim ex cogitatione et sensu verbum
emittitur, hoc utique omnes sciunt homines. Non ergo
magnum quid -invenerunt, qui emissiones excogitaverunt,
neque absconditum mysterium, si id quod 4b omnibus
intelligitur, transtulerunt in unigenitum Dei verbum, et quem-
inenarrabilem et innomipabilem vocant, hunc, gquasi dpsi
obstetricaverint, prime generationis ejus prolationem et genera-
tionem enuntiant, assimilantes eum hominum verbo emissionis
(scilicet Méyw mpopopicd). In the opinion of Irencous, feith
in the Son rests simply on the mapddocis. The Logos is
both reason (wisdom) and the Word (Adv. Heer. iv. 20. 1):
Adest enim ei ‘(Deo) semper Verbum et Sapientia (Fil et
Spirit.), per quos et in quibus omnia libere et sponte fecit, ad
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quos et loguitur dicens: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et
similitudinem nostram. The Son is in every respect equal to
the Father: Adv. Heer, il 13: Necesse est itaque, et eum,
qui ex eo est Logos, imo magis autem ipsum Nun, cum sit
Logos, perfectum et inpassibilem esse—In accordance with
his practical tendency, Jreneus has less to, say of the Logos
prior to His incarnation than of Christ the God-man (of
which, infra). In his opinion, the Father is the invisible of
the Son, and the Son the visible of the Father (iv. 6. 6); or
(after an unnamed author) the Son is the measure of the
Father (mensura Patris filius, quoniam et capit eum), iv. 2. 2;
‘he even calls the Son and the Spirit the hands of God!
Comp. Moshler, Patrologie, 357 ff.  Munscher, Handbuch,
i s 411 ff  Duncher, Le. s. 40 ff. Dorner, s. 467 ff.  Bausr,
s. 172 £, and Dg. 5. 439 £,

§ 43.
(d) Origen’s Doctrihe of the Logos.

After Tertullion had employed the term “Son” in refer-
ence to the personality of the Logos more distinctly than had
previously: been done (1), Origen decisively adopted this
terminology (2), and was led to the idea of an eternal
generation (3). Though he kept clear with all strictness from
any notion of physical emanation (4), yet he was on the other
hand pressed to a subordination of the Son to the Father (5).
Consequently his definitions by no means satisfied the con- -
sciousness of the Church, but led to new misunderstandings,
and were the source of new wide-reaching controversies (6).

(1) Comp. § 42, note 9. .
(2) Hom. i. in Joh. Opp. iv. p. 22 ss. He finds fault with
those who, in a one-sided manner, merely adopt the term
Logos (émi 8¢ pévns s Aoyos mpoonyoplas ioTduevor), and
are not able to infer the identity of the terms Logos and Son
1 The same idea is found in the C]bementines, in which the sogiz appears as
xtip dnpiovpyoven, Baur, Dg. a. 441.
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from the other predicates applied to Christ; who also restrict
the term Zogos to the Word, imagining that the mpoodopa
waTpuer consists ofovel év guAhaBals. In his opinion the
Logos is not merely the Word, but a transcendent living
hypostasis, the sum of all ideas, the independent personal
Wisdom of God; comp. in Joh. i. 39, le. p. 39: OF qdp év
Yirals Pavraciaws Tob Oeod Ty Imioracw éxer 1) ocodla
alrod, kaTé T& dvdhoya Tols dvfpwrivors évvoijpact avrde-
para. Ei 8¢ s olos Té éorww dodparoy Iméordoiy woixi-
Aoy GewpnpdTov, mepiexbvTwy Tovs TéY Shwv Noyous, Ldcav
xal oiovel Eulruxov émevoetv® eloerar ™y Imép macay xriew
codilav Tob Oeod, kards wepl adriis Néyovoav: ‘O feds Exricé
pe xkrx . Comp. De Princip. i. 2. 2: Nemo putet, nos
insubstantivum dicere, cum filiam Dei sapientiam nominamus,
etc.; and thus he calls {Contra Cels. vi. 64) the Logos, ovaiar
oboidy, idéav idedv ; comp. Thomasias, s. 113. What is true
of the Logos in relation to ereation holds good algo of the Son.
He is the organ for the creation of the world. .As a house or
a vessel is built according to the ideas of the architect, so God
created the world according to the ideas which are contained
in Wisdom ; comp. Hom. xxxii. in Joh. (Opp. iv. p. 449), and
De Princip. i. 2 (Opp. i p. 53). God never existed without
the Wisdom (the Son); for, to maintain the contrary, would
virtually amount to the assertion, that God either could not
beget or would not beget, either of which is absurd and
impious. With all his love for abstractions, Origen here
calls images to his aid. Besides the already used-up com-
parison with the sun and its beams, he employs a new one of
a statue and a copy on a reduced scale; this comparison, how-
ever, he refers rather to the incarnate Son (Christ in the flesh)
than to Him as existing before the world (the Logos). But
with him both run into each other.

(3) It is difficult to determine whether this idea of genera-
tion is consistently carried out, since it is not quite evident
whether Origen refers it to the nature or the will of the
Father ; see Baur, 8. 204 ; on the other side, comp. Dorner, s.
640 ff.

(4) De Princip. i 4 (Opp. L p. 55; Redep. p. 110): In-
fandum autem est et illicitum, Deum patrem in generatione
unigeniti Filii sui atque in subsistentia ejus exequare alicui
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vel hominim vel aliorum animantium generanti, etc.; and again
(Redep. p. 112): Observandum namque est, ne quis incurrat
in illag absurdas fabulas eorum, qui prolationes quasdam sibi
ipsis depingunt, ut divinam naturam in partes vocent, et
Deum patrem gquantum in se est’ dividant, cum hoc de incor-
porea natura vel leviter suspicari non solum extremee impietatis
sit, verum etiam ultimee insipientise, ne¢ omnino ad intelli-
gentiam consequens, ut incorpores naturee substantialis divisio
possit intelligi. “ As the will of man proceeds from his reason,
and the one is not to be separated from the other, so the Son
proceeds from the Father.”. Origen did not make use of the
comparison with the human word, which was previously
employed. He also considers the generation of the Son as
eternal, because God did not at any time begin to be a Father,
like fathers among men. Comp. Gieseler, Dogmeng. s. 143
[the passage is in a fragment in' Fusebius, contra Marcellum,
le. 4], According to Baur, “it is not clear whether Origen
regards the Son as derived from the essence of the Father or not;
statements are found which look both weys, and which do mnot
appear to be capable of reconciliation,” Dg. s. 451.  According
to Baur, therefore, “ Origen unites the two opposite systems qf
doctrine, the germs of the Athanasian and the Arian are both
Jound in him,” Dg. 5. 453. [In another passage (in Athanasius,
De Decretis Conc. Nic. § 27) he says: “As light cannot be
without its brightness, so God can never have been without
the Son, the brightness of His majesty.”]

(5) See below, § 46.

(6) Partlcularly was the expresswn vids Tod Geod, which in the
New Testament is undeniably used in respect to the historical
Christ,' confounded with the metaphysical and dogmatic usage
of the schools; and here were the germs of new controversies,
which in the end led to a recognition of the difference on the
biblical basis. On the other hand, from the speculative stand-
point, we may, with Dorner, in this doctrine of the eternal

1 ¢ The more I endeavour to realize the manner of thinking and speaking in
the New Testament, the more decided is my opinion, that the historical Son of
Qod, as such, cannot be directly and absolutely called God in the New Testament
without completely destroying the monotheistic system of the apostles.” Liicke,
Stud. und Krit. 1840, i. 8. 91. [But see in reply, Nitzsch in the same journal,

1841. Comp. also G. L. Hakn, Die Theologie des N, T. 1854, § 87.] Cf. also
Redepenning, Origenes, ii. p. 88,
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generation, descry a thankworthy progress. To attain to this
“ mystery, whick confains the very kernel of Christianity, sub-
ordination has the character of an auxiliary doctrine” It
is (Dorner says in his earlier edition, s. 42) “a necessary aid
in the substitution of several actual hypostases in God, jfor the
doctrine of the Logos, as previously held, which only Wguely
maintained the distinction of hypostases in God.”

§ 44

The Holy Ghost.

* Keil, ob die dltesten Lehrer einep Unterschied zwischen Sohn und Geist gekannt?
in. Flatts Magazin fiir christliche Dogmatik und Moral, Bd. iv. s. 84 ff.
[ Burton, Testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to the Trinity, the Divinity
of the Holy Ghost (Works, ii.). Comp. the Introduct. where the literature is
given.] Georgii, dogmengeschichtliche Untersuchungen iiber die Lehre
vom h. Geist bei Justin M., in the Studien der Geistlichkeit, Wiirtembergs,
by Stirm, x. 2, s. 69 ff.  Hasselback in the theolog. Stud. und Krit. 1839,
s. 878 ff. Semzech Justin d. Mirt. ii. s. 805 . Kahnis, Die Lehre vom
heiligen Geiste, 1., Halle 1847, [H, B, Swete, Early History of the Doctrine
of the Holy Spint Camb. 1873.]

The doctrine concerning the Holy Ghost, like that of the
Son, was considered important from the practical point of
view (1), in reference to His prophetic agency (in the more
comprehensive sense of the word), to the witness which He
bears in the hearts of beligvers, and, in.fine, to His living
power in the Church (2). As soon, however, as the attempt
was made to go beyond the Trinity of revelation (ie. the
Trinity as it manifests itself in the work of redemption), and
to comprehend and define the nature of the Holy Spirit, and
the relation in which He stands to the Father and the
Yogos, difficulties sprung up, the solution of which became
problems of speculative theology. By some, the Wisdom of
the Old Testament, from which the doctrine of the Logos was
developed, was called mvedua dyiov, and made co-ordinate with
the Word (8% Others either identified the Logos with the
Spirit, or expressed themselves in a vague manner as to the
distinction between them (4), and the Holy Ghost (impersonally
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viewed) appears as a metre divine attribute, gift, or agency (5).
But the pressure of Jogical consistency led gradually to the
view of the personality of the Holy Ghost, and his definite
distinetion from the Word (6). .

(1) In the O. T. the b’p5§ ™ (Gen. 1. 8) appears already
as the creative power of life, comp. Ps. civ. 30, and other
passages; as the Spirit of heroism, Judg. vi. 34, xi. 29, xiii.
25, ete.; as the Spirit of insight and wisdom, Ex. xxxi. 3,
xxxv. 31; Job xxxii. 8; Isa. xi 2; especially as the Spirit of
prophecy, Num. xxiv. 2; 1 Sam. x. 6, 10, xix. 20, 23, ete.;
also as the good, holy Spirit, Ps. 1i. 13, cxliii. 10. Inthe N.T,
too, the 9rvebua . dytor i made equivalent to the Svwams
WrloTov, Luke i, 35, and to the codla, Acts vi. 3, 10.
Specifically Christian is the making the Holy Spirit equivalent
to the Spirit of Christ, as when it is said that the Spirit
descends upon Christ (Matt. iii. 16 and the parallel places),
and is given to Him without measure (John iv. 34), or that He
proceeds from Christ and is given to the disciples (John xx.
22), or is promised to them as the Paraclete, John xv. 26,
ete. It has been held essential to the Christian faith to
believe that the Spirit from the time of the pentecostal out-
pouring (Acts ii.), and other extraordinary manifestations of
His presence (Aets viii, 14, 17, xix. 1--6), abides in the Church
(2 Cor. xiii. 13), and thus that all believers have part in the
Spirit, who manifests Himself as one, externally in the different
gifts (charismata, T Cor. xii 4, etc)), and internally working
as the Spirit of sanctification, of trust, and of love; and who
is also a pledge and seal of the grace of God, 2 Cor.i. 22, v. 5;
Eph. i. 14, etc. Compare the works on Biblical Theology.

(2) It is not to be forgotten that the rias of revelation was
held in a complete form long before the Church came to clear
statements respecting the essential ¢rias. (Comp. note 1 of
the next section.) In the former the Holy Ghost has His
definite position along (co-ordinate) with the Father and the
Son, 2 Cor. xiii. 13; Matt. xviii. 19. In the apostolic Fathers,
we find only isolated declarations as to the Holy Ghost.
Justin M. makes particular mention of the mvebpa mpopnTikiy
(the term in question occurs twenty-two -times in his Apology,
nine times in Trypho; see Semisch, ii. s. 332, note), while he
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does not speak of the influence which He continues to exert
upon believers (ibid. s. 329). On the other hand, in Justin
the Logos, as the Adyas omepuaricis, takes the place of the
Holy Spirit, since to Him are ascribed good impulses in the
minds of believers. (Comp. Duncker, Christl. Logoslehre, s. 87.)
Treneeus, iii. 24. 1, calls the Holy Ghost the “communitas
Christi, eonfirmatio fidei nostrs, scala ascensionis ad Deum ;!
eomp. iii. 17, v. 6, v. 10, and § 71. At the same time he
considers Him as the prophetic Spirit, and makes a distinction
between Him as the principle which animates and inspires,
and that animation and inspiration itself, Adv. Her. v. 12. 2
“Evepov éoti mvoy Lwfls, % xal Yruywdy daepyabopévy Tov
dvbpomov, kai Erepov mvebpa fwomowody, TO Kal TvevpaTikOV
abTovy dmoreNody . . . érepov 8¢ éome 1O mombév Tod mour)-
cavtos' 1 odv mwon mpoorarpos, T 8¢ mvebua déyvaov. Comp,
Duncker, s. 60 ff.; Kahnis, s. 255 ff.

(3) Theoph. ad Autol. i. 7: ‘O 8¢ Oebs 81 Tob Nyov adrob
kal Thy coplas émolnoe Td4 wdvra; here codla is either
synonymous with Adyos, or forms the second member; in the
former case, there would be no mention of the Spirit; in the
latter, He would be identified with the codie ; and this agrees
with ii, 15, where Oeds, Aoyos, and codia are said to compose
the Trinity; comp. § 45. Iren. iv. 20, p. 253 : Adest enim
ei (Deo) semper verbum et sapientja, Filius et Spiritus . . . ad
quos et loquitur, dicens: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et
similitudinem nostram ; and again: Deus omnia verbo fecit
et sapientia adornavit, [Burton, le. p. 49-51.] Comp. iv. 7,
p- 236 : Ministrat enim ei ad omnia sua progenies et figuratjo
sua, 7.e. Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, verbum et sapientia, quibus
serviunt et subjecti sunt omnes angeli. Tert. Adv. Prax. c. 6:
Nam ut primum Deus voluit ea, quse cum Sophixe ratione et
sermone disposuerat intra se, in substantias et species suas
edere, ipsum primum protulit sermonem, habentem in se
individuas suas, Rationem et Sophiam, ut per ipsum fierent
universa, per quem erant cogitata atque disposita, immo et
facta jam, quantum in Dei sensu. Hoc enim eis deerat, ut
coram quoque in suis speciebus atque substantiis cognoscerentur

1 A similar image is made use of by Ignatius, Ep. ad Ephes, 9, when he says:
*AvaQspbpsros sis ed In Nk ofis pnygeris Inoet Xporod, 8 ieww evavpls, axomiy
P 7§ wubpaes § byiw,
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et tenerentur. Comp. e. 7, and the formula De Orat. i. ab initio:
Dei Spiritus ¢t Dei sermo et Dei ratio, sermo rationis et ratio
sermonis et spiritus utrumque Fesus Christus, dominus noster.
(4) From the time of Souverain (Platonismus der Kirchen-
viiter, s. 329 ff), most historians of doctrines have supposed
that the Fathers® in general, and Justin M. in particular, made
no real distinetion between the Logos and the Spirit. Several
of the more recent investigators have also come to the same
conclusion. Thus GQeorgit (in the work referred to above),
s. 120: “This much s evident, that in Justin the relation
between the Logos and the Pneuma is indefinite, in flowing lines ;
as in him the Spirit has little, if any, different functions from
those of the Logos, so a distinction between them could not, in his
view, be demanded by any dogmatic necessity, but could only be
occastoned by the conflict, in which the doctrine of the Spirit, as
handed down by the Fathers, stood in relation to that of the
Logos” Comp. Hasselbach, ubi supra. With them Baur (Dg.
s. 504, and elsewhere) is in most distinct agreement. He
considers this identifying of the Logos and Pneuma as belong-
ing to the stage of Jewish Christianity. According to him,
the mvefua and the Adyos unite in the idea of the copia. On
the other hand, Semisch and Kaknis (s. 238 ff.) have tried to
defend the Martyr against this objection, One of the principal
passages is Apol. i. 33: Té mvebpua odv xal Ty ddvamw v
waps Toh feod obdév &M\ho wvofigas Qéuis, § Tov Noyov, bs xal
mpwTéTokos T$ Oed égri, comp. ¢ 36. He indeed there
speaks of the wvebua in Lukei 35; and it cannot be inferred
that he thoroughly identifies the Logos with the Spirit. But
still there is here this confounding of the two; and it cannot
be explained by saying that the Logos is conceived of as a
spiritual being in general, nor by assuming that the Logos forms
the body for Himself in the womb of Mary. And when Zer-
tullian, Adv. Prax. ¢. 26, uses similar expressions, this goes to
prove that other Fathers besides Justin are chargeable with the
same want of distinctness. The same is true as regards the
manner in which Justin ascribes the inspiration of the prophets,
sometimes to the Logos, sometimes to the Pné¢uma, Apol. i. 36,
1 With reference to the apostolic Fathers, Baur (Dg. s. 507) refers to a re-

markable passage in the ‘‘ Shepherd ” of Hermas (Simil. 5) which must not
be overlooked.
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and elsewhere, (Only it should not be forgotten that, even
in the biblical usage, the distinction is not held with sharp
doctrinal consistency.) The confusion of agencies leads to a
(velative) confounding of the Persons. That Justir (in opposi-
tion to the baptismal formula and the common confession of
the Church) formally put a dyas (two persons) in place of the
trias, cannot be justly alleged ; for he himself in other passages
names the Father, Son, and Spirit (Apol. i. 6, 30, 60), and
assigns the third place to the Spirit (comp. § 46): “but still it
is none the-less true, that his philosophical principles, logically
carried out, lead only to a dyas, and that ke could not doctrinally
establish the difference between the Son and the Spirit,” Duncker,
le. s. 88. There is unquestionably a formal confusion in
Theophilus ad Autol. ii. ¢. 10: Oros (6 Néyos) dv wrvedua
Oeod xal dpxn cal copla xal Svvapss Wrlotov kamipyero els
Tods wpodriTas, kal 8 adrdy éNdher Ta wepl THs Moujoews Tob
kbopov Kkal TV Aowmdyv dmdvrav ob yap foav ol mpodirar,
dte 6 Koopos éyévero' GANA 1 codia % év adrd odoa % Tob
Oeob, xal 6 Aéyos o dyios adrod, 6 del cuumapdy adTd.
Comp. the passagé in note 3, above; and Moller, Gesch. der
Kosmologie, s. 138, who sees in this wonderful mixture of
names, not indeed “ a definite doctrinal representation,” but an
embarras de richesses !

(5) Justin M. incidentally calls the Holy Ghost simply
dwped, Coh. ad Grzc. c. 32, though he assigns to Him (Apol. i.
6) the third place in the Trinity. On the question: What
relation was the Holy Spirit thought to sustain to the angels ?
comp. Neander, Kg.-i. s. 1040, and Dg. s. 182; Studien und
Kritiken, 1833, s. 773 ff.; the latter essay was written in
opposition to Mokler, Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1833, i 5. 49 f.
(comp. § 50, below). Athenagoras calls the Holy Spirit
amoppoia, Leg. c. 10 and 24, comp. Kahnis, s. 245. In
general, there are many passages in the Fathers “ which bring
the Holy Spirit very near to the creature” Kahnis, s. 249.

(6) Tert. Adv. Prax. 4: Spiritum non alicunde puto, quam
a Patre per Filium. Ibid. 8: Tertius est Spiritus a Deo et
Filio, sicut tertius a radice fructus ex frutice, et tertius a fonte
rivus ex flumine, ¢t tertius a sole apex ex radio, Ibid. 30:
Spiritus S. tertium nomen divinitatis et tertius pradus majes-
tatis. But a subordinate position is assigned to the Spirit
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when He is considered -as Det villicus, Christi vicarius, Preescr:
28 [eould this properly be said to represent a subordinate
position 7]; comp. Schwegler, Montanismus, s. 14. Origen,
Comm. in Joh. t. ii. 6 (Opp. t. iv. p. 60, 61), acknowledges
the personality of the Holy Spirit, but subordinates Him to
both the Father and the Son, by the latter of whom He is
created, like all other things, though distinguished from all
other creatures by His divine digmty Hp,ezs‘ ;z.ev-rouye 'rpete
wroo'ma'ets' WGbeopevoa TUyXdvew, Tov TaTépa Kal TOV viov xai
7o Qrytov wyedua, Kai dryévrnrov undéy &Erepov Tod TaTpds elvas
marebovTes, 05 edaeBéaTepor rai dAndés Tposiéueba, To TdvTOY
8id Tod Ayov yevopévaw, T0 &yiov Tvedua TavTOv elvar TimiG-
Tepov, Kai Tafer mwavTwy TOY Imd Tod marpds Sua XpioTod
yeyevwppéveoy. [Burton, le. p. 99 f£] Comp. t. xiil. 25, p. 234,
and 34, p. 244 : Odx dromov 8¢ kal 10 &yiov Tvedua Tpépeabar
Méyerw! Nevertheless, there is an infinite chasm between the
Spirit of God and other spirits created by God; comp. Comm.
in Ep. ad. Rom. vii. {(Opp. iv. p. 593). But in another
passage (which is extant only in the translation of Rufinus,
De Princip. i. 3. 3, Opp. i 1, p. 61, Redep, p. 123) Origen
says, that he had not as yet met with any passage in the
sacred Scriptures in which the Holy Spirit was called a
created being; though afterwards Epiphanius, Justinian, ete.,
blamed him for maintaining this opinion; comp. Epiphan. 64,
5, Hieron. ad Avit. Ep. 94, quoted by Miinscher (von Cilln), s.
194. Sechnitzer, s. 48. Neander, Kirchg i 3, s. 1040.
Thomasius, s. 144 ff. (Redepenning, Origenes, ii. p. 309 ff, and
the other passages there adduced). [Burtcm, Le. p. 89.] Also
Baur, Dg. s. 516.

§ 45.

The Triad.

[ Waterland’s Works, new ed. Oxford 1842, vols. ii. and iii. Q. §. Faber,
Apostolicity of Trinitarianism, 2 vols. Lond. 1832. William Jones (of
Nayland), Works, new ed. 1826, vol i, The Catholic Do¢trine of the
Trinity, Bishop Bull, Defensio Fidei Nicmne, and his Judicium Eccl.
Cath. ; Works, by Burton, 8 vols, 1846.]

1 Origen’s principal work, De Principiis, i. 3, also treats of the Holy Ghost
but, as it exists only in the translation of Ruﬁnus, it is not ava.ilable for our
purpose.



$ 43.] THE TRIAD. . 177

The doctrine of Ged the Pather, Son, and Holy Ghost, is the
“doctrine of primitive Christianity (1), but has in the New
Testament a bearing only upon the Christian economy, without
any pretension to speculative significance, and therefore cannot
be rightly understood but in intimate connection with the
history of Jesus, and the work which He accomplished (2).
Accordingly, the belief in the Faiher, Son, and Holy Ghost
belonged to the Regula fidei, apart from all speculative
development of the doctrine of the Logos, and appears in
what is commonly called the Apostles’ Creed, in this historico-
epic form, without being summed up in a unity. The Greek
name Tpuds appears first in Theophilus (3); the Latin term
Trinitas, of a more comprehensive doctrinal import, is found
in Tertullian (4). : .

(1) Matt. xxviii. 19 (if the baptismal formula be genuine) ;
1 Cor. xii. 4-6; 2 Cor. xiii. 13, and elsewhere. Comp. the
commentaries on these passages, de¢ Wette's biblische Dogmatik,
§ 288, 267, and especially Liicke in the Studien und Kritiken,
1840, 1. [Pye Smith, the Script. Testir. to the Messiah, iii.
p- 13 ff, iii. p. 258 £ ; Knapp,le. s. 119 ff, 132 ] Glieseler,
Dg. s. 118, and Neander, Dg. 5. 137, also distinguish correctly
the practical element of the doctrine and its relation to the
economy of the divine dispensations, from its speculative con-
struction. Neander : “This doctrine of God, the Creator,
Redeemer, and Sanctifier of humanity in Christ, was essential
to the Christian consciousness, and therefore has existed from
the beginning in the Christian Church.”

(2) On this account some of the' more recent writers on
doctrinal theology, as Schleiermacher and Hase (2d ed. s, 626),
handle the doctyine of the Trinity at the end of their system.
A purely economic view of the doctrine is found in Ignatius,
Epistle to the Ephesjans, 9, where he says: « We are raised on
high to the Father by the cross of Christ, as by an elevating
engine, the Holy Spirit being the rope,”—a massive, but
striking comparison. See above, § 44.

(8) Theoph. ad Autol ii. 15: Ai vpeis Huépas [mpd] Tév
pwoTipwy qeyorviar Témor eloiv Tis Tpiddos 10D Oeod xal Tob
Moyov abrod kai Tis codlas avrod. Terdpre 8¢ Time [rémp]

Haceexs. Hist. Docr. 1. ) M
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éoTev dvfpwmos 6 mpoodens Tol poTds. "Iva 7 Oeds, Néyos,
copla, vfpwros. Here we have indeed the word Tpuds, but
not in the ecclesiastical sense of the term Trinity; for as
'dvBpwmos is mentioned as the fourth term, it is evident that
the 7Tpeds cannot be taken here as a perfect whole, consisting
of three joined in one; besides, the term codia is used instead
of 76 mvelua dywov. Comp. Suicer, Thesaurus, s.v. Tpuds,
where the passage from the (spurious) treatise of Justin, De
Expositione Fidei, p. 379, is cited (Movas qap év 7piudds
voeitar kal Tpuds év povdde qvwpifetar x.T.); this passage,
however, proves as little concerning the use of language during
that period, as the treatise ¢uAémrarpis erroneously ascribed to
Lucian, from which passages are cited. Clem. Strom. iv. 7, p.
588, knows a dyla Tpuds, but in an anthropological sense
(Faith, Love, Hope). On the terminology of Origen, comp.
‘ Thomasius, s. 285. [Comp. Burton, Lc. p. 34-36, where the
subject is treated at great length.]

(4) Tertullion, De Pudic. e. 21: Nam et ecclesia proprie et
principaliter ipse est spiritus, in quo est Zrinitas unius
divinitatis, Pater et Filius et Spiritus 8. Accordingly, the
Holy Spirit is the principle which constitutes the unity of
the persons, or (according to Schwegler, Montan. s. 171) the
spiritual substance common to the persons; comp. Adv.
Praxeam, 2 and 3. [Bwrton, lc. p..68 ff] Cyprian and
Novatian immediately adopted this usage. Cypr. Ep. 73, p.
200 (with reference to baptism). Novat. de Trinitate. [Burton,
le. p. 107-109, 116-123.]

§ 46.
Monarchianism and Subordination. '

The strict distinction which was drawn between the
hypostases (persons) in the Trinity led, in the first instance,
to that system of Subordination in which the Son was made
inferior to the Father, and the Holy Spirit to both the Father

- and the Son (1), which system also carried with it the appear-
ance of tritheism (2). The orthodox were obliged to clear
themselves from all appearance of tritheism, in opposition to the
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' Monarchians, who abandoned the personal distinctions in order.
to hold fast the unity of the Godhead, and thus exposed
themselves to the charge of confounding the persons (Patri-
passianism), or even to the imputation of a heretical tendency
denying the divinity of Christ(3). Origen now carried to such
an extreme the system of hypostatizing, including the sub-

ordination scheme (4), that orthodoxy itself threatened to run

over into heterodoxy, and thus gave rise to the Arian contro-

versy in the following period.

(1) Justin M. Apol. i c. 13: ... vidv adrol 7ol SvTws
Beod pabovres (seil. Tov 'Inaody Xpiarov) ral év Sevrépa xdpe
&yovTes, myeipud Te wpodnTicdy €v Tpiry Tde, comp. 1. 6 and
i. 60. There are also passages in the writings of Irencus
which appear favourable to the idea of subordination, ¢g. Adv.
Her. ii. 28. 6, 8; v. 18. 2: Super omnia quidem pater, et
ipse est caput Christi; but elsewhere he represents the Logos

_as wholly God, and not a subordinate being (comp. § 42, note
9). “1t cannot be dented that Irencus here contradicts himself,
and it would be a wseless labowr to remove this contradiction by
artificial interpretation”  Duncker, s. 56 ; comp. s. 70 ff.
Dorner, . 409 ff.  Tert. Advers. Prax. c¢. 2: Tres autem non
statu, sed gradu, nec substantia, sed forma, nec potestate, sed
specie: unius autem substantiee et unius status et unius
potestatis, quia unus Deus, ex quo et gradus isti et formee et
species in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti deputantur.
Comp. c. 4 ff.

(2) Thus Justin M. says, Dial. cum Tryph. ¢. 56: The
Father and the Son are distinet, not yvduz, but dpifud; and
Tertullian (Adv. Prax. c. 10), from the proposition that, if I
have a wife, it does not necessarily follow that I am the wife
herself, draws the conclusion that, if God has a Son, He is not
the Son Himself. He repels the charge of tritheism, Adv.
Prax. 3: Simplices enim quique, ne dixerim impudentes et
idiotee, quze major semper credentium pars est, quoniam et ipsa
regula fidei a pluribus Diis seculi ad uhicum et Deum verum
transfert non intelligentes unicum quidem, sed ¢um sua acono-
mia esse credendum, expavescunt ad ceconomiam. Numerum
et dispositionem trinitatis, divisionem preesumunt unitatis;
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quando unitas ex semetipsa derivans trinitatem, non destruatur
ab illa, sed administretur. Ttaque duos et tres jam jactitant
a nobis predicari, se vero unius Dei cultores praesumunt, quasi
non et unitas irrationaliter collecta heeresin faciat, et trinitas
rationaliter expensa veritatem constituat. Comp. ¢. 13 and
22, where he expressly appeals to the point, that Christ did
not say that He and the Father were one (unus, masculine),
but one (unum, neuter), and he refers this unity to a moral
relation—the dilectio patris and the obsequium filii. In the
same way Novat. De Trin. 22: Unum enim, non unus esse
dicitur, quoniam nec ad numerum refertur, sed ad societatem
alterius expromitur . . . Unum autem guod ait, ad concordiam
et eandem sententiam et ad ipsam caritatis societatem pertinet,
ut merito unum sit pater et filius per concordiam et per
amorem, et per dilectionem. [Burton, Le. p. 120, 121.] He
also appeals to Apollos and Paul, 1 Cor. iii. 8: qui autem
plantat et qui rigat, unum sunt.

(3) Concerning the different classes of Unitarians, comp.
§ 24 and § 42} Tt is self-evident that all who held Christ to
be a mere man could know notbing of any Trinity. These may
be called deistico-rationalistic Antitrinitarians ; God in His
abstract unity was, in their view, so remote from the world,
and confined to His heaven, that there was no abode for Him
even in Christ. Widely different were those who, apprehensive
of lessening the dignity of Christ, taught that God Himself had
assumed humanity 4» Him, but did not think it necessary to
suppose the existence of a particular hypostasis. The name
modalistic Antitrinitarians would be more appropriate in their
case (thus Heinichen, de Alogis, s. 34); or, if the relation of
God to Christ be compared to that in which He stands to the
world, they might be called pantheistic Antitrinitarians, for
they imagined God, as it were, expanded or extended into the
person of Christ. Among their number are Praxeas and
Beryllus, the forerunners of Sabellius, the former of whom was
combated by Tertullian, the latter by Origen. The opinion of

! Origen already distinguishes two classes of Monarchians ; the one spoke of
Jesus merely as a praecognitum et preedestinatum hominem, while the other
class taught the Godhead of Christ, but identified the Godhead of the Son with
that of the Father. See Origen, Epist. ad 7Tit. fragm. ii. ed. Lommatzsch,

tom. v., in Neander, Dg. s. 158. Comp. the remaining passages in Baur, Dg.
s. 454. Novatian, De Trin. 30.
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Praxeas, that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are
one and the same (1psum e'cmdemque esse), which virtually
amounted to the later ouoodoios, was interpreted by Tertullian
as implying, ipsum patrem passum esse (Adv. Prax. ¢. 20, 29)}
whence the heretical appellation Patripassiani. [Burton,
Bampton Lecture, note 103, p. 588, and Testim. of the
Ante-Nicene Fathers to the Trinity, etc., p. 68-83.] Philastr.
Her. 65. The views of Nostus were similar: Theod. Fab.
Hear. iii. 3: "Eva ¢acly elvac Oeov ral matépa, tdv Shov
Snueovpyoy, ddavii uév drav é0ény, dawdpevov 8¢ dvika av
BoiMyTar ral Tov adrdv dépatov elvar ral Opdpevov, ral
yevvnrov ral dyévvnror dyévrmrov pév EE dpyis, yeviTor 8¢
ore éx maplévov yevimbivar §0é\yoe dmabi ral dbdvartov,
kal wd\w ad wabprov xal Ounrév. ‘Amabis qdp dv, ¢nol,
70 100 oTavpod wdlbos é0ehicas Uméueive TodTov Kal viow
dvopdfovor ral watépa, wpos tas xpelas TobTO KiKEWO KANOU-
pevoy, Comp. Epiph. Heer. vil. 1, [Burton, Bampton Lecture,
note 103, p. 589, 590.] Dorner, s. 532: “ It is worthy of
recognition and consideration, that Noétus already completes
Potripassianism, and takes away from it the pagan tllusion,
whereby the divine nature is made directly finite, which we
Jind in the system of Praxeas” — Beryllus endeavoured to
evade the inferences which may be drawn alike from Patri-
passianism and from Pantheism, by admitting a difference
after the assumption of humanity, Buseb. vi. 33 : Brjpvddos
6 purpd mpochey Sebnhwuévos Boorpdv Tis *ApaBias émio-
Komos, TOV EkKMoLacTdY MapekTpémwv Kavéva, Eva Twd
Tis wloTews wapecdépew émeipato, Tov cwTipa xal xipiov
U@y Aéyew ToAudY pn) wpovdeoTdvar kat (8lav odalas
wepiypadny wpo ThHs els dvlpdmovs émidnulas pundé
pny BedTnra i8lav Exew, AAN pmoliTevouévny adTd
wovyy Tyv mwatpeedy. Comp. Ullmann in the Dissert.,
quoted § 24, note 4, and Fork, Diss. Christ. Beryll. Bostr.
According to Bawr (Trin.-Lehre, s, 289, and Dg. s. 474),
Beryllus ought to be classed with Artemon and Theodotus;

' As Praxeas was also a decided opponent of Montanism, he had to endure
the reproach of Tertullian, that, dyring his residence in Rome, he had done the
work of the devil in two respects: prophetiam expulit, et haresin intulit,
Paracletum fugavit et Patrem ecrucifixit, Adv. Prax. . The argument of
Tertullian is strikingly drawn out by Baur, Dg. s. 457.
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Meier (Trin.-Lehre, s. 114), however, supposes a certain dis-
tinction between them. Comp. Dorner, s. 545, and Neander,
Dg. 8 161: “ The most: natural conclusion s, that Beryl. did
not wholly belong to either of the two classes (of Monarchians),
but held a mediating view, which agrees with his historical
position.”  Against this mediating position Bour protests (l.c.)
most emphatically. A mediating position he certainly did
not adopt, but an <niermediate one between the two schools.
To those who adopted the tendency of Nostus belong Beron
and his followers, who were combated by Hippolytus; comp.
Dorner, s. 536 ff. ,

(4) On the one hand, Origen asserts that the Son is equal
to the Father, Hom. viii. in Jerem. ii. Opp. iii. p. 171:
Iavra yip éaa T00 Oeod, Totabra év avrd (vip) éoriv. He
also speaks of the three persons in the Trinity as the three
sources of salvation, so that he who does not thirst after all
three cannot find God, ibid. Hom. xviii, 9 (Opp. iii. p.
251, 252). Nevertheless, the subordination of the Son is
prominently brought forward, and forms, together with the
strict hypostatic distinction, the characteristic feature of
Origews doctrine. The Son is called Sevrepos Oeds, Contra
Cels. v. 608 ; comp. vii. 735 : "Ad&ios 7ijs Sevrepevodons pera
Tov Beov oV Aoy Tpds. De Orab. i p. 222 : "Erepos rat’
obaiay xai Umokelpevos ot 6 vics Tob matpés. The kingdom
of the Father extends to the whole universe, that of the Son
to rational creatures, that of the Holy Spirit to the holy
(Christians), De Princip. i. 3. 5: "Ote 6 uév Oeds xal matip
cvvéywv T1d wdvra ¢POdves els Exacrov TRV SvTwy,
petadidols éxdorey dmd Tob Slov 10 elvar dv yip Eorew.
’ENdTTov 8¢ mpis 1oy mwatépa o vids PpOdvwv éml péva Ta
Moyika OSevTepos qap éore Tob araTpés, “ETi¢ 5é
HTTov TO Wrvebua T6 &yiov &€ mévous Tovs dylovs
Siikvotpevos. “NoTe xata Todro pellwy 1 Sbvams Tod matpos
wapa TOv vidy kal 1O myedpa TO dyiov, ThAeiwy 3¢ 9 ToD viod
Tapd T0 Tvebpa 7O dyiov, kal mwalw Siadépovea pENNov Tod
aylov wvedpatos 1) Sdvaps mapd Ta dAra &ya. Comp. also
in Joh. tom. ii. 2 (Opp. t. iv. p. 50), where stress is laid
upon the distinction made by Philo between feds and ¢ Oebs.
How far this system of subordination was sometimes carried,
may be seen from Origen, de Orat. c¢. 15 (Opp. t. i 222),
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where he entirely rejects the practice of addressing prayer to
Christ (the Son); for, he argues, since the Son is a particular
hypostasis, we must pray either to the Son only, or to the
Father only, ot to both. To pray to the Son, and not to the
Father, would be most improper (dromwrartov); to pray to
both is impossible, because we should have to use the plural
number: wapacyéabe, edepyerioare, émiyopyyicare, cdoare,
which is contrary to Scripture, and to the doctrine of ome
God. And thus nothing remains but to pray to the Father
alone. To pray to the Father through the Son, a prayer in
an improper sense (invocatio?), is quite a different thing;
Contra Cels. v. 4 (Opp. 1. p. 580): IHacav uév yip Séyow
kai mpooevyny Kkai &tevfw ral ebyapiotiav dvamepmréov
7 éml miot Oed 8ia Tob émi wdvTov dyyéwy dpyiepées,
éurdyov Noyov rai Ocod.  denoiuela 8¢ ral airot Tob
Noyou, xal évrevEdueba alrd, kal edyapioricouey xal mpos-
evEopela &, éav Suvduela rararoiew Tis mepl mpocevyiis
kvpiohefias ral xataxpricews (si modo propriam precationis
possimus ab impropria’ secernere notionem). Comp. however,
§ 43. Redepenning, Origenes, il s. 303,  Neander, Dg. 161.
On the subordinationist doctrine of the Trinity in Hippolytus,
see ibid. s. 172, Jacob?’s Note [and Bunsen’s Hippolytus].

§ 47.

Doctrine of the Creation.

C. F. Rissler, Philosophia veteris ecclesiz de mundo, Tubinge 1783, 4tfo.
[ Weisse, Philosophische Dogmatik, 1855, s. 670-712. H. Ritter, Die
christliche Philosophie, i. s. 266 8q.] Mdller, Geschichte der Kosmologie
in der griech. Kirche bis auf Origenes, Halle 1860. J. W. Haune, die
Idee der absoluten Personlichkeit, oder Gott und sein Verhiltniss zur
‘Welt, 1861, & vols. (2 Aufl, 1865).

Concerning the doctrine of creation, as well as the doctrine
of God in general, the early Christians adopted the mono-
theistic views of the Jews, and, in simple faith, unhesitatingly
received the Mosaic account of the' creation (Gen. i) as a
revelation (1). Even the definition & odx Svrwy, which was
introduced late into the Jewish theology (2 Macc. vii. 28),
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found sympathy in the primitive Christianity (2). The
orthodox firmly adhered to the doctrine that God, the
Almighty Father, who is also the Father of the Lord Jesus
Christ, is at the same timé the Creator of heaven and of
earth (3), and rejected the notion of the eternity of matter (4),
in opposition to the Gnostics, according to whom the Creator
of the world is distinct from the Supreme God, as well as
to the opinion of some (5) Christian teachers, and of Her-
mogenes (6), that matter is eternal.  But the speculative
tendency of the Alexandrian school could not be satisfied
with the empirical notion of a creation in time. Accordingly,
Origen resorted to an allegorical interpretation of the work of
‘the six days (Hexaémeron) (7); and, after the example of
Olement (8) (who, however, is doubtful, or at least hesitating),
he propounded more definitely the doctrine of an efernal
creation, yet not maintaining the eternity of matter as an
independent power (9). On the contrary, Irencus, from his
practical position, reckoned all questions about what God had
done before the creation among the improper questions of
human inquisitiveness (10).

(1) Theophilus (ad Autol. ii. 10 sq.) first gives a fuller
exposition of the Mosaic narrative of the creation. The
Alexandrian school, on the other hand, deviated from his
literal interpretation; comp. notes 7-9.

- (2) Comp. Heb. xi. 3, and the commentaries upon that
passage. Accordingly, the Shepherd of Hermas teacles, 1ib. ii.
mand. 1: IHpérov mwdvrewy wicrevoor, 8r¢ els éoTw o. Geds,
6 Td mwdvra kticas xal karapricas, Kal wouvjcas €k Tob wi
dvros els 16 elvar 7@ wdvra. Conf Huseb. v. 8. But the
idea of creation .does not come out as distinctly in all the
Fathers. Thus “in Justin the Christian belief in the creation
Jrom nothmg s mever definitely brought forward against the
opposing views of emanation and of dualism,” Duncker, Zur
christl. Logoslehre, s. 19. He uses the expression Spuovpyficas
éE duopgov PAs, Apol. i. 10. Yet God produced the material
itself, and from this shaped the world; Coh. ad Grze. c. 22.

(3) The popular view was always, that the Father is the
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Creator, though the creation through the Son also formed a
part of the orthodox faith. Accordingly, we find that some-
times the Father, sometimes the Logos, is called the Creator
of the world (Snucovpyds, mounrifs). Thus Justin M. says
(Dial. ¢. Tryph. c. 18): ‘O mwomtis Tdv SAwv beds, comp.
Apol i. 61: Tod warpds T@v SAwv xal SecmoTov Peod. On
the other hand, Coh. ad Grazec. ¢. 15: Tor Tod feol Adyov, &
ob odpavds kal yf rkai wica éyévero. kticus, comp. Apol. i. 64.
Likewise Theophilus, ad Autol. il 10: "Ore é& 76 Abyp
adrod 6 Oeds memolnke Tov odpavov kal THv yiv kal Td év
adrols, épn 'Ev apyf émolnsev. The phrase év dpyj was
understood in the same sense as &ud Tis dpxfs, and épy7
explained to denote the Logos, see Semisch, s. 335. Thus
Ireneus also taught, iii. 11: Et hee quidem sunt principia
Evangelii, unum Deum fabricatorem hujus universitatis, eum
qui et per prophetas sit annunciatus et qui per Moysem legis
dispositionem fecerit, Putrem Domini nostri Jesu Christs
annunciantia et prater hune alterum Deum nescientia, neque
alterum patrem. On the other hand, he says, v. 18. 3:
Mundi enim factor vere verbum Dei est; hic autum est
Dominus noster, qui in novissimis temporibus homo factus
est, in hoec mundo existens et secundum invisibilitatem con-
tinet quee facta sunt omnia, et in universa conditione infixus,
quoniam verbum Dei gubernans et disponens omnia et propter
hoc in sua venit. Irenwus often speaks of the Son and Spirit
as the hands of God, by which He created all things; on this
see Duncker, s. 68, against Baur. That Clement of Alexandria
called the Logos, as such, the Creator of the world (with Philo),
‘has already been remarked, § 42, note 8. For the various
appellations, woumrifs, &riaThs, Snueovpyds, see Suicer under
the latter word. [Burfon, Bampton Lecture, note 21, p. 320,
note 50, p. 410.]

(4) Theoph. ad Autol ii. 4, says against the followers of
Plato: Ei 8¢ Oeds dyévryros xal tAn dyévrmros, odk &ri 6 Beds
mwouyrys TGv 6Awv éorl, Comp. iii. 19 sq., and Iren. fragm.
sermonis ad Demetr. p. 348 (p. 467 in Grabe). [Comp.
Burton, le, note 18]  Tert. adv. Hermogenem, see the
following note. Justin M. and Athenagoras, on the contrary,
fall in more with the Platonic view ; not, indeed, as agreeing
with Phile (De mundi opif. 2) in putting God and Hyle
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expressly opposite to ‘each other as Spactipiov and mwadyTikov
alriov, or as regarding matter generally as coeternal with God;
but they do not set forth with sufficient clearness the thought
that the Oay itself is created by God; it seems to them
sufficient to say that God created the world from the formless
mattey which lay before Him. Justin, Apol i. 10: IHdvra
Ty dpxw dyabov Svra Snuovpyfioas adrov (Beov) éE dudppov
I\ . . . Sebiddyuela, of. c. 59.  Athenag. (Legat. 15) com-
pares the creative activity of God to the art of the potter,
who forms a vessel of clay. Without the forming hand of
the artist the matter would not have become xéouos, it would
have lacked organization and form (Sdrpiois, oxipa) Cf.
c. 19, and Moller, Lc. s. 146 ff. In the Cohortatio ad Grzcos
(c. 22) it ig different; there we find the most precise dis-
tinction between Syuiovpyss and woumprijs: ¢ uév yap wouyTys
oldevos émépov mpocdeduevos éx Tis éavrod Suvduews kal
éfovailas moil 1O wowobuevor o 8& Snueovpyds, TR Tis
Snueovpylas dtvapy éx Tis Ohys eiMdjdws, xatacrebaler 7O
qywoépevov. So Tatian most decidedly rejects the notion of
pre-existing matter. Orat. 3 (8). Moller, s, 156 £,

(5) On the dualistic and emanatistic theories of creation of
Cerinthus, Basilides, Valentinus, and the other Gnostics, as
well as of the pseudo-Clementines, see Baur, Dg. 520 ff,
and Moller, s. 189 ff.

(6) Hermogenes, a painter, lived towards the end of the
second century, probably at Carthage. According to Zeriullian
(adv. Hermog.), he maintained that God must have created
the world either out of Himself, or out of nothing, or out of
something. But He could not create the world out of Himself,
for He is indivisible ; nor out of nothing, for as He Himself
.is the Supreme Good, He would then have created a perfectly
good world ; nothing, therefore, remains but that He created
the world out of matter already in existence. This matter (TAn)
is consequently eternal, like God Himself; both principles
stood over against each other from the beginning, God as the
creating and working, matter as the receptive principle.
‘Whatever in matter resists the creating principle, constitutes
the evil in the world. In proof of the eternity of matter,
Hermogenes alleges that ‘God was Zord from eternity, and
must therefore from eternity have an object for the exercise
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of His lordship. To this Terfullian replies (adv. Hermog.
c. 3), God is certainly God from eternity, but not Zord ; the
one is the name of His essence, the other of power (a relation).
Only the essence is to be viewed as eternal. But it was only
on this point of the eternity of matter that Hermogenes agreed
with the Gnostics ; in other respects, and especially in reference
to the doctrine of emanation, he joined the orthodox in oppos-
ing them. He compared the relation of God to the world, to
that of the magnet to iron; so that God operates upon matter
not by the act of His will, but by the proximity of Ilis essence.
Comp. Guil. Bshmer, d¢ Hermogene Africano, Sundie 1832.
Neander, Kg. i. 8, 8. 974 ff.; Antignosticus, s. 236 ff. Leopold,
Hermogenis de origine mundi sententia, Budissz 1844. Baur,
Dg. 5. 524.

(7) De Princip. iv. 16 (Opp. i. p. 174, 175): Tis yap vodr
éxov olijoetal mpdTyw kai Sevrépav kal Tpirny Huépav, éomépay
Te kal mpolay ywpls HAlov yeyovévas kai ceMjvys kal doTpwy
x7\  Comp. § 33, note 4.

(8) According to Photius, Bibl. Cod. ¢. 9, p. 89, Clement of
Alex. is said to have taught that matter had no beginning
(ONpv &xpovov); with this statement comp. Strom. vi. 16, p.
812, 813: OU volvvy, domep Tivés ImorauBdvover Thy Gvd-
mavew Tob Oeod, mémavrar woudy 6 Oeds' ayalos yap dv, el
wavoeral wote dryaboepydvw, kai Tod Oeds elvar waboeras ; and
p- 813: IIas & &v év xpbve ryévoito kricis cuyyevouévov Tols
odoe kal Tob xpévov, This is certainly against a creation in
time. But in other passages Clement most distinctly acknow-
ledges that the world is a work of God; eg. Coh. p. 54, 55:
Movos wdp 6 Oeos émolnoev, émel xal wovos dvros éori Gebs:
\IN,M: 'ré} Bovhealas Snuiovpyel, kal 74 povov éfenfcar adrov
&meral To yeyevijocOar.

(9) Origen, indeed, opposes the etermty of matter (in the
heathen and heretical sense), De Princip. il 4 (Redep. 164),
and in other places, ¢.g. Comment. in Joh. xxxii. 9 (Opp. t. iv.
p. 429); but though, from his idealistic position, he denied
eternity to matter, which he held to be the root of evil, he
nevertheless assumed the eternal creation of innumerable ideal
worlds, solely becaus¢ he could, as little as Clement, conceive
of God as unoccupied (otiosam enim et immobilem dicere
naturam Dei, impium enim simul et absurdum), De Princip.
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iii. 5 (Opp. t. i p. 149, Bedep. 309) : Nos vero consequenter
respondebimus, observantes regulam - pietatis et dicentes:
Quoniam non tune primum, cum visibilem istum mundum
fecit Deus, coepit operari, sed sicut post corruptionem hujus
erit alius mundus, ita et antequam hic esset, fuisse alios
credimiis. ¥t might be questioned whether Origen, in the use
of the pronoun “nos” in the subsequent part of the passage,
intended to enforce his own belief as that of the Church, or
whether he employed the plural number merely in his
character as author ; comp. Rissler, Bibliothek der Kirchenviter,
i 8. 177, and Schnitzer, Lo, s. 228 £, Comp. also Thomasius, s.
153 ff,, 169 ff,, Redep. ii. 292 £ On the connection of Origen’s
doctrine of creation with his notion of the pre-existence and
the fall of souls (§ 55, 63), see Baur, Dg. s. 537, and Moller, s.
554, This fall Origen sees in the biblical expression xaTaBo\sy
kéopov. But Origen does not understand by this the falling
away of God from Himself. The world still remains the sphere
of the divine power, and the manifestation of the divine love.

(10) Iren. i, 28, p. 157 (ii. 47, p. 175, Grabe): Ut puta si
quis interroget: Antequam mundum faceret Deus, quid agebat?
dicimus: Quoniam ista responsio subjacet Deo. Quoniam
autem mundus hi¢ factus est apotelestos a Deo, temporale
initium aceipiens, Scripturse nos docent; quid autem ante hoc
Deus siteoperatus, nulla scriptura manifestat. Subjacet ergo
hew®e responsio Deo. Respecting the important position which
the doctrine of Jremaus concerning the creation of the world
occupies in his theological system (in opposition to the
Gnostics), see Duncker, 8. 8.

In close connection with the ¢reation of the world stands
its preservation. As the world is created by the Logos, so its
permanence is secured by Him. More especially is its pre-
servation ascribed to the Spirit of God, as the Spirit of life,
According to Theophilus (ad Autol. ii), all creation is embraced
by the mvedua Oeod. Tatian distinguishes this cosmic mredua
(mv. H\xév) from the Holy Ghost in the more strict sense of
the word (Orat, ad Gree. 12). According to Athenagoras
(Legat. 16), God Himself comes into immediate causative
connection with the world. It was also common to regard
the preservation of the world as under the care of the angels.
CLf. Moller, le. 5. 174 £,
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§ 48.
Providence and Qovernment of the World.

Though the doctrine that the world exists for the sake of
the human race may degenerate into a selfish happiness
scheme (eudemonistic egoism), yet it has a deeper ground in
the counsciousness of a specific distinction between man and
all other creatures, at least on this earth, and is justified by
hints in the sacred Scriptures (1). Accordingly, the primitive
Christians considered creation as a voluntary act of divine
love, inasmuch as God does not stand in need of His creatures
for His own glory (2). But man, as the end of creation (3),
is also pre-eminently the subject of Divine Providence, and the
whole vast economy of creation, with its laws and also its
miracles, is made subservient to the higher purpose of the
education of mankind. The Christian doctrine of providence,
as held by the Fathers of the Church, in opposition to the
objections of ancient philosophy (4), is remote, on the one
hand, from Stoicisin and the rigid dogma of an eluapuévy held
by the Gmosti¢s (5), and, on the other, from the system of
Epicurus, according to which it is unworthy of the Deity to
concern Himself about the affairs of man (6). Yet here,
again, the teachers of the Alexandrian school in particular
endeavoured to avoid as much as possible the use of anthropo-
morphism (7) in connection with the idea that God takes care
‘even of individuals, and to uphold in their theodicy the liberty
of man (8), as well as the love and justice of God (9).

(1) Matt. vi. 26; 1 Cor, ix, 9, 10.

(2) Eg. Clement of Alex. Pazd. iii. 1. 250: ’Averdens ¢
povos & eds xal yalper pd\iora pév xabapedovras Huds
opév 1 Tiis Siavolas kooud. '

(8) Justin M. Apol. i. 10: Kal wdvra v pxo» dyafov
dvra Snuiovpyioas adrov ¢E dpdpdov HAns 8 dvOpdmous
8e8ubdrypeba. Comp. Athen. De Resurr. ¢. 12: God, he says,
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has made man, not &id ypelav (Slav; yet not pdryv, but 8’
éavrov, ie. “ He has created him, not in order to obtain some-
thing from him, but in order b0 give him something, and to
make him participate in His own wisdom and goodawss ” Moller,
le. s 144, Similarly Iren. v. 29. 1,iv. 5. 1, iv. 7. 4 {comp.
Duncker, s. 78, T9)%  Tert. Advers. Marc. i 13: Ergo nec
mundus Deo indignus, nihil etenim Deus indignum se fecit,
etsi mundum homini, non sibi fecit, Orig. Contra Cels. iv.
74, p. 558, 559, and ibid. 99, p. 576: Kéroos puév odv
Aeyéro, 87 odv dvlpdme, ds odd¢ Néovre, 008 ols dvopdfec.
‘Hpets 8’ épodpev: OO Néovri 6 Snuiovpyos, e0d¢ detd, odde
Senive Tabra memoinkey, dANA wdvra Sid TO Aoyucdy {dov,

"(4) See the objections of Cecilins in Minucius Feliz, ¢
5 ff.; and, on the other hand, the oration of Octavius,c. 17,18,
20, 32, and especially the beautiful passage, c. 33 : Nec nobis
de nostra frequentia blandiamur; multi nobis videmur, sed
Deo admodum pauci sumus. Nos genites nationesque dis-
tinguimus: Deo una domus est mundus hic totus. Reges
tantum regni sui per officia ministrorum universa novere: Deo
indiciis non opus ést; non solum in oculis ejus, sed et in sinu
vivimus., Comp. Athen. Leg, ¢ 22,in calce. It has, however,
been correctly remarked, that “in all ages of the Church the
doctrine of providence has not been so much doctrinally developed
as set  forth apologetically, and for edification,” Kahnis,
Kirchengl. s. 47.

(5) On the opinion of the Gnostic Bardesanes respecting
the eipapuévy (fate) and the influence of stars, comp. Photius,
Bibl. Cod. 223. FHuseh. Preep. vi. 10. Neander, Gnostische
Systeme, s. 198. [Neander: “He (Bardesanes), therefore,
although, like many of those who inclined to Gnosticism, he
busied himself with astrology, contended against the doctrine
of such an influence of the stars (efuapuérn) as should be
supposed to settle the life and affairs of man by necessity.
EBusebius, in his great literary treasure-house, the Preeparatio
Evangelica, has preserved a large fragment of this remarkable
work ; he here introduces, among other things, the Christians
dispersed over so many countries, as an example of the
absurdity of supposing that the stars irresistibly influenced
the character of a people.”] Buaur, Gnosis, s. 234, Dg. s. 539.
C. Kiihner, Astronomiee et Astrologiee in doctrina Gnostic.
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Vestigia, P. I. Bardesanis Gnostici numina astralia, Hildburg,
1833. As to how far Bardesanes is the author of the
“ Dialogue on Fate,” published as the “book of the laws of
the lands” (Syr. in Curefon’s Spicileg. Syriacum, Lond. 1855,
and in Germ, by Merz, Halle 1863), see Hilgenfeld, Bardesanes
der letzte Gnostiker, Leipz. 1864, who opposes it,and (s. 29 ff)
gives a sketch of the doctrine of Bardesanes on his astrological
fatalism in particular, cf. s. 56 ff. If the dialpgue were genuine,
Bardesanes would have to be reckoned among the opponents
rather than the defenders of fatalism. On the relation of the
dialogue to the Recognitions of the pseudo-Clement, see s.
123 ff. [Comp. also Qieseler, Le. i § 49, note 2, and Burton,
Lect. on Ecclesiast. hist., Lect. xx. p. 182, 183.]

(6) Comp. especially the objections of Celsus in the work
of Origen: God interferes as little with the affairs of man as
with those of monkeys and flies, ete., especially in lib. iv.
Though Celsus was not a disciple of Epicurus, as Origen dnd
Lucian would have him to be, but rather a follower of Plato
(according to Neander), yet these expressions savour very much
of Epicureanism. [Comp. Lardner, Works, vii. 211, 212.]

(7) According to Clement, there is no antagonism of the
whole and its parts in the sight of God (comp. also Minuc.
Pelix, note 4): *Abpéws e ydp mwdvra xal Eactov év pépe
wd mpoaBors mpooBAémer, Strom. vi. p. 821. Comp. the
work: of Origen, Contra Cels.

(8) The doctrine of the concursus, as it was afterwards
termed, is found in Clem. Strom. vi. 17, p. 821 ss. Many
things owe their existence to human calculation, though they
are kindled by God, as if by lightning (v &vavew eiAndpora).
Thus health is preserved by medical skill, the carriage of the
body by fencing, riches by the industrial art (xpnuarioricny
méyn) ; but the divine mpévoia and human ovvépyea always
work together. ,

(9) Comp. § 39, note 8. In opposition to the Gnostics,
who derived evil, not from the supreme God, but from the
deminrge, Trencus observes, Adv. Heer. iv. 39, p. 285 (iv. 76,
P- 380 Gr.), that, through the contrast of good and evil in the
world, the former shines more brightly. Spirits, he further
remarks, may exercise themselves in distinguishing hetween
good and evil; how could they know the former without
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having some idea of its opposition? But, in & categorical
manner, he precludes all further questions: Non enim tu
Deum facis, sed Deus te facit. Si ergo opera Dei es, manum
artificis tui expecta, opportune omnia facientem: opportune
autem, quantum ad te attinet, qui efficeris. Preesta autem ei
cor tuum molle 8t tractabile, et custodi figuram, qua te figuravit
artifex, habens in temetipso humorem, ne induratus amittas
vestigia digitorum ejus. ... And further on: Si igitur tradi-
deris ei, quod est tuum, 7.e. filem in eum et subjectionem,
recipies ejus artem et eris perfectum opus Dei. Si autem non
credideris ei et fugeris manus ejus, erit causa imperfectionis in
te qui non obedisti, sed non in illo, qui vocavit, ete. At all
events, the best and soundest theodicy! Athenagoras (Leg.
¢. 24) derives the disorders of the world from the devil and
demons (comp. § 51); and Cyprian (Ad Demetrianum) from
the very constitution of the world, which begins to change,
and is approaching its dissolution. To a speculative mind
like that of Origen, the existence of evil would present a strong
stimulus to attempt to explain its origin, though he could not
but be aware of the difficulties with which this subject is
beset. Comp. especially De Princip. ii. 9 (Opp. i p. 97,
Redep. 214 ; Schnitzer, 140) ; Contra Celsum, iv. 62, p. 551
(an extract of which is given by Rossler, i. 232). Different
reasons are adduced in vindication of the existence of evil in
the world; thus it serves to exercise the ingenuity of man
(power of invention, etc.); but he draws special attention to
the connection between moral and physical imperfections, evil
and sin:  Comp. the opinion of Phomasius on the theodicy of
Origen, 8. 57, 58.

§ 49.

Angelology and Demonology.

Suicer, Thesaurus, s.v. &yysres. Ootta, Disputationes 2, succinctam Doctrine
Angelis Historiam exhibentes, Tib. 1865, 4to.' Sehmid, Hist. dogm. de
Angelis tutelaribus, in Illgens histor. theol. Abhandlungen, i. s. 24-27.
Keil, De Angelorum maloram et Daemoniorum Cualtu apud Gentiles;*‘;@pusc.
Aced. p. 584-601. (Gaab), Abhandlungen zur Dogmengeschichte der
altesten griechischen Kirche, Jena 1790, s. 97-126.  Usteri, Paulin.
Lehrbegriff, 4 Ausg. Anhang 3, s. 421 f.—{Dr.* L. Mayer, Scriptural
Idea of Angels, in Amer. Biblic. Reposit. xii. 356-388. Moses Stuart,
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Sketches of Angelology in Robinson’s Bibliotheca Sacra, No. 1, 1843. L.
F. Voss, Zeitschrift f. Luther. Theologie, 1855, Leicke in the Deutsche
Zeitschrift, 1851, review of Martensen. Twesten, transl. in Bibliotheca
Sacra, by H. B, Smith, vols. i. and ii. 1844, 1845. Smith's Dicty. Herzog,
ete.] .

The doctrine of angels, the devil, and demons, forms an
important appendix to the statements respecting creation,
providence, and the government of the world ; partly because
the angels (according to the general opinion) belong as
creatures to the creation itself; partly because, as others
conceive, they took an active part in the work of creation, or
are the agents of special providence. The doctrine of the
devil and demons also stands in close connection with the
doctrine of physical and moral evil in the world.

§ 50.
The Angels.

Though the primitive Church, as Origen asserts, did not
establish any definite doctrine on this subject (1), we never-
theless meet with several declarations respecting the nature
of angels (2). Thus many of the earlier Fathers rejected the
notion that they took part in the work of creation (8), and
maintained, on the contrary, that they are created beings and
ministering spirits (4). In opposition to the doctrine of
emanation and of xons (5), even bodies were ascribed to them,
of finer substance, however, than human bodies (6). The idea
of guardian angels was connected in part with the mythical
notion of the genii (7). But no sure traces are to be found
during this period of a real cultus of angels within the pale
of the Catholic Church (8).

€8] De Princip. procem. 10 (Opp. i p. 49, Redep. p. 95):
Est efijm illud in ecclesiastica prsedmatlone esse angelos
Dei quosdam et virtutes bonas, qui ¢i ministrant ad salutem
hominum consummandam ; sed quando isti creati sint, vel
quales aut quomodo sint, non satis in manifesto designatur.

Hacens. Hist. Door. L. . N
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(2) “The doctrine respecting angels, though a very wavering

element of the patristic dogmatics, is yet handled with manifest
predilection,” Semisch, Just. Mart.ii. s. 339. Comp. Athenagoras,
Leg. 24, and note 1 to the next section.
- (8) Iren. i 22 and 24 (against the opinions of Saturninus
and Carpocrates), comp. ii. 2, p. 117: Si enim (Deus) mundi
fabricator est, angelos ipse fecit, aut etiam -causa creationis
eorum ipse fuit. jii. 8. 8: Quoniam enim sive angeli, sive
archangeli, sive throni, sive dominationes ab eo, qui super
omnes est Deus, et constituta sunt et facta sunt per verbum
ejus. Comp. also iv. 6. 7 : Ministrat ei (patri) ad omnia sua
progenies et figuratio sua, e Filius et Spir. 8., verbum et
sapientia, quibus sersdunt et subjecti sunt omnes angeli. Comp.
Duncker, s. 108 ff,, and Badsr, Trin.-Lehre, s, 175. The latter,
from the manner in which the earliest Fathers frequently bring
the angels into close connection with the persons of the
Trinity, sees evidence that their views respecting this great
mystery itself were yet very indefinite. Origen, however,
teaches with reference to the passage in Job xxxviii. 7, in his
Comm. on Matt. xviii. 27 (Opp. iii. p. 692), that angels,
although created, yet belong to an earlier ¢reation.

(4) “Justin M. regards the angels as personal beings who
possess @ permanent existence” Semisch, il. s. 341, Dial. c.
Tryph. c. 128: O pév odw eloiv dyyeos, kal del pévovres,
Kal py dvarvbuevor els éxelvo, éf obmep yeydvacww, dmodé-
Sewerar, . . . Athenagoras, Leg. ¢. 10: IINHfos dyyérwv xai
AeiTovpydy dauey, ods ¢ mouTys Kal Symovpyos xdauov Beds
dud 7ob map’ adroh Abyou Siéveype ral Oiérafe mepl Te Ta
orouxela €lvac Kal Tods olpavols kal ToV Kéouov xal T4 év
avté kal ™y rovrwv edraflav. Comp. ¢ 24, and Clem.
Strom. vi. 17, p. 822, 824 ; according to him, the angels have
received charge over provinces, towns, etc.  Clement, however,
distinguishes the dyyehos (singular), Min) ?l#_%?t?, from the other
angels, and connects him in some degree with the Logos,
though assigning to him an inferior rank. Comp. Strom. vii.
2,p. 831-833. He also speaks of a mythical Angelus Jesus,
Ped 1’7, p. 133, comp. @. Buili, Def. Fidei Nic. § 1)%c. 1
(de Christo sub angeli forma apparente). Opp. Lond. 1703,
fol. p. 9. [Pye Smith, Scripture Test. to the Messiah, i p.
445-464.]—0n the employments of angels, Origen can already
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say what sphere is assigned to each angel. - Raphael has to do
with diseases, Gabriel with war, Michael with prayer, De
Princip. & 8. 1. The angels.are the invisible yewpyo! and
olvovduor who rule in nature, Contra Celsum, viii 31 (Opp
i p. 764), ibid. v. 29 (Opp. i p. 598), and Hom. xu in
Luc. (Opp. iil. p. 945).

'(5) Philo had already transformed personal angels (eg.
the cherubim) into divine powers, see Dihne, 227 ff.  Justin
M. also informs us, that in his time some had compared the
relation in which the angels stand to God to that which
exists between the sun and its beams (analogous to the Logos);
but he decidedly rejects this opinion, Dial. c. Tryph. c. 128.
Comp. Tert. Adv. Prax. ¢. 3 (in connection with the doctrine
of the Trinity): Igitur si et monarchia divina per tot legionés
et exercitus angelorum administratur, sicut scriptum est:
Millies millia adsistebant ei, et millies centena millia appare-
bant ei: nec ideo unius esse desiit, ut desinat monarchia esse,
quia per tanta millia virtutum procuratur, etc.

(6) Justin M. attaches most importance to the body of
angels as analogous to that of man. Their food is manns,
Ps. 1xxviii. 25; the two angels who appeared to Abraham (Gen.
xvili. 1 f£) differed from the Logos who accompanied them,
in partaking of the food set before them, in reality and after
the manner of men, comp, Dial. c¢. Tryph. ¢. 57, and Semisch,
ii. 5. 843, As regards their intellectual powers and moral con-
dition, Justin assigns an inferior position to the angels, Semisch,
5. 344, 345, Tertullian points out the difference between the
body of Christ and that of the angels, De Carne Christi, ¢. 6 :
Nullus unquam angelus ideo descendit, ut crucifigeretur, ut
mortem experiretur, ut a morte suscitaretur. Si nunquam
ejusmodi fuit causa angelerum corporandorum, habes causam,
cur non nascendo acceperint carmem. Non venerant mori,
" ideo nec nasei . . . Igitur probent angelos illos, carnem de
sideribus concepisse. Si non probant, quia nec scriptum est,
nee Christi caro inde erit, cui angelorum accommodant ex-
emplum. Constat, angelos carnem non propnam gestasse,
utpoﬁ%naturas substantiee spiritalis, et si corporis alicujus, sui
tamen generis; in carnem autem humanam transfigurabiles ad
tempus videri et congredi cum hominibus posse. Igitur, cum
relatum non sit, unde sumpserint carnem, relinquitur intellectui
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nostro, non dubitare, hoc esse proprium angelicee potestatis,
ex nulla materia corpus sibi sumere. . . . Sed et, si de
materia necesse fuit angelos sumpsisse carnem, credibilius
utique est de terrena materia, quam de ullo genere ccelestium
substantiarum, cum adeo terrense qualitatis extiterit, ut
terrenis pabulis pasta sit. ZTatiany Or. ¢ 15: daiuoves 8¢
wdvres caprlov pdv o kéxmyras, mvevpatiky 8¢ éoTw adrals
% ovumnfis, ds mupds, s dépos. But these ethereal bodies
of the angels can be perceived only by those in whom the
Spirit of God dwells, not by the natural man (the psychical).
In comparison with other creatures they might be called
incorporeal beings, and Ignat. ad Trall. calls them dowpdrovs
piaes. Clement also says, Strom. vi. 7, p. 769, that they
have neither ears, nor tongues, nor lips, nor entrails and organs
of respiration, ete. Comp. Oryg. Princip. in procem. § 9, who,
however, also wavers between corporeal and incorporeal
existence. On the question, whether the Fathers taught the
spiritual ngture of the angels at all, see Semesch, ii. s. 342:
The moral nature of the angels was also debated, and the
question discussed, whether they were good essentially, or
only by habit, freely exercised. Origen held decidedly the
latter view, De Princip. 1. 5. 3.

('7) This idea is already found in the Shepherd of Hermas,
lib. ii. mand. vi. 2: ddo eloiv dyyehor perda Tob avlpamov,
els Tis Sukavoabvms kal els Tis movnplas rkal 6 wév Tis dikaio-
olvys dyyehos Tpudepds éoTe ral aloyvvrnpds xal mpdos xal
notyres. "Orav odv odros émi Ty xapdlav coi dvaBs, ebbéws
Aahel uera ood mepl Sukatoavvns, wepl dyvelas, wepl aepvéTRTOS
xal weépl adraprelas, kai wepl mavros Epyov. Sixalov, xal mepl
wdans dperijs évdofov. Taira mwdvra Srav els Tyy xapdlav
ot avaPf, ylvoake, 8re 6 dyyehos Tis Skatoclvys perd cod
éorev. Tobre odv wicrTeve kai Tols &pyoss adrob, xal éycparis
adtod yevod. "Opa odv xai Tod dyyélov Tiis wmovmplas Ta
épya.  Hpdrov wdvrwy SEbyolis éoTe kal micpds kal ddpov,
kal 16 Epya avroh wovnpd xaracTpépovra ToUs SovAovs Tob
eot” drav adros émi Ty kapdlav cod dvaff, yrdbi abrov
éml 7év épyov adrod. (Frag. ex doctr. ad Antioch.) Comp.
the Latin text. Justin Mart. Apol ii. 5: ‘O Oeds Tov wdvra
xdopov woujoas xal Td émiyews avbpdmors vmordkas . .. T
pev 7@y avbpemwy kal Tdv Tmd Tov olpavdy wpovotav dyyélats,
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ols émi Todrows Erafe, mapédwxev. We have already seen
(note 4) that Clement and Origen assign to- angels the office
of watching over provinces and towns; this is connected with
the notion of individual guardian angels; comp. Clem. Strom.
v. p. 700, and vii. p. 833, and the passages quoted above
from Origen. Schmid,lc. A principal occupation of the angels
is also to bring the prayers of men before God. Origen, Contra,
Cels. v. 4, and Tertull. De Orat. ¢. 12, who speaks of a special
angel of prayer.

(8) Col ii. 18, mention is made of a Opnoreln Tdv dyyéirwv
which the apostle disapproves; comp. Rev. xix. 10, xxii. 9.
The answer to the question whether Justiw M. numbered the
angels among the objects of Christian worship, depends upon
the interpretation of the passage, Apol. i. 6 : "ABeos kexAjueba
kal opoloyobuey TdY TorodTwy voustouévwv Gedv dbeos elvas,
aMN olyi Tod dAnbeotdTov ral waTpos Sukatoaivys kal cwdpo-
civns kal TV ENNwv dperdw, dvemiulkTov Te Kaxias Oeod
aAN’ éxelvoy Te kal Tov wap’ adTod viov éNFbvTa kal
8i8dfavra Hpds TadTa ral Tov TAY ENNev émopévwv
kal éfopotovpévor dyaldr dyyérwv oTpaTiy, Trebpd
Te 70 wpodnTikov ceBopcla kal wposkuvoluey, Noyp
xal dnfela Tipdvres. The principal point in question is,
whether the accusative Tov 7év &Mhwv .. . oTpardy is governed
by o¢Bdueba kal mpocxvvoduey or by &ubdfavra, and con-
sequently where the punctuation is to fall. Most modern
writers adopt the former interpretation, which is probably the
more correet one. Thus Semisch, s. 350 ff.  Mohler (Patrologie,
s. 240)! finds in this passage, as well as in 4then. Leg. 10,
a proof of the Roman Catholic adoration of angels and saints.
But Athenagoras (c. 16) rejects this doctrine very decidedly
in the following words: OP Tas Suwduers Tob Oeod wpooiovres
Ocpamedoper, dANE TOv Ty adrdy kal Seawéryy. Comp.
Clem. Strom. vi. 5, p. 760. Orig. Contra Cels. v. 4. 5 (Opp.
i p. 580), and viii. 13 (ib. p. 751), quoted by Miinscher, Von
Colin, i. 5. 84, 85. [Gieseler, i. § 99, and note 83. Burton,
Testimonies of the Ante-Nic. Fath. to the Trinity, ete., p. 15-23.
On ‘the Gnostic worship of angels, comp. Burton, Bampton
Lect., note 52,1 - According to OMgen, the angels rather pray

1In an earlier essay in the Tiibingen Quartalschrift, 1833, s. 53 ff., Mchler
rejected the interpretation, that the worship of angels is here spoken of.
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with us and for us, comp. Contra Cels. viii. 64, p. 789 ; Hom.
in Num. xxiv. (Opp. iii. p. 362). If, however, not worthy of
divine honour, yet, according to Origen, the angels are mpesSi-
TepoL kal TiuudTEPOL o pévov Tob dvfpdmov, dANAG kal mdons
wet” alrods roopomoulas (Comm. in Matt. xv. 27). The edgy-
weiy and paxapilery, which he claims for angels, would soon
lead to invocation and finally to worship. On the order and
rank of angels in Origen, see Redep. ii. s. 348 ff.

§ 51.
The Devil and Demons.

The Bible does not represent the prince of darkness, or the
wicked one (Devil, Satan), as an evil principle which existed
from the beginning, in opposition to a good principle (dualism);
but, in accoPdance with the doctrine of one God, it speaks of him
as a creature, viz. an angel who was created by God good, but
who, in the exercise of his free will, fell away from his Maker.
This was also the view taken by the orthodox Fathers (1).
Everything which was opposed to the light of the gospel and
its development, physical evils (2), as well as the numerous
persecutions of Christians (3), was thought to be the work of
‘Satan and his demons. The entire system of paganism, its
mythology and worship (4), and, according to some, even
philosophy (5), were supposed to be subject to the influence
of demons. Heresies (6) were also ascribed to the same
agency. Moreover, some particular vices were considered to
be the specific effects of individual evil spirits (7).

(1) Concerning the appellatives Y, ocatér, catavis,
Sudfolos, 6 dpywr Tod réopov Tobrov, Saimoves, Sawubvia,
BeerLefor), ete., the origin of the doctrine and its develop-
ment in the Scriptures, comp. de Weitte, biblische Dogmatik,
§ 142150, 212-214, 236-—238; Bawmgarten - Crusius,
biblische Theologie, s. 295; Von Cilin, biblische Theologie,
s. 420; Hirzel, Commentar zum Hiob, ¢. 16. The Fathers
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generally adopted the notions already existin Justin M.
Apol min. ¢ 5. Athenag Leg. 24: ‘25 vyap €eov ¢ayev xai
viov Tov Aoyor alTod Kai 7ruev,ua d’r/wv PN ov'rcos‘ xal eTepac
elvar Suvdpers rateMipuela mwepl Ty UAmy éyovoas xal &
abriis, plav pév Ty dvrifeov, oy, 87 dvridofoiv i éoTl T
Bep, is TH Pihla T veikos wava vov 'EumedoxMéa, xai Th
Hubpa vOE ratd T pawiueva (émel kdv € dvbeoTirer T TG
e, éradoaro To; elvas, Mlelons adrod 7§ wob Oeod Svvduer
kal loxli Ths cvaTdoews) ANN' Sti 7@ Tob Oeod dyabP, §
xaTd o-v,u,BeBn/céq éoTww adrd, Kal o‘vvv'n'aipxou, @5 xpéa,
a'wp,wrl, ob dvev odx &rw (ody s ,u,epove ou'roq, aaxN s
raT ava»yfcnv cuvbvrTos waparco)\ovﬁnywroc Hopévov kal ovy-
kexpwopévov: ds T4 wupl, Eavd@ elvas, kal 1@ aibép; kvave)
évavriov éorl TO mepl THy TNy Eyov mvebpa, yevbuevor pév
iwd 1o Oeod, xabo of Nouwol Om ailTod eyeydvaciw dryyelow
kal T émi T4 Ay kai Tols Tis UAns eldeqt mioTevoduevo
Swolkmoww.  Irem, iv. 41, p. 288: Quum igitur a Deo omnia
facta sunt, et diabolus sibimet ipsi et reliquig factus est
abscessionis causa, juste scriptura eos, qui in abscessione
perseverant, semper filios diaboli et angelos dixit maligni.
Tert. Apol. e. 22: Atque adeo dicimus, esse substantias
quasdam spiritales, nec nomen novum est. Sciunt demonas
philosophi, Socrate ipso ad demonii arbitrium exspectante,
quidni ? cum et ipsi deemonium a pueritia adhaesisse dicatur,
dehortatorium plane a bofto. Dewemonas [omnes] sciunt poétee,
et jam [etiam] vulgus indoctum in usum maledicti frequentat;
nam et Satanam, principem hujus mali generis, proinde de
propria conscientia anime eadem execramenti voce pronuntiat.
Angelos quoque etiam Plato non negavit. Utriusque nominis
testes esse vel magi adsunt. Sed quomodo de angelis quibus-
dam sua sponte corruptis corruptior gens déemonum evaserit
damnata a Deo cum generis auctoribus et cum eo quem dixi-
mus principe, apud litteras sanctas ordine cognoscitur. Comp.
Orig. De Princip. proeem. 6 (Opp. t. i p. 48), who, however,
leaves all other points problematical, as he does in the doctrine
respeeting angels ; it is sufficient to believe that Satan and the
demgns really exist—quee autem sint aut quo modo sint(ecclesta),
non clare exposuit. It was not until the following period
that the Manichees developed the dualistic view, that the
~ devil is a distinct and essential evil principle, in- the form of
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a vegular system, although traces of it may be found in some
earlier Gnostic notions, eg. the Jaldabaoth of the Ophites,
. cotnp. Neander's Gnostische Systeme, s. 233 ff. Baur, Gnosis,
.8 178 ff, Dfr . 557. In opposition to this dualistic view,
Origen maintams that the devil and the demons are creatures
of God, though not created -as devils, but as spiritual beings;
-Contra Cels. iv. 65 (Opp. 1 p. 563).——As to the extent in
which Platonism and Ebionitism participated in the Christian
demonology, see Semisch, Just. Mart. s. 387 ff.

(2) Zertullian and Origen agree in ascribing failures of
crops, ‘drought, famine, pestilence, and murrain to the influence
of demons. Zerf. Apol c. 22 (operatio eorum est hominis
eversio). Orig. Contra Cels. viii. 31, 32 (Opp. i. p. 764, 765).
He calls the evil spirits the executioners of God (8+ucor).
Demoniacal possessions were still considered as phenomena of
special importance (as in the times of the N. T.). Minuc. Fel.
¢. 27 : Irrepentes etiam corporibus occulte, ut spiritus tenues,
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