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THE

TRANSLATOR S PREFACE.

IN presenting to the public the second volume of this translation

of Dr. Neander s History of the Church, I may be allowed to

express my regret that the promise of its speedy appearance

(made at the publication of the first volume), has not been duly

realized. It would be of little interest to detail the causes of

this delay} as they are chiefly of a personal character, if they were

not calculated to show that some of them are unlikely again to

operate, so as to prevent my rapid progress in finishing my
translation of the succeeding volumes of this able work 1

. The

circumstances of our own country, at the period of the publication

of the first volume, left those, who took much part, as I did then,

in periodical literature, but little time or thought for studies of a

less stirring character, and however higher in value, of a more

remote interest; and the same cause led me to presume that such

a work then would find but few readers. University employ

ments, and many other avocations which I had not anticipated,

at first took me away from the subject, and every one knows with

what difficulty employments once suspended are again resumed.

About the beginning of this year, however, the publishers having

informed me that the first volume was out of print, I determined

to finish the second immediately? part of it having been printed

some years ago, and the result has been the present publication.

1 Should no unforeseen obstacles occur, I trust, in a very short period, to publish

two more volumes, which will contain the same proportion (three Bands, or Parts)

of the original.

A2
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The second volume, now published, completes the history of

the first three centuries, and the first portion of the work is now

finished. I must therefore take the present opportunity of offer

ing a few remarks, both upon the original work and on the

translation. With regard to the former, I have expressed my
own opinion very fully in the preface to the first volume, and I

do not see anything there which I should wish to retract, nor is

there much which I think it necessary to add. I have the same

opinion of the candour and integrity of the author ; and I entertain

the same dissent from some of his opinions. The few remarks

which I would here offer, are rather to be taken as cautions to

those younger readers, who apply to these volumes for instruction.

I would suggest to them the unsatisfactory nature of some of its

statements, and attempt to point out one of the causes from which

this circumstance proceeds. With regard to the whole of the

Church question, I have spoken so fully in the preface and the

notes to the first volume, that I need not touch upon it now.

But the great doctrinal point, which I think is treated in an

unsatisfactory manner, is that of the Trinity (see pp. 256, and

289-90) ; the most important of all the doctrines of Christianity.

The author may, perhaps, think it foreign to the province of

the historian, to express a decided opinion on doctrinal points

a view in which I cannot wholly coincide. I think a perfectly im

partial statement of the arguments of those who differ from us, and

a perfectly fair account of their conduct, are quite compatible,
not only with entertaining a decided opinion on such matters, but

with the expression of it. And I confess that it would have given
me great satisfaction to find in Dr. Neander s statements with

regard to the great doctrine of the Trinity, something less indis

tinct and shadowy, than the passages to which I have here pointed
attention. I think such statements might have been made, without

any fear of appearing to explain that mysterious dogma. It

appears to me a question rather of fact than of speculation, as

one might attempt to show in the following manner. Without

any presumptuous attempt to explain to ourselves the doctrine of

the Trinity, if we ask ourselves one or two simple questions, we
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must bring the matter to an issue at once; viz. Is our Saviour

spoken of in Scripture, in language inapplicable to any created

Being, and at the same time is the idea of the Father suffering

on the cross entirely excluded ? And again : is the Holy Spirit

spoken of in Scripture in a manner inconsistent with anything

but a clear objective sense ? These things belong to the class of

facts, rather than to that of opinions, and the doctrine of the

Trinity does nothing more than enounce these facts the Atha-

nasian creed itself contains no speculative explanation of them,

and no attempt at it. Let us therefore with this impression

before our minds, enquire to what the remarks of Dr. Neander

are really applicable. I think it will be seen that they not only

admit a construction, by which they do not oppose the doctrine

of the Trinity, even as laid down in the most precise manner in

the Athanasian creed ; but that they properly apply to further

speculative attempts to explain this doctrine. But still I think

they are expressed in so indistinct a manner, that a very large

proportion of readers would consider them, as directed against

any positive declarations of the necessity of a belief in this

doctrine, as held by the orthodox ; and I think the tendency of

the language, and the manner in which it is used, calculated

rather to lower the notion of the absolute necessity of a right

faith, even in such essential points as this a tendency, which, in

other hands, might be carried much further, and where the

moderation and Christian feelings of Dr. Neander were wanting,

might produce great mischief. We must never forget that the

disciples of any erroneous system or tenet, always diverge more

widely from the truth than their master. The divergency of error

is invariably a progressive operation.

I regret, therefore, the indistinctness, of which I speak, both for

these reasons, and because I think it the province of ecclesiastical

history to give witness to the great doctrines of Christianity, and

warning to future generations from the errors of those which have

passed away. The author, however, of this work appears to be

chiefly solicitous about the improvement of the heart and the

affections of man by Christianity, for which solicitude no one can



VI THE TRANSLATOR S PREFACE.

do otherwise tlian honour and respect him; but at the same time

it is certain, that to effect this great end, the maintenance of all

the great doctrines of Christianity in their integrity is absolutely

essential. Whatever is revealed, whatever has been universally

maintained in the Christian Church from the first ages, I believe

to be necessary to be received, in order that Christianity may pro

duce its full effect in the amelioration of man s nature, and that any

departure from them will soon be felt in its practical influence.

The next point to which I would draw attention, is the general

view which the author takes of the progress of Christianity, in

regard to the formation of the opinion of the Church on great

questions of doctrine. We can scarcely conceive more than three

ways in which Christian doctrines may be supposed to have ob

tained their recognition in the Church in express formulae.

1. They may be supposed to have been explicitly maintained

in the same words, and with the self-same limitations from the

very first ages of the Christian Church, a view which the ampli

fications of doctrine, as exhibited in the history of existing creeds,

sufficiently shows to be untenable,

2. They may be supposed to have been held implicitly
1

, and in

some degree only as matters of consciousness, until the prevalence

of opposite errors required this consciousness to be embodied in

definite terms, and expressed in public formulae ;
or

3. We may suppose that all doctrines were in a mere chaotic

state till controversies arose, and then that the doctrines were

actually formed during the controversies, and new doctrines were

thus, as it were, thought out and made by these controversies.

Of these views the second appears to me the most consistent

with history, and the third appears to be that which I should

derive as my impression from reading this work. It may not be

the opinion of the author, and he might probably disavow it, if

placed thus before him; but still I think it is the impression,

which would generally be entertained by most of his readers. I

1 Thus a belief in the Trinity implied a belief in the eternity of the Son, &c. We
must remember, however, that the shorter confessions of faith (for baptism, &c.) are

summaries, which vouched for more than they expressed. See Bull, Judicium Eccl.

Cath. cap. iv.
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am not about to argue the question here, as that would, of itself,

require a volume l
. I only point out the difference between

these two positions, and request the readers of ecclesiastical

history to bear it in mind, and judge for themselves. I should

deeply regret it, if in any way I have misrepresented the view of

my author. I only state that this is the impression left upon my
mind by close attention to his work.

The last point to which I would draw attention is the manner

in which the views which Dr. Neander has embraced, appear some

times to influence the judgment he forms on points only incident

ally connected with them. His aim, indeed, is to be perfectly

impartial and unprejudiced, an aim which, we know, it is almost

impossible for any man entirely to attain ; and therefore we may
not wonder if sometimes we see, in his case, pre-conceived

opinions affecting his decisions. The point, to which I more

particularly allude, is the judgment he passes on the genuineness

and integrity of some of the most remarkable remains of Christian

antiquity. As a single example, I would only mention the decision

of Dr. Neander (p. 331-2), that 40 of the Epistle of Clement

of Rome is an interpolation. The learned and amiable author

of this work believes, that the transference of Jewish terms to

the Christian priesthood is of later date than the time of Clement

of Rome, and accordingly decides that this must be an interpo

lation. He alleges, indeed, that it contradicts the rest of the

Epistle ;
but this term appears to me too strong to apply to the

case in question. To a person who had not formed so strong an

opinion on this subject as Dr. Neander, such a contradiction

would hardly appear to exist. No doubt, whenever so learned

and candid a writer as Dr. Neander has arrived at an opinion,

like that to which I have adverted, every passage, which appears

to militate against it, challenges an inquiry, at least from him,

into its genuineness ; but such an opinion is no argument against

its genuineness in the minds of others, whose opinions differ on

1 I would only suggest to my younger readers one or two works on the great doc

trine of the Trinity, from which they will derive great advantage. I mean the works

of Bp. Horsley, Dr. Waterland, Bp. Bull, and, as a very convenient and useful

work of reference, Dr. Burton s &quot;Testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers.&quot;
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that very point; and it is hardly a just method of proceeding on

this sole ground to refuse the testimony of one of the witnesses

before the controversy is decided *. I think in these respects

there is a degree of caution required in admitting some of the

conclusions of this work ; and my conviction of the necessity of

such caution probably may originate, and is certainly strength

ened by the circumstance, that on many points our views do not

coincide.

These are the principal circumstances which I would point

out as likely to prevent this work from being as generally ac

ceptable and useful in this country, as its great merit in other

respects would lead us to expect that it might become 2
. I trust

that, in expressing my opinion on these points, I have been

betrayed into no presumption, and shown no disrespect to the

author, whose work I have translated, and also that I have not

stepped beyond the proper province of a translator. It might
be supposed that I coincided in all the views here maintained, if

I intimated nothing to the contrary ;
and as I think some of them

unsound, I should feel that I was thus far promoting erroneous

opinions. But having pointed out what appear to me, after

paying considerable attention to the work, the sources of its chief

1 Of course these remarks are not meant to apply to clear cases of anachronisms,

which are often of service in detecting forgeries. Take for example the will of St.

Patrick which mentions Indulgences. Which word was not in use for centuries after

his death.

2 I might, perhaps, justly appeal in this point to the almost unanimous opinion of

those writers in whose works I have seen any notice of those of Dr. Neander. All bear

testimony to the excellence of the author, but all with a reserve on some point. They
all express their unfeigned respect for the learning of the author, his excellent qualities

of head and heart, as well as the general usefulness of his works, but all qualify it by

expressing a dissent from some of his views. See for instance, the Bishop of Lincoln s

preface to his work on Tertullian, where he controverts many of Dr. Neander s state

ments and opinions ; or Dr. Burton s introduction to his Bampton Lectures, where, in

speaking of this very history, and expressing a hope that it would be translated, he

adds,
&quot; The writer is a theorist, as are many of his countrymen ; and I could wish that

some of his observations had not been made. But he has investigated with great

patience of research, and with a very original train of thought, the early history of the

Church ; and if he carries into execution what he has partly promised to undertake, a

full and special history of the Church in the time of the apostles, he will probably

confer a lasting benefit on literature in general.&quot; p. xvii.
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faults, I leave my readers to exercise their own judgment on the

subject, and to derive all the advantage and instruction from this

history, which, in most respects, it is calculated to bestow.

With regard to the translation itself, I must, as I before ob

served, leave others to judge of the manner in which my humble

task has been performed. I remain of the same opinion still as

to the duty of a translator. In works of this nature fidelity is his

first merit, and ought to be his chief aim ; and for this reason,

I think we ought very rarely to resort to a paraphrastic version
l
.

The style of this work in general is not such as to render it

particularly easy to bring into English, with fluency and freedom ;

but this difficulty is, of course, very much increased, when the

subjects of which it treats approach the subtil regions of meta

physics. A large portion of this volume, it will be seen, is

devoted to a development of the various systems of Gnosticism,

and to an explanation of the views of Manes and his followers.

Oriental mysticism and theosophy has long been noted as full of

obscurity ; and even the acute and learned Bayle has not hesi

tated to express his utter inability to enter into it. After

speaking, in his article on Zerdusht, or Zoroaster, of the Persian

notions of light and darkness, he adds,
&quot; This chaos of thought

is incomprehensible to us western people. None but the eastern

nations, accustomed to a mystical and contradictory language,
can bear such excessive nonsense without disgust and horror.&quot;

This is too sweeping a position, and too strong language ;
much

has been done since his days to introduce us to a more intimate

acquaintance with the ideas of the eastern nations, but still this

difference in the habits of thought between these two families of

the human race, will always tend to make the speculative views

of the one difficult to the other. Dr. Neander has done much to

arrange and systematize the various theories of Gnosticism
;
but

their obscurities have not been entirely removed, nor are they in all

cases lessened by a passage through the regions of German meta-

1 I am fully aware that a different principle has been maintained, and that some

translators from German works have professed to give their author s sense rather than

his words ; and have thought themselves justified in altering, and even omitting whole

passages. It must be obvious that this proceeding is liable to many dangers, and it can

never represent the mind and opinions of the author ; which is always desirable.
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physics. There is one difficulty, however, which no one can

properly appreciate, except those who have known it by experi

ence, in every attempt to present the metaphysical and philoso

phical speculations of German writers to English readers; and

that difficulty arises from the copiousness of the German meta

physical vocabulary, and the poverty of our own.

Without passing any judgment on the various systems of phi

losophy which have made their appearance in Germany within

the last fifty years, we may say that the Germans have paid more

attention to metaphysics latterly than our countrymen have

done
; and, whether these systems be true or false, they have

certainly carried to a very high point of refinement their analysis

of the subtle processes of thought within us. In reducing their

analysis to systems, they have made minute distinctions between

these processes, which they have been enabled to embody in

their language, and thus to introduce a definiteness into their

copious vocabulary, of which our own language is hardly capable.

And besides this, the lax manner in which all words in English,

referring to mental processes
*
are used, renders it impossible to

represent such distinctions intelligibly, without expressly defining

beforehand in what sense we mean to use the words. Conception
2

,

1 The same is true in some degree in respect to our mental faculties also.

a Sir G. Haughton, in his Prodromus (more particularly mentioned in the next note)

has, however, endeavoured to recal us to a more definite use of these words. He

seems rather inclined to banish idea altogether and substitute for it image or perception.

He says,
&quot; an idea must either be the equivalent of a perception, or a conception ; and

these two words are merely abstractions, that could have no sense, if we did not refer

them respectively to the only assertion any of us can truly make ; namely, I PERCEIVE

Things, and. I conceive States,
1

p. 205. It must be remembered that Sir G. Haughton s

fundamental principle is this. Every word necessarily means nothing more than

THING or STATE,
&quot; and even the last of these two terms is a mere sound a symbol

boldly invented by the intellect, for the purpose of reasoning,&quot; p. 5. He says also,

p. 45,
&quot; that all reasoning is effected solely by means of words, either single or linked

together in those chains which we call Conceptions ;
but no single word, STATE even

not excepted, can be a conception in any other sense than as a sound preserved by the

memory.&quot; To the class of Perceptions according to him belong all objects we PERCEIVE

when we see, hear, smell, taste, or touch. To Conceptions belong all the Combinations,

Relations, and other States, of the objects or things we perceive, and of which we are

enabled to think or CONCEIVE by the mysterious operations of the intellect, aided by

the almost equally mysterious mechanism of language which it had previously prepared
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thought, idea, notion, perception, apprehension, and other words are

used synonymously, which might be devoted to different processes,

and the very distinction of the Reason and the Understanding, on

which so much stress is laid in Germany, is seldom brought

forward in English works 1
. These circumstances make it difficult

by and for the process, to which we give the name of thought. To this class must

likewise be referred those essences which we derive by strict inference when we

observe the design, harmony, and operations of nature, such as God, Soul, and

Power.&quot;

This is definite enough, and this author will perform a service to our language and

to our habits of thinking, if he can persuade all writers to be more precise in the

use of such terms, whether they adopt his definitions or not.

But let not my meaning be misunderstood. I do not here pretend to give any

judgment either about the German systems or Sir G. Haughton s book. I only point

out the existence of certain refinements of speculation among our German neighbours,

which our language scarcely enables to present in the symbols which it affords us. In

professedly metaphysical works, the difficulty may, perhaps, be obviated by definitions,

but where these words only occur incidentally, as in this history, the difficulty intro

duced by this consideration is not slight. The cause perhaps lies deeper, and this has

been most ably touched upon by one, whose memory I revere, whose guidance I daily

miss, and whose correcting hand would have rendered these pages far more worthy of

consideration
; and it would be injustice not to quote his words :

&quot; The English are not a thinking and speculative, but a practical people, and they

are accustomed to look at things only in a practical point of view. This habit is

carried into their literature, and he who wishes to gain their attention must not deal

in abstractions, or he will write in vain. Things must be presented in a definite

tangible form, or the English capacity cannot receive them. It may be a very good or

a very bad state of the intellect; on that point I say nothing; but I maintain that this

is the state of English intellect, and this will sufficiently account for the neglect ex

perienced by many valuable works of latter days.&quot;
The State of Protestantism in

Germany, by the late Hugh James Rose, p. 208.

1 To this sweeping remark there are of course some exceptions, and among these it

would be wrong to omit mentioning the late Mr. Coleridge s admirable little volume,

entitled * Aids to Reflection. I may also add that Sir G. Haughton in his Prodromus

has distinguished between Reason and Understanding, but not exactly in the same man

ner as the German metaphysicians. Of the understanding he says,
&quot; The first great

delusion we are under, is in supposing that the word Understanding represents any

thing whatsoever. We, that is, our thinking selves, may understand what we hear or

see; but when we employ the Abstract word Understanding for some part of ourselves,

we do so clearly by a fallacy. When we understand anything, we necessarily feel, are

conscious, and intelligent ; and were I to analyse the term Understanding, according to

the usual mode in these cases, I would consequently say, that it is compounded of

Feeling, Consciousness, and Intelligence. For, if I analyse one Abstraction, I shall
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adequately to represent in any English translation the exact

views of the author in those passages, where any words occur,

most likely do it by the help of others ;
but in reality there is neither Understanding,

Feeling, Consciousness, nor Intelligence ; and instead of these, we must remember that

it is the union of soul with matter, which, being organized into human frames, under

stands, feels, is conscious and intelligent,&quot; Of the Reason, on the contrary, he says,
&quot; Of all the divisions into which we separate the Mind, Reason is the only one which

is not a misconception arising from the delusive nature of language. It is not a

faculty, but a real agent, aiding and assisting the intellect of man in all its varied

operations.&quot; The view which Sir G. Haiighton developes is briefly explained thus:

&quot;

Intellect&quot; (that which thinks).
&quot;

Sensorium&quot; (that portion of the brain which is

conscious),
&quot; and Nerves &quot;

(the seat of sensation),
&quot; constitute the mysterious agent

called Self;&quot; and he elsewhere says of the Intellect, &quot;It is this unknown organ so

highly endowed, and constituting the thinking, reflecting agent, resulting from the

combination of soul with matter duly organized, that I call in these pages by the name

of INTELLECT. The author immediately after the above assertion about Reason as an

Agent, not a,faculty, begs his readers to suspend their judgment on the point till he has

developed his views in some future work.

It would be altogether foreign to the subject of these volumes to enter at any length

into metaphysical disquisitions, but in noticing the difficulty which arises to the English

translator of a German work, from the difference in the mental condition of the two

nations, it is not perhaps altogether out of place to allude to an English work on the

subject of Metaphysics, written with considerable clearness and ability, which pro

poses to throw a new light on all the phenomena of our minds, and to show that all

metaphysical systems have hitherto been founded on delusions, arising from our

mistaking the nature and force of the words we use. That the work deserves serious,

and impartial consideration, as a remarkable exposition of Nominalism given in a

systematic form, and applied in a novel manner, few persons would be inclined to

deny ; but whether the author establishes his views, I do not undertake to decide. I

think however in some instances, our author s Nominalism carries him too far. When

he speaks of our attachment to the Church, the State, the Constitution, a principle, &c.

as showing the hold which Abstractions have upon our nature, and how much we

are swayed by mere words
;
when he observes, that not one of these designate any

thing that has a real existence, except as a sound : still we are ready to sacrifice our

lives for them Without language, not one of these conceptions could have

had an existence ; nor could one drop of the torrents of blood that have flowed from

such causes have been shed is not the author carried away by his own theory ?

We can hardly reason on what we should be &quot; without language ;&quot;
but it can scarcely

be said that we are ready to sacrifice our lives in these cases for mere abstractions.

Had the author here used his usual clearness and acuteness, would he not have seen

that if these words are mere abstractions, they are only convenient symbols (abridging

as symbols do the processes of reasoning^, which stand for matters which exert a very

practical influence on men s happiness ? When we say a man is ready to sacrifice his

life for the Constitution, what do we mean but that he is ready to resist changes in all
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which pre-suppose a recognition of the distinctions common

among his countrymen. I have endeavoured to grapple with

this difficulty as well as I was able ; but in order that I might

apprize the reader that there was something, which could not be

rendered by a word exactly synonymous with the original, I have

occasionally inserted the German word, and sometimes referred

to the preface for some observations on the subject. This is

particularly the case with such words as Anscliauung^ Begriff,

Bewusstseyn, &c. ;
and I have thought that it might be advan

tageous to the English reader, if, at the end of this Preface, I

threw into the form of a brief vocabulary a few remarks on such

words, and a translation of a few passages from German philoso

phical works, in which they are expressly defined. To this I

will, therefore, refer those readers who require further satisfac

tion on this point.

It will be seen that in some passages, where I have thought
a literal translation might appear obscure or ambiguous, I

have given a paraphrase in a note, or vice versa, in order that

I may not appear to evade a difficulty in this manner. There

is, however, one passage in which, if there is no incorrectness

the relations of life, which he considers likely to bring misery on himself and all

around him. Let us take another instance to make this clearer. The words Slavery

and Freedom express mere abstractions, exactly as much as the words cited by Sir G.

Haughton ; but would the resistance to the one, and the struggle for the other, appear
to him to be a struggle about a mere abstraction ? In these cases men contend about

changes of condition involving practical consequences to themselves, and it is in vain,

in order to persuade them to lay aside their differences, to tell them that the watch

words of their cause are mere abstractions. And the same reasoning is applicable,

mutatis mutandis, to the instances selected by Sir G. Haughton. With regard to

the Church, to those who believe that our Saviour bound men together under certain

laws, to contend for the welfare and extension of the society, comprising all who

embrace those laws, must be a duty. The term may be an abstract term, but it

comprehends truths and realities, for which men are bound to contend, though they

cannot be justified in using Persecution for the sake of them. Men talk about

these abstractions, but they contend about realities, included among the complicated

notions, of the aggregate of which these abstractions are the conventional symbol. I

trust in making these observations I have not misrepresented, nor mistaken this author,

for although he appears to despair of a fair hearing in England, and looks for it to the

truth-inquiring spirit of Germany, I can say that I opened his essay with perfect

impartiality, and shall look with much interest to any further development of his views.
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or sensation, the Subjective (the condition of the subject in which

the representation takes place). In its widest meaning An&quot;

schauung is equivalent to a sensuous representation
1
. Hence,

sensuous knowledge
2

is called anschauliche, or intuitive.

&quot; Pure or a priori intuitions [Anschauungen] are those which

are referred to space and time generally, and to that which can

be constructed therein independently of experience (purely

mathematical magnitudes) ; empirical, or a posteriori intuitions,

are those which are referred to objects of experience, perceivable

in space and time. An intellectual Anschauung is one which pro

ceeds from the Understanding ; a rational one, that which proceeds

from the Reason.

&quot; As soon as we distinguish the Reason and the Understanding
from Sense, it becomes inconsistent to speak of perceiving intui

tively [anschauen] as an act of the senses, and at the same time

as an act of the Reason or of the Understanding. But still it

may be said that the imagination performs this act [anschauet],

because it is itself nothing but an inward sense. But the Sense

itself is called also the Anschauungsvermogen, or faculty-of-in-

tuition (facultas intuendi). The Anschauungsweise
3

[or mode of

intuition] the forma intuitionis, on which account the word An-

schauungsform is sometimes used is nothing but the law, accord

ing to which our Sense performs the act of intuition. . ...
&quot;

Anschauungs- or Intuitions-Philosophic is opposed by many
to Verstandes- or Reflexions- Philosophic, and they prefer the

former to the latter. But they ought properly to be taken to

gether, because the ideas derived from intuition, [Anschauungen]
and from reflection [or Begriffe, see the next word] are the

elements of all human
knowledge.&quot; Krug s Lexicon, vol. i. p.

160-1.

To this extract from Krug, I may append the following from

Kiesewetter s Logik zum Gebrauch fur Schulen, Vienna, 1824 :

1
Perhaps impression would give the best translation of this word.

2 Sinnliche Erkenntniss, a cognition obtained through the senses. See the word

Erkenntniss, further on in this preface.

3 This expression is used, rather more laxly by Neander, p. 27- See note.
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&quot;All thoughts are representations, but all representations are not

thoughts. All representations must present something; this

something which they present (which does not, however, on that

account require to have a real existence) is called their object [or

Gegenstand]. Now that representation which refers itself to a

single object, and that too, immediately, (without any inter

mediate representation) is called an Anschauung [or Intuition].

All representations, which are not [Anschauungen or] Intuitions,

and also all representations which are referred to more than one

object, as also all mediate representations, are thoughts. The

representation [or image in the mind,] which I have of the

picture of my friend, which is hanging before me, and which

I look upon ; the representation I have of the tones of a violin,

which I am actually listening to ;
the representation which I have

of the flower I am smelling, the tea I am tasting, or of the pain

of burning, which I feel at the moment
; the representation of

the late king, which my imagination recals into consciousness ;

or the image of a mountain stream presented to my fancy ; the

representation of the present condition in which my mind actually

is all these are intuitions [Anschauungen], because they refer

to one object, and we see at once that this reference is imme

diate, and that they do not require any intermediate representation.

The representations of Man, Flower, &c. are not intuitions, for

they do not refer to one object, but comprehend many ;
and still

further, they do not refer immediately to an object, but do so by
means of intuitions (the representation, Man, for instance, is re

ferred first to the intuition of individual men, as Caius, Titus, &c.)

and hence they are thoughts (Gedanken). Dr. Kiesewetter then

proceeds to show that the statement,
&amp;lt; Caius is sick, and the syllo

gism, All men are mortal, Caius is a man, therefore Caius is

mortal, are thoughts [Gedanken], not intuitions [Anschauungen],
as in the first case we do not rest in the simple image of Caius,

but unite the proposition with it that he is sick, &c.&quot;

To this extract I might add the article from the Conversations-

Lexicon, in which the writer draws a distinction between outward

and inward intuitions, the former being the intuitions of all

VOL. n. a
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objects in space, the latter of all objects only in time) which we

perceive only as changes in ourselves, such as the images of our

imagination [as in the examples of Kiesewetter, the mountain-

stream, or the late king] our thoughts, &c. He then proceeds to

say, that all outward things, having a representation, and being

necessarily in some time, are also inward, arid thus by our imagi

nation we can represent the objects of space in our minds ;

* but

on the contrary, that inward representations, being only repre-

sentable in time, not in space, cannot at the same time be outward

things, and hence that the latter class of representations have no

form. After speaking of the fine arts, he then proceeds further

to say, that &quot; the effect of any work of art depends chiefly on its

Anschaulichkeit, and is more lively and will please more, the

more its representations resemble our intuitive-representa

tions.&quot;

I might accumulate more extracts on this subject, but the above

will be sufficient for our present purpose, which is, not to write

an Introduction to the elements of German Philosophy, but to

bring forward sufficient to illustrate the use of some of the terms

which occur in this volume (see pp. 21, 26, 27, 29, 67, 68,214

215). It will be seen from these extracts that in its strictest

philosophical sense, Anschauung means an image of one outward

object in the mind, conveyed thither by the sight, but that it is

used generally for any ideas of sense. I may perhaps observe,

that in page 214, I should have done better to translate it by
intuition than by perception, and in the note, page 215, it would

have been better to translate it by intuition than by immediate

knowledge / although in both these cases the context and the note

will prevent any misapprehension. In page 68 also, Intuition

would perhaps be the best translation. In page 26, 1 believe that

the note and the translation when compared with the above ex

tracts from other writers, will convey the meaning of my author

with tolerable justice. He there contrasts the Anschauungen of the

Eastern people with the abstractions of the Western, the lively

pictures which the former raised in their imaginations, with the

abstractions of the latter, Thus Sophia became with the Eastern
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people, not an abstract idea of Wisdom *, which they would not

attempt to reason upon, but a person, whom they could picture

to their minds, and to which they could attribute all the qualities

and actions of a person, and thus represent to themselves all that

related to her, with the most graphic liveliness. Their whole

system of ^Eons, Pleroma, &c. are nothing but a set of pictures,

called up and figured in their prolific imaginations; and it is in this

respect in which they are said to be so devoted to Anschauungen

in preference to Begriffe. Intuition and pictorial representation to

the mind, are the two chief points to which we must turn our

attention in all passages where the word Anschauung occurs, and

these two leading points will, I think, explain all such passages in

this volume.

I now pass on to the next word, which may be much more

briefly treated, in consequence of the length to which the pre

ceding discussion has been carried.

&quot;

Begriff. Begriff is a representation, through which something

is thought upon ;
but an object is thought-upon, when we repre

sent it by means of certain signs
2
. From the collecting together

of these signs (a concipiendis notis), such a representation is

called a [Begriff, or] Conception (Conceptus, notio). The Be

griff or Conception is therefore a mediate and general [or common,

gemeinsame~\ representation, and is therefore essentially distin

guished from an Anschauung, or an Empfindung, through which

something individual is always represented ; as when any one

beholds a house, or feels a pain. But he, who only thinks upon

that, which we call a house or a pain, he has a [Begriff ] concep
tion of it, which he may refer to any house or pain whatsoever.

1 I do not by the use of this word mean to assert we can have really any abstract

idea of wisdom, or that wisdom is more than an abstract term, which we must unite with

a Being, before we can conceive it: in which case it becomes a concrete, not an abstract

idea. I do not enter into this question at all, which most metaphysical writers discuss

at great length.

2 Under Begreifen, Krug says, This word means to feel with the fingers, as we do in

order to acquaint ourselves accurately with anything. But begreifen also means to

form Begriffe, because these exist by means of the taking together of a variety of

things.

a2
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A Conception, therefore [or Begriff] is the unity of a multitude

[eines Mannigfaltigen
1

], which multitude may be greater or less,

but is always more comprehensive than the multitude of the An-

schauung. He who looks upon the starry heaven, beholds many

stars, but the conception [Begriff] of a star goes far wider ; it

comprehends those under the horizon, and even those which are

invisible by reason of their distance. So also he who thinks upon

a house or a mountain by means of conceptions, has a more com

prehensive representation of it, than he, who merely looks upon

many houses and mountains, although the intuitive representation

[or Anschauung] is fuller of contents or subject-matter, and there

fore more lively than the conception [Begriff] which only con

tains what is common to these things. If we wish to become

thoroughly acquainted with any [Begriff, or] Conception, we

must analyse it, that is, divide it into its signs or marks, as far as

this is possible. We thus learn its contents [its subject-matter,

its com plexus], and we can then determine how far it goes, that

is, to how many things it
applies,&quot;

&c. Krug, vol. i. p. 306.

Kiesewetter
(1.

c. p. 14 17) says,
(l There are three kinds of

thoughts, Conceptions, Judgments, and Conclusions,&quot; (Begriffe,

Urtheile, und Schlusse,) and then characterises the first of them

thus. &quot;A Conception (Begriff] is, like an Anschauung, a single

representation, but not like the latter, a representation of a single

object, as it represents many objects; it is also mediate, whereas

on the contrary, an Anschauung is immediate. The conception

Man, is a single representation, but refers to many objects; I do

not obtain the Conception on Man immediately, as I do the An

schauung of Caius, but mediately.&quot;

He afterwards says :

&quot; Our first conceptions arise out of intuitions, but it is quite

clear that we do not merely separate our conceptions only from

intuitions, as explained above 2

; but can also create new concep
tions from our existing conceptions. Thus abstracting from

1 This might be translated, the unity of the Multifarious, which is always more

comprehensive than the Multifariousness of the Anschauung.
2 He had explained the process of abstraction in another section.
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Lion, Tiger, Wolf, &c. all in which they differ, and combining

what remains, we have a new conception, a quadruped of

prey/
&quot;

This will suffice on the subject of Begriff.

Bewusstsein, Consciousness. It is not necessary to enter into the

philosophical questions connected with this word, as Dr. Neander

seems generally to apply it in its common and usual sense,

although sometimes, by a more lax usage of language ;
he may

unite with the common meaning of consciousness, a moral sense,

which renders it more nearly equivalent to our word conscience.

The note subjoined to the word Gottesbewusstsein, will suffice

for its explanation, p. 236.

Erkenntniss, Cognition. Erkenntnisse, Cognitions.

&quot;Erkennen (Cognoscere) means not only to represent or to think

of anything, but to refer one s representations ( Vorstellungen *) to

real objects, and to distinguish these objects from each other, as

things of a definite character. This Erkennen, or cognizing, is

more than merely thinking ; it is a real laying-hold (erfassen, or

ergreifen) of things on which account the old philosophers

designated it also by the name KaraXajUjSavetv, or comprehendere

but then this takes place by means of representations (Vorstel

lungen). These representations are partly sensuous [derived

from the senses], or, are intuitions [Anschauungen, see the word],

and sensations [Empfindungen], which refer to the Individual

(this or that particular object), and, partly intellectual [derived

from the Understanding], or Conceptions [Begriffe] which refer

to the General (or that which is common to many things). But

if anything real is to be known (erkennt, cognized), it must be given

(datum), or at least capable-of-being-given (dabile), i. e. it must

be capable of being seen, or felt ;
or to speak more generally, of

being perceived (wahrnehmen). Whatever is not in any manner

perceivable (neither inwardly nor outwardly) that is also not

cognizable (erkennbar, knowable) ; it cannot be pointed out and

1 It must be remembered, as an able writer has well stated it, (Ed. Rev. Oct. 1832) that

Vorstellung is the genus of which Idee, Anschauung, and Begriff, are the species.

Of these, Idee is used in strict philosophy only for the ideas of the Reason.
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defined objectively in its reality, although subjectively in the

consciousness of the Ego
1

there may be grounds for maintaining

its existence. In this case it is an object of Belief, not of

knowledge, the latter being only said of what we maintain from

objective or real sources of cognition.
* Erkenntniss (Cognitio). Cognition, as the result of cognizing

(Erkennen, see the foregoing article), is said both individually

and generally. In the case of individual things, cognition is the

reference of a representation to a given object, by which it is

distinguished as a definite thing, from other things which more or

less resemble it. Thus we have a cognition [or knowledge] of

the Moon, when it is represented as a heavenly body revolving

round the Earth, and undergoing certain changes. Thus we

perceive it competently, and consider it a real thing, although to

us it is only an appearance [Erscheinung, a Phenomenon] ; for

what it is, independently of the manner in which it is repre

sented to us, i. e. what it is in its own nature
2 we do not know.

The same is true of other things which we perceive, as we do

the moon, constantly in a certain manner, and necessarily repre

sent according to this perception of it. We are therefore justified

in laying down as a general principle-of-cognition the following

proposition. All which is necessarily represented in the case of

a real thing, as far as it appears, according to our original mode

of perception, belongs to it as an object-of-cognition, and may
therefore be predicated of it in judgments which are universally

valid. The sum [Inbegriff] of these judgments is Human-know

ledge generally. We also consider ourselves as the containers, or

bearers of cognition (the subjecta cognitionis, or subjects in which

these cognitions reside), and the things which we thus know are

its objects (objecta cognitionis). Krug, vol. i. p. 816-17.

In the Conversations-Lexicon the writer, after giving an ex

planation nearly equivalent to the above, and distinguishing

between Sense, Understanding, and Reason, goes on to say,

1 The word here stands for the thinking subject.

2 As a thing-in-itself, is the literal translation,
(

Ding an sich.
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&quot; Reason is elevated above Sense and Understanding, and its

peculiar representations are called Ideas, as e. g. the represen

tations of Godhead, Freedom, Immortality, Duty, Virtue, &c.

Whether and how far any thing can be known [erkannt] through

these Ideas, is taught by the Theory of the Faculty- of- Cognition,

which investigates the laws and limits of this faculty. But

pre-supposing that something can be known by our Reason, it

must be called the highest faculty of Cognition, as there is

nothing in human nature higher than the Reason. The Under

standing and the Reason are often classed together under the

name of the higher faculty of Cognition, because these two

faculties in common language are not distinguished so accurately

as scientific precision requires.
&quot; The distinction between empirical and rational cognition

belongs here. The former (from IjUTrapm, experience) is a know

ledge whose validity rests on experience, and herein upon the

lower or sensuous faculty- of-cognition. The latter is a know

ledge, the validity of which reposes on grounds which can be

known only through the higher, the intellectual
1

9 or the ra

tional faculty-of-cognition. The whole knowledge of man, how

ever, is an indivisible whole, connected together within him, and

as such, a common production of Sense, Understanding, and

Reason, jointly.&quot;

I need not add more on the subject of the word Erkenntniss,

which the reader will find used in p. 220, 234
; but the above

observations may serve to rectify any mistake into which the

translation might otherwise lead. The word is, perhaps, in neither

case used by our author in its strictest philosophical sense
; but

if it be,
* definite conception, would not be accurate, but simply

6

cognition. Again, in p. 234, I have translated speculative

Erkenntnisse by speculative ideas, which in popular language

may adequately represent the original, although it is not philoso

phically just.
{

Speculative cognitions would be the accurate

1 Even in this sentence the Understanding and the Reason seem too little dis

tinguished.

a 4 ~i
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translation, which would be nearly equivalent to what we should

call a philosophical knowledge, or theoretical, as opposed to

moral and practical. (SeeKrug s Lexicon, under the word spe

culative.
)

I may here conveniently point out an inaccuracy in p. 80 of

this translation, which, although it does not lead to any great mis

apprehension of the author s meaning, deserves correction.

The sentence to which I allude is the following :
&quot; All the

powers and modes of operation of the soul, which are directed to

that which is temporal and perishable such as its powers of

reflection and the understanding, in which, according to Valenti-

nus, is contained the ^ix*? 5
will then utterly ceaseV

The error here is very easily corrected. I would substitute for

the latter part of it the following translation :
&quot; such as its faculty

of reflection, the understanding, the sum of which powers, accord

ing to Valentinus, is the ^u^j will then utterly cease.&quot; Der

Verstand is in apposition with das Reflexions-vermogen with

which it is synonymous, and therefore the connecting particle
* and is erroneous. The former translation in which is con

tained the ^uxn/ is neither so accurate nor so free from ambiguity
as the latter. But the error which I am anxious to correct is the

making two faculties out of two words used synonymously.
These are the chief words which require illustration, or give

me reason to fear that my version may in some degree fall short

of the full meaning of the original; but I think, after this full

explanation, no one can find any difficulty in placing himself in

the condition of a reader of the original work in these passages.

There are, however, one or two other words or phrases, which

are used in this work, in a manner which almost baffles exact

translation. For instance, the words Menschheit and die mensch-

liche Natur, are used with a two-fold reference. When we speak
of the renovation, improvement, &c. of human nature, we may
mean two things, either a general renovation and improvement

1 The original is : Wie das Reflexions vermogen, der Verstand. deren InbegrifF dem

Valentinus die ^v\rj ist, &c.
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over the whole mass of human beings, or improvement in every

part of man s nature, his will, his affections, &c. Now it is not

always easy to determine to which of these notions it is to be

referred, or whether to a sort of notion compounded of these two.

But this cannot offer any obscurity which a little thought and

consideration will not readily remove, and it has hardly, therefore,

been deemed worth while to add any explanatory periphrasis,

which would only encumber the text, already sufficiently com

plicated in its structure.

Again, the wordLeben Life, admits of an use, which is inade

quately represented by our word Life, although the word * vital

is used in a kindred sense. It is used in a religious sense for

all in religion which animates and excites us to an endeavour

after improvement in our spiritual condition all which raises us

from the death of sin to the life of Righteousness all which

raises us up from a dead and lifeless unconcern about our souls

to a lively interest in them all that excites, raises, and purifies

our religious affections. Now although lively and vital, are

applied in a sense somewhat analogous to this, our English word
6

Life, hardly represents this range of ideas, except in the

combination of particular phrases. Thus it would be legitimate

to use it in a phrase like the following,
&quot; There is no life in

that man s religion ;&quot;
and such a phrase would be intelligible,

but the word hardly bears so wide an application as the

German Leben, in the first sentence in section v. page 169.

I have, however, ventured to use it there, as the context would

explain it. The word there translated understanding is Begriff,

which is more properly
&amp;lt;

conception ; but the word &amp;lt; understand

ing, or knowledge, in the popular acceptation of the terms,

perhaps, conveys the meaning of the author better than a transla

tion more philosophically accurate. At all events with the context,

and these few observations, there can be no difficulty to any one

in fixing the exact import of the phrase.

Eudcemonism (see p. 216). Perhaps the following explanation

from Krug (vol. i. p. 848) may be of service. After showing the
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meaning of Eudamonie to be happiness, (cv and Sajuwv, having- a

condition like that of a good genius, or happiness) Krug pro
ceeds :

&quot; Eud&monist therefore means one who strives only after

happiness, and that, too, his own happiness ; and Eudcemonism

means that line of opinion and conduct which is thoroughly
embued with such an endeavour, as well as a system adapted
to it.&quot;

I may, perhaps, be allowed to mention that I have employed
the article and the adjective, to express abstract terms, more fre

quently than is common in English composition. In German it

is a phraseology of most frequent occurrence ; and I have some

times found it almost impossible to express the meaning of the

original without it. I have, in order to call attention to the

circumstance, usually prefixed a capital letter to the adjective.

In translating the word Kirchen-lehrer, I have generally avoided

the more convenient and common phrase of the Fathers, except

when reference is made to them as authors. The phrase, Church-

teachers, seems more appropriate in the translation of a work of

this kind, where the author speaks of what was actually taught in

the Church, more especially as the phrase of the Fathers is used

in German, as well as in English.

Where I have given explanatory additions, &c., I have en

closed them usually in brackets of this form [ ], to distinguish

them from the parentheses of the author, which are within the

common parenthetical signs. I regret to observe, that in a few

cases this precaution has been overlooked, but, I trust, not so as

to create any confusion.

With these remarks on the phraseology, &c. of the original and

the translation, I now close this preface. I fear some readers may
think it too extended, and that I have descended to too minute

particulars, and to explanations which can hardly be needed

by those into whose hands this volume is likely to fall. But as

some of these words and explanations refer to most interesting

portions of the original (e. g. the explanation and development
of the Gnostic systems), I am desirous to place every one as far
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as possible, in the condition of a reader of the original, and to

obviate by every means in my power, any difference between the

original and the copy. It is a matter of interest to see the light

in which a mind, like that of Dr. Neander, views the subjects he

here treats
;
and the more faithful I can make my transcript of

the original, the more I shall have done for the satisfaction of

those who feel this interest. It is still my maxim that it is the

chief business of a translator to say every thing which the author

says, and nothing whatever which he does not say. (Pref. to

vol i. p. xiii.) How far I have succeeded in this I must leave

others to judge. I will only add that, both in translating the work,

and in the observations I have made on any of its tendencies or

views, the single object I have had in view has been to serve the

cause of truth and religion ; and if those who are entitled to

judge on these great questions, shall think that I have not entirely

failed in that object, I shall feel that my labour has not been in

vain.

H. J. ROSE.

Houc/hton Conquest,

1841.
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TO THE

SECOND PART 1
.

To the readers, who have given to the first half of the first

volume of my Church History such a reception, as makes me
still more responsible to them, as an author; I here communicate
the continuation of my work. On the object at which I have
aimed in treating the History of the Church I need not add any
thing further, after what I have stated in the preface to the first

part ; to him, who finds himself on too opposite a position, in

regard to knowledge and to life, to be able or willing to under
stand what is here advanced, I cannot expect to make myself

intelligible by further explanation; our disagreement is unavoid

able. Even with regard to those readers, for whom I have written,
I need not express more fully my gratitude to them. The word
which comesfrom the heart and the spirit, finds, as it can, without

further preface, its way to the heart and spirit ; discourse mustfind
its own hearers, and writings their own readers

2
, nothing further

can be done to recommend and attract.

1 This preface belongs to the second of the three brochures in which this first

portion of the History of the Church was written. It contains Sections iii. and iv.

beginning p. 215 of vol. i. of the translation, and ending in vol. ii. p. 168.
3 Das Wort muss sich seine Horer und die Schrift Hire Leser selbst suchen. This

seems to be a proverbial phrase, especially as it is printed in what are equivalent to

our italics.
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I feel only that it is a duty to add a word on one subject; viz.

the extent to which this volume has proceeded, which may

appear disproportionate to many. It was from the beginning my
plan to treat the History of the Church in the three first centuries

at great length, because this period appeared to me the most

weighty for every Christian and every theologian ; because I

believed that the establishment and the propagation of just and

unprejudiced views on the composition of the Christian Church,

on Christian worship, on Christian life, and Christian doctrines,

would be particularly important and salutary, both in a general

point of view, and in particular for our times in opposition to

different kinds of errors now in circulation from many different

quarters. The fermentation which the appearance of Christianity

produced in the moral, religious, and intellectual nature of man

kind, is of particular service in directing attention to the peculiar

nature of the Gospel in the greatest number of different points of

view 1

, and therefore this extraordinary object certainly requires

and deserves consideration in the greatest number of lights. We

recognize here the different directions of the human mind and

spirit, which are repeated in following periods, often only under

other forms, and often in a less free and original manner. When

these foundations of the whole History of the Church, are more

fully developed, in the following centuries much may be pre

supposed and handled in a shorter and more compressed manner.

The history of the sects of this period, in which the differences

and contradictions proceed from the inmost depth of the human

spirit and heart, and, being as yet uncontrolled and forcibly re

pressed by the deadening influence of a court, and State-Church,

can develope themselves with more breadth and freedom is so

much the more interesting and instructive than the doctrinal con

troversies of the Oriental Church in the succeeding centuries,

which often lose themselves in dry dialectics, and are often

debased by the mixture of the miserable elements of the party-

squabbles of the Byzantine court.

1 The literal translation would here be in the most many-sided manner ; and the

most many-sided consideration.
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These and similar grounds induced me to treat this first

volume of the Church History with greater fulness, and we are

therefore by no means to reckon the number of volumes likely to

follow upon the same scale. The third part, which is about to

appear D. v. at Easter next, will contain the conclusion of the

first volume, and if possible the representation of the Apostolic

Age, of which I spoke in the preface to the first part. I must

request the learned reader to suspend his judgment on the

arrangement of the whole to the conclusion of the first volume \

A. NEANDER.

1 A paragraph or two are here omitted, containing thanks to Dr. Rheinwald of

Stuttgard for correcting the press. H. J. R.
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THIRD PART .

I HERE publish the conclusion of the first volume of my History

of the Church. I must at the same time acknowledge in some

degree the justice of the remark made by excellent men, viz. that

the representation of the Apostolic period ought properly to have

preceded the whole of the work. There were, however, many
reasons which were certainly more of a subjective than an objec

tive character, which induced me still to delay the history of this

period. At the same time, after I had once followed this plan, I

found also, upon close consideration, that it might prove con

venient to attach this representation [of the Apostolic period] as

an appendage to the completion of the whole ; and therefore I

have thought it best to complete this volume, according to the

plan on which I had begun, and according to the decision I had

previously announced, to reserve the representation of the Apos
tolic period for a separate treatise

2
. The more I believe myself

to have come to this undertaking by an inward calling [durch

einen innern Beruf], the more full of importance the idea of it

appears, as it forms itself out of the whole of my life and study,

the more I acknowledge on that account how much the realiza-

1 This Part contains Section V., and commences in vol. ii. p. 169, of the English
Translation.

* This has since been published, and is now announced as in the course of transla

tion by Mr. Hamilton.

VOL. II. b
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tion falls below the ideal conception, by so much the more wel

come will it be to me, if other unprejudiced friends of truth, who

are men of sound knowledge, will point out to me any defi

ciencies in it as a whole, or in its several parts ; and certainly,

as far as I can do it without prejudice to the fundamental views

maintained throughout the whole work, I shall use such remarks,

in order to bring the work in a future edition nearer to its proper

object. And, in this feeling, I must first express at once my
most hearty thanks to the excellent man, who, with an unpre

judiced love of truth, with an earnestness of mind, and with

profound knowledge, and in a friendly spirit, wrote a notice upon
the work in the Literatur-Zeitung of Halle, for March, 1827,

(p. 60 62). As I do not agree in my doctrinal opinions with

the critic, and as he has himself brought forward this difference

in our dogmatical views, I must on that account the more prize

and acknowledge with gratitude the calm love of justice, and the

kind-hearted moderation of the writer; and I do this the more

also, because it is so rare amidst the party passions of our pre

sent theological and ecclesiastical criticism, to find this spirit of

genuine toleration, which, in the decision of one s own opinions,

is ready to acknowledge the rights of another, and is mindful of

the necessity a\r\Qtvtiv tv uyaTrrj. And yet I might find fault

with the author, for having accused me of an inclination to a

pietistic character, if he had used the name pietism in as indis

tinct a mariner, as is usual among certain parties at present, and

as has been the case always in the application of those names, by
which the predominant spirit of the times stamps the character

of heresy on all which is opposed to its own views. But as the

author expressly states what he understands by it, and as I really

acknowledge as my dogmatical persuasion what he designates by
this name, viz. &quot;the view of Christianity, as healing the corruption

implanted in human nature, and as destined to represent the

I)ivine in the form of a servant, with which [view] the supra-

naturalistic principle is connected, that it communicates a know-

k dge [Erkenntniss] which lies beyond the range of human nature.&quot;

As, I say, I acknowledge this as my belief, I can find no fault
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witli the reviewer, either on the ground of injustice or unfair

ness. Only I might contend with him about the use of the name

pietism, according to a just development of its meaning both

ctymologically and historically ; but this would not be the proper

place for it. I will make besides only the following remark,

that when we speak here of a knowledge lying beyond the reason

of man, I mean thereby such a knowledge as is necessary for the

curing of that corruption which lies in human nature, and not the

revelation of a speculative dogmatical system; and yet my belief

in regard to this, [viz. the revelation of a speculative system,] may
be recogni/cd in the third part, which I now publish, as far as it

can be done in such an historical representation as this. I will

only add that what the critic represents as the object of Chris

tianity,
&quot; that man should attain to afree moral change of mind, and

to a child-like reliance on a God of love,&quot; according to my doctrinal

belief, is by no means in contradiction to those principles, which

appear to the critic to denote an inclination to a pietistic character

of mind ;
but are far rather founded upon it. Where certain differ

ences in philosophical or dogmatical views exist, misunderstand

ings are hardly to be avoided, even where there is the most

candid love of truth and the most perfect good will, and I think,

without meaning to impugn in any way the reviewer s love of

truth, that still some of these mistakes have crept into this

review, which is a sound one, when considered from the position

which its author takes. When, for example, the reviewer oppo

ses to my statement of the heathen religions, the Hellenic icaAov

KayaOov, and thinks, that, reversing my sentence, men might deny
to Christianity the idea of Beauty [the Beautiful], with the same

justice that I deny to Heathenism the idea of Holiness, I must

reply, that when I say that in the religions of antiquity the

idea of the Beautiful, and not the idea of Holiness, was the

animating principle (as every one must acknowledge, who sees

in Antiquity the position of the development of religion in an

sesthetical direction), it by no means follows that the idea of

Holiness was altogether wanting; which I freely confess can never

be the case, where the God-consciousness implanted in man beams

b2
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through the surrounding corruption, and therefore any one might

justly say, conversely [literally reversing the proposition], that the

animating principle of Christianity is the idea of Holiness, not

that of the Beautiful, from which it by no means follows that the

idea of the Beautiful is altogether wanting ; only with this

difference, that Christianity does not stand in opposition to the

one-sided heathenism, as itself a one-sided modification of reli

gious materials; but that it is the highest element, which receives

into itself all inferior elements for the fashioning of man, and is

destined to set forth the harmony in human nature from the

highest position, so that here also the Beautiful, which in

heathenism appeared oftentimes at variance with Holiness, must

become ennobled into a form under which Holiness is revealed.

When, further, the critic accuses me of maintaining that myths

are synonymous with lies, I must beg leave to observe that in

the passages alluded to by the reviewer (vol. i. p. 6 9), I have

represented, not my own view of the origin and existence of the

heathen religion, but the view of the old legislators and states

men, who were accustomed to consider religion only in the light

of a handmaid of the State. To suppose an absolute lie, which

existing as a lie could maintain a dominion over the hearts

of men throughout centuries, is truly something unintelligible.

There exists as the foundation of all religious phenomena, some

what of that revelation which beams through and reveals the

undeniable connexion of the human spirit with the God in

whom we live and move and have our being. But the lie which

exists at first unconsciously, or the error, engrafts itself upon the

Original and the Divine. Universally there is, in the lie, which

exists involuntarily, a misunderstanding and a falsification of what

is true, and I think that I have spoken plainly on this point in

p. 7, and in other passages. I am from my very heart an enemy

to the harsh one-sided mode of considering history, so unsuited

to the spirit of the Gospel, so as to see in all that is Ante-

Christian, exclusive of Judaism, nothing but the works of

Satan, and so as not to trace throughout the whole history of

human nature, as through every individual human life, the pro-
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gress onward from father to son and I hold this mode to be as

unchristian as it is unintelligible.

It would carry me too far to offer explanations on other points,

and I must reserve this in individual cases for any future new

editions, where I shall with pleasure make use of all the observa

tions of this excellent man, whether they suggest corrections,

or by being opposed to my views, they excite me to further

enquiry.

From my heart I coincide with the declaration of the reviewer

against those &quot; who seek to banish the life-giving spirit by

formula?, and to deaden the force of faith by a new-stamped

orthodoxy.&quot; Certainly, as the consideration of Christianity, human

nature, and history teaches us, formulae and symbolical books

cannot bring into the hearts of men vital Christianity, from

which alone the cure of man s nature can proceed but they far

rather introduce in its stead a dead, delusive, and limiting sub

stitute. It is only where truth wins the heart and spirit of man

through her own inward power, utterly unsupported by outward

means, that the power of faith, and the true right faith, can be

established. As far as regards the anxiety expressed by the

reviewer, (for which I heartily thank him,) lest I should be

determined by outward circumstances to spare space to the injury

of the work, the excellent arrangements made by our esteemed

friend, the publisher, have put me in a condition to meet the

wishes expressed, and at the same time a cheaper edition, with

smaller type, will lighten the expense of the work to those who

are in indifferent circumstances.

As far as the judgment of those is concerned, who recognize

nothing, which does not come under a certain definite form,

adapted to their own particular school, and who arrange a priori

first a dogmatical system, and then an interpretation and a history

after the formulae of certain schools, which must suit every thing,

and which can only impede freedom of thought, studies, and life
;

I can do nothing but despise the judgments that proceed from

such a quarter, whether expressed or implied in silence; and,,

indeed, all this arrogant and pretended knowledge of certain
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parties of our times is my detestation. I willingly stand on the

position of a general history ; and may God preserve me from

such a plan, as can be deduced from a few miserable formulae,

without study and without life ! a true pest both for the spirit

and the heart ! It would be well if we would learn from general

history, that there is nothing new under the sun, and if we would

hear how John of Salisbury characterizes this disposition in the

twelfth century :

&quot;

Itaque recentes magistri e scholis et pulli volucrum e nidis

sicut pari tempore morabantur, sic pariter avolabant. Sed quid

docebant novi doctores et qui plus somniorum quam vigiliarum

in scrutinio philosophise consumpserant? Numquid rude aliquid

aut inculttim, numquid aliquid vetustum aut obsoletum? Ecce

novafiebant omnia, innovabatur grammatica, immutabatur dialec-

tica, contemnebatur rhetorica, et novas totius quadrivii vias,

evacuatis priorum regulis, de ipsis philosophic adytis profere-

bant. Solam rationem loquebantur, argumentum sonabat in ore

omnium et asirium nominare vel hominem aut aliquid operum
nature aut ineptum nimis aut rude, et a philosopho alienum V

Let this work, therefore, be dedicated to all those who, with

an humble heart, and in freedom from the service of man, seek

the truth which is with God alone, and comes from God.

Deo soli gloria, omnia hominum idola pereant !

Berlin, 1827. A. NEANDER.

1
[One paragraph is here also omitted, the object of which is merely to thank Dr.

Rheinwald for correcting the press, and preparing the table of contents, the index,

chronology, &c.

I have not translated the index, as the table of contents will fully answer the purpose.
H. J. R.J
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THE

HISTORY
OF THE

CHRISTIAN RELIGION AND CHURCH,

DURING THE THREE FIRST CENTURIES.

SECTION IV.

THE HISTORY OF .CHRISTIANITY, AS CONCEIVED AND DEVELOPED

UNDER THE FORM OF A SYSTEM OF DOCTRINES.

(I.) General Introductory Remarks.

CHRISTIANITY showed itself in doctrines as well as in human
life to be no constraining, dead, and killing letter, but a spirit

developing itself freely, and promoting its own free develop

ment, a living spirit that made alive also. It was not given
to man as a compact, dogmatical system in one definite form,

which was to be propagated from the very beginning as some

thing unchangeable in a lifeless channel of transmission, but the

One truth was to be developed in various forms, and manifold

relations, and applications, through the means of its first instru

ments, so characteristically distinguished from each other, and

sanctified for the work ; and particularly by the four pillars of

the Church, the apostles Paul and James, Peter and John, who

represent whole characteristic dispositions of human nature, when

enlightened by Christianity. It was left to the free conceptions

of each individual human spirit to recognise the oneness of

divine truth under the variety of human representation, and just

as each man felt himself more attracted by this or that form of

apostolic Christianity, according as his peculiar nature was more

akin to this or that disposition, and according as the peculiarities
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of his nature and his individual education conducted him from

this or that side to Christianity, which may be approached from

so many different sides. It was left to each man also to appro

priate Christianity to himself in his own individual mode, and
when once appropriated to exhibit it again in his own individual

mode in his spiritual life. In those first documents of the com
munication of the grace of the Holy Spirit the holy truths were
revealed in their simplicity and loftiness, and made capable of

a manifold lively application, but not set forth in a perfectly-
formed human system. System and organic unity lay in the

thing itself; there was the real inward unity and the inward
connexion of Christianity as One whole, in which all individual

parts develope themselves from one center-point, and are harmo

niously interwoven together by means of one fundamental princi

ple. Now this inward unity laid its foundations in the inward
life of men, together with Christianity itself, as soon as they had
received Christianity into their hearts by a lively faith ; and yet
it was only by degrees that out of this inward unity Christianity
could develope itself as a systematic whole, in thought as well as

in all other branches of life, with clear and full perceptions and
consciousness. In relation to its spiritual, as well as to its moral

reception, it proved itself by its peculiar efficacy a leaven destined

by degrees to penetrate the whole mass of human life. This is

true, as well of the individual doctrines of Christianity as of the
whole religion itself.

As Christianity therefore, considered in the light of a whole,
could only by degrees, and with a constantly increasing clearness,
unfold itself in the spiritual conscience of the thinking man, as a
connected system, rejecting every thing foreign to its nature
which attempted from without to join itself with it; so also

it was only gradually that the full scope of the single doctrines

contained in this one whole could stand forth clearly and defi

nitely in this same conscience. As in life, so in thought Chris

tianity found a world already in existence, which was formed on

different principles, and in which it must first create a way for
itself by means of its overcoming and reforming spirit. As in

life, so in the regions of thought it was necessary for Christianity
to contend against the opposite dispositions which were then in

vogue, and which opposed it not only with open enmity, but by
partially stealing something of

Christianity, and making it their
own threatened to mix themselves up with it. This was the
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more likely to happen then, because Christianity appeared in a pe

riod so full of ferment and of expectation, and exercised a power
which attracted the opposite elements and dispositions of human

nature from so many different sides ; and those peculiar disposi

tions which were unable to resist the attractive power of Chris

tianity were yet unwilling to give themselves up to it wholly, and

suffer their own deficiencies to be supplied by it, but they were

inclined to set up a Christianity of their own for themselves, and

capriciously to sever what in that religion is one and inseparable.

But still the opposition against these adulterated and partial con

ceptions of Christianity and of Christian doctrines served well to

bring forward more clearly and definitely in the thinking con

science the peculiar nature and inward unity of Christianity, and

the peculiar import and character of its several doctrines.

But since the development of the Christian scheme of doctrine

can only be fully understood by means of its connection and its

contentions with these manifold oppositions to it, we shall find it

absolutely necessary previously to give these oppositions, as they

appear in the various Christian sects, a more accurate considera

tion.

(2.) The History of Sects.

THERE were two main divisions of the religious character ; the

one a carnal spirit, that endeavoured to lower every thing to the

level of sense, and the other an exclusively spiritual disposition,

that spiritualized and refined every thing away too much ;
which

opposed Christianity from the very beginning, or threatened to

adulterate it by mixing themselves up with it *. The one party
rested wholly on the earthly appearance of the divine, and in it

overlooked the higher Spirit which animated it ; the other thought
that they could grasp the overwhelming Spirit without the reality

of the appearance : the one would have in Christianity only the

human without the divine ; the other only the divine without the

human. When first Christianity arose out of Judaism, it was

from Judaism that the first intermixture of these two dispositions

with it proceeded also. The first disposition was the most preva
lent among the great mass of the Jewish people, and therefore

this came the first into contact with Christianity, and thence pro
ceeded all those sects, which, mistaking the peculiar and charac-

1

Compare the Introduction to this work, vol. i. p. 54.
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teristic difference between the law and the gospel, made out of

Christianity only a perfected Judaism, and which were unable to

comprehend and acknowledge what is thoroughly new in Chris

tianity and its effects, as well as that by which Christ is distin

guished from all the sages and saints of the Old Testament.

(a.) The Judaizing Sects.

THE origin of these sects carries us back into the apostolic age.

Among those things of which Christ said that the apostles could

not yet understand them, and that they should first be revealed

to them by the illumination of the Spirit, one of the most pre
eminent was that doctrine which is so intimately interwoven with

the nature of the gospel, the doctrine of the foundation of the

kingdom of heaven in all mankind, only by faith in the Redeemer ;

from which the abrogation of the ceremonial law of Moses fol

lowed as a matter of course. Even after the apostles, by the

illumination of the Holy Ghost, had attained to the right know

ledge of the Redeemer, they were nevertheless not immediately
in clear possession of all the consequences which flow from this

doctrine in regard to the all-sufficiency of faith in Him, and the

needlessness of the Mosaic ceremonial law. Even when they

perceived that the preaching of the gospel was to reach the hea
then also, and that they were to become fellow-partakers in the

kingdom of Christ, (as indeed many of the better spirits among
the Jews had already deduced this from the prophecies,) even
then they had no other notion than that the heathen, together
with the gospel, were to embrace the whole ceremonial law of

Moses. It was only when St. Peter, having been called to the

conversion of Cornelius, by means of a vision connected with this

call, the meaning and object of which the Spirit of God had

taught him to understand, had been persuaded that God made no
difference between Jew and Gentile, and when he saw faith in

the gospel working with the same divine power among the hea

then, that he became the man to stand up among the apostles at

Jerusalem as a witness to the truth which he now recognized; and
the apostles then, by the light of the Spirit, attained to a know

ledge of that which hitherto had been sealed up to them in the

counsels of God in regard to man s redemption. When St. Paul
afterwards was chosen out especially as the instrument of God for
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the preaching of the Gospel, what he calls the mystery of Christ,

into which he had received so deep an insight, was announced to

the rest of the apostles, as well as to himself (Ephes. iii. 4, 5.) ;

and here also no contest of principles could take place among
them, as is beautifully declared in the apostolic council at Je

rusalem (Acts xv.). But the different spheres of operation chosen

by the apostles, introduced an outward difference in their mode

of proceeding.
Those apostles, whose exertions lay entirely among the Jews

in Palestine, themselves observed the ceremonial law, and left its

observance to be continued, for this was a matter of perfect indif

ference, being only an outward thing, as long as the conscience

made no more of it, and as long as people did not profess to seek

justification and sanctifi cation by it. But thefancy^ that sarictifi-

cation might be found in ceremonial observances, could not be

destroyed by an outward attack, from simply throwing away the

ceremonial law at once
;

for what was founded on persuasion,

could only be removed by persuasion also. If the belief, that

sanctifi cation and holiness can only be attained through the

grace of God in Christ, had once been able thoroughly to pene
trate the consciences of mankind, ceremonies would have fallen

away of themselves. But if men were persuaded over-hastily to

throw them away, many weak-minded people might be led away
to do things which their consciences might reproach them for,

and others, who might have been won to the Gospel by degrees?
had they only been able to join it outwardly at first, would then

be wholly inclined to reject it from the very beginning. This

was always the plan pursued by a pure evangelic spirit, not to

begin with an outward amendment, but to suffer only the inward

power of truth to effect every thing itself, working from within

to things without.

The case of St. Paul, whose sphere of exertion lay among the

heathen, was different. Among them, the connection of Christ

ianity with the ceremonial law would only increase, to the utmost

degree, the difficulty of its propagation ; because the prevailing

peculiarities of the heathen people were so strongly opposed to

that law. The only thing which could possibly have brought
them to submit to a yoke so burthensome to their peculiar habits,

and to make so great a sacrifice, would have been the persuasion^
that their justification and salvation depended upon it; and to in

troduce or to further such a persuasion, would have been nothing
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else than undermining in them the whole foundation of the Christ

ian religion, and giving them a Jewish-Christian ceremonial wor

ship, instead of the living faith of Christianity. Therefore, the

apostle St. Paul the very same person whose principle it was to

become to the Jews a Jew, in order to win the Jews to Christ

ianity was obliged so expressly to oppose himself, as a defender

of Christian freedom, to the Judaizing teachers, who wished to

force the Jewish ceremonial law on the acceptance of the Churches
formed from heathen converts also.

The Churches, which consisted entirely of Jews, who, in their

Christian faith, still lived entirely as Jews, must have formed a

striking contrast to the Churches formed from heathen converts,

in whom the pure spiritual character of the Christian worship was

the most prominent feature, and among whom religion was con

nected with no outward ceremonies whatever. But the commu
nion of faith and love was not to be broken in consequence of all

these differences in the outward circumstances and form of life
;

Christians of both descents and classes were to look upon each

other as brethren. Those who had attained to the full ripeness
of Christian knowledge, to rtXaorrje Iv Xpierty, were to bear with

those, who were not as far advanced, in a spirit of love and ten

derness, in the hope that God would reveal to those also in his

own time, those views in which they were deficient, if only all

would endeavour to apply faithfully to the purposes of a Christian

life the measure of knowledge, which was vouchsafed to them.

Phil. iii. 15.

The knowledge of many of the Jewish Christians was deficient

also in regard to other things, besides the importance of the ce

remonial law. Their limited and narrow-minded representations
of the nature of Christianity, and their limited views as to the

person of Christ himself, served admirably to go hand in hand.

As in their opinion the difference between the Gospel and the

law was only a difference of degree, they could also perceive be

tween what Christ was, and what Moses and the Prophets were,

only a difference of degree. They knew, therefore, in this point of

view, the Messiah more after the flesh than after the Spirit ; they
knew him rather as the Son of David, than as the Son of God.
And yet, in the first place, the belief in Jesus as the Messiah was
to be a point of union for all, even amidst all other differences in

their measure of Christian knowledge, and in their other reli

gious opinions ; and from this one point all further development
12
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of Christian knowledge was to proceed. The apostles left it to

the guidance of the Spirit, to lead all men from this one point to

the unity of the faith, and knowledge of the Son of God.

But, although the apostles agreed in their principles, as to

the relation of Christianity to Judaism ; although the apostles in

Palestine and St. Paul recognized each other mutually, as inde

pendent fellow-labourers in the same work, this their agreement

was, nevertheless, not acknowledged by all, who called themselves

their disciples. There were Jewish- Christians, who were not con

tent with having toleration and tenderness shown to their narrow-

minded notions, but who wished to force those notions on all

others, and persecuted every freer evangelical spirit with blind

zeal. These men maintained most strictly, that no person could

have an equal share with the Jews in the blessings of the Mes

siah s kingdom, unless he received the Mosaic law in all its exi-

tent : and these were the people who endeavoured to destroy the

foundation of Christianity, laid by St. Paul in the Churches of

the heathen converts, and to introduce, instead of it, doctrines

which savoured more of Judaism than of Christianity. They would

not, therefore, acknowledge St. Paul, who opposed their influence

so strongly, for an apostle. In their opinion, those only were apos

tles whom Jesus himself had instructed during his life on earth,

and had placed in their apostolic calling. St. Peter and St James

were the pillars of the Church, to which they more particularly

appealed, although they did not act in accordance with the spirit

or the notions of those apostles. Hence there arose a pseudo-

Petrian and a pseudo-Jacobite party of Jewish Christians. It

was natural enough that the spirit of opposition on one side should

call forth a similar spirit on the other ; and a party of zealots

among the heathen converts, who prided themselves most haugh

tily on their freedom, as Christians, opposed themselves to these

narrow-minded Jewish- Christians, and would not allow the ob

servers of the ceremonial law to be reckoned by any means as

genuine Christians : these people vaunted their freer Gnosis, and

by their contempt of the Jewish people, and by their exaggera
tion of the contrast laid down by St. Paul, between the law and

the Gospel, they were in danger of being seduced into despising

the Old Testament itself. They would acknowledge Christianity

1 The James, who is known under the name of the brother of the Lord, probably
the apostle, the son of Alpheus or Cleophas ; being the relation of Jesus by blood.

He was also called his brother by an use of the word in an extended sense.
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only in the mode in which it was represented by St. Paul, and

St. Paul was to be their only apostle. He, however, would

acknowledge only one Christ for all, and only one Church of

Christians sanctified by Him, and calling on their common Lord
;

and he would know nothing of Paul s party, arid Peter s party.

But still, where the genuine evangelical spirit and the power of

love did not quench these differences, it was necessarily the case,

that this opposition should be developed still more distinctly as

time went on.

In the first half of the second century we find again the four

parties, which had formed themselves in the apostolic age.
1. The Jewish zealots the pseudo-Petrians.
2. The more moderate, and genuine evangelical Jewish Christ

ians.

3. The zealots among the heathen converts the pseudo-Paul

ine Christians.

4. The more moderate and genuine apostolic heathen Christ

ians.

Among these latter was Justin Martyr. He says in his Dia

logue with Tnypho *,
&quot; There are persons who will have no inter

course with those who observe the ceremonial law, and will not

share the hearth with them, and say that they cannot be saved.

I do not agree with these persons ; but if the others, from weak
ness of persuasion, wish to observe as far as they can, even those

laws of Moses, which we think were given on account of the

hardness of man s heart
;

if they will only, at the same time, rest

their hope on Christ, and do that which is lawful and holy by its

own nature, and by eternal laws, and have no hesitation in living
with other Christians, without endeavouring to compel them also

to the observance of these things, then we say, that such persons
are to be looked upon as our brethren in all respects. But if

those from among your people (the Jews) who say that they be

lieve in Christ, compel those of the heathens, who embrace the

faith in this same Christ, to live entirely according to the law

laid down by Moses, or else decline all intercourse with them,
then I cannot approve of such persons at all. And yet I believe,

that perhaps those who follow them in the observance of the

ceremonial law, if they believe in Christ at the same time, will be

saved.&quot;

Ed. Colon, p. 200. [P. 137. Ed. Jebb. P. 266. Ed. Paris.]



JEL1A CAPITOLINA. 9

The Church of Jerusalem, which must have been induced by
the Jewish war to take refuge in Pella beyond the Jordan

, from
its origin till the first half of the second century, consisted en

tirely of Christians of Jewish descent, who therefore unitedly
continued in the observance of the ceremonial law. By means
of this outward bond they were all united together, whatever
differences besides might be found in their opinions on doctrinal

points and their religious dispositions. It was a peculiar circum
stance of an outward nature which first caused a separation

amongst them. In fact, when Hadrian was induced by the rebel

lion of the Jews under Barchochab to prohibit them entirely
from setting foot on the earth and the neighbourhood of Jerusa

lem, since they generally drew upon themselves the jealousy of
the Roman governors, it was natural enough that the Christian

Church, which apparently had returned back to Jerusalem in

this interval
3

, should wish to escape being confounded with the

Jews. Those, therefore, who were restrained by religious scru

ples from doing what might enable them to attain this object,
were obliged to separate themselves from the rest. The others

joined themselves with Christians of heathen descent, and formed
with them a Church in the heathen colony, ^Elia Capitolina,
which had arisen on the site of old Jerusalem, and in this Church
the ceremonial law was entirely abandoned 3

.

We often find it the case in the history of sects, that people
describe under one common name sects which are really different,

but agree with one another in some points, without remarking the

points of difference between them, so that they attribute to all

these sects what may justly be said only of one or other of them.
This was the case here also ; from the time of Irenseus all those

Christians of Jewish descent, who considered it necessary to con
tinue in the observance of the ceremonial law, were designated

by the common name of the sect of the EBIONITES. In regard
to the derivation of the name, Tertullian is the first who makes
mention of a founder named Ebion, and others have followed
him in this account. Better informed writers, such as Irenseus

and Origen, know of no such person; and it is clear that the

1 Euseb. iii. 5.
2
Epiphanius de mensuris et ponderibus, c. 15.

3 See Euseb. iv. 6., and the remarkable words of Sulpicius Severus, after he has

quoted that prohibition of Hadrian
; Hist. Sacr. ii. 31. &quot;Quod quidem Christiana;

fidei proficiebat, quia turn pcene omnes Christum Deum sub leg-is observatione ere-

debant.&quot;
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invention of such a person only arose from the not understanding
the name of Ebionite. Origen gives us the proper derivation of

the term, namely, from the Hebrew PQN (Ebion) poor; but the

meaning which we find attributed to the word by him, that is to

say, as containing a reference to the poverty of their religious

conceptions and of their faith *, cannot possibly be the original

meaning of the term, for they themselves gave their own sect

this name, and they clearly would not have set themselves a

name which would be a reproach to them. But even if we grant
that this name was given them by others, and by such as were of

sentiments hostile to their sect, who were the persons who would

have branded them with this name understood in this sense ?

Could it be Christians of heathen descent ? These might, indeed,

have applied the name to them in this very signification ; but then

we can hardly imagine that they would have chosen an Hebrew

name. Or was it the Jews, who were angry at Christianity in

general ? This might be possible, if we modify in some degree
the notion of poverty of thought, after the idea of a very acute

enquirer, who has recently distinguished himself in this walk of

knowledge
2

, and if, putting the word into the mouth of those

Jews who expected a Messiah to come in visible glory, we imagine
them to designate by this name the faith in a poor and crucified

Messiah. And yet this meaning, taken by itself, does not appear
to be the simplest nor the most natural ; for even this learned

writer himself connects this meaning with one we are about to

mention. If we follow the interpretation of the name which we
find in the later Ebionites of Epiphariius, it originally denoted a

class of poor men. This may have been applied to them either

as consisting of poor persons of the lower orders, whom none of

the rich and the learned had joined (see John vii. 49.), a reproach

1
Origen, t. xvi. ;

Matt. xii. T^J ]8iwvtr^ KO.I -nTwxtvovTi TTfpi rtjv tig iqffovv

TUffTiv. Origen can hardly mean in this place to give an etymological explanation ;

but he is only making an allusion in his own way to the meaning of the word.

However, in the book c. Celsum, ii. c. 1. he says expressly, sTraivvfioi TV\K, Kara TI\V

iKQyi\v 7rrw%aa TOV vopov.

[In Neander s earlier work, Genetische Entwickelung der Vornehmsten Gnos-

tischen Systeme, Berlin, 1818, there is a.long appendix on the subject of the Pseu

do-Clementine Homilies, and on the Ebionites. In Burton s Bampton Lectures,

note 80, the authorities may be found by whom the existence and the non-existence

of Ebion are respectively supported. Matter, Hist, du Gnosticisme, vol. ii. p. 320,

says, that &quot; at least it is certain there was no such founder of a sect as Ebion.&quot; H. R.]
2 Dr. Gieseler, in Staiidlin and Tzschirner s Archive for Ancient and Modern

Ecclesiastical History. IV. Band. Second Part, p. 307-



EBIONITES. ORIGIN OF THE NAME. 1 I

which the heathens made to the Christians , and which the proud
and the wise in their own opinion have constantly made to the

disciples of simple truth ;
or they may have been persons who

had voluntarily renounced all earthly property, and voluntarily

given up all their earth s wealth, in order that they might devote

their whole life to Divine things ; and in this case we should be

reminded of a similar name in the case of later sects
2
. The lat

ter idea corresponds the most nearly with the explanation given

by the later Ebionites themselves in Epiphanius; for they ap

pealed to the conduct of their ancestors in laying down all their

goods at the feet of the apostles. In truth, however, this is no

decisive proof, for we may certainly imagine it possible that these

later Ebionites had introduced a meaning into the term which

was foreign to its original sense. According to either of these

explanations this appellation may have been originally a general
name of the Christians in Jerusalem, or it may have been from

the very beginning the name of a certain ascetic sect among the

Jewish Christians, which the Church teachers afterwards extended

by mistake to all Judaizing Christians. Such an appellation, in

such a sense, suits admirably the spirit of the ascetic Ebionites,

who paint themselves to us in the apocryphal book called the

Clementines
3

; for in that book, according to the contrast be

tween the kingdom of God and the kingdom of Satan, which they

misunderstood., (as if the whole earthly world, not merely in

regard to its sinful misuse, but of itself and by its very nature,

necessarily belonged to Satan) ;
in this book we find it required

of those who wish to belong to the kingdom of God, that they
should renounce as far as possible all possessions in a world which

was none of theirs, but which belonged to Satan; that they
should possess nothing but what was absolutely necessary to their

bare subsistence, that they should only possess bread, water, and
one garb, and even these necessaries of life they should obtain

by the sweat of their brow 4
.

1 See Vol. i. p. 62.

2
Humiliati, pauperes de Lugduno,

3
[In Neander s Genetische Entwickelung, &c. he says, p. 367, &quot;although all the

opinions which the first Fathers, who have given us but very scanty notices of the

Ebionites, attributed to them, are not to be found in him (the author of the Cle

mentines), yet he belongs far more to this class of Judaizing Christians than to the

class of the Nazarenes.&quot; He therefore considers the work written by a man of Ebio-

nitish views. See also Matter, Hist, du Gnosticisme, vol. ii. p. 329. H. It.]
4 dementia. Homil. 15. c. 7, 8, D.
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Many among these Judaizing Christians had brought their car

nal Jewish habits of thought with them into Christianity, and

they had thus only applied the common Jewish representation of

the Messiah to Jesus. According to this representation they

considered him a man, like other men, who had been chosen as

Messiah by a peculiar decree of God s counsel, solemnly dedi

cated to this office by Elias, that is, according to their notions, by
John who represented Elias, and at this moment had been fur

nished with the Divine power requisite for the accomplishment
of his office. This was the only class of Ebionites known to Ire-

nseus, and they appear to us as the offspring of those old Jewish

opponents of St. Paul. Like them, these Ebionites considered

circumcision as an indispensable condition to a perfect participa

tion in the kingdom of God : the earthly Jerusalem was still to

them the true city of God, and they abused St. Paul as an apos

tate from the law *.

The mild manner in which Justin Martyr speaks of these opi

nions of the Ebionites on the person of Jesus
2

, is worthy of ob

servation :
&quot; There are some,&quot; he says,

&quot; of our people, who

acknowledge him to be the Messiah, and yet consider him a man,

born of men ; with whom I do not agree: and the greater number

also, being of my opinion, do not say this ;
for we are commanded

by Christ not to follow the doctrines of men, but to hold that

which has been proclaimed by the holy prophets, and taught by
him 3

.&quot; Thus Origen* sees in the Ebionites weaker brethren, who

1
Irenaeus, i. 26. and alibi. I am no longer so strongly of the opinion, that the

difficult passage,
&quot;

Quae autem sunt prophetica, curiosius exponere nituntur,&quot; is to

be understood after the ideas of the Clementine, of a too subtile investigation into

the meaning of true prophecies, as I endeavoured to show in my book on the Gnos

tics, p. 391 ; for only the common sort of Ebionites, whose notions were entirely

those of carnal-minded Jews, appear to have been known to Irenseus ; and the idea

brought forward in the Clementine, of true and false prophecies, would be quite

foreign to their spirit. We can say nothing more than that Irenaeus found himself

at a loss among interpretations of the prophets after the Jewish Rabbinic method,

which were in vogue among the Ebionites, but entirely at variance with the usual

Christian methods of interpretation, and therefore that he took occasion to accuse

them as hypercritical subtilties.

2 It is at least probable, although not certain, that he had the Ebionites here in

his thoughts ;
but notwithstanding, they are not mentioned by him at all as a pecu

liar sect. The reading airo TQV rjpirepov ytvovg, does not, therefore, appear to me

suspicious. Not only the authority of manuscripts, but the antithesis to the phrase,

rov ytvovg vfjiMv, which precedes, appears to support this reading.
3 Dial. c. Tryphon. Jud. 48. [P. 142. Ed. Jebb : p. 267. Ed. Par.]
4 Matt. t. xvi. c. 12.
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did not reject Christ, who was their Messiah, and to whom they

looked for all assistance ; although they recognized in him only

the Son of David, and not the Son of God. He gives a very

pretty allegorical turn to the account of the blind man in Mark
x. 46 : he makes the blind man, who calls on Jesus, an Ebionite,

and the multitudes around, who commanded him to hold his peace,

believers from among the heathen converts, who generally held

the more exalted notions in regard to the person of the Messiah ;

and he then continues thus :
&quot; But although the multitudes com

manded him to be silent, yet he cried the more, because he be

lieved in Jesus, although his faith was of an human kind l

; and

he cried out aloud, and said to him, Son of David ! have mercy
on me.

&quot;

How different would many things have been, if men, in this spirit

of love and freedom, had always allowed the grace of the Redeemer

tofall on all who call upon him ! if they had always taken into their

account the various stages in the Christian progress up to the ripe

ness ofmanhood in the faith, and had not wished to force different

spirits all at once into the same measure and degrees ! But even

Origen considered the Ebionites as heretics against St. Paul, and

as persons who were but little different from Jews 2
.

Irenseus judged all Ebionites together by those, of whom he had

heard, and attributed to all the same ideas with regard to the

person of Jesus. On the contrary, Origen, a man of more accu

rate investigation, who had been in Palestine himself, distin

guishes the Ebionites into two classes ; of which one denied the

miraculous birth of Jesus, and the other admitted it
3
. We may

see from this difference having been overlooked by earlier writers,

how easy it was to overlook the differences in opinion between

different branches of the same party. It is not unlikely that those

who acknowledged the supernatural operations of the Divine

Spirit at the birth of Jesus, and considered his birth as a miracle

which stood forth from the chain of usual human events, sup

posed also a certain original union of God or of the Divine

Spirit, with the human nature of Jesus, and then they would

already have retreated farther from the opinions of the narrow-

minded Jews, and more nearly approached those of the Christ-

1 Hiartvuv p.ev STTI rov itjffovv, avOp^TTiKwrfpov de TrioTtvwv.
2 Jerem. Homil. xviii. c. 12. fvirrovai rov cnroffTo\ov Iqaov Xpiorov Xoyot

8vff&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;r)p,oi,
Matt. t. xi. s. 12.

O\ty&amp;lt;^
di

3
Origen c. Celsum, v. c. 61.
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ians, because they did not make the peculiar operation of the

Divine Spirit on the man Jesus begin all at once, at one definite

moment of his life ; namely, the season of his consecration to the

office of Messiah, by John ; but instead of isolating the human

nature of Christ, they allowed that it developed itself from the

very beginning, in union with God ; and from the very begin

ning they made a very essential difference between Christ and

the other organs of God among men.

In the representation of the Ebionites given by Epiphanius \

we actually find some, who believed in the higher nature of the

Messiah, and busied themselves in speculations upon it. One

party of them recognized in the appearance of Jesus, from the

very beginning, a spirit of an higher kind, which could not pro

ceed from the chain of the natural progress and development of

human nature ; that pure outpouring of the Divine Spirit (the

original form of human nature) which first existed in the person

of Adam, and then again appeared on earth, at various times, as

the renovator of fallen humanity ;
until at last it returned in the

person of the Messiah, in order to bring all his children to him

self, and to raise them with himself to the eternal kingdom, where

he will repose with them for ever from all his wanderings, and all

his cares. This is the same doctrine which is found in the apo

cryphal book of the Clementines, from which we have been able

in this representation, to fill up the account of Epiphanius. The

others adopted the common Jewish idea, that Jesus was first in

vested with Divine powers, while yet merely a man, only at his

solemn consecration to the office of Messiah. But, instead of the

indefinite notion of Divine power, they imagined a Spirit ele

vated above all angels, the highest representative of God ; and,

according to them, this was the real heavenly Messiah 2

, who

united himself with the man Jesus, as his instrument, at his bap

tism, and effected every thing through him.

It may be said, that we cannot judge of those older Ebionites by
the Ebionites of the fourth century, mentioned in Epiphanius, for

these latter may have appropriated to themselves, in later times,

notions quite foreign to their original dispositions, by intercourse

with many other theosophico-ascetic sects: but then these notions

bear completely the stamp of a far more ancient Jewish theo-

sophy ; and their agreement with the ideas of the Clementine be-

i Haeres. 30.
2

&amp;lt;o o.voi Xpicrroc;.
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speaks a higher antiquity ; for the Clementine, at least in its

ground-work, certainly cannot come to us from a later period
than the second century. Nor can we be surprised at finding

theosophico-ascetic dispositions among the Judaizing Christians;

for there were many sects of that kind among the Jews, who
united a certain attachment to the ceremonial law with these dis

positions, and many of whom would be attracted by Christianity
in some one point of view, without being able to receive it quite

pure, and by itself, and would therefore endeavour to amalgamate
it with their earlier habits of thought. And although we usually
find St. Paul engaged in controversy with Jews, of entirely gross
and carnal habits of thought, which were only directed to earthly

views, yet, in the Epistle to the Colossians, his adversaries are

those Judaizing and false teachers, who united a theosophico-
ascetic disposition with a certain attachment to the ceremonial

law
;
and they are as different from his other usual antagonists, as

those Ebionites of Epiphanius, to whom the author of the Cle

mentine belonged, were from those usually called Ebionites,

which was the only party known under that name to the older

Fathers of the Church. We recognize here one peculiar family
of the Judaizing Christians ; the seed of which, as well as of the

common sort of Ebionites, is to be sought in the apostolic age
l
.

If we compare the Clementine with the accounts in Ephesians,
the example of this sect will make it very clear, how people of

this kind might have so inward a feeling of religion in one point
of view, while in another they adhered. so closely to its outward

things : on the one hand might prize so highly an authority given

by God, while on the other they subjected it so capriciously to

the theosophic system established in their schools, and separated at

the dictates of their own will, whatever did not suit their ideas.

They supposed a simple original religion, which that first pure
man, who received the immediate outpouring of the Divine Spirit
in his heart, and learnt from it all divine truth, had in the first

1
Only Methodius, who lived at the end of the third and the beginning of the

fourth century, appears to have known them, when he says of them (Symposion De-
cem Virgin. Bibliothec. Gnecor. Patr. auctor. noviss. T. i. Paris, 1672. fol. 113.)
that they had denied the inspiration of the Holy Ghost in the Prophets, and main
tained that they wrote only iZ, IStag Kivtjaewg; and although we cannot here with

certainty recognize the whole of the Clementine notion of prophecy, it is at least

certain, that he speaks of persons, who, unlike the usual Jews of a Pharisaic cast,

very much lowered the authority of the Prophets, and would not acknowledge their

writings to be inspired in the same degree as the Pentateuch.
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instance delivered to his children. This religion was to be always

propagated pure and unmixed, by means of oral transmission ; it

did not however maintain its purity, but was constantly adul

terated more and more by the interspersion of the evil principle.

Many new institutions, proceeding from God, were therefore

needed to purify the original religion from these adulterations.

Moses was one of the restorers of this original religion ; it was

to be spread by oral delivery, and thus it was also to be con

stantly propagated among a number of initiated people. But

when the revelations of God imparted by Moses were set down
in Scripture, many errors mixed themselves up with it, being
strewn among them by the evil principle, as God permitted, in

order to try in mankind their sense of divine things, and their

love to God, by their separation of the truth from falsehood, and

their rejection of every thing which opposed the pure idea of

God. (Under this head were reckoned every passage in which

God lets himself down to the notions of humanity in order to

instruct mankind, and is represented after an anthopopathical
manner 1

, as well as all that related to the sacrifice of victims.)

But the mass of carnal-minded Jews did not know how to dis

tinguish the original Mosaism from these adulterating additions.

And then that pure outpouring of the Spirit of God, the Fore

father of the human race, out of love to his children scattered

over the whole earth, was impelled to appear again on earth *in

the person of Jesus, in order to purify the original religion from

the additions which deformed it. He himself points out this

object of his appearance, when he says, Matt. v. 17, &quot;Ye must

not imagine that I am come to destroy the law, but to fulfil itV
That which he destroyed cannot belong to that which he call

the law, cannot belong to that original religion
3
. He appeared

1
Although in the author of the Clementine a lively eastern power of imagination

prevailed too strongly over the powers of conception, to allow him to form to himself

a pure spiritual idea of God, he himself looked on God as an higher Being, of radiant

appearance in an human form.
[&quot;

Ein hbheres Lichtwesen in menschlicher

gestalt.&quot; GERM.]
[The word I have translated powers of conception is

&quot;

begriffsvermbgen.&quot; It

must be remembered that Bcgriff. means an abstract idea. See the Preface. H. R.]
2 The words rovg 7rpo&amp;lt;pr)Ta.

are here capriciously left out, because this sect did

not acknowledge the Divine illumination of the prophets, and saw in them, in fact,

only the propagators of many errors as, for instance, of the error of an earthly

political kingdom of the Messiah.
3 Clementin. Homil. iii. 51.
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particularly for the purpose also of extending his blessings over

the rest of his children, the heathen, of imparting that original

religion also to them, which had been always propagated among
the initiated

l
. The doctrine of Christ is, therefore, entirely one

with the pure original Mosaism. The Jewish Mystic, an Essene,

or something of the same kind, converted to Christianity, did not

need to receive any new doctrines ;
the doctrine of Christ was to

him only a ratification of his earlier theory of religion, and he

was only delighted to find that the secret doctrines had been

made known for the common good of all mankind, which he had

never before thought possible. He saw in Jesus a new appear

ance of that Adam whom he had always honoured as the source

of all that is true and Divine in human nature. Only a father

could love his children as Jesus loved mankind :
&quot; But what gave

him most sorrow was, that he was opposed from ignorance by
those for whom he was struggling, as for his own children, and

yet he loved those who hated him, and yet he wept over their

disobedience, and yet he blessed them that blasphemed him,

and yet he prayed for his enemies ; and all this he did, not only

as a father himself, but he taught his disciples also to conduct

themselves towards other men as their brethren V
The following conclusion would be deduced from this : one and

the same original religion is in pure Mosaism, and in Christianity ;

he who has the former can dispense with the latter, and he who has

the latter can very well dispense with the former ; at least if the

Jew will not blaspheme Christ, whom he knows not, nor the

Christian Moses, whom he also knows not. The doctrine is

given by God, and man has received it without any of his own

co-operation, and all depends on this, whether the Jew practises

what Moses commands, and the Christian what Christ appoints.

Christianity is also here (in this system) only the doctrine of

another law, the author of the Clementine, like many other

ascetics and mystics, had experienced nothing of the opposition

between this law of God and the law of sin in human nature,

of the gulf between the acknowledgment of this law, and the

loving and perfecting it, or of the difference between the letter

that kills, and the Spirit that makes alive ; and therefore he was

unable to recognise the real difference between Mosaism (of

1 Ta air auui/of iv KpvirTy ri%to

2 Homil, iii. 19.

VOL. II.
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which he had formed an entirely arbitrary notion) and Christian

ity that is to say, the real, peculiar, fundamental nature of

Christianity. He says, in fact,
&quot; There would have been no

need for the appearance, either of Moses or of Christ, if men
would have chosen to acknowledge what is right of themselvesV
Which means, if they would have suffered themselves to be

brought to a proper understanding of the original religion, by
means of that part of their own nature which is akin to the

Divine.

He perverts in a remarkable manner those glorious words of

Christ, Matt. xi. 25, which require child-like resignation and

simplicity
2
. He finds nothing in this passage more than that

God had hidden the Divine Teacher, Jesus, from the wise among
the Jews, who knew already from Moses what they had to do, as

he had, on the contrary, revealed him to the heathen, who did

not yet know, how they ought to live 3
.

In the Clementine a certain asceticism is recommended, and yet
at the same time the holiness of the marriage state is maintained,

and to mislead mankind to celibacy is represented as the mark of

a false prophet. Now this appears as a characteristic mark of the

Ebionites also in Epiphanius, and the comparison of these two

accounts shows that this disposition in the Ebionites did not arise

afterwards out of opposition to the monkery of the predominant

Church, but that we are to recognize the original Hebraism in it,

and therefore it may have been a trait common to the different

Ebionitish sects. Traces of the enmity of the Judaizing parties

to celibacy are to be found as early as the time of St. Paul. See

his first Epistle to the Corinthians, chap. vii.

In these Clementine Ebionites there are also symptoms of a

Judaizing sect, which, although it could only consider the apostle

St. Paul, who opposed so strongly their doctrine of the identity

of Mosaism and Christianity, and other ideas peculiar to them

selves, only in the light of a perverter of the doctrine of Christ,

was yet mildly disposed towards the heathen, and by no means

wished to force the ceremonial law upon them. In Jerome,

on the contrary, under the name of Nazarene (the original name

1 Horn. viii. 6. EiTrsp city tavruv TO tvKoyov votiv i(3ov\ovro.
2 As we usually find in the Apocryphal Gospels, he certainly robs these words in

some degree of their simplicity, because he quotes the words aotyuv with the addi

tion of TTptafivrtpuv. To vrjTTioig he adds OtjXa^ovaiv.
3 Horn. viii. 6.

12
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given to all Christians by the Jews, see Acts xxiv. 5.) we find

the descendants of those Jewish Christians of a genuine evan

gelic disposition, who would not allow the existence of any con

tradiction between the apostles, the same people, of whom we
found the last trace in Justin Martyr (see above). They point

edly combated the regulations and the ceremonial worship of the

Pharisees; and while they themselves observed the ceremonial

law, they did not force it on the heathen. They acknowledged
the apostle Paul as a teacher of Divine wisdom, whom God had

peculiarly chosen for his instrument, for the purpose of bringing
the tidings of salvation to the heathen nations. They lamented

the unbelief of their own people, and longed for the time when

they also should be converted to the Lord, whom they had cruci

fied, and renounce all their idols. Then nothing would be done

by the power of man, but every thing which Satan set up in

opposition to the kingdom of God, would fall down by the power
of God, and all who had hitherto pleased themselves, in the fancy
of their own wisdom, would be converted to the Lord. They
thought that they found this promise in the prophecies of Isaiah

(xxxi. 7, S 1

). The conclusion which we are entitled to draw

clearly from all this is, that from the very times of the apostles

various sorts of Jewish Christians spread themselves abroad,

which people have been led into confusion with each other by the

common names which were given to them.

(b.) The Sects which arose from the mixture of the oriental Theo-

sopliy with Christianity.

1. The Gnostic Sects.

(a.) General remarks on their origin, character, and differences.

We pass from the Judaizing sects to the Gnostics, who, pro

ceeding from one common stock with the former, developed them
selves afterwards in a manner which set the two parties into a

constantly increasing opposition. If we contemplate the charac

teristics of both dispositions pushed to the extreme, we cannot

conceive a stronger opposition than that between the narrow and
carnal disposition of Judaism, which cleaves to outward things,

1

Hieronymi commentar. in lesaiam. ed. Martianay, t. iii. p. 79. 83. 250. 261.

C 2
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and comprehends every thing only after the senses, and the

spirit of Gnosticism, which gives itself up to unbridled licence

in its speculations on Divine matters, despising the letter, ideal

izing every thing, and striving to reach beyond the limits of

earthly existence and the material world
;
and yet, just as one is

often led to observe, that dispositions, which in our conceptions
are widely opposed, really are connected together in the outward

world l

by various means, and unite together by many points of

communication, so the following considerations will verify such

an observation in regard to this very difference.

At the time of the first propagation of Christianity, the name

yvuaig \_gnosis, knowledge], in the widely-extended phraseology
of the Jewish divines of Alexandria, denoted a deeper insight
into the nature and the inward connection of the various doctrines

of religion. As far as the word denotes only this general idea,

it might be used in regard to Christianity, without prejudice to

the peculiar nature of Christian faith. Nay, even here, in con

junction with other charismata more immediately connected with

what is practical, there might be a charisma of Gnosis, which,

setting out from its own peculiar position, might exert a general
and beneficial effect on the development of the Christian life;

and, in fact, St. Paul mentions such a thing in the first Epistle
to the Corinthians. Thus the name Gnosis, in the Epistle
ascribed to Barnabas, betokens that deep insight into the spirit of

the Old Testament, and the object of the economy of the Old

Testament, which was afforded by Christianity.

Although this idea was applied in an arbitrary, and therefore

in a false manner, as, for instance, in that very letter, (see be

low) yet, considered in itself, and by itself, it contains nothing

repugnant to the simple nature of the Gospel, because that

Gospel, in its very simplicity, is destined to imbue and appro

priate to itself all the powers and dispositions of human nature,

even those that are spiritual, and in its very simplicity it opens
the inexhaustible depths of Divine wisdom in the eye of the

spirit. Among the mystical sects of the Jews and their philoso

phical teachers of religion at Alexandria 2

, we have already re

marked the germ of a Gnosis, conceived under -an entirely
different notion. Here, under the name of &quot; the Religion of the

[
&quot;

Erscheinungswelt.&quot; Lit. World of appearances, or phenomena. TR.]
3 See Part I. Introduction.
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Perfect, an esoteric system of doctrines, containing only pure
ideas, which could be comprehended only by a small number of

initiated persons, consisting of men distinguished for their high
intellectual gifts of perception , and their high spiritual nature,

(the TrvfUjUtmtcoi,) was opposed to the faithfounded on authority,
and entertained by the sense-bound multitude, who held fast only
the symbolic covering of these pure ideas, and were utterly incapa
ble of understanding them in their real meaning. (These were

the ^/u^tKot, the TroXXot.) Such an opposition, although neces

sarily grounded on the very nature of the religion that preceded

Christianity, would entirely overthrow the fundamental charac

teristics of Christianity, because Christianity pulled down every
such partition wall between man and man, and Greek and barba

rian, educated and uneducated, were to become one in Christ,

and one source of Divine life and inward illumination was to be

present in one common faith
; this illumination was to develop

itself in proportion to their advances in holiness, and Christian

views were not to be made dependent on intellectual powers,
bestowed only on a certain class of men, but were to proceed,
in all, out of their inward Christian life, and out of their own
inward experience, although, nevertheless, peculiar depth or

clearness of view might be a particular charisma. Christ, in

deed, thanks his heavenly Father for having revealed to chil

dren what he had hidden from the wise
; and St. Paul requires

that those who are wise in this world should become fools that

they might receive Divine wisdom. But then, such Gnostics as

these were unable to comprehend these truths and to become

children, in order to enter into the kingdom of heaven, and to be

poor with the rest of mankind, and to be rich only in Christ :

they wished to have precedence of the multitude of the believers

by means of a pretended higher kind of wisdom.

Another disposition belonging to this Gnosis, which is at vari

ance with the peculiar nature of the gospel, is closely connected

with that of which we have just treated. It was because Chris

tianity presented religion in its independence and elevation above

every thing earthly, that it was able to find entrance and extend

itself among all the different habits of life which mankind adopts,
and form a Church differing in its constitution from all other so

cial unions among men, and independent on them ; and thus also

it presented religion, considered in a doctrinal point of view, in

I
1

Ansehauungsgabe. See Preface.]



22 MIXTURE OF RELIGIONS.

a substantial form, entirely independent of all speculations as

well as of all mythology, and in a form adapted to all the various

degrees of advancement which are found in human nature, and

all the various periods of its progress. That Gnosis, on the con

trary, brought the doctrines of religion into connexion again

with all the enquiries which can occupy a speculative reason, as

was the case in the old Oriental systems of religion, such as

those of Zoroaster, of Brahma, and the Buddhists. A speculative

cosmogony, desirous of explaining what is incomprehensible, and

a theosophy, which would anticipate the views reserved for a

higher state of being, were made the basis of the doctrines of

religion, and these would therefore be unintelligible to the

greater mass of mankind, and, in consequence of this, an opposi

tion would necessarily follow between the esoteric and the exo

teric religion. This mixture of religion and speculation would

besides necessarily be dangerous to the essentially practical cha

racter of Christianity, in virtue of which all is made to turn on

the acknowledgment of sin, the application of the redemption

provided for man, and the sanctification which proceeds out of it

by means of faith working by love.

It appears, then, that the VIEW of religion on which this Gnosis

was founded, was the old Oriental system, to which also the

Platonic joined itself, as well as the new Platonic. It might

happen that men who were altogether devoted to some such

Oriental theosophy would constantly find themselves attracted on

one side or the other by Christianity, which is calculated to lay

hold on human nature from so many different sides, while yet

they might be unable to conquer themselves so far as to sacrifice

their former habits of thought entirely to Christianity ;
and hence

they endeavoured to form for themselves a theosophical Chris

tianity of their own, and a theosophic Christ of their own, after

their own manner. And thus also, if the Gospel were now to

make its way powerfully among the Persians, the Brahmins, and

the Hindoos, it is most probable that similar phenomena would

take place again ; the real and genuine Christians would be ac

companied by converts who would endeavour to amalgamate

Suphism, Buddhism, and Brahminism with Christianity ; and in

fact we find traces of such an attempt here and there even now \

In order to perceive clearly the formation of those Gnostic sys-

1 The English Missionary reports from the East Indies, and the conversations of

that genuine evangelical missionary, Martyn, with the Persian Suphi, in the very

instructive biography of that person, will give proofs of this assertion.
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terns, one must put oneself into that remarkable time of ferment

from which they proceeded. A lively intercourse and an unusual

interchange of ideas was then taking place between the nations

of the western and the eastern world, which are otherwise so

widely separated by their situation and by their differences in

their peculiarities of character ;
an intercourse that arose from the

overgrown empire of Rome, which embraced within it all these

nations, or at least brought their boundaries into close connexion

with each other. The spirit, which sighed after new revela

tions from heaven, and after some new excitement of the spiritual

life, unsatisfied alike by the Hellenic mythology and by the dicta

of philosophical systems among the Greeks (Hellenes), mingled

together all these various elements of religion, and endeavoured

to put together out of them the fragments of a system of truth

which had been lost. The comparison of different systems of

religion would of course open many resemblances to their view,

which to the surprised enquirer would seem as evidences of truth ;

for the religious development of human nature is a mirror which

reflects, partly, the original revelation of a Divine Being who
draws man to him, a revelation which has been variously propa

gated by tradition, either more or less corrupted : partly, the

needs, desires, and wishes that arise from the religious nature

of man ; and partly also, that speculative reason which mixes

itself up in all religious contemplations, which has its own funda

mental principles that constantly recur under different forms, and

which is for ever wearying itself in vain to pass over that line,

which the limits of human knowledge draw around it. At Alex

andria, and in different parts of Asia, even Jewish theologians
were unconsciously carried away by this religious eclecticism .

Accordingly, in the Gnostic systems the elements of the old

Oriental systems of religion, (especially the Persian, but certainly
the East Indian also,) of Jewish theology, and of Platonic philo

sophy, may be found melted down together, and a more extensive

acquaintance with the different religious systems of the interior

of Asia might perhaps give us a great many new disclosures as to

the connexion between these systems ; but then at the same time

we must carefully guard ourselves against immediately conclud

ing that an outward communication has at some time or other

taken place solely from finding an agreement which may arise

1 See the Introduction in vol. i.
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from an inward source, namely, ill the self-same essential disposi

tions of human nature, from which similar phenomena will result

under similar circumstances.

This Gnosis opposed Judaism as a religion too carnal, too

earthly, too narrow, and too little theosophical ; for how little

spiritual, how cold, how little, and how empty must Judaism

appear to men of this disposition, when they compared it with

the old colossal systems of religion in Asia, although to one who

knows what purpose religion is to serve for man, the very com

parison which led them to despise Judaism would be the first

thing which would lead him to recognize its full value for the

religious development of human nature. Those old religions, in

their enigmatic form, in which men are inclined to look for lofty

wisdom rather than in a simple one, appeared to promise far more

decisions on the questions which exercised their enquiries. Mere
Platonism appeared to them too jejune

x and too measured 2
; it

appeared to them constantly to confine itself entirely to the nar

row limits of finite reason, and to have no sense and perception
of higher intercourse with the spiritual world. Gnosis was de

sirous, by means of the new ideas opened to it by intercourse

with the East, of obtaining higher and more recondite conclusions

about the nature of things, their origin and development, than

Platonism had to offer. Had this Gnosis been consistent in its

disposition, and had it not been carried away by the mighty

attracting power of that which is Divine in Christianity, it might
have come in good earnest into controversy with Christianity as a

religion of too practical and human a nature, and as a religion

that did not raise itself enough into the supernatural regions.

The self-same character of mind which in the Christian Gnostics

opposed only the ecclesiastical disposition, and a faith that would

set limits to speculation, would have opposed Christianity in

general, had it been carried to extremes, and had it been clearly

aware of its own principles ; and, indeed, the traces of an un-

Christian, and also of an openly anti-Christian Gnosis are to be

1 Zu niichtern. Germ : perhaps it may mean too sober, too temperate.
2 Zu besonnen. Germ : too ratiocinative, too much the result of deliberative

meditation.

[I add the German words here that those of my readers who understand that

language may draw their own conclusions as to what Neander intends here ;
for I

am not aware of any expressions in English, which are entirely synonymous with

his. H. R.]
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found, perhaps in a certain class of the Ophites (see below), in

the Jewish Cabbalists, and in the Zabians, or the disciples of John.

Although the Gnostic systems contained elements selected out

of various old systems of religion, yet they can never be entirely

explained from the supposition of an intermixture and joining

together of these alone ; there is a soul and spirit of a peculiar

kind
1

, which animates most of these collections. In the first place,

the time, in which they originated, has impressed upon them a

wholly peculiar character, just as it often happens in times of

great ferment, that certain dispositions communicate themselves

to a whole series of spiritual phenomena, even without any out

ward connexion or intercourse. Now the prevailing tone
2

in

most serious minds of that time, was the feeling of disunion, and

of being unsatisfied by the existing world ; a longing which would

overclimb the limits of the earth ; a desire after a new and higher

order of things. This tone of feeling pervades also the Gnostic

systems, and Christianity worked in an especial manner on this

tone; and without Christianity, the Christian Gnostic systems

would have become an utterly and entirely different thing. The

idea of redemption was that which formed the peculiar nature of

Christianity; and this idea suited that peculiar tone of feeling-

prevalent among those systems, although it could be embraced by
them only in a partial manner, and not in its whole extent, and

all the consequences deducible from it. The ideas of restoring an

harmonious tone to a world in which it had been broken, of re

storing a degraded creation to its original state, of restoring the

lost connexion between heaven and earth, of the revelation of a

mighty and Divine life in man, elevated above the limits of human

nature, as well as the notion of a new course of development,

which had entered into the whole economy of the world ; these

were the ideas which communicated a new and imposing cha

racter to Gnosis altogether.

Those theosophists busied themselves with the investigation of

the great enquiry, the answer to which has always been the

highest problem of human speculation ;
but in answering which,

human reason must always recognize its own insufficiency ; or, if

it will explain that which is incomprehensible, must always

deceive itself with mere phrases, or with the fictions of fancy.

1

[Ein eigenthiimliches beseelendes Princip. Germ. Literally, a peculiar ani

mating principle.]
2
[Grundton, key-note. The word translated disunion is zwiespalt, which ex

presses division, in consequence of a violent rent.]
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These Gnostics, as Oriental theosophists, in whom, at least for

the most part, the Oriental element predominated over the Hel

lenic, must in no manner or degree whatever be compared with

the thinking people of the Western world ; they engaged them

selves far more in representations and visible images, than in

abstract ideas *. Where the thinking man of the west would

have formed to himself only an abstract conception, with them

a living appearance, a living personality stood before their souls,

for them absolutely to look upon in reality. They disregarded

the abstract notions of the mind as a lifeless sort of thing ; every

thing hypostasized itself in their eyes, where nothing but ab

stract ideas were presented to the thinkers of the Western world.

The image, and that which was represented by the image, were

so constantly joined together in their modes of thought, that they
were unable to separate the one from the other. They were far

rather carried away unconsciously by the ideas that floated before

their minds, or that inspirited them, from one mental picture to

another
2

,
from image to image, so that they were not in a con

dition to develope these ideas with any thing like a clear con

sciousness of their nature. The enquiries which chiefly occupied

them were these: How is the transition from infinite to finite?

How can man imagine to himself the beginning of a creation ?

,How can he think of God as the original projector of a material

world, so foreign to his own nature ? Whence come those wide

differences of nature among men, from the man of truly godly

disposition, down to those who appear given up entirely to blind

desires, in whom no trace of the rational and the moral creature

can be found
3
?

Now it was exactly here that Christianity made religious faith

independent of speculation, and cut off at once all that could lead

to those speculative cosmogonies, by which the element of pure

religious faith was only troubled, and the confusion between the

ideas of God and nature furthered, inasmuch as it (Christianity)

directed the eye of the spirit beyond the whole extent of the

1 Sie bewegten sich viel mehr in Anschauungen und Bildern, als in Begriffen. Germ,

[It is difficult to render these words exactly. Anschauung, (intuitio} looking upon, in

its original sense, means the representation or image ofan object conveyed to the mind

by the sight ; and it is used also secondarily of the notices conveyed by other senses.

It is here used of visible representations or images, as opposed to Begriffen or abstract

ideas. For some further remarks on these words, see the Preface. II. II.]

2 [From anschauung to ansclinuung, See last note.]
3 [On this portion of the subject, see the 5th Book of I3eausobrc s Histoire du

Manichaisme. Vol. ii. especially p. 205, &c. H. II.]
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visible world, where, in the chain of cause and effect, one thing-

is constantly unfolding itself out of another, to an Almighty work

of creation performed by God, by which the worlds were pro

duced, and in virtue of which the visible did NOT spring out of

that which appears. Heb. xi. 3. Creation is received here as

an incomprehensible fact, under the constraint of a faith, that

raises itself above the position occupied by the understanding,

which wishes constantly to deduce one thing from another, and

to explain every thing, while it denies all that is immediate l

.

This, which is the only real point of practical importance, the

doctrine of the Church endeavoured to maintain in its conception
of the creation out of nothing ; opposing itself thus to the old

methods of
2

representation, which limits the creation of God by

supposing matter already in existence, and represents him, after

an anthropopathical manner, not as an independent original

Creator, but as a being who acted on and formed pre-existing
matter. Griosis would not acknowledge any such limits to spe
culation ;

she wished to explain and represent to the mind how

God is the foundation and the source of all existence. As it mis

understood the negative import of the creation out of nothing, it

opposed to it the old principle,
&quot; out of nothing comes

nothing.&quot;

Instead of this it presented to its imagination the idea of an out

flowing of all Being, from the highest Being of the Divinity.
This idea of an emanation would allow itself to be conceived

under a variety of images: under the form, for instance, of a

numerical development from an original unity; of an outstrcam-

ing of light from an original light; of an unfolding of spiritual

powers or ideas, which obtained substantiality, and of an utterance

of a series of syllables and sounds, till they were re-echoed.

The idea of such an emanation corresponds to a feeling deeply
rooted in the human mind, and found in it something to fasten

itself upon; but at the same time, it gave occasion to many spe
culations by which men might easily be led away, for ever, farther

from that which is of practical importance for religious belief, arid

indeed might lose it altogether.

1

[Alles unmittlebare. Germ. I understand by this all immediate acts of the

Divinity, such as creation. The word translated understanding, is verstand, and

we must bear in mind the distinction usually made in Germany between verstand

and vernunft, the understanding and the reason. See Coleridge s Aids to Spiritual

Development. H. R.]
2
[Anschaimngsweise. Germ. I suppose this word to mean a habit of consi

dering these subjects, where all the operations of the Divinity are presented to the

view of the mind in a palpable form or image. See Preface. II. R.]
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In tliis mode of representation God appeared as the incompre
hensible original source of all perfection , and shut up within

himself; and no means of transition between this incomprehen
sible Being of God, and finite existence, could be imagined. Self-

limitation, a letting down, is the first beginning of a communica
tion of life on the part of God, the first revealing of the hidden

God, from which every other revelation of God, which unfolds

itself further, proceeds
2
. Now from forth of this first member of

the chain of life there develope themselves, first, the manifold

powers or attributes, which dwell in the very Being of God,

which, up to that first time of his letting himself down had been

shut up in the abyss of his Being, every one of which represents
the whole Divine existence, in some one particular point of view,

and to which, in this point of view, the names that belong to the

Deity were transferred
3
. These Divine powers, therefore, un

folding themselves into substantiality, are the seeds and elements

of all other developments of life. The life contained in them

developes and individualizes itself constantly more and more, and

in such a manner also, that the degrees of this development of

life constantly go lower down, and the spirits constantly become

weaker, the more distant these developments are from the first

link of the chain. We must remark that a Gnosis which, in its

endeavour to explain the incomprehensible, was for ever falling

into anthropopathism, has here unconsciously attributed the rela

tions of Time to the Eternal.

Granting now that the existence of a pure spiritual world, akin

to God, was fairly to be explained, men could represent to them
selves the development of different degrees of perfection ; but

how was it possible to explain the origin of the material* ivorld

by means of an emanation from God? and how the origin of
evil ? Even in respect to the latter, a problem on which specu-

1 The unfathomable EvOog, according to Valentinus, the Being raised above all

description, of whom nothing can be suitably (eigentlich) predicated; the aKarovo-

Basilidas, the uv of Philo. See Part i. p. 48 50.
2 A TrptoTT) KaTa\r}^iQ tavrov: the Trpwrov K araXjjTrrov TOV Otov hy-

postatically embodied (hypostasirt. hypostatized) in a vovq or AOJOQ.
3 Hence comes the difference in the use of the word alwv among the Gnostics ;

according to its etymological meaning, namely, eternity, it sometimes denotes the

Eternal, as a distinctive predicate of the Supreme Being ; sometimes it denotes those

Divine original energies, and sometimes the whole world of emanations, 7rX??pw/ia,
in opposition to the temporal world. It occurs in the latter sense in Heracleon ap.

Origen. 7- xiii. in Joh. c. 11.

4
[Sinnliche, that which is the object of the senses. The external, or material

world.]
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lation lias made shipwreck so often, to the prejudice of God s

holiness, and the freedom of man, a being gifted with reason, and

destined for morality, even in regard to this point, Gnosis would

not allow any limits to be put to speculation. If God gave free

will to man, and if this free-will is the cause of evil, then the

origin of evil, said the Gnostics, falls back on God himself. They
would not hear of a difference between a permission, and an

actual originating cause, on the part of God l
. Now whosoever

does not follow the necessities of his moral nature, and the law

inscribed upon his inmost conscience, and with immoveable cer

tainty of faith, and with the assurance of inward moral experience,

firmly hold, that evil can be founded in nothing else, and be

explained from nothing else, but can only be comprehended as

the act of a ivilfulness, thatfalls awayfrom Gods holy law&amp;gt;
and a

self-seeking which opposes itself to the will of God, he must neces

sarily either prejudice the holiness of God, and take away the

objective importance of the opposition between good and evil,

and therefore utterly remove in its foundations the idea of moral

good and evil, considered in themselves, because he throws back

the origination of the latter upon God, or else he must preju
dice the omnipotence of God, because he establishes an absolute

evil, and an independent foundation of that evil beyond God, by
which also, in fact, he fundamentally removes the idea of evil in

a moral point of view, because he deduces it from without, and

makes of it an independent nature, which operates necessarily ;

by which means he involves himself at the same time in a contra

diction with himself, through the idea of an independent being
besides God, of a God who is not God, who is not good. The
Gnostics, avoiding the first rock, made shipwreck on the second.

They united a Dualism with their system of emanations, and

endeavoured to explain the origin of this whole earthly world,
in which good and evil are mingled together, and which does not

answer to the ideal of the spirit, from the intermixture of two

opposite principles and their mutual operations ; and this endea

vour to explain opened a wide space to their speculation and

their formation of fantastic theories. There now developed them

selves here two modes of viewing these matters
2

, which, however,
in those days of religious and philosophic eclecticism, did not

1 To nrj K&amp;lt;I)\VOV alriov iffriv was their usual motto in opposing the Church

doctrine. 2
[Anschauungsweise.]
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always come into sharp opposition, but came into connection with

each other by the amalgamation of various intermediate mem
bers, while the same idea, in fact, forms the foundation of both

these modes of view, only that it was conceived in the one case

after a more speculative fashion, in the other after a more mythical.

In the one mode of conception the element of Grecian specula

tion more prevails, in the other the element of Oriental imagery

[anschauung] ; and hence these two modes of view make the

difference between an Alexandrian Gnosis and a Syrian Gnosis,

(the latter being determined particularly by the influence of

Parsism,) as far as we can oppose, in abstracts, these two kinds

of Gnosis to each other, without regard to the intermixture of

them together, which we find in the phenomena of those

times.

In thefirst the Platonic notion of an vXrj prevails ; this is dead

and lifeless matter ;
the boundary which, from without, limits the

development of life, that proceeds by regular gradations, in virtue

of which imperfect beings develope themselves out of the per

fect, each more imperfect than the preceding ;
and this v\r] again

is represented under various forms as the Darkness that stands

by the side of the Light as Emptiness (KEVW/ZO, KEVOV) in oppo
sition to the Fulness of the life of God as the Shade that stands

beside the Light and as Chaos and the dark stagnant water.

This matter of itself being lifeless, has by its nature no impulse ;

every kind of life is foreign to it, and of itself it makes no attack

on the Divine Being ;
but inasmuch as the Divine developments

of life, (the beings that proceed from the preceding emanation,)

the farther they are removed from their first member, become

always weaker and weaker, because their connection with that

first member is always less close, there arises in the last grade of

the development an imperfect work, which cannot maintain itself

in connection with the divine chain of life, which sinks from out

of the world of ^ons into that Chaos, or else which is the

same representation a little differently modified something froths

over out of the fulness of the Divine life into the neighbouring
chaos \

Lifeless matter now receives, by means of its intermixture

with the Living Being, that of which it was in want, a quicken-

1

According to the representations (auschauungsweise) of the Ophites, and of

Bardosanes.
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ing
1

;
but then the Divine Being, the Living Being, is also

injured by means of its intermixture with the chaotic. Beino-

multiplies itself; a subordinate, deficient life arises; ground is

taken for a new world, and a creation forms itself beyond the

bounds of the emanation-world
; but, as the chaotic principle of

matter, on the other hand, has obtained a spirit of life, a dear,
active opposition to the Divine nature now comes forward, a

blind, un-divine natural power, of an entirely negative character,
which opposes itself hostilely to all formation through the Divine

Being; and thence come, as the works of the spirit of the v\r\

(the TTVEV/JLO. vXiKOv) Satan, evil spirits, and wicked men, in all

of whom no reasonable, no moral principle, no principle of free

will, prevails, but only blind desires. As Dualism carries in

itself a self-contradiction, it cannot maintain its ground with any
clear speculative thinker, who is conscious of the course of his

reasoning. The more Gnosis inclined to this side, and became

clearly conscious to itself of this disposition, which to say the

truth rarely happened, because of the prevalence of oriental

imagination over occidental abstract comprehension, in all Gnostic

systems, the more must it have endeavoured to lead back this

Dualism to a higher unity. It then declared expressly what the

Cabbala and the Neo-Platonism taught, that Matter is nothing
else than the necessary limit* between existence and non-existence,
which can be conceived as any thing having an independent ex

istence, only by the power of abstraction
3

: it is the opposition
to being, which arises as a necessary limit, on every development
of life from out of the Deity

4
. In such a manner Dualism

might finally resolve itself into Pantheism.

The other mode of viewing these matters engrafted itself more

upon the Parsic doctrine of an Ahriman and his kingdom, which
it would be an obvious course for the Gnostic sects, especially
those which were formed in Syria, to appropriate to themselves.

This mode of view supposed an active, wildly- raging dominion of

[
! Eine Beseelung Germ. Literally, a quickening, an animation, the infusion

of a soul of life. H. R.]
2 It was thus also called the exterior rind of existence, HE^i?.
3
By means of a voOoQ Xoyoc. according to the Neo-Platonists.

4 Thus the Gnostics in Irenaeus
(ii. 4.) expressly defend themselves against the

reproach of Dualism. &quot; Continere omnia Patrem omnium et extra Pleroma esse

nihil et id quod extra et quod intus, dicere eos secundum agnitionem et ignorantiam,
sed non secundum localem distantiam.&quot; The lower creation was contained in the

Pleroma veluti in tunica maculam.
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evil or darkness, which by means of its attack on the empire of

light,
introduced a mixture of light and darkness of the Divine,

and that which opposes it. Different as these two modes of con

ception may appear in their way of representation, yet the self

same fundamental idea may be recognised in them. When the

latter mode of view takes a somewhat more speculative turn, it

passes into the first, of which we shall find traces in the views of

Manicheeism, which bears upon it far more than all Gnostic sys

tems the mark of Parsism (see below) ; and where the first mode

of view takes a more poetical character, and endeavours to picture

itself upon the imagination, it passes over involuntarily into the

last i.

Even among the Platonists there were some, who supposed

that from the very beginning, together with an unorganic, dead

matter, as the materials for the bodily world, there existed also

a blind, unbridled, moving power, an undivine soul, as the ori

ginally-moving arid active principle. Thus, while that unor

ganic matter was organized into the bodily world by the forma

tive power of the Deity, that formative power communicated also

law and reason to that wild, tumultuous, and reason-opposing

soul. Thus the chaos of the vAi? was formed into an organ

ized body of the world, and that blind power into a reason

able principle of the soul of the world, that animates the uni

verse. Thus, while all reasonable spiritual life in human nature

descends from this last, all that is contrary to reason comes from

the other : all that is impelled by desire and passion ;
all evil

spirits are its productions. One sees easily how the idea of this

^v\r) aXoyog, floating over the chaos, might fall in with the idea

of a Satan, who originally presided over the kingdom of dark

ness
2
.

In the system of the Zabians or disciples of John, which is un

doubtedly connected in its origin with the Syrian Gnosis, although

there appears an independent kingdom of darkness with its own

peculiar powers, yet this has no influence on the higher kingdom

1 Thus, for example, where Plotinus paints matter as seized with a longing after

light or the soul, and speaks of it as darkening the light, while it endeavours to em

brace it. Plotin. Enneas I. lib. viii. c. 14. Y\?j Trapovya Trpocrcuret, /cat oiov ivo-

X\H, KOI t TO siffb) TTaO(\9tlV 0\l, T1\V d(

2 See Plutarch de Animae Procreat. e Timaeo, especially c. 9. Opera, Ed. Hutten.

t. xiii. p. 296.
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of light
l
. It was the thought of one of the genii of the kingdom

of light, to tear himself loose from the source which every thing

ought to glorify, and to form an independent world that should

exist for itself it was this thought that first became the cause of

a mixture between the two kingdoms, the first foundation of this

visible world, built upon an earth won from the kingdom, of dark

ness ;
i. c. from chaos, which world the powers of darkness at once

endeavour to seize upon or to destroy, because they will not suffer

any strange rule in their domain. Now, while this genius, Abatur,
who formed the third stage in the development of life, was look

ing into the dark water of chaos, there arose out of his reflection

in it an imperfect genius, formed from a mixture of this form of

light with the being of darkness, and to be ennobled by degrees
hereafter, namely, Fetahil, the former of the world, from whose

imperfection all the defects of this world are derived
2
. In the

system of the Syrian Bardesanes also, matter appears as the

mother of Satan
3
.

This sufficiently shows how the modes of view of the Syrian
and the Alexandrian Gnosis pass into each other on this side. It

may indeed very fairly be asked, whether one is justified in

speaking of a Gnosis as originally Alexandrian, or whether

Syria be riot the birth-place of all Gnosis, whence it was only
transplanted to Alexandria, and received a peculiar stamp at this

latter place in consequence of the Platonizing, Hellenizing dis

position, which prevailed there ? In Alexandria, such a Gnosis

1 This sect of Zabians, (ficnrTiffrai, from jm,) Nazarenes, Mandaeans, (ac

cording to Norberg, from PT, fiaQr}Tai or yvworucoi,) clearly derives its origin

from those disciples of John the Baptist, who, contrary to his spirit and feeling, after

his martyrdom took up an hostile disposition towards Christianity. Traces of sucli

persons are to be found in the Clementine, and the Recognitiones dementis, and

perhaps also in the
?7/i6po/3a7m&amp;lt;rrai and the yaXtXaioi of Hegesippus. See F.

Walch. de Sabaeis comment. Soc. Reg. Gott. t. iv. Part. Philolog. From these a

sect afterwards formed itself, whose system being formed out of the elements of older

Oriental theosophy, is of great importance for the history of Gnosticism. A critical

treatise on their most important religious book, the Liber Adami, would contribute
much to this object. See the critique of that work by Gesenius, in the Literatur

Zeitung of Jena. Jena, 1817. Nos. 4851. and (Kleuker s ?) critique on it in the

Anzeigen of Gottingen.
2
Lichtnatur, Being of light. Germ.

3 This idea is entirely to be compared with the ophiomorphos of the ophitish sys
tem, (see below,) although in the ophitish system this appears of a lower kind

; and
the ophitish system, in its speculative notions, is yet akin to the Alexandrian sys
tem of Valentinus in many respects.

VOL. II. D
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would probably find much to engraft itself upon in a certain

Jewish idealistic philosophy of religion, already in existence

there ; but in this the Platonic and occidental element, which

keeps itself more on the pure idealistic point of view, and does

not immediately hypostasize ideas, and make representations of

them, was too predominant to suffer the peculiar character of

Gnosis to proceed forth from it, without the influence of the pure
Orientalism from Syria.

One might imagine that this double mode of view would have

produced a peculiar distinction in the practical spirit of these two

systems. As the Syrian mode of view supposed an active empire
of evil, which was destroyed with the empire of matter, one might
be led to imagine that it made the avoidance of this abominable

matter and its hostile productions, and the strictest asceticism, the

chief object of morality. As, on the contrary, the Alexandrian

Gnosis considered matter as unorganized materials for formation,

and the Divine Being as the formative principle, one would think

that it would recognize no such negative system of morality, but

would establish a more active formation and improvement of the

world, by the power of the Divine principle as the foundation of

their moral system. This supposition might perhaps appear still

more probable on a comparison of many Alexandrian and Syrian

systems.
And yet on a more accurate investigation, that such a differ

ence in the practical influence of these two systems, is by no

means necessary. Even a system, in which the Parsic dualism

prevailed to the utmost extent, might recognize in the whole

universe a higher life, which was only bound prisoner in the

bonds of matter, and might recommend co-operation towards the

freeing of that life, by victory over the empire of darkness, by
means of a practical forming and improving influence over nature.

And so, in fact, Parsism commanded an outward activity, because

it represented all formative influence upon the outward world,

especially agriculture, as a struggle against the destroying and

order-opposing power of Ahriman, and as an activity which was

employed in the service of Ormuzd. And therefore the dualistic

Manicheeism furthered a great reverence towards nature, and by
no means an enthusiastic and ascetic contempt of it ; although on

another ground this system led to a strict asceticism : and cer

tainly it cannot be denied, that the prevailing feeling of Oriental

notions, as we may even now see from the people of the East, in
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general shone forth in highly prizing an ascetic and contemplative

disposition, which elevated itself above the ordinary earthly life.

But this disposition had also spread itself already in the district,

where a Grecian spirit prevailed, and had found reception parti

cularly in Alexandria
1
. The pure Platonic doctrine of gross

matter, as being the source of blind desires, and of the guilt con

tracted by the soul in a former life, might become a point for a

strict asceticism to fix itself upon ; as in fact it did to many
Platonists.

The most essential difference between the different Gnostic

systems, the influence of which, upon the whole religious and

spiritual character of these sects, concerns their different view of

the relation of the temporal, earthly system of the world, to that

higher and invisible one, of the relation of Christianity, to the

whole development of human nature, (whether they supposed a

gradual development of the theocracy, as an organically-connected
whole

; or whether they made Christianity out to be a fragment
which appeared all on a sudden, without previous preparation,)
and of the relation of Christianity to Judaism. All these consi

derations are closely connected together.
All Gnostics agree in this, that they suppose, as we have above

remarked, a world in which there is a pure development of life

out of God ; a creation, which is nothing but a pure unfolding of

the Divine Being
2

,
as being elevated far above that creation

which was produced from without by means of the formative

power of God, and was limited by matter previously existing ;

and they agreed in this also, that they did not allow the Father

of that higher emanation world to be the immediate Former of

this lower creation ; but they brought down the Former of the

world, (the Sr^tovpyoc?) far below that higher system and its

Father, because he (the ^/niovpyog) was connected with the uni

verse, which was formed and governed by him. But the difference

among them was this
; namely, that though they agreed as to the

existence of this inferiority, they were at variance as to the mode
of it. One party, setting out from views which had already long
been prevalent among the Alexandrian Jews, supposed that the

supreme God had produced, and still governed this world, by
means of the angels, who were his ministering spirits. At the

head of these angels stood one, who guided and ruled every

1 See Part I. The Introduction.

D 2
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thing, and on that account was especially called the Former and

the Governor of the world. They compared this Demiurgos with

the Spirit that formed and animated the world, after the system of

Plato and the Platonists, which also (according to the Timseus of

Plato) endeavoured to form the image of the Divine reason in that

which oelonged to time, in that which was &quot;

Becoming to be 1

.&quot; This

angel is a representative of the supreme God on this lower stage

of existence : he does not act independently, but only according

to the ideas given to him by the supreme God, as the world-

forming soul of the Platonists creates every thing after the

ideas imparted to him by the supreme vovq
2

: but these ideas are

elevated above his own limited being; he is unable to under

stand them ;
he is only their unconscious instrument, and is,

therefore, unable himself to understand the meaning of the

whole work wrought by him : as an instrument guided by a

higher inspiration, he reveals what is above his own comprehen
sion. Here, therefore, they grafted themselves on the current

ideas of the Jews, in supposing that the supreme God had re

vealed himself to their ancestors through the medium of an angel

that served him as the organ of his will ; and that the Mosaic

legislation was derived from such an angel. And they considered

the Demiurgos as the representative of the supreme God in this

respect also; just as the rest of the nations of the world were par

titioned among the other angels, as their guides, so the Jewish

people, as the peculiar people of Jehovah, that is, the supreme

God, were committed to the care of the Demiurgos, as his repre-

1

[As Neander has only referred generally to the Timseus, I have taken this phrase

from the translation by Taylor. I add the original of Neander : Das ideal der gbtt-

lichen vernunft in dem werdenden, zeitlichen darzustellen strebt. We have no word

that answers to werdenden, which expresses the beginning of existence, the becoming,

not the actually being. H. R.]

[Since the above note was written, a friend lent me &quot; Bockshammer on the Free

dom of the Will; translated by A. Kaufman, of Andover ;
1835:&quot; in which the

word becoming is used substantively, e. g. p. 75.&quot; Yet this connecting love, ac

cording to the representation of the above-named treatise, is rather an originated be

coming, man, an original being :&quot; and a note referring to Neander is added by the

translator, to this effect :

&quot; The idea of a secondary Being, without beginning, an-

fangslosen werdens, an originated becoming in opposition to an unoriginated Being,

(eternal generation,) was somewhat refined, was somewhat incomprehensible ; nay,

it appeared even contradictory to Arius, who had but little of the speculative or in-

tuitive, c. Neander,&quot; &c. H. R.]
2 The 6 tart %uov (in opposition to the ytvijTov, or the QIOQ ytvrjroc of Plato,)

the irapadtiyfjia of the Divine reason hypostatized.
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sentative *. He also revealed here in the establishment of their

religion, as well as in the creation of the world, those higher
ideas which he himself could not understand in their true mean

ing. The Old Testament, like the whole creation, was the veiled

symbol ofa higher system.

But in the Jewish people itself they made a complete dis

tinction, after the Alexandrian fashion, between the great multi

tude, which is only a representative type of the people of God

(the Israelites according to the flesh, the lapaijX a?.&amp;lt;r0)jro, Kara

o-apica), and the small number of those who become really con

scious to themselves of the destination of the people of God.

(The souls of this number are the spiritual men of Philo, the

JaparjA Trvfujuarticoe, vorjroe, the generation consecrated to God
which really lived in the contemplation of God, the avrjp

TOV 0fov, the TTvev/maTiKOi, JVUXJTLKOI, in opposition to the \^

or TTKTTIKOI.) The latter (the \^V\IKOI) with their fleshly thoughts

kept fast to that which was outward only ; they did not observe

that this was merely a symbol, and therefore they did not recog
nize the intention of that symbol

2
. Those sensuous-minded

men did not recognize the angel through whom God revealed

himself in all the appearances of God (the Theophanies) in the

Old Testament, that is to say, the Demiurgos, in his just relation

to the hidden supreme God, who never reveals himself in the

world of sense
; they confused form and prototype, symbol and

idea
3
. They did not elevate themselves above the Demiurgos,

but considered him as the supreme God himself. Those spiritual

men, on the contrary, have clearly recognized the ideas which

were wrapped up in Judaism, or at least have a presentiment of

them ; they have raised themselves up beyond the Demiurgos to

recognize the Supreme God, and thence they become peculiarly

1

According to the Alexandrian version of Deuteron. xxxii. 8, 9. ore

IU//IOTOJ; tdvri, iffTTfffev opia tOvwv Kara apiOfAOv ayyeXctv Q tov KCU kyt-

vr]Qi] /ifptc Kvpiov XaoQ avrov lajcw/3.
2 Thus a moderate Gnostic, who had not reached that refined Gnosticism formed

by the mixture of Alexandrian idealism with Syrian theosophy, determines (in the

letter ascribed to Barnabas) that the Jews had entirely misunderstood the whole

ceremonial law, by observing it outwardly, instead of seeing in it only an allegorical

representation of general religious and moral truths. It was Gnosis, which first

opened this true sense of it.

3
[The form, and the original form represented by it ; the symbol, and the idea

symbolized. The German is, sie verwechselten auch bier bild und urbild, symbol
mul idee.]
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his true worshippers (QtpaTrtvTai). The religion of the former

class was solely founded on a faith which they took upon autho

rity, while these latter lived in the contemplation of Divine

things. The former required to be educated by the Demiurgos
by rewards and punishments, arid the means of terror ; but these

latter required no such means of discipline ; they raised them
selves up by the force of their spirit to the Supreme God, who is

a source of blessing only to those who are capable of communion
with him, and they love him for his own sake

l
.

Now, when these Jewish theosophists of Alexandria had em
braced Christianity, and interwoven their former notions with it,

they saw the spirit of the Old Testament entirely unveiled in

Christianity, and the highest ideas of the whole creation brought

clearly before the light; and now for the first time the object of

the whole creation and of the whole development of human
nature became clear. As far as the highest ^Eon

2

, who appeared
in the person of Christ, was elevated above the angels and the

Demiurgos, so far is Christianity elevated above Judaism and the

whole earthly creation. The Demiurgos himself now recognizes
a revelation which entered into his kingdom, and from henceforth

serves it as its instrument, conscious that he was only an instru

ment 3
.

The other party of the Gnostics consisted especially of persons
who had not been attached to the Mosaic religion before their

conversion to Christianity, but had formed to themselves in for

mer times an Oriental Gnosis opposed to Judaism as well as to

all national religions, a kind of system of which we find some
traces in the books of the Zabians, and which is constantly found

in the East among the Persians and the Hindoos. They did not,

like the former, consider the Demiurgos and his angels merely as

subordinate and limited beings, but as beings entirely hostile to

the supreme God. The Demiurgos and his angels wished to

establish themselves in their limited condition as independent

beings and would suffer no foreign sovereignty in their dominion.

1 See above, Part I. p. 48. et seqq. on the twofold views mentioned by Philo.
2 Nov or Xoyo.
3 We see easily how these Gnostics might use the passages of the New Testament

where the Xoyo \a\t)QeiQ diet row Ytou is compared with the Xoyo XaXqOtis Si ay-
yeXwv, (see e.g. Heb. ii. and Ephes. iii. 10.) in order to form their artificial super
structure of doctrines, by means of their fanciful and idle speculation, on the founda
tion of a Jew, hints only thrown out, en passant, by the apostle.
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Whatever of a higher nature comes down into their sphere they
endeavour to keep imprisoned there, that it may never be able to

raise itself above their narrow limits. In this system it is proba
ble that the empire of the world-forming angels coincided for the

most part with that of the deceiving spirits of the stars, which

are hostile to man s freedom, and exercise a tyrannic sway over

the affairs of this world 1

. The Demiurgos (according to this

system) is a limited and limiting being, proud, envious, and

revengeful, and this his character declares itself in the Old Tes
tament which is derived from him. As these Gnostics were

unable, from want of the requisite exegetic and hermeneutic

knowledge, as well as of the proper psedagogo-historical
2

point
of view, to understand the Old Testament, which was so opposite
to their system, and were yet nevertheless accustomed to give
their judgment upon every thing, they attributed all the errors

which arose from a gross and sensuous anthropopathical view of

the Old Testament among the common sort of Jews, to the Old
Testament

itself. But, according to their view, the error of the

Jews consisted solely in this, that they considered the Demiurgos
who reveals himself such as he is, in the Old Testament, to be

the Supreme God, who differs from him infinitely. The Demi

urgos is (according to them,) really such a being as that which
the Jews represented to themselves under the notion of the Su

preme God. These Gnostics believed that they recognized the

form of that hateful Demiurgos in the Old Testament, and also

in nature, which they judged with the same dogmatical human
rashness. The Supreme God, the God of holiness and love,

who stands in no connexion with the world of sense, has not

revealed himself in this earthly creation by any thing, except by
some Divine seeds of life which are scattered abroad in human
nature, and whose unfolding the Demiurgos endeavours to stop
and to overwhelm. He can be acknowledged and honoured in

the highest degree only in the mysteries, by the few who are spi-

1 Thus the seven star spirits, and the twelve star spirits of the zodiac, which were

produced by the evil connexion between the deceived Fetahil with the Spirit of

darkness, in the Zahian system, play an important part in all that is evil. It is from
their deceitful artifices that Judaism and Christianity, which are so hateful to the

Zabians, are produced.
2

[ I suppose Neander here considers the Jewish history as affording an instruc

tive lesson to man, as containing the Divine mode of education for human nature ;

but as I am not certain that this is his view, I have only put the German compound
word into literal English ; padagogisch-geschichtlichc gesichtspuncht. H. K.J
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ritual men
; and now (according to them) this God has let him

self down all at once, without previous preparation, to this system
of the world by means of his highest JEon, in order to draw up
to himself the higher spiritual natures akin to himself which are

imprisoned there. Christianity can find no point in all creation

to attach itself upon, except in some mysteries and philosophical

schools, in which a higher kind of wisdom is propagated as their

common doctrine.

This difference between the Gnostic systems was of the great
est importance in a theoretical and practical point of view. As
the Gnostics of the first class recognized in the Demiurgos the

instrument of the Supreme God and his representative, who
formed nature according to the ideas of the Supreme God, and

conducted the development of the kingdom of God, in history,

they might, in accordance with their principles, search for the

revelation of the Divinity in nature and in history; they needed

not of necessity to be entangled in an unchristian hatred of the

world. They might acknowledge that the Divinity might be

revealed under earthly relations, and that every thing earthly

might by this means become ennobled. They might therefore

be very moderate in an ascetic point of view, as in fact we find

was the case with many of this class, although the practically

injurious disposition of deducing evil only from the existence of

objects of sense, must easily have arisen from their notion of the

vXrj ; and although their overprizing of a contemplative Gnosis

must have been in danger of becoming prejudicial to the spirit of

active love.

On the contrary, the other sort of Gnosis, which considered

the Creator of the world as a being entirely at enmity with the

Supreme God and his system, would naturally produce a wild,

dark hatred of the world, entirely at variance with the spirit of

Christianity. This exhibited itself outwardly in two ways; it

either shewed itself with nobler and more rational men in an

extravagantly strict asceticism, and an anxious avoiding of all

intercourse with the world, on which, however the Christian is

bound to exert a forming influence, and then, at all events, mo

rality would be a thing merely of a negative kind ; nothing, in

short, but a way of purification as a preparation for contempla

tion, or else it shewed itself in men of an impure nature, and

inclined to wild fancies, and in men of ungoverned passions, in a

licentious contemptfor all moral laws. When once these Gnostics
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set out from this principle, this whole world is the work of a

limited ungodly spirit, it is utterly incapable of all revelation of

the Divinity, and we higher natures, who belong to a far higher

world, are imprisoned in it, this conclusion would immediately
follow ;

&amp;lt;

Every thing outward is utterly and entirely indifferent

to the inward man ; nothing of an higher nature can here be ex

pressed, and the outward man may give himself up to every kind

of lust, provided the inward man be not thereby disturbed in the

tranquillity of his contemplation. The very means by which

we must prove our contempt and our defiance of this wretched

and hostile world, is by not suffering ourselves to be affected by
it in any condition whatever. The means by which we must

extinguish the empire of our senses, is by remaining undisturbed

in our tranquillity of spirit, while we give ourselves up to every
kind of desire. &quot; We must struggle against our lusts by the

indulgence of them,&quot; said these freethinkers; &quot;for there is

nothing great in abstaining from pleasure, if we have never tried

it ; but it argues greatness when a man finds himself in the midst

of pleasure, and yet is not overcome by itV The heathen phi

losopher Plotinus makes a very striking remark against these men,

which all, who view the matter even from the ground of Christ

ianity, must recognize as true, namely, that while they venture

with more boldness than Epicurus, who denied any overruling pro

vidence of this world, to throw out the same accusations that he

did, they must necessarily bring men to the same result, in regard

to morals ;
which result would be this :

&quot; That nothing is left for

us here, except to give ourselves up to our desires, and to despise

all the laws of this world, and all morals, for there is nothing good

to be found in this abominable world V
This difference is also shewn in the consideration of individual

moral relations. The Gnostics of the latter class either pre

scribed celibacy and abhorred marriage, as something unclean and

profane, or else, according to the principle that every thing

1 Clemens, Stromata, lib. ii. p. 411. Porphyry de Abstinentia Carnis, lib. i. 40,

&c. paints tbe notions of these men in a manner quite accordant with that of Cle

mens.

receiving

because it knows its own greatness. So also little men may be overpowered by what

s.
&quot; It is only some little standing water,&quot; say they,

&quot; which can be defiled by

iving into it something unclean ;
not the ocean, which receives every thing,

use it knows its own greatness. So also little men may be overpowered by what

they feed upon, but not he who is an ocean of power (l%ovaia, apparently an ex

ression peculiar to them, founded on a misuse of that of St. Paul in 1 Cor. viii. 9.

2.), which receives all things into itself, and becomes not defiled

See the excellent argument in Plotinus, Ennead. ii, lib. ix. c. 15.
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relating to the senses is entirely indifferent, and that people here

must only defy the Demiurgos by contempt of his limiting laws

they justified the indulgence of every desire. Those of the for

mer class, on the contrary, honoured marriage as an holy state, by
which the natural state of man was to be ennobled. And the

Valentinian Gnosis, in fact, as it universally considered the lower

world as a symbol and mirror of the higher, and as it sought for

the revelation of the highest law of that higher system in the

different stages of existence in manifold degrees, so also it re

cognized, in the marriage connection, the image of a higher

connection, which runs through all stages of existence, from the

very highest link of the whole chain. (See below.) Besides,

the influence of the originally Jewish notions, which were inclined

to prize the marriage condition highly, is also shewn here.

The difference between these two classes of Gnosis is still farther

brought prominently forward in their different mode of consi

dering the person of Christ. All Gnostics, however, in a certain

respect agree in this, that, as they separated the God of heaven

and the God of nature from each other, and as they therefore

severed also the invisible and the visible system, the Divine and

the human, too widely from each other ;
so also they would not

recognize the union of the Divine and the human in the person
of Christ. And yet, just as we have observed a remarkable dif

ference in regard to the first of these matters, between the two

chief divisions of the Gnostic system, we shall also be able to

remark such a difference in regard to the latter of them. We
shall find here also an essential gradation in the views entertainedo
of the relation between the Divine and the human in Christ.

The one party, indeed, recognized the manhood of Christ as real,

and also conceded to it a certain dignity, although, as they made
two Gods out of the one God of heaven arid of nature, and

allowed the Creator of the latter to be only the instrument of

the former, they also divided the one Christ into two Christs, a

higher and a lower, a heavenly and an earthly one, in such a

manner, that the latter was merely the instrument of the for

mer; and these two they held were not originally indissolubly
bound together, but the former had united himself to the latter,

for the first time, at the baptism in the river Jordan. But the

other class of Gnostics, as they denied the connection of Christ

ianity with Judaism, and with all historical development of God s

kingdom among mankind, and as they made out of the God of
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Christ and of the Gospel a different God from that of nature and

of history, so also they rejected the connection of the appearance
of Christ with nature and with history. Christ did not here,

(according to them) enter into nature, nor into the historical de

velopment of human nature. The view, which suited the fan

tastic disposition of the East, and had long since been spread
abroad among the Jews, namely, that a higher Spirit might

represent itself to the eye of sense in a multitude of delusive

forms
a

,
which appeared to the senses, but had no reality, this

notion was applied to Christ, and one whole essential part of his

earthly existence and his personality, was thus argued away ; the

whole of his human nature was denied ; the whole human appear
ance of Christ was made a mere deceptive appearance, a mere vision

and this was Docetism, the direct contrary to mere Ebionitism,

which would recognize nothing but the human in Christ. And
this view might, at last, be carried so far as it was among the

more fanciful Basilidians as exactly to despise the most holy

points in the human life of Jesus in the most profane manner.

The Gnostic systems will also admit of a very natural division

into two classes by means of their most essential and influential

differences. The Jirst class, consisting of those sects which ac-

hnowledge the connection between the visible and the invisible world,

between the revelation of God in nature, in history, and in Christ

ianity, and the connection between the Old and the Neiv Testament,
as the development of one whole theocratical scheme and the second

class, of those which tear asunder these connections, and which make

Christianity only an insulatedfragment in the history ofman; or,

as we may explain it more shortly, the sects whichfounded their

views on Judaism, and those which set themselves entirely at

enmity against it
2
. It is, we avow, natural enough, that between

these opposite extremes many intermediate opinions should be

1 My readers may remember the Indian Maja, and many other Indian Myths.
2 This division has this circumstance in its favour, that it is only in this manner

that the peculiar system of Marcion which, however, is necessarily connected with

the Gnostic systems only from one side, can find its proper place among them.

Clement of Alexandria in a certain degree confirms this division, when he calls

Valentinus the KopvQaios ro&amp;gt;v TrpEfffltvovrajv rrjv KoivoTrjra. (Strom, lib. vi. 641.)
the leader of those who maintain a common source of the revelation of the Divinity

among men, and do not deny the connection of Christianity with all earlier revela

tions of God- The Trptafievovreg TO iSiov TOV \piarlavia^iov, who would not

acknowledge any such KOIVOTIJS between Christianity and any other revelation

whatever of Divine truth, according to him, also, would be the contrast to this class.
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found, which do not, however, invalidate the correctness of the

division.

It is peculiarly instructive to consider the mode and manner by
which these Gnostics were able to come to the persuasion, that

their doctrines, so foreign to the simple Gospel, could have been

delivered by Christ and the apostles, and how they endeavoured

to prove this. We find here the same phenomena, which, arising

out of causes that lie in the very inmost nature of man, were

often repeated in following centuries. With a ready-formed

Theosophic system, based on its own fundamental principles,

they went to the Holy Scriptures, and sought to find in them

something to hang their system upon. And this they might

easily find, because they were wholly unacquainted with the rules

of grammatical and logical interpretation *, and despised attention

to such matters as carnal
2

, for their inward intuition was to open

every thing. But they were punished for the pride, which,

trusting to a certain inward light, only granted to higher natures

of a certain class, despised the usual human means of knowledge.

Therefore they were given up to every kind of error which can

arise from the want of considering the occasion and the connection

in ivhich any thing is said., from the confusion between different

meanings of a word*, from the want ofdistinguishing between meta

phorical and proper expressions, and from the arbitrary application

of single traits in comparison, without regard to that which consti

tutes tJie real points ofcomparison. The subjective caprice of the

imaginative faculty, of the feelings, and of speculation, without

an objective law, proceeding from the application of the rules of

thought and language, might find whatever it chose in the Scrip

tures, and introduce it into them. The Parables, for the simplicity

and practical depth of which they had no feeling, were therefore

peculiarly acceptable to them, because an arbitrary interpretation,

when they had once put the real point of comparison out of their

view, had the freest play here. But contention against the arbi

trary biblical interpretation of the Gnostics had also the advan-

1
Origen (Philocal. c. 14.) shews how much strengthened in their errors the

Gnostics were by their ayvoia rotv Xoyi/cwv in their interpretation of the Bible.

2
Only fit for the ipvxt/c l -

3
As, for example, where they found the word &quot;

world&quot; used with blame in the

New Testament, these passages served them for a proof, that this whole creation is

something imperfect, and could not come from the supreme and perfect God ;
for it

never entered into their heads, that the word &quot;

world&quot; might be used in the New

Testament in a different sense.
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tageous effect, that it made their opponents attentive to the

necessity of a more accurate grammatical and logical interpreta
tion of the Bible, and induced them to the establishment of the

first Herrneneutic Canons, as we may observe from various proofs
in the writings of Irenseus, Tertullian, Clemens, and Origen.
The bolder among the Gnostics used a theory of interpretation

likely to lead to arbitrary principles of criticism. They said,

Christ and the apostles spoke according to the different conditions

and views of the man to whom they spoke ; they took these dif

ferent positions themselves. With the ^/v^ Kot those who were
in the condition of a blind unintellectual faith (those who were

fettered by Jewish prejudices) they spoke only of a Demiurgos,
because their limited natures could not understand any thing

higher. (The Gnostics are the fathers of the theory of an accom

modation, as used in the Christian Church in an exegetical point
of view, although of itself the theory of an accommodation is as

old as the difference between an esoteric and an exoteric religious

system.) The higher truths from the world of .ZEons, and those

above that world, they (i. c. Christ and the apostles) had (accord

ing to this view) communicated only to a small circle of initiated

men, who were capable of receiving such truths in virtue of their

higher spiritual natures (as TrvtvfjLariKOi), and these truths they
indicated only in detached images and hints, which could be un
derstood by none but such natures. That higher wisdom they
had delivered (as St. Paul says, 1 Cor. ii. 6.) only orally among
the perfect, arid only orally was it for ever to be propagated in

the narrow circle of the initiated.

The knowledge of this secret tradition, therefore, first gives
the true key of the deeper interpretation of the Scriptures.
Irenseus says, on the contrary

1
,

&quot; For the apostles, who were sent

forth to find the wandering, and to give sight to those who saw

not, and to heal the sick, did not address them in language suited

to their then notions, but according to the revelation of truth.

For what physician, who wishes to heal the sick,
would act according to the desires of the sick man, and not ac

cording to that which is proper to cure him ? 2 The
apostles, who are the disciples of the truth, are far from all lies ;

1 Contra Haeres. iii. 5.

2
[This passage, in the original, precedes the rest of the quotation. II. R.J
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for a lie has nothing in common with the truth, any more than

darkness with light Our Lord, who is the truth, lied

not.&quot;

Or else they said,
&quot; From the account of the apostles itself, we

cannot learn the pure doctrine of Christ, for the apostles were

fettered by psychical arid Jewish opinions ; and the Pneumaticus

(i.
e. the spiritual man) must separate the psychical from the

pneumatical in their
writings.&quot;

Or they even ventured to sepa

rate, in the very discourses of Christ himself, what the psychical

Christ spoke in him by the inspiration of the Demiurgos, what

the Divine wisdom, still hovering between the dominion of the

Demiurgos and the Pleroma, and not yet arrived at its full per

fection x

, and what the highest voic? uttered from out the

Pleroma 2
.

If these Gnostics had been thinkers of the same sort with the

people of the western world, they would have separated in their

composite (construirten) Christ what he said under the influence

of immediate inspiration, out of an intuition elevating itself above

all that belongs to time, and what he said speaking from a re

flection disturbed by ideas belonging to time ; but they would

only have been expressing the same notions in different lan

guage.
These Gnostics were, in part, not thoroughly resolved to break

from the rest of the Church, and to found separate communities.

They were, indeed, persuaded, that the \fw\iKOi,
as they were

conditioned, could receive Christianity in no other than the

Churchly form
; that they could arrive at no higher degree than

that of faith upon authority; that their faculty for the higher spi

ritual intuition was utterly gone, and therefore they wished not to

disturb these men 3

, whose views were more of the common eccle

siastical kind, in their tranquil faith, but they wished, after

grafting themselves upon the common Church assemblies, to

found, in connection with them, a kind of theosophic schools, and

of Christian mysteries, into which all those in whom they believed

they could observe that higher faculty, not conceded to all, might
be received. They made complaints also that men would not

suffer them to remain in the communion of the Church, and

1 &quot;

Sophia,&quot;
or &quot;

Achamoth.&quot; See below. 2 See Irenaeus, lib. iii. c. 2.

3 Tov Koivovg iKK\t)aiaaTiKovg.
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called them heretics, whereas they entirely agreed with the doc

trine of the Church l

.

But what would have become of the Church, if this intention

of theirs 2

, of extending themselves in the Church by this dis

tinction of two different stages of religion, had succeeded. How
deeply would it have injured the simplicity, the confidence, and

the clearness, of the Christian faith, the practical spirit of Christ

ianity, the bond of Christian communion that unites all hearts,

and reason also which attains the development due to its nature

in the light of Christianity, while it is conscious to itself of its

natural limits, limits which a presumptuous intellectual intuition

pretended to pass over
3
. But the spirit of Christianity, as we

shall see when we come to consider the theological development
of spiritual knowledge in the Church, awakened two different

dispositions, which, uniting in this warfare, opposed Gnosticism.

That which procured an entrance for Gnosticism, was a pride

(founded, we confess, on one side in human nature,) which has

always especially contributed to further those dispositions which

are not willing to content themselves with that which is simple,
but are always anxious to have something of their own, which

sets them above others, a pride which finds it very hard to let

itself down so far, as simply to receive and accept, together with

the rest of mankind. Irenseus and Plotinus, two men of such

thoroughly different characters, both point out to us how the

pride of human nature is flattered by the phantasies of the Gnos
tics. The former says

4

,

&quot; He who has given himself up to them
becomes instantly puffed up ; he believes himself to be neither

Queruntur de nobis, quod cum sirnilia nobiscum sentiant, sine causa abstineamus
nos a communicatione eorum, et cum eadem dicant et eandem habeant doctrinam,
vocemus illos haereticos. Iren. lib. iii. c. 15.

2 In which tbey themselves were conscious of no impropriety, because this sort

of proceeding was founded on the entire view which they entertained of religion.
3 The doctrine of Plotinus, TO Se virep vow, fidr) kanv tw row vov ro Tttanv,
is quite just, in as far as it opposes the Gnostics, who spoke of a higher organ

than reason for the knowledge of the Divine nature, that is to say, the Trvtv^ariKov,
a faculty which resided only in certain natures. But this proposition is false when it

is used, as in the notions of Plotinus it might be, to oppose Christianity in general,
which gave us an objective source of knowledge of Divine things, elevated above
human reason, in a revelation of God, from which reason, as an organ (or instru

ment) is to draw (its knowledge) under the illumination of a higher Spirit.
4 Lib. iii. c. 15. [This passage is paraphrased, but not translated, by Neander ;

in fact, the first part of it almost baffles translation. We must remember that part
of Irenaeus has descended to us only in a Latin translation. II. R.]



48 OPPOSITION TO CARNAL VIEWS. UNSATISFIED LONGINGS.

in heaven nor on earth, but to have entered into the Pleroma,

and carries himself most proudly.&quot;
And Plotinus says,

&quot; Irra

tional men are at once caught by such speeches as these : Thou

shalt become better, not only than all men, but than all Godf*

also, for great is the pride of men. The man who was before

humble and discreet, now hears with pleasure
e Thou art a son

of God 1

,
but the rest, whom thou lookest up to with admiration,

are no sons of God ;
thou art also higher than heaven, without

doing any thing for that purpose.
&quot;

On the other hand, as it usually happens that every prevailing

error of any age has its opposite in another error, by which it

has been called forth, and the combating of which lends it a

plausible appearance ;
and as, for the most part, it happens that

whenever any false tendency spreads itself abroad among one

part of mankind, it -has for its foundation some truth, which is

misunderstood, and partially conceived, and some want of human

nature, which, in
itself,

and of itself, is real, but has been led

astray, so it happened here also. It was opposition against a

gross and sensuous conception of Divine things, among the Jews

and Christians, which called forth Gnosticism; and it furthered

its propagation the more, because Christianity had awakened also

new spiritual wants, which could find no satisfaction in a mere

faith founded on authority, which despised every thing ideal, cast

away from it all higher contemplation and intuition, and abruptly

rejected all speculation. If the Gnostics did imagine faith so

mean a thing, and if they did not attain to a knowledge of what

it is in vital Christianity, and in the ideas of St. Paul, they may
have been induced to such a course by their opposition to men,
who either did not in their lives manifest the true power of faith,

by shewing that it was an animating principle of life, or at least

did not understand how to shew, in its full development, the

truth, that faith is something more than a mere belief on the

strength of authority, and than a mere subjection to outward

authority, that it is an inward living disposition and an inward

principle of life,
the source of a new

life
within.

Many have been led to Gnosticism by an unsatisfied desire

after a deeper Christian knowledge, and after a knowledge of the

inward organic connection of the doctrines of Christianity
2
. The

1 A TTvevfiariKog, who alone could descend immediately from the Supreme God.
2 As Ambrosius, of whom and to whom the great Origen (who converted him from
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Gnostics made the first attempt to develop the Christian doc

trine as a whole, and in its individual parts, according to their

interior connection, and to form out of Christianity a continued

and connected mode of viewing divine and human things. The

desire and endeavour after an inward connection and an inward

unity of knowledge, is not to be mistaken among them ; although
we acknowledge this endeavour of theirs, which in one point of

view was right, was sadly led astray, and took a false and de

structive turn, because they would not know Christianity from

its own peculiar and essential nature, because they mixed hetero

geneous elements with Christianity, which is complete and suffi

cient in itself, because they did not regard the natural limits of

human knowledge, and because they were unable to perceive

the limits which belong to religion, and those which belong to

knowledge. Their tremendous errors stand in history as an

instructive warning and example.
After these general reflections, we now proceed to the indivi

dual Gnostic sects, and, according to the division which has ap

peared the most suitable, we shall first speak of those Gnostic

sects which, engrafting themselves on Judaism, supposed a gradual

development of the theocracy to take place in mankind, proceeding

from one originalfoundation.

(/3.)
Tlie individual sects.

(1.) The Gnostics, whose system was engrafted on Judaism.

(a.) Ccrinthus.

As the doctrine of this Gnostic shows us clearly how Gnosis

formed itself out of Judaism, he forms the natural transition-point

from the Judaizing sects to the Gnostics. In the accounts which

remain to us of his opinions, we find contradictions and difficul

ties which can only be explained by taking a just view of the

manner in which Gnosticism was deduced from Judaism. Cerin-

the errors of Gnosticism) said,
&quot; From want of persons who preach the better

truths, while you could not, out of your love to Jesus, bear an unreasonable and

ignorant faith (UVTOQ yovv diropiq, TUV irptfffltvovTwv ra Kptirrova, p,r] (ptpwv TI\V

dXoyov KO.I iSni)TiKT)v TTIGTIV, ia rrjv Trpog TOV Irjffovv dycnrijv), you gave yourself

up formerly to doctrines which afterwards, using the understanding bestowed upon

you rightly, you knew to be erroneous, and cast
away.&quot; Origen. T. v. Joh. towards

the end.

VOL. II. E
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thus, according to an old tradition which we have no valid reason

to doubt, lived at Ephesus at the same time with St. John. He
lived in those regions, where corruptions of Christianity had

already in early times threatened Christianity ; which were, how

ever, different corruptions from those
1

with which Christianity
had to contend in its very birth, and which proceeded from a

Pharisaical Judaism, while these rather arose from a mixture

of Jewish theosophy with Christianity.

The most striking contradiction between the accounts of the

doctrines of Cerinthus appears to lie in this ; that Irenseus makes
him out a complete Gnostic, while the Presbyter Caius of Rome,
who wrote at the end of the second century, and Dionysius, Bishop
of Alexandria, after the middle of the third century, ascribe to

him a gross sensual Chiliasm, which bears upon it the garb of the

carnal notions of Judaism. We might, however, bring these two

accounts nearer to each other, if we were at liberty to subtract

a little from each. It may easily have happened to Irenseus, that,

where he found a few traits resembling Gnosticism, he made out

of them a whole Gnostic system. To the Presbyter Caius, as a

zealous opponent of Chiliasm, every thing was welcome which

could serve to place Chiliasm in an unfavourable point of view ;

and certainly he was not inclined to explain the expressions of a

system which he detested, in the mildest manner; and was the

less likely to do so, because these expressions might easily be

misunderstood by a person not accustomed to the Jewish-Oriental

mode of speaking allegorically. And besides, it was natural that

Irenseus, in whose persuasion a belief in Chiliasm was necessary
to a perfect orthodoxy, should not quote such a view among the

peculiar opinions of a Gnostic, whom he hated. We shall now

endeavour, from the fragments which we can gather from the

above-cited reports, compared with the account of Epiphanius, to

put together a whole.

According to Irenseus
2

, Cerinthus taught that the world was

created by a power
3

quite subordinate to the highest God, which

did not even so much as know this God who was elevated above

1 See Acts xx. 29. Comp. 1. and 2. Epistles to Timothy, and the Epistle to the

Colossians.

2 The passage which is most to be used for this purpose, being that in which

Irenseus mixes up Cerinthus less than elsewhere, with other Gnostics, is lib. i.

26.

n
Virtus, Svvafjiig, rTVQJ, a terminus technicus of Jewish theology.
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every thing. According to Epiphanius , he held that the world

was created by angels. The Jewish element, which is the founda

tion of all this, is here easily recognized ;
he thought that the

God 2

, who was elevated above all contact with material things,

and who came not forth from the hidden recesses of his incom

prehensible nature, had created this world by means of minister

ing angels. He supposed, in accordance with the Jewish theories,

different ranks and degrees in the higher world of spirits, and

ascribed to the angels or powers, through which God had created

earthly things, a lower stage in this gradation ; just as he chose

to place earthly things, without denying their divine origin, yet

far below heavenly things. Perhaps he did not teach, that those

angels did not know the supreme God ; but only that they had a

very imperfect knowledge of God and of the highest heavens, and

not the perfect knowledge which was first to be communicated by
the revelation of the Divine Logos. At the head of these angels,

Cerinthus (according to Irenseus) placed a power, which was

taken from among them, and presided over them. He main

tained also, according to the apparently common representation

of the Jews, that the Mosaic law had been revealed by means of

this angel
3
. While he said this, he still desired strictly to bring-

forward and elevate the dignity of the Mosaic law, as compared
with all human systems, and all other national religions: but then

when compared with the revelation of the Messiah, he desired to

sink this same law as low as the angels are below the highest

Logos. In his doctrine as to the person of the Messiah, he was

in some respects entirely inclined to cling to the usual Jewish

notion. (See above.] The man Jesus was (in this view) a son

of Joseph and Maria, begotten in the natural way, provided with

no sort of miraculous gifts, who had distinguished himself from

the rest of the Jews only by a superior degree of obedience to

the law 4 and wisdom. By these qualities he made himself worthy
of being chosen 5 from among all mankind as the Messiah. He
himself knew nothing of this destination appointed for him ; this

was first revealed to him in his baptism by John, at the time

destined to his consecration for the office of Messiah, and at the

1 Haeres. 8, or 28.
2 The wv of Philo.

3
According to Epiphanius, by one of those, perhaps the presiding one, to whom,

as the representative of the supreme God on this stage of being, the guidance of the

people consecrated to God, was especially confided.

4 By SiKaioavvT) in its usual Jewish sense. 5
ry /cXoyy Xpi&amp;lt;rro.

E-2
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same time he was furnished with the powers necessary to him for

the fulfilment of this destination. That supreme Logos or Spirit
of God 1

appeared and descended from the heavens, which opened
above Jesus, in the radiant form of a dove, and it sunk down into

the heart of Jesus. The narrative given in an Ebionite recen

sion of the EvayyeXtov icafl Efipaiovg, where it is said
2

,
&quot; While

the people were being baptized, Jesus came and suffered himself

to be baptized by John,&quot; (probably without being conscious that

he was different from the rest of those baptized by John, or that

any thing peculiar would take place in regard to him,)
&quot; and

when he came forth from the water, the heavens were opened,
and he saw the Holy Spirit of God in the form of a dove, de

scending and entering into him 3
.&quot; (The luminous form de

scended visibly upon his head, and entered into him. It now

disappeared : a proof that the Holy Spirit or Logos had wholly
united itself with his person.)

&quot; And there was a voice from

heaven which said, Thou art my beloved Son, in thee am I well

pleased ;&quot;
and again,

&quot; this day have I begotten thee
4

;&quot;
that is

to say, I have brought thee to the dignity of a Son, that is, of the

Messiah, by means of the connexion with this Spirit of God;
&quot; and immediately there shone around a great lightV By means
of a connexion with this supreme Spirit Jesus now first attained

to a rank, a power, and a wisdom, elevated above this whole world,

and the angels that preside over it. He now first attained to the

perfect knowledge of the supreme God, and of heavenly things.
Now the angels themselves might learn from his revelations ; and
uow he performs miracles by the Divine power of this Spirit,

which is united to him. This is that which used him as its

instrument in every thing ; this is the Trvtvpa TOV Xpiarov,
the Messiah himself, in the highest sense of the word c

. The

1 It is quite allowable to suppose that Cerinthus, like many Jewish theologians,
considered the irvtv^ia ajiov and the \oyog as identical.

2
[This extract is taken from Epiphanius Haeres. xxx. Ebion. 19. and is printed

in Grabe Spicilegium Patrum Sseculi I. p. 27. H. R.]
3 Eifo TO TTViv^a TOV Qsov TO ayiov, iv eidei vepiffTepac; KUTfXQovfft^ KO.I t let X-

Qovarjg t IQ avrov.
4

tyu&amp;gt; &amp;lt;rr)p,epov yeysvvrjKa at.

5
[I have distinguished the parts which occur in the Greek text by inverted com

mas ; the rest is the interpretation put upon it by Neander, which is hardly distin

guished enough in the German. It contains his view of the interpretation the Gnos
tics put upon this passage. H. R.]

6 The dvw Xpioro, the Xpiorog kirovpaviog, of whom Jesus was only the human
instrument, the jcarw Xpiaroc;.
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idea of a Messiah, who should redeem by means of his suffer

ings, did not suit the notions of a Cerinthus, who had no feel

ing for the Divine nature in the form of a servant, and who was

attached to the imposing grandeur of a magical and theoso-

phic system \ In union with the mighty Spirit of God, Jesus

could not have suffered : by this union he must necessarily have

triumphed over all his enemies. The very fact of suffering is of

itself a proof that the Spirit of God which was united with him,

had been beforehand separated from him, and had gone up again

to the Father. To the suffering of the Man, now left to himself,

Cerinthus apparently ascribed no part of the work of redemp

tion
2
.

According to Epiphanius, this theosophist, who arranged every

thing anew so as to suit his own notions, denied the resurrection

of Jesus Christ. In pursuance of this idea lie may have supposed

that the Divine Logos would unite itself again to the man Jesus,

only when it was about to appoint him the victorious king of the

Messiah s kingdom, and raise up all the faithful with him to take

their share in that kingdom. The account of Epiphanius, how

ever, is not entirely to be relied on ;
because as he proceeded on

the supposition that St. Paul was contending in every place

against the followers of Cerinthus, he may have attributed to

Cerinthus a doctrine which he did not hold, in consequence of

the passage in 1 Corinth, xv.

Cerinthus further agreed with the Ebionites in holding the

perpetual obligation of the Mosaic law, in a certain sense, upon

Christians. He might well suppose that the highest meaning of

Judaism, which was not clearly known even to the law-giving

angel himself, the loucWjuoc irvtvjuiaTiKOG, the heavenly Judaism,

which was shadowed forth by the earthly, had been first revealed

by the revelation of the Logos, and that yet that earthly and

shadowy form was still to last till the triumphant approach of the

kingdom of the Messiah, or to the beginning of a new and hea

venly order of things. But as Epiphanius says of him, that he

partly
5
held fast to Judaism, and it is not likely that the latter

should have invented any thing of this sort ;
we

may
conclude

from it, that Cerinthus did not look on every thing in Judaism

[Literally, who love magic- theosophic grandeur. H. R.]

See below, under the head Basilides.

r&amp;lt;

t
o
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as equally divine ; and that in some degree, like the author of

the Clementine, and many other mystic sects of the Jews, he
made a distinction between an original Judaism, and the later

corruptions of it ; and that he insisted on the continued obli

gation only of that part of the ceremonial law which he con

sidered as among the genuine parts of it. As a sort of middle

and transition point from the earthly system of the world to

the new, eternal, heavenly system, Cerinthus, with many Jew
ish theologists, supposed a thousand-year season of happiness,
under the government of the Messiah rendered triumphant

through the power of the Logos, which was to take place in

Jerusalem as the centre-point of the ennobled earth. A too

literal interpretation of the passage in Ps. xc. 4. led people to

suppose, that as a thousand years in the sight of God are but

as one day, the world would last in its present state six thousand

years ; and then at the conclusion of the earthly course, a sab

bath (a time of undisturbed blessing) of a thousand years would

take place on earth for the pious, now delivered from all strug

gles. We are certainly inclined to ask, whether he made to him
self so gross and carnal a representation of the blessings of this

thousand-years sabbath, as Cams and Dionysius accuse him of,

which does not appear to harmonize well with the general cha

racter of his opinions. He spoke of a marriage-feast, which was
at that time an image commonly used to represent the happy
union of the Messiah with his own people

l

; but those who ex

plained his words with a feeling of bitterness against him, might

misinterpret such images. Dionysius says, that when he spoke of

fasts and sacrifices, he was only endeavouring to gloss over his

gross and carnal representations. But what was there to justify
him in this declaration

2
?

(b.) Basilides.

We pass now from Cerinthus to Basilides, who wrote in the

first half of the second century. It is most probable that Alex
andria was the sphere of his activity; the stamp of an Alexan-

1 The Gnostics also pictured the happiness of the Trvtw/tartKot received into the

Pleroma, under the image of a marriage-festival, a marriage between the
&amp;lt;rwr?p

and
the

&amp;lt;ro0ia ;
between the spiritual natures and the angels. (See below.) So in Hera-

cleon ap. Origen. t. x, Joh. 14. we find dvairavai^ r; t

2 Euseb. Hist. Eccles. iii. 28.
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clrian Jewish education cannot be mistaken in him and in his son

Isidore, whose name points out his Egyptian birth. But the

account of Epiphanius, that Syria, the general birth-place of

Gnostic systems, was also the native land of Basilides, is not in

itself improbable, although it is on the other hand not a sufficient

proof. The doctrines of emanation and dualism were the founda

tion of his system ; at the fountain-head of these emanations he

placed the hidden God, elevated above all representations and

images
l
. The middle point between this incomprehensible origin

and all following developments of life, is the unfolding of that

Being in his several powers which individualize themselves, and

become in fact, so many names of the unnameable Being. Man
can only think on God after the analogy of his own spirit ; and

an objective truth forms the foundation of that analogy, inasmuch

as the spirit of man is the image of God. He can form to himself

no representation of the most perfect Being, without breaking the

idea of the most perfect, which resides within his spirit, into the

several parts of which it consists ; and he feels himself compelled
to distinguish the several attributes of this most perfect Being, in

order to make this idea comprehensible to himself: but a deep
thinker is well convinced, that this is merely a necessary expe
dient to assist human imperfection, and knows how to distinguish
that which is objective, from that which is subjective. And

yet the Gnostic was not capable of entering into this distinc

tion : what is necessary to human conceptions, he attributed to

the objective development of existence ; as thus : in order to

bring forth life out of himself, the Being which contains all per
fection within himself, must first unfold himself into the several

qualities which the idea of absolute perfection contains ; and then,

instead of the abstract conception of attributes, that suits not with

Oriental habits of thought, there come living, personified [hyposta-

sirte] powers, which continue working in independent activity ; as, for

instance, first, the intellectual powers, the Spirit, (voue,) Reason,

Thought, ($povrj&amp;lt;rt,) Wisdom, (o-o0m,) and then Power,

,) by which God puts the resolves of his wisdom into

execution ; and, lastly, the moral attributes, without which God s

almighty power never shows itself active; namely, holiness or

moral perfection, (SiKaioavvri
2

, a word which must be understood

1

dKarovojj-affToc, dppqrog.
2 It is remarkable that Basilides used the word ducauxrvvt] according to its He
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according to the Hellenistic and Hebrew phraseology, and not in

the narrow sense of the German word, gerechtigkeit, unless

people will understand this German word in its original etymo

logical sense,) and then, after moral perfection, follows inward

tranquillity, peace (apr/vrj), which, as Basilides justly acknow

ledged, can only be there where holiness is ; and this tranquil

lity is the characteristic of the Divine life: and this forms the

close of this inward Divine development of life
l
. The num

ber seven was a holy number to Basilides, as well as to many
theosophists of these times ; and thus, in his system, these seven

cWdjuac, together with the first original, which had unfolded

himself into them, formed the Trpwrrj oySoac, and the root of

all existence. From thence the spiritual life went on deve

loping itself, constantly farther and farther into manifold degrees
of existence, every lower one being always the impression, the

resembling image (avTirvirog) of the higher. If we may draw
conclusions as to the doctrines of the original school from what
we find of the later Basilidians in Irenseus, and from the gems
and amulets of the Basilidians, as Basilides, in accordance with

the seven days of the week, always supposed seven similar beings
in every stage of the spiritual world, so also, in consideration of

the days of the year, he supposed there were three hundred and

sixty-five such regions, or stages, in the spiritual world. This is

expressed in the mystical word a/3paae (which was a symbol of

his sect) when it is interpreted by the usual method of reckon

ing Greek letters numerically
2

.

Within this emanation-world every thing was that which it ought
to be in its own proper position : but out of an union between

the Divine and the undivine there arose a disharmony, which

was to be brought again into harmony.
There is, alas ! in this place, an hiatus in our accounts of the

Basilidian system. It is a matter of question whether Basilides

brew and Hellenistic sense, to denote moral perfection, while other Gnostics, espe

cially those of the second class, used it only to denote a more imperfect moral con

dition
; an idea of righteousness (gerechtigkeitsbegriff) in a more confined sense.

1 Iren. lib. i. c. 24. lib. ii. c. 16. Clem. Strom, lib. iv. 539.
2

[o= l + |3=2 + p= 100 + a= l + =60 + a= l + =200. H. R.]
It may be that this name, which designates the whole emanation- world as deve

lopment of the Supreme Being, had also another meaning; but all attempts at an

explanation of it will for ever be merely arbitrary ones, for there are no sure grounds
in existence from which one could argue about it.
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followed the mode of conception in use with those who supposed
the intermixture to take place by the falling down of some of the

Divine seed of life into the chaos bordering upon it; or of those,

who imagined an empire of evil, which was active by its own

energy, and supposed the intermixture to have taken place by an

aggressive assault of this empire upon the Empire of Light. In

a fragment
1 which is still extant, Basilides quotes the opinion

of the Persians on the two opposite empires of Ormuzd and

Ahriman; but as the passage which follows has not been pre
served to us, we cannot with certainty conclude whether he quoted
this doctrine in approbation or disapprobation. If we remember
that he belonged to those who wished to complete the propositions
of the Grecian, that is, the Platonic philosophy, by means of the

profounder wisdom of the East, the first of these suppositions
will appear the most probable. Also, when he spoke of a confu

sion and intermixture of principles
2

,
this might very naturally

lead to such a conclusion. The accusation made by Clemens of

Alexandria against Basilidas, that he deified the devil
3

, leads

also to the supposition that Basilides gave occasion to this accusa

tion by his representation of a substantial evil Being *. And,

besides, the Basilidian doctrines have much that is akin to the

Parsic and Manicha^an 5
.

But howsoever this intermixture of Light and Darkness, of the

Divine and the un-divine, might have arisen, it would neverthe

less, according to this system, necessarily be subservient to the

glorification of the Divine Being, to the fulfilling of the ideas of

the Supreme Wisdom, and of the law of all the development of

life ; because the empire of evil is of itself naturally nothing-
worth. The empire of the Divine Being is the real empire, and

that which is naturally victorious.

Light, Life, Soul, Good; on one side: Darkness, Death,

Matter, Evil, on the other. These in the system of Basilides,

1

Disputat. Archel. et Mani. opp. Hippolyt. ed. Fabricii. lib. iii. p. 193.
2
rapa^oQ Kai ffvyxyaiQ ap^iKj/. Clem. 1. ii. f. 408.

3 Clemens Strom, lib. iv. p. 507- TTWC OVK dOeog, 9eiaZa&amp;gt;v TOV ia(3o\ov.
4
Aia/3o\o, Ahriman.

5 If Basilides, 1. c. in the Dissertation of Archelaus, speaks in his own person of a

pauperis natura, sine radice et sine loco rebus superveniens, must not these enig
matic words be taken to express the doctrine of an empire of evil, without beginning,

which, in its poverty, is smitten with desire after the treasures of the kingdom of

Light ; and penetrating into the light, would wish to seize these, and carry them off*

for itself.
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were the members which answered to each other, and maintained

the opposition which he supposed to exist throughout the whole

course of the universe. In general, just as rust fastens itself

from without on iron, so Darkness and Death cleave to the fallen

seed of Light and Life, Evil cleaves to Good, and the un- Divine

to the Divine, without, however, effecting the annihilation of the

original Being ; it must only by degrees purify itself from every

thing foreign to it, in order to attain to its original splendour,

just as iron must be cleansed from rust in order to obtain again
a higher polish \ Such a process of purification the whole course

of this world affords to the fallen being, as a system which was

formed for the perfection of this purification, in order to separate

that which is Divine from that which is foreign to its nature, and

to conduct it again to what is akin to it, and to a re-union with

its original source.

One would be inclined to think that a system in which a moral

retribution was the prevailing idea, might perhaps admit the notion

of a passage of the soul into various human bodies, according to

the measure of its deserts in a former state of existence, so that

it might be placed, according to its deserts, in a different human

body, and in different circumstances, and a different situation, and

so that it might have to expiate by penitence the guilt contracted

in its former state, although only conscious of it in a mysterious
and general manner. But the doctrine of a banishment of the

soul into the bodies of animals does not appear to suit so well the

prevailing moral notion of the system, as one cannot imagine any

penitence taking place where there is no moral consciousness at

all. And yet, in all systems of this nature, the moral element is

not purely and abstractedly conceived, but is always mixed with

physical considerations. We have, therefore no reason to doubt

an account which makes Basilides introduce such a metempsy
chosis in his own words ; as it is a doctrine which, by means of

the intermixture of Orientalism, Platonism, and Judaism, was

certainly at that time widely diffused even among many Jewish

sects.

Two modes, however, of viewing this doctrine may now be

thought of; the one, when the notion of moral retribution is con-

1 Basilides speaks thus in general terms about the sufferings of all fallen Beings
of Light :

&quot; Trouble and anxiety naturally fall on things, as rust on iron.&quot; O TTOVOQ

icat o 0o/3o iiriavfjifiaivti roi Trpayjuaatv w 6 IOQ T&amp;lt;[t aiStjpy. Clemens Alex.

Strom, lib. iv. p. 509. a.
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stantly kept stedfastly in view, and the soul is supposed to be

banished into the bodies of animals, only as a mode of punish
ment : the other, when it is conceived under the more physical
notion of a gradual development of the spiritual seed of life,

which constantly becomes more freed from matter, which keeps
it prisoner, and constantly attains more and more to conscious

ness, and to the development of its original nature. Basilides

appears in one passage to favour this latter notion, and appears
to be declaring how the soul struggles itself into consciousness, in

the body of an animal out of an unconscious state. The words in

Rom. vii. 9. about a life without the law, he understands as relat

ing to such a life in the body of an animal, whether that of a

quadruped, or that of a bird; where no law for the soul could

exist
J

. The view, that the soul might be still more imprisoned
and hemmed in by matter, in yet lower degrees of&quot; existence,

would easily engraft itself on this interpretation ; and also that

in plants, and in stones, there is a soul, only more imprisoned,

which, by degrees, freeing itself more and more, developes it

self from stone to plant, from plant to animal, and from animal

to man. This mode of representation suits also with his whole

system ; because he considers matter not as anything that lives,

but only as that dead stuff, which has joined itself with that which

is living. And besides, there is with him no such thing as a dead

nature ; but in all nature there is a life which is held prisoner by
matter, and striving to set itself free. And thus he might well

say, that all existence is connected together one part with the

other ; and that, according to the will of God, man must love all

that exists, in virtue of this mutual connexion 2
.

Two different views were here also united together : the one

was, a gradual development from the lowest to the highest, from

which that original intermixture and that original fall had pro

ceeded; and the other, a voluntarily-incurred degradation into a

lower state of being. And yet, one is inclined to ask, whether

Basilides really supposed that the being of light (lichtnatur) or

soul, which had once attained to humanity, in the process of its

purification and development, could ever sink back into the body
of an animal

; or whether he did not, on the contrary, confine the

1 See Origen Commentar. in Ep. ad Rom. vol. iv. Opp. p. 549.
2 Ev juepoc; IK TOV \tyofitvov 0t\//iaro rov Qtov virtiXrj^afitv, TO ?}

(nravra, OTI \oyov aTroaw^oi fft
TTjOot; TO TTO.V airavTa. Strom, lib. iv. Ibl. 508.
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process of purification for a nature which had once attained to

this point, entirely within the limits of human nature.

To the whole earthly system, or to this whole purifying pro

cess of nature and history, Basilides assigned such a Creator (of

whose place in the Gnostic systems we have already spoken in

the introductory remarks) as he called by the name of the Ruler,

or the angel that has the government of this world, (6 apx wy&amp;gt; )

And yet, according to the doctrine of Basilides, this archon does

not act independently and by his own power in the conducting

of the universe ;
all at last proceeds from the providence of the

supreme God, which presides over every thing.

In the first place, all beings develop themselves according to the

law implanted in their peculiar individual natures; which law, toge

ther with their nature, proceeds from the supreme God. The archon

only gives the first impulse to this natural course of development,

and then he himself becomes guided in his whole conduct by the

ideas of the supreme God, who animates every thing, without

being able to comprehend them l
. We cannot, therefore, in any

way accuse Basilides of an unchristian contempt of the world, a

denial of a revelation of God in the universe, or an unchristian

dualism, which does not recognise the God of grace as the God

of creation, and which tears asunder the harmonious connexion

between revelation and nature ;
such a violent dualism can by no

means be laid to his charge. It was rather that he made it a

matter of great consequence to set forth the law of unity which

bound every thing together, from the highest to the lowest;
&quot; the

world is only one, and is the temple of God.&quot; (See below.) It

was a great object to him to justify Providence against every

reproach. His conclusion always was,
&quot; I will rather say any

thing whatever, than cast the slightest imputation on Provi

dence
2

.&quot;

1 Clem. Strom, lib. iv. p. 509. H npovoia, ei Kai diro TOV dpxovTO Kivtio9ai

a (0%rai, aXX eyKartffTrapJj TCLIQ ovffiaig aw Kai Ty TWV b\wv ytviati TTQOQTOV

TU)v bXuv Qtov. Thus, also, in Plotinus (Ennead. iii. lib. ii.),
on the subject of

Trpovota as a natural development in virtue of an indwelling eternal law of reason,

we find the following remark : rrjv TTpovoiav Tip TTCLVTI tivai, TO Kara vow O.VTO

dvai. There is, however, this difference, that in Basilides there is a more Christian

consideration brought forward
;
because he supposes, in co-operation with the law

of nature, a personal God, who acts independently, and guides the development of

that law of nature ; and, by means of the act of redemption, brings to perfection

higher results, than could proceed from the mere development of the law of na

ture.

2 Clem. Strom, lib. iv. p. 506. c. IlavT ipw yap juaXXoy, ri KOKOV TO irpovoovv fpw.

12
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Witli regard to the relation of Judaism to the revelation of the

loftiest truth and to Christianity, it is in the highest degree pro
bable that Basilides thought in a manner analogous to the

Alexandrian Jewish notions on this point, and to his own notions

as to the relation between the earthly world and the loftiest sys
tem of the universe. He supposed that the archon, in the conduct
of the Jewish people, as well as in the conduct of the universe,
had served the supreme God as an instrument, which was not

itself conscious of the ideas which were implanted in it, and that

the archon had been taken by the great mass of the Jewish

people for the supreme God himself, whom he was to represent.
It was only those higher natures, which were to be found dis

persed among the Jewish people ; it was only the &quot;

people of

God,&quot; in its true sense ; the TrvevpariKog lor/oatjX, that had been
able to raise themselves above the archon himself, to a recognition
of the supreme God represented by him, and thus, above the sen

suous covering of Judaism to the contemplation of those ideas,

which were contained under this covering, but not understood by
the archon himself. An example of his allegorical notions is

found in the following saying,
&quot; The one temple of Jerusalem is

the type of the one world, which is the temple of God V
But he supposed also the existence of written documents, in

which the higher wisdom was brought forward, perhaps more

unreservedly than in the writings of the Canon of the Old Testa

ment. In accordance with an idea then widely spread, he traced

the tradition of such a philosophical secret doctrine up to the

Patriarchs in particular ; and it would appear to him hardly any
thing else than natural, that the great mass of the sensuous-

minded Jews should not receive those writings, of which they
could understand nothing, as canonical. According to the Alex
andrian fashion, he deduced all the traces of truth found in the

best Greek philosophers
2

, which he eagerly hunted after, from
that original tradition. &quot; Let no one believe,&quot; says Isidorus,
the son of Basilides,

&quot; that that which we call a peculiar posses
sion of the elect, was earlier said by some philosophers ; for it

is not their discovery, but they have taken it out of the Prophets,

1 Clem. Strom, lib. v. p. 583. D. Eva vtwv ISpvoafitvog TOV Qtov (6

voytvr) re KOfffiov KarqyytiXg. Similarly also Philo says, Trtpi fiovap-^iaQ lib ii. TO

fitv ctvuiTctTw Kai TTQOQ d\r)9tiav itpov Qtov ro/ueiv TOV avinravTa %prj Koffpov

tlvai, TO St \fipoK}ii]Tov. This idea is still further carried into particulars both by
Philo and Josephus.

2 As with Plato and Aristotle.
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and attributed it to their pretended sages (or to their false wis

dom) V It certainly deserves to be remarked (as Gieseler has

remarked), that Basilides supposed even Ham to have been

among those who handed down this higher wisdom, and perhaps
he deduced peculiarly from him the 0tAocro$m /Sap/Bapo?

2

, which

he probably, as a recognizer of the higher wisdom, set above the

Greeks 3
.

The fundamental Christian doctrine of a redeeming grace had

its essential place in the system of Basilides, as the Supreme God
was to manifest himself to human nature, and communicate to it

a life akin to his own, in order to raise it above the limits of the

mundane system, or the world of the Archon, to communion with

himself, and to the higher world of spirits. It is clear that this

operation of the Supreme God, according to the system of Basil

ides, could only relate to those spiritual natures which were

destined by their very constitution for a higher world, but which

found themselves prisoners in a lower one. These might, through

the progressive development of the metempsychosis raise them

selves from one stage to another in the kingdom of the Archon ;

but they could not, in compliance with the desire implanted in

them, attain beyond this kingdom and the Archon himself, to

communion with the highest system of the world, and to clear

knowledge, as well as to the free exercise of their higher nature,

unless the Supreme God himself brought his Divine life near to

their kindred seed of life, and thereby first set this into activity.

And while spiritual natures, by the act of redemption, are raised

to the highest position, the influence of redemption at the same

time extends itself also to the subordinate stages of being ; har

mony becomes universally re-established, and every class of being
attains the condition which is conformable to its nature. But

although Basilides on the one side brought forward an element

in the doctrine of redemption, which was entirely foreign to the

fleshly Judaism that clung to earth, he was on the other side,

like Cerinthus, altogether Ebionitish, inasmuch as he supposed a

1 Clem. Strom, vi. 641. Kai jwj TIQ oitaQu, 6
&amp;lt;pap.sv

ISiov tivai rwv

rovro 7rpoi|0jj/ivov virapxtiv VTTO Tivdtv 0i\o(To0toi/, ov yap iffTiv avrcjv tvprjfia,

Td)v 8e TTpcxpTjruv &amp;lt;T0rpi&amp;lt;T/ij/oi, TrpofffOrjicav ry fir) vTrap%ovTi KO.T CLVTOVQ
&amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;p(jj.

It appears to me now, that this passage requires no emendation, if we may take the

word acHJxp either as masculine or neuter. The expression that follows, ot irpoffTroi-

ovfievoi &amp;lt;}&amp;gt;i\o(To&amp;lt;ptiv,
confirms this explanation of it.

2 The traces of the higher wisdom, to be found among the Persians and Hindoos.
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sudden entrance of the Divine nature into the life of Jesus, and

did not recognize any God-man, in whom the Divine and the

human natures had been inseparably united from the first. He
supposed, as his fundamental position, a redeeming God, but no

redeeming God-man.

The man Jesus was not to him the Redeemer, he was distin

guished from other men only in degree ; and Basilides does not

appear ever to have ascribed absolute unsinfulness to him. He
was, in the notions of Basilides, only the instrument which the

redeeming God chose, in order to reveal himself in human nature,
and to seize on that nature so as to work upon it. With him the

Redeemer, in the peculiar and highest sense of the word, was the

highest ^on *, who was sent down from the Supreme God for

the highest JE&amp;gt;on *, who was sent down from the Supreme God
for the fulfilment of the work of redemption : this Being united

himself with the man Jesus at his baptism in the Jordan. From
this point the whole work of redemption set forth: from that

time the man Jesus spoke things which were far beyond the

reach of this lower creation.

The Archon himself, as well as John the Baptist (who was, in

the name of the Archon, to consecrate Jesus to the office of

Messiah, in the subordinate sense in which the Archon wished,

and had promised a Messiah,) was surprised, and seized with

astonishment, when he saw the Nove descend, and when he heard

at the same time the voice that sounded from heaven, and per
ceived the accompanying appearances

2

, and heard this Jesus,

whom he had supposed a man of his own kingdom, announce

such extraordinary things. He now himself, for the first time,

recognises the Supreme God, and the highest system of the

world, to both of which he had involuntarily served, till now, as

an unconscious instrument, which believed that it acted inde

pendently. He now submits himself willingly to an higher

Power, imploring it with astonishment; and from this moment
he works freely and consciously, as the instrument of that higher
Power. He now recognizes the truth, that even in the kingdom
in which he had hitherto believed himself to be supreme, there

are beings imprisoned, which are elevated above himself and his

world, and which the Nove will free from these bounds, as well as

1 Or vovg, which is called fiiaKovog, as serving to the salvation of mankind.
2 Which Basilides apparently learned from an apocryphal Gospel.
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the man Jesus, and raise them to the higher system of the world
;

he recognizes the essential distinction between the natures that

belong to him of right and are akin to him \ and those which, by

their kind, belong- to a higher kingdom, and are capable of com-

mujiion with the Novc ;
he separates each from the other, and

lets the latter go free out of his kingdom, without putting any

impediment in the way of their elevation. We shall now quote

the very words of this man, who conceived every thing under his

own peculiar imagery :
&quot; When the ruler of the world heard the

words of the Redeeming Spirit
2
,
he became astonished at that

which he heard and saw, as he heard unexpectedly the glorious

message; and his astonishment was called fear. The words,

4 The fear of God is the beginning of wisdom, are thus to be

understood ; they mean that the fear of this God is the beginning

of wisdom, which separates the different kinds of beings from one

another, allows them to come to perfection, and leads them all to

the stage of existence for which they are destined ;
for he that

rules over all does not separate merely those which belong to the

world, but even the elect, and suffers them to depart freely from

his dominion
3
.

1 The KOfffJiog,
the KTKTIC, the RCKT/H/COI, the K\jjroi.

2 Also in the EuayyeXtov Kaff EjSpaiouc, which Jerome had received from the

Nazarenes, the words which sounded from heaven, are ascribed to the &quot;fons omnis

Spiritus Sancti, qui requievit super Christum,&quot; who descended from heaven.

3 Clemens, Stromat. lib. ii. p. 375. TOV Apxovra tTraKovaavra rv\v 0a&amp;lt;nv
TOV

SictKovovfJtevov Trvew/taroc, tKTrXayrjvai ri)&amp;gt;

re aKovapctTi Kai TQ Qta^an Kai ri\v

kKir\r]Z,iv afoov Qofiov K\r)Qr)vai apxnv ytvoptvov aoQiag ^uXoKptVTjm^g rt Kai

SiaKpiTtKrjg Kai rsXtwriKJje Kai aTroKaraffrarucj/e, ou yap p.ovov TOV icofffiov,
aXXa

at ri\v kXoyjjv SiaKpivaQ, 6 ITU iraai irpoirepirti.
We must here add a few

remarks. The explanation of the words of Ps. cxi. 10. or of Eccles. i. 16. according

to the Basilidian system, gives a remarkable example of the caprice of a theosophical

exegesis, which, without regard to the context in which the words stand, lets them,

according to this system, mean any thing which they can possibly mean in any con

text whatever. If the announcement of the heavenly SiaKovog is called an titay-

yeXiov for the ap%wv, then it is clear (they conclude) that he did not merely submit

himself by compulsion to the higher powers, but that his first astonishment passed

into a mingled feeling of delight and reverence. The prospect, as soon as the elect

natures should have attained the glory destined for them, of becoming freed from

the tiresome regimen of this world, and of entering into rest with his own people (to

which expectation of the Demiurgos the Gnostics referred Rom. viii. 20, 21. accord

ing to Origen, t. i. in Job. p. 24.) must assuredly have been a joyful one for him.

Comp. Didascal. anatol. opp. Clem. p. 796 D., where the fact that the Demiurgos

established the Sabbath, is adduced as a proof how disagreeable labour is to him.

Perhaps it may occur to some persons, that we ought to read ry em iraoi instead of

o k-rri Tract, so that it would mean that the Archon freely leads the elect natures out
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We see here how Basilides conceived and painted after his own

eccentric manner, that which Christianity effects, as a divinely

animating, freeing and enlightening principle, as the matter

which sets human nature in fermentation. These effects, partly

judging by the deep penetration of his own mind, and applying

its inward operations to outward things, he traced to some funda

mental law of Christianity, and partly from observation of the

phenomena of his own time. That which Christianity effected

generally, in reference to the history of human nature, Basilides

represented as an impression made on the Archon which repre

sented that nature.

Like Cerinthus, he also attributed the whole work of redemp
tion to the redeeming heavenly Genius, and most probably coin

cided with him in the supposition that this Genius had left the

man, whom he had hitherto made use of as his instrument, to

himself at the time of his suffering. According to his system, the

suffering of Christ could have nothing to do with the work of re

demption ; for, according to his narrow views of justice, it was not

consonant to the Divine justice that one, who deserved it not, should

suffer for others ;
and it was required, that all evil should be atoned

for by suffering. He considered not merely suffering in general,

but also every suffering in particular, as a punishment for sin. He
held the theory against which Christ spoke in John ix. 3. Luke xiii.

2. Every one suffers for his actual sins, or for the evil present in

his nature, evil which he brought with him out of a former state of

existence, and which, nevertheless, had not yet come into a state

of activity
l

. And thus, by reference to evil of this kind, he jus

tified Providence in the sufferings inflicted on children. If any
one made an objection to him from the sufferings of acknowledged

good men, he had a fair right to answer by an appeal to the

general fact of the presence of sinfulness in human nature, and

to say,
&quot; Be the man you shew me what he may, he is still a

man, and God only is holy ; who will find harmony among those,

where there is no harmony 2
?&quot; Job xiv. 4.

of his kingdom to the God who is above all, to whom it is their last destination to

elevate themselves.
1

Sufferings, the penances and purifications of a/iapria, or ctfiapTijTiicov.

Stromat. iv. 506. [Sylburg, p. 217. Potter, p. 600. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 322.]
2
[Germ.

&quot; Wer will eine Stimme finden bei denen, da keine Stimme ist?&quot; The
Hebrew of the passage, however, is different from this, and exactly agrees with our

English translation. H. R.]

VOL. II. F
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But . then the case was different, where this proposition was

applied to the Redeemer, who, as sure as he is the Redeemer,
must be free from sin. Clement of Alexandria expressly blames
Basilides because he went so far in the extension of this propo
sition. But in those words of his which Clemens quotes, this is

not necessarily implied; he says only, &quot;But if you, leaving
this whole enquiry on one side, come to this, that you put me
into a difficulty by particular persons, if you say, for instance,
Then he has sinned, because he has suffered.

&quot;

It may be said

that Basilides here speaks only of certain persons held in parti
cular reverence, and in great fame for holiness ; and that Clement
has allowed himself to draw an inference. But, in thefirst place,
the reproach which Basilides here suffers to be made against his

proposition, would lose its proper force and signification, if it

were not so understood ; and in the second, the extension of this

proposition thus far, altogether coheres also with his theory of the

relation of suffering to sin, and with his theory of the Divine

justice, and of the process of purification, to which every nature

belonging to the kingdom of the Archon is subject. The Jesus
which belonged to this kingdom, required redemption even him
self, and could be made partaker of it only by his connection with
that heavenly redeeming Spirit (the gm/covoe). In order to be
come worthy of being redeemed before all others who needed

redemption, and being used as an instrument to extend further
the operations of the redeeming Spirit to others, it was sufficient

if he, as the most excellent and purest man, and the most ad-,

vanced in the process of purification, had merely the minimum
of sinfulness. We must here observe that the Basilidian system,-
which at any rate supposed a proportion between the sin and the

degree of punishment, was certainly liable to the following objec
tion :

&quot; How does so great suffering consist with the smallest

degree of sinfulness?&quot; But, apparently he was not at a loss

for an answer here, if we may judge from what he says on the

subject of martyrdom. He says,
&quot; The consciousness of serving

as an instrument for the highest and holiest things of human
nature, and of suffering in this office, (perhaps also a prospect of

the glory into which he should enter by means of his suffering,)
sweetened his sufferings to him so much, that it was to him as if

he did not suffer at all.

According to the same principle, he also consistently acknow

ledged no justification in the sense indicated by St. Paul, no
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objective justification before God ;
no forgiveness of sin as a

release from sin and the punishment of sin. According to his

doctrine, every sin, whether before or after faith in the Redeemer,

or baptism, must be alike atoned for by suffering. That is a

necessary law of the system of the world, which nothing can

annul. The only exception he makes is in the case of sins pro

ceeding from ignorance, or involuntary sins
l

: but it is a pity

that his explanation of this very indefinite expression has not

been preserved to us. But if, on the contrary, under the term

justification (SiKaiitxrig, Sucaioo-uvi}) be understood an inward sub

jective making just, a sanctification through the communication

of Divine life, then such a doctrine would hold a very necessary

place in the system of Basilides.

Among the religious and moral notions of the Basilidian school,

there is much that deserves attention, which we are desirous of

bringing forward particularly.

In regard to the idea of Faith, the Basilidian school distin

guished itself by this, that they expressly opposed the usual

Jewish and Jewish-Christian notion of Faith, as another kind of

opus operatum, an acknowledgment of certain religious truths, which

exists as something individual in the soul of man, and operates
no farther on the whole inward life, a mere outwardly existing
traditional belief, which brings forth no fruits in the life of man
and also that they, with a deeper penetration into the spirit of St.

Paul s doctrines, represented Faith as an inward thing, an entire

bent of the inward life, an entrance of the Spirit into an higher

sphere, and a real communion with that higher system. But, on

the other hand, he receded from the genuine notion of St. Paul,

because, like all Gnostics (except Marcion) he considered religion
in its contemplative, more than in its practical, character ; and

also, in his notion of Faith, made the contemplative element more

prominent than the practical. With him Faith is a certain kind

of view 2

, which includes in itself a certain intellectual appro

priation of that which is beheld, and a new spiritual life also in

it. On the contrary, according to the genuine Christian idea of

St. Paul, Faith is a practical appropriation of Divine things, by a

devotion of the will, a practical entrance into a new relation with

God, given by a peculiar revelation from him, from which an

rag aKovaiag Kai tear nyvoiav a&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;uff9ai.
Strom, iv. 536. [Sylb. p.

229. Potter, p. 6334. Klotz. vol. ii. p. 362.]
2
[Ansc-haming. See the former notes on this word, and the Preface. H. R.j

F2
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entirely new direction and employment of the inward life pro
ceeds. From this, we acknowledge, as the whole spiritual life is

formed anew from this foundation, an entirely new kind of religious
view must develope itself. When therefore Basilides supposed
different degrees in this view [anschauung] (in respect of purity,

clearness, elevation and depth), no objection could lie against
him on that account, on any genuine Christian grounds, had he

only recognised the common foundation of faith in all Christians,

and deduced every thing only from the different degrees in which

the influence of that faith developed itself on the spiritual life.

But he, confounding between faith and sight
1

, supposed, instead

of one and the same life in a Faith, which is the same in all Christ

ians, different kinds of Faith, according to the different sorts of

natures. That is to say, just as men, according to their nature,

belonged to a higher or a lower grade of the spiritual world, so

also they were capable of a higher or a lower kind of view.

Those higher ideas need no proof, but they prove themselves

through themselves, to those higher spiritual natures which are

akin to them, and which become involuntarily attracted by the

revelation of the higher world, which is their proper home.
Therefore Basilides says,

&quot; The faith of the elect finds out doc

trines without any demonstration by means of a spiritual com

prehension&quot; (an intellectual sight
2

) ; and in this sense he gives
this definition of faith; &quot;an assent of the soul to something
which does not act upon the senses, because it is not presentV
That is to say, although the elect live in this world as strangers,

nevertheless, by the influence of faith, they recognize, as real,

those things of the higher world which beam upon them from
afar. And hence he supposes the degree of faith to which a

person can elevate himself as a stranger in this world, to corres

pond to that grade of the spiritual world to which he belongs *.

From the principles of Basilides, his moral doctrines must have
been of a, severe nature. In his morality the ruling principle must

1

[Anschauung. Between faith and that faculty, by which Basilides supposed a

view, an image or visible representation, to be present to the mind of the believer.

See Preface. H. R.J
a Clem. Strom, ii. 363. ri TTHJTIQ rrjg tK\oyr]Q TO. juafljj/xara avairodtiKTWQ fvptv-

Kovaa KaraXrjtytt vorjriKy. [Sylb. p. 156. Potter, p. 4334. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 128.]
3 Clem. Strom, ii. 371. i^i X JC avyKaraQtaig irpoe TI TUV

p,r) Kirovvrwv alffOrjffiv,

ia TO fin Trapeivai. [Sylb. p. 159. Potter, p. 443. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 139.]
4 Clem. Strom, ii. 363. TTIVTIQ Kai tjcXoyjj oiKsia KaO eKacrrov fliaorij/ztr

\oi&amp;gt;0r)pa rrjg tK\oyr)g TTJQ virtpKOfffitov rj KoafiiKrj TTIGTIQ.
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have been this, that man should free himself from that foreign

admixture, which having attached itself to his original nature,

disturbs and controls it, and that he should constantly attain more
and more to a free development and exercise of that original
nature. According to this system, man is a little world

; just as,

according to his spirit, he may be akin to the different natures of

the higher spiritual world, so also, in accordance with his lower

nature, he bears within himself that which is akin to the different

grades and natures of the lower earthly world. He has within

himself many admixtures
*

of a foreign nature, wherein the dif

ferent qualities of the world of animals, of vegetables, and of

minerals, are reflected : and thence come the desires, passions,
and affections corresponding to these (as, for example, the imita

tive and pranksome nature of the ape, the murderous propensities
of the wolf, the hardness of the diamond) ; and the collection of

all these influences of the world of animals, plants, and minerals,

forms the blind unreasonable soul
2

,
which always opposes the

operations of that part of man s nature which is akin to God.
It seemed of importance to Isidorus, the son of Basilides, to

guard this doctrine from the objection, or the misunderstanding,
which would represent it as endangering moral freedom, and

holding out an excuse for every wickedness, as if it proceeded
from the irresistible influences of these foreign admixtures. He
appealed to the superior power of the Divine nature :

&quot; Since

we have so much vantage-ground by means of our reason, we
must therefore appear as conquerors over the lower creature in

us
3

.&quot; He says also,
&quot; Let a man only desire to do good, and he

will attain itV It is already to be deduced from the whole con

nection of the Basilidian scheme, that while he placed the power of

the will so high, yet he by no means ascribed to it an independent

self-sufficiency, nor at all denied the necessity of the assistance of

grace from a higher power. According to his theory of redemp
tion, he acknowledged it as necessary that the Divine in man
should receive power from its connection with a higher source in

1

Appendages of matter,
2 The \fsv%T] irpoff&amp;lt;pvTj ciAoyo.

* Strom, iii. 427- $t\i)(rctT&amp;lt;i) p,ovov aTrapriiat TO KaXov Kai tTriTtv trcit. [Sylb.

p. 183. Potter, p. 510. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 213.]



70 NOT EXCLUSIVELY ASCETIC.

order to give it a just activity. How far men were admonished

by him of their need of help, is shewn by the advice which

Isidorus gives to him who is suffering under temptations :
&quot; Let

him
only,&quot;

he says,
&quot; not withdraw himself from the brethren ;

let him only confide in his communion with the body of saints
;

let him say,
4 1 am entered into the sanctuary, nothing evil can

happen to me V &quot;

It is also proved by the distinction which he

made, of the two conditions of the inward life, the one, where a

man in temptations prays for strength to conquer, and the other,

where he gives thanks for the victory, which he has obtained by
the support of the Divine power

2
. I grant that the doctrine of

certain higher natures, which are elevated above the weaknesses

of other men, might always easily create dangerous self-deceits of

pride, because it is irreconcileable with the existence of Christian

humility. There were later Basilidians, who corrupted this doc

trine in a most pernicious manner, and thence deduced the free

dom of the saints, which was to be bound by no law 3
. (See

below.) The doctrine of matter might have led to an exaggerated
and partial ascetic tendency in morality : but the acknowledg
ment of the communication and the interlacing which exists

between the visible and the invisible world, as well as the recog

nition of the Divine nature as a victorious forming-principle

for all creation, had here a counter-balancing eifect, as we

have already observed in regard to this whole class of Gnostics.

Basilides considers marriage as a holy state, in no way incon

sistent with the existence of Christian perfection ; and, under

certain circumstances, as a means of guarding against evil pro

pensities. And it was only under certain circumstances that he

allowed celibacy to be efficacious, as a means of attending to

Divine things, with less interruption from earthly cares*.

(c.) Valentinus and his School.

NEXT to Basilides we place Valentinus, who was contemporary

with him, although a little later. If we judge from his Hellen-

1 Strom, iii. 427- [See above, in the last note, for references.]
2 Strom. 1. c. orav fit ?/ t{t%apiffTia ffov tig ai

3 Strom, iii. 427- [See last note but one,]
4 Strom, lib. iii. from the beginning.
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istic expressions, and the Aramaic names, which appear in his

system, he was of Jewish origin. He was born an Egyptian ,

and most probably he owes his education likewise to Alexandria.

He travelled thence to Rome, where he appears to have passed

the latter part of his life ; and this gave him an opportunity of

making his doctrines more known, and propagating them in these

regions also. In his fundamental notions he agreed with Basil-

ides ; it was only in the mariner of explaining them, and in the

representation of the images in which he developed his ideas,

that he differed from him. But as people did not carefully dis

tinguish from one another, the doctrines of the founders of

Gnostic schools, and those of their later followers, by whom these

doctrines had only been modified in a peculiar manner, and as

they joined with the Valentinian system many kindred doctrines,

which flowed from one common source, it is difficult, from the

representations which have come down to us, to determine with

certainty what doctrines properly belonged to Valentinus him

self, as the founder of the school.

What the eWajuae were with Basilides, the ^Eons 2 were with

Valentinus ;
but the following notion is peculiar to him, namely,

that as the veil (or covering) of all life resides in the original

source of all existence (the Bythos), but is not yet unfolded,

together with the development of life that proceeds from that

first source, members which mutually supply the defects of each

other form themselves, that is to say ^Sons, both male and female,

one of which is chiefly generative., the other receptive
3

; and that

by the mutual communication of these /Eons the chain of that

development of life constantly goes on. The female is the sup

plement of the male, TO TrArjpwjua
4

, and the perfect line of /Eons

is now considered as an whole, as the fulness of the Divine life

streaming out of the Bythos, which must again be constantly

rendered fruitful, as it were, by it (the Divine life), and it is

called, in relation to him, the female, the Pleroma ! The hidden

being of God cannot be known by any one ; it is the absolutely

1

According to the account given by Epiphanius.
2 See the explanation of this word given above.
3 Just as in all the rest of the creation, which represents an image of that higher

world, this twofold line of agents is to be found.

4
n\j;pwjLin. These Theosophs, who certainly did not scrupulously adhere to

the strict grammatical meaning of terms, perhaps understood this word both in an

active and a passive sense at the same time, and applied it both to TO ir\r}povv and

TO
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ayvwarov ; it is only in as far. as he has revealed himself in the

unfolding of his powers or ^Eons, that he can be recognized.
All individual .ZEons, in their varied modes of revelation, are

called forms and names of that Being
1

, who, in his secret ex

istence is inconceivable, not-to-be-named, and elevated above

conceptions arid images, just as the Monogenes, that first self-

revelation of the hidden Being, is called peculiarly the INVISIBLE

NAME of the Bythos. It is an idea deeply rooted in the Valen-

tinian system, that since all existence has its foundation in the

self-limitation of the Bythos, so also the existence of all created

being depends on limitation. When every thing remains within

the limits of its peculiar sphere, and is that which it ought to be

according to its assigned position in the development of life, then

every thing can dovetail together well, and a just harmony exist

in the chain of the development of life. As soon as any being
endeavours to overpass these limits, as soon as ever a being,
instead of recognizing God in the revelation which he makes
of himself to that being, according to his position, emboldens

himself so as to wish to penetrate into His hidden Being, it runs

a risk of sinking into annihilation. Instead of laying hold of that

which is real, it loses itself in that which is without existence.

The Horos
(6|0oc)&amp;gt;

the Genius of limitation, of bounding (the

power of truth personified, which assigns and sets fast the boun

daries of each individual being, which watches over those bounda

ries, and when they are broken restores them), therefore takes

an important place in the system of Valentinus. Gnosis is here,

as it were, giving testimony against itself. The ideas of the

Horos and the Redeemer must have been much akin to each

other in the Valentinian system, and in fact the Horos was called

by many the Aur/owrrje and
&amp;lt;rtorr)p,

the Redeemer and Saviour

and we find traces which indicate that he was meant to represent

only one mode of operation of the one redeeming Spirit, that

Spirit which, according to the different places of his operations,

that extend themselves throughout all the stages of existence,

and according to his different modes of operation, is betokened

by different names, and by others is divided into different per
sons (Hypostases). The Valentinians ascribe two modes of

operation to this Horos ; the one of a negative kind, by means of

which he lays down the limits for all existence, and separates and

The JEons are /iop^cu rov Qtov, ovofiara TOV avo)vop-aarov.
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removes from it all that is foreign to it
1

; and in virtue of this

power he is properly called opoe ;
and the other is that operation,

by means of which he sets fast and establishes, in their peculiar

sphere, and forms, all those beings who are purified from that,

which, being foreign to their nature, troubles their existence
2

;

and in virtue of this power, he is called oravpoc, a word which is

used both for a cross, and a stake or bulwark
;
to both of which

meanings the Valentinians here made allusion. Their remarks

on those sayings of the Redeemer, in which they thought they

recognized the Horos, make their ideas on the subject plain.

Thus they referred, Luke xiv. 27, to the establishing power
of the Horos 3

, and Matthew x. 34, and Mark x. 21, to his

separating power *. In the first of these passages, according
to them, our Saviour means that only those persons can be his

disciples who bear his cross, i. e. who give themselves up to

that Divine power of the Redeemer which is symbolically repre
sented by the cross, and suffer themselves to be formed and firmly
established by it in his own peculiar way. In the second passage
our Saviour hints at his Divine purifying power, by which he

clears that which is akin to God from the admixture of the un

godly, and produces the annihilation of the latter
5
. Both are

intimately connected together, the clearance from the foreign
admixture of the vArj, from intermixture with which this irregular,

indefinite, and unquiet vacillation between existence and non-

existence proceeds, and a firm establishment in a definite, peculiar,

Divine existence, unmingled with any thing else.

If Basilides deduced the intermixture of the Divine with mat
ter from an assault of the kingdom of darkness upon the kingdom
of light, on the contrary, Valentinus deduced it from a commo
tion that arose in the Pleroma, and a descent of the Divine seed

of life from the Pleroma into matter, consequent upon that com
motion. He acknowledged, as well as Basilides, a Divine wis

dom, which revealed itself in the world; but here, also, in his

view, the lower is only an image of the higher. It is not the

Divine wisdom itself, not the JEon o-o^ta herself, but. the un

timely fruit of her travail, which is to unfold itself and arrive at

The tvtpyeia fiepiffTiKt] KOI

The tvepytia tdpaVTiicr] KO.

The ivfpytia ffrjjpKTruoj cai

The ivtpyita /iepi&amp;lt;m/o/
Kai

Irenaeus i. c. 3. 5.
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its maturity only by degrees. He distinguishes between an

and a icarw aofyia (Achamotli
l

)
: this latter is the soul of the

world, from the admixture of which with the vArj all living exis

tence is produced, and is in different stages, higher, in proportion

as it can keep itself clearer from connexion with the vArj, and

lower, in proportion as it is attracted and affected by matter.

There exist, therefore, these three stages of being.

1. The ^vffac irvev/iiaTiKai, or those Divine seeds of life, which

are elevated above matter by their nature, and which are akin to

&amp;lt;ro0ia,
to the soul of the world, and to the Pleroma.

2. The 0uo-ae \fjvxiKai, or such natures as proceeded from the

life that had been divided by admixture with the vXr? ;
and an

entirely new stage of being begins with these natures, an image
of the higher world, but in a subordinate position.

3. The ungodly, which is opposed to all improvement ; the

being which can only disturb, and is entirely the slave of blind

desires and passions.

There is only a difference ofdegree between all, which proceeds

from the unfolding of the Divine life (which flows forth from the
c5 &amp;gt;

Bythos through the ^Eons), from the Pleroma downwards to

its seed, which has fallen down into human nature that seed

which, being sown, must attain its ripeness in the earthly world ;

but between those three classes of being there is an essential dif

ference of nature. Each one, therefore, of these classes must

have its own independent principle which predominates in it,

although every process of improvement and development leads

back in the end to the Bythos, which works on every thing by
means of various organs in the .various grades of being, and whose

law is the only ruling one. He cannot, however, himself enter

into any immediate connexion with that which is foreign to him,

and, therefore, in that subordinate grade of being which lies be

tween the perfect or Divine, and the ungodly or material, there

must exist a Being as the image of the Most High
2

, which, while

it thinks that it acts independently, must yet serve the universal

law, from which nothing is exempt, for the realization of the

ideas of the Supreme even to the very extreme limits of matter.

This Being is in the psychical world, what the Bythos is in the

higher world, only with this difference, that it involuntarily acts

as the organ of the former ; and this being is the Demiurgos of

Valentinus. The Hyle also has its principle,
which represents it,

rvfl^sn 2 Th
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and through which it operates ; but by its very nature it is not of

a forming and creative, but of a destructive kind : this is Satan.

1. The nature of the rrvtv/naTiKov is that which is essentially
akin to God (the ojuoouatov ry 0e(i&amp;gt;),

and thence comes simple
and undivided existence *, the life of unity or oneness

2. The Being of the \fjv\tKoi,
divided into number and variety,

but still submitting itself to a higher unity, and allowing itself

to be guided by that unity, at first unconsciously, afterwards con

sciously.

3. The Being of Satan and his whole kingdom : mere opposi
tion to all unity ; the Being divided and distracted in itself, with

out any capability for unity, or any point for unity to begin from
;

and with all this, an endeavour to destroy all unity, to spread its

own indwelling distraction over every thing, and to distract every

thing
2
.

In that first grade of being the life, which, by its very nature,

is eternal, exists as something inalienable, a necessary a(j)9a^(na ;

the ^/UXK:OV, on the contrary, stands in the middle between im

mortal and mortal. The ^V^IKOI obtain immortality, or they
become subject to death, according as they give themselves up

by their inclinations to the Divine or to ungodliness. The nature

of Satan, like that of the uXr/, is death itself, annihilation, the

negation of all existence, which, in the end, when all existence,

which has been divided by its means, shall have developed itself

to the full extent of all its properties, and shall have fixed itself

sufficiently in itself, shall then destroy itself in itself, being over

come by the power of the positive, after it (the negative, anni

hilating power) has drawn to itself all its kindred ungodliness.
The existence of the first is the pure development of life from

within, an activity which is not directed outwards, and which

has no obstacles to overcome
; and a tranquillity which is a life

and action.

2. The existence of the vArj is of itself, and by its own nature,

the stillness of death
; but after a spark of life has fallen into it,

and communicated to it a certain something analogous to life, it

becomes in its representative, Satan, a wild kind of self-contra

dicting impulse.

1
[The German is here &quot; das Leben der Einheit.&quot; I think in English the same

idea would be better rendered oneness of existence. H. R.]
2 The ov&amp;lt;na TroXixrxifyc, which endeavours to assimilate every thing to itself.

12
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3. To the Demiurgos, and to those that are his, namely, the

Psychical, there is peculiarly assigned an activity directed out

wardly ; an impelling activity : they desire to do much, as it

usually happens with such busy people, without rightly under

standing what they do l

, without becoming themselves properly

conscious of the ideas which direct them 2
.

The doctrine of the redemption took also a very important

place in the Valentinian system, and peculiarly forms its center-

point; but it was by him, even more than by Basilides, removed

from the regions of practical things into those of speculation and

metaphysics. As, according to his system, a process of the de

velopment of life pervades all regions of existence, and as the

disharmony, which, as far as its seed is concerned, first arose in

the Pleroma itself, beginning thence, has spread itself farther
3
,

so the whole course of the world can only thenfirst attain its proper

object, when harmony shall be again restored, in all grades ofex

istence, as well as in the Pleroma ; that which happens in the

Pleroma must be imaged in all other grades of existence. And

thus, therefore, as the work of redemption takes place in different

stages of existence, and the same law is here fulfilled in different

forms, and in different conditions, it is the same agent of the

revelation of the hidden God, the same agent, through whom the

life that streamed forth from God becomes united with him again,

who, continuing his work, till the completion of the whole, is

imaged (or reflected) in different hypostases, wherever he is per

fecting his work in different stages of existence. So it is the

same idea which is represented in a Monogenes, a Logos, a

Christus, and a Soter. The Soter is the Redeemer for the whole

of the world that lies beyond the Pleroma, and therefore also the

plastic Being for that world ;
for in this system, to form and to

redeem hang closely together, as is already evident from the two

fold operations of the Horos. By means of this formative pro

cess, the higher nature is first made free from the matter that

adheres to it ; arid out of an unorganic, formless being, is unfolded

into a definite, organized being, gifted with individual qualities *.

2 The documents on which this rests will be found in the writings of Heracleon,

quoted by Origen. Tom. xiii. Joh. c. 16. 25 30. 51. 59. Tom. xx. c. 20.

3 The foundation of the whole of the new creation, lying beyond the Pleroma,

which new creation can proceed from division alone.

4
[Literally, &quot;into a definite, individual, and organized being.&quot;

H. II.]
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It is by means of redemption that the higher property first attains

to its mature and perfect development, and to clear consciousness.

Redemption is the completion of the formative process. All the

Divine life of the Pleroma concentrates itself, and is reflected in

the Soter, and through him extends its operations for the indivi

dualizing of the Divine life, in order that the spiritual natures,

which are akin to the Pleroma, may be sown abroad in the world,

and ripen into perfect existence. The Christus of the Pleroma

is the working principle, the Soter beyond the Pleroma 1

is the

receiving, the forming, and the perfecting principle
2
.

The Soter first proves his redeeming and forming power on

that still imperfect soul of the world, which came from the

Pleroma, as this soul must, at some time or other, spread itself

abroad over all the spiritual natures that are akin to it, and which

sprouted forth from it, as the universal mother of spiritual life in

the lower world. (See above). The Soter is the proper fash

ioner and governor of the world, as he is the Redeemer; for the

formation of the world is the first beginning of the process of

development, which can only be brought to completion by means

of redemption. The Soter, as the inward active principle, puts
into the soul-of-the-world 3

, destined to make up a syzygy
4
with

him, the formative ideas, and she communicates them to the

Demiurgos, who imagines that he is acting independently; and

he, unconsciously to himself, under this cultivation becomes

animated and influenced by the power of these ideas. Whilst

Valentinus
5

represented the Demiurgos and the world fashioned

1 In the TOTT

2 Thus Heracleon says of the Soter, in relation to Christians, that the former

receives the Divine seed out of the Pleroma from the latter, as a yet undeveloped
seed

;
and that he communicates to it the formation into a definite and separate

being ri\v TrpwrTjv noptywffiv TV\V Kara ytviffiv, tig [Jiop^rjv, Kai ^xarifffiov, Kai

Trepiypa&amp;lt;pt}v dyaywv Kai avaSei%aQ. Origen, Joh. t. ii. c. 15. To bring to light, to

form, and to individualize, are identical ideas among the Gnostics. The indefinite,

the unorganic, corresponds in spiritual beings to the v\rj. Thus in the Valentinian

fragment in Irenaeus i. c. 8. . 4. the fioptpovv, 0arieiv, tpavepovv, is opposed to the

7rpof3a\\tiv o-7rp/iaruca&amp;gt;e rrjv 6\T)v ovaiav. Christus sows the seed, the Soter

harvests it. Origen, Joh. i. 13. p. 48.

3 Kctrw
&amp;lt;ro$ia,

Achamoth.
4

[It will be remembered that in this system all the vEons were evolved by pairs,

or syzygies. H. R.]
5 After Plato, who considers the Spirit that fashions the world, and the world

animated by him, as one whole, one Qtog ytvrjTog, iv woi/
; and after the example

of Philo, who represents the Aoyog, and the body of the world animated by him,
as one whole,
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and animated by him as one whole, he paints this whole as

an image of the glory of God, sketched by the Soter, as by a

painter. But, to say the truth, as every image, from its very

nature, is an imperfect representation of the original prototype,

and can be rightly understood only by him who has the power of

beholding the original, thus also the Demiurgos, with his crea

tion, is only an imperfect image of the glory of God; and he

alone who has received in his inward soul the revelation of the

invisible Divine Being, can rightly understand the world as the

image, and the Demiurgos as the prophet, of the Supreme God.

The inward revelation (which is the portion of the Trv^vfjiariKoi)

is an authentication of the outward, an authentication of the

Demiurgos as the representative of God. Valentinus himself

expresses this thus l
: &quot;as much as the picture is less than the

living countenance, so much the world is less than the living

God. And what is the cause of the picture ? The greatness of

the countenance, which afforded the original to the painter, in

order to become honoured by the manifestation of his name
;
for

no form has been invented as an independent thing. But as the

name of the thing itself supplies that which is wanting in the

paintings, so also the invisible God 2
acts for the authentication of

the image which is made.&quot;

It is a fundamental notion of the Valentinian and of all Gnostic

systems, that man is destined to represent and to maintain the

connection between the higher world and the empire of the Demi

urgos, that is, to reveal the Supreme God in this world. Human

nature, and the revelation of God, are here kindred notions;

and hence the first man
5

[Urmensch] was one of the Valentinian

JEons ; and, according to other Valentinian systems, it was said,

&quot; When God wished to reveal himself, this was called man 4
.&quot;

The Demiurgos created man, to image and represent himself;

he breathed into him a soul akin to his own being. But, even

here, he was acting as the instrument of a higher Being. Man

1 Clem. Strom, lib. iv. 509. [Sylb.p. 218. Potter, p. 603. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 326-7-]

[The quotation from Valentinus is probably corrupt, and requires the alteration

of tTrXrjpaxTav into 7rXrjpw&amp;lt;7v,
which the common interpreters, as well as Neander,

have made. The only difficulty lies in the latter part, which I here quote : ric ovv

aiTia rne aWoc ; ptyaXwffvvr) TOV TrpotrwTrov iraptffxwwov TV &amp;lt;wypa0v
TOV

TVTTOV, ivaTinnQy Si ovop.aroQ aiiTOV. ov yap avOevTiKug tvpt9r] popiJHi,
aXXa TO

6vojj,a lTr\r]f&amp;gt;(t)aav
TO vaTEprjffav sv ir\aaei. H. R.]

2 God s invisible Being.
3 The Adam Kadmon of the Cabbala.

* See Iren. lib. i. c. 12. . 4.
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was to represent that first man. Without the Dcmiurgos be

ing conscious of it, the Sophia communicated to him the spiritual
seed, which he transplanted into the soul of man

; and thence it

happened that man at once revealed something- which was of a
more elevated nature than the whole creation, into which he
entered; so that the Demiurgos himself, and his angels, were
seized with astonishment, for as yet they knew nothing of a

higher world. The Demiurgos thought that he himself was an
independent ruler; but now, to his astonishment, he saw a higher
power enter into his dominions. This astonishment is universally
repeated, wherever man, limited as he is, being animated by the
ideas of a higher world, expresses them in his works, as in art
and indeed universally, where the hands of men execute any
thing in relation to the name of God. Thus it happens that men
fall down and worship their own images, being filled with a reve
rential astonishment by the sensation of a higher power, which
is unknown to them. We will bring forward the words of the
man himself: &quot;And just as the angel was seized with fear at
that creature

(irXaafjia), when it spoke of loftier things than
such as suited its creation, by means of him who had

invisibly
communicated to it the seed of the life from above, (namely, the

Soter,) and when it spoke with freedom and confidence, so also,
in the race of the men of this world, the works of man become
a terror even to those who made them, such as pillars, and statues,
and every thing which the hands of all men execute in honor of
the name of God V

But that which human nature was universally to represent,
became now really brought to pass only in those spiritual men

3
.

Through them was the
life-giving, purifying principle of the

Divinity to be spread abroad, and penetrate even to the utmost
limits of the vXij ; these spiritual natures are the salt and the

light of the earth, the leaven for all the race of man. The ^v^n
is only the vehiculum for the TrvtvpariKov, in order that it may be
able to enter into the temporal world, in which it is to develop
itself to maturity. When this aim shall have been attained, the

spirit, which is only destined for the life of intuition
4

, will leave

1

[Ahnung. Literally, a presentiment. It expresses here a feeling indicating a
sense that leads us to recognize this higher Power. H. R.]2 Clem. Strom, lib. ii. 375. [Sylb. p. 161. Potter, p. 448. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 145.]3 The

0u&amp;lt;rc

4
[Das Leben der Anschauung. See Preface. H. R.]
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that vehiculum in the lower sphere ;
and every spiritual nature, as

the female and recipient element in regard to the higher world

of spirits, will be elevated in the Pleroma to its syzygy with the

angelic nature which corresponds to it. Only the highest and

immediate intuitive powers (that is the meaning of Valentinus)

will then come into operation. All the powers and modes of

operation of the soul, which are directed to that which is tem

poral and perishable, such as its powers of reflection, and the

understanding, in which, according to Valentinus, is contained

the
^VXH&amp;gt;

will then utterly cease \

The attractive power, with which the Divine Being works on

every thing, without those who receive the impression under

standing it, or being able to explain it to themselves, is a favorite

notion with Valentinus. The Demiurgos was attracted by the

spiritual natures which were scattered among the Jewish people,

\\nthout being conscious of the reason of it. He made them,

therefore, prophets, priests, and kings. Therefore it happened
that the prophets were enabled especially to hint at the higher
order of things, which should be brought among men by the

Soter. According to Valentinus, a fourfold principle acted upon
the Prophets;

1 . The psychical principle, the human and limited soul, the

unassisted soul.

2. The spiritualization of this ^u^rj, which is derived from the

Demiurgos working upon it.

3. The unassisted Trvevjutm/cov.

4. The pneumatical spiritualization, which is derived from the

influence of the Sophia
2
.

Thus Valentinus, in reference to these four principles, could

distinguish in the writings of the prophets, different promises of

a higher and lower character and meaning, and a higher and

lower sense, which differed from each other, in the same passage.
1. The mere human sayings.
2. The single prophecies of future events, which the Demi

urgos, who, although not Omniscient, yet looked into a wider

circle of the future, was able to communicate ; and the prophecies
of a Messiah, which came also from the same source, but were

still enveloped in a temporal and Jewish form; the prophecies of

a Messiah, such as the Demiurgos would send, a Psychical

1 Comp. Aristot de Anima, lib. iii. c. 5.
2 See Iren. lib. i. c. 16. . 3, 4.
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Messiah for the Psychical world, the ruler of a kingdom of this

world.

3. The ideas which verged upon the Christian economy, and

pointed to it, the enlightened Messianic notions, brought forward

in more or less purity, according as they proceeded purely from
the higher spiritual natures, or the immediate influence of the

Sophia. This view might lead to remarkable investigations as

to the mixture of the Divine and human in the prophets, and
introduce conclusions which would be fruitful towards the inter

pretation of the prophets themselves. The Valentinian view
was opposed to the determination of those, who, in spite of the

words of Christ in Matt. xi. 9, &c., and in spite of 1 Pet. i. 12.

attributed a perfect and Christian knowledge to the prophets.
It may be asked, whether Valentinus recognized the beams of

higher truth only among the Jews ; whether he allowed the ex

istence of spiritual natures only among the Jews, or whether he

acknowledged that they were spread abroad also among the

heathen. According to Heracleon , he held the Jews to be the

kingdom of the Demiurgos, the Heathen the kingdom of Mat
ter, or of Satan, and the Christians the people of the Supreme
God

; but this does not prove that he excluded from the heathen

all that belongs to the superior race
; because, although he ex

pressly assigned Judaism to the Demiurgos, he supposed that it

contained some scattered seeds of the higher pneumatical system ;

and although he assigned Christianity to the Supreme God, he

saw also, even among the Christians, a large class of Psychical

persons. He, therefore, only speaks of the prevailing ingredients;
and therefore, notwithstanding the prevailing state of the vA?j

among the heathen, he might recognize scattered seeds of the

Pneumatical. He was in fact obliged to confess this according
to his own principles, according to which the higher spiritual

principle of life (the TrvtvjuciTiKov) was to pervade all grades of

being even to the very limits of matter, in order to prepare the

universal annihilation of the vXrj. What Valentinus says, in the

passage above quoted, of the power of art, which turns itself to

the formation of idols, allows us to conclude that he judged the

polytheistic system more mildly than the common Jews, to whom
the idols were only evil spirits, and that he, supporting himself by
Acts xvii. 23. believed that even in this system, although it was

1
Origen, in Job. t. xiii. . 16.

VOL. II. G
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sullied by the prevalence of the hylic principle, there might be

observed traces of an unknown God, who spread his unrecog
nized influence over all things. Thus Valentinus, in a still-extant

fragment of a homily
J

, actually hints at the traces of truth spread
about even in the writings of the heathen, in which the inward

being of the spiritual people of God, or of the Trveuftcm/cot, who
are spread abroad in the whole world, reveals itself. &quot; Much of

that which is written in the books of the heathen, is found written

in the Church of God ; this common part is the voice out of the

heart, the law written in the heart; this is that people of the

beloved (i.
e. this higher consciousness which is found in common,

is the mark of the scattered community of the Soter, of the

7rvUjuartKot)j which is beloved by him, and loves him in return.&quot;

The Soter, who from the beginning had conducted the whole

process of the development of the spiritual seed of life, wThich had

fallen down from out of the Pleroma for the formation of a new

world, the invisible Fashioner and Ruler of this new world, was

now obliged at last, himself, to act upon the course of the world,

without any intermediate agency ,
in order to spread forth the act of

redemption, which he had originally perfected in the mother of

all spiritual life, the soul of the world, or the Sophia, upon all

the spiritual life which had flowed forth from her, and thus to

bring the whole work to completion. All being, even down to the

very hylic matter that struggles against all being, was capable of

ennoblement, each after its own degree. The Soter must therefore

enter into connection with all these stages of being, in order to

fashion all, both the lower (the Psychical) as well as the higher

(the Pneumatical), into the degree of the higher life, of which

each is capable. Except for this, according to the usual course

of nature, the Soter could enter into connection only with the

spiritual nature, which is akin to him, and such a nature could

enter into this temporal world only in connection with a
^ivyj\.

Valentinus might here coincide with the doctrine of Basilides,

only with this difference, that with the first of them, the human

part in the person and in the life of the Redeemer received a

somewhat higher character, although not the right and becoming
one ; the Christ, composed and decomposed by him, according to

his own notions, was always very different from the historical

Christ.

1 Clem. Strom, lib. vi. p. 641. [Sylb. p. 272 ; Potter, p. 792 ; Klotz, vol. iii.

p. 128.]

10
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The Demiurgos had promised to his own people a Redeemer,
a Messiah, who would release them from the dominion of the

hylical, introduce the annihilation of every thing which opposed
itself to his empire, rule over every thing in his name, and

rejoice all that obeyed him with all kinds of earthly happiness.
He sent down this Messiah, wrho represented the very image of

the Demiurgos, out of his own heaven ; but this elevated Being
could not enter into any connection with matter ; nay, as it was

to introduce the annihilation of every thing material, how could

it receive any thing whatever from matter ? There would then

have been joined with the material body, a material spirit
l

of

life, akin to it, and the source of every thing evil ;
and how could

he have been the Redeemer, if the principle of evil had been

present in his own nature. The Demiurgos also formed a body
for the psychical Messiah out of the finer etherial matter of

heaven, out of which he sent him down into this world. This

body was so formed, by some wonderful contrivance
2

, that he

appeared visibly, and could subject himself to all sensuous

actions and affections, and yet do this in a manner entirely dif

ferent from the usual kind of bodies
3
. But the miracle of the

birth of Jesus consisted in this, that the psychical nature which

came down from the heaven of the Demiurgos, together with the

etherial body brought from thence, came into the light of the

world through the body of Mary only as through a canal
4
. But

yet this psychical Messiah would never have been able to com

plete the work laid upon him by the Demiurgos : there was need

of a higher power for the conquest of the empire of the vArj;

the Demiurgos acted as well here as in every thing as the uncon

scious instrument of the Soter. This latter had appointed the

moment in which he would unite himself with this psychical Mes
siah as his instrument, in order to fulfil the work which had been

prepared and promised by the Demiurgos in a far higher sense

than he himself anticipated, and to found a Messianic kingdom of

a far higher kind, to the real circumstances of which only the

most elevated predictions of the prophets, and those not under

stood by the Demiurgos himself, had pointed.
The psychical Messiah, who did not perceive the destination

which was to fall to his lot through his union with the Soter, in

1 The ^VXTJ a\oyo. 2 E oucovo/iia.
tic nit; d&amp;lt;pavovg I/XU^IKJ/C oixriac;. Theodot. didascal. Anatol.

Ota &amp;lt;ra\jjvo.

G 2
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the mean time laid before man the Ideal of ascetic holiness. He
was able to exert an extraordinary dominion over matter from

the peculiar nature of his body. He let himself down indeed to

man, so as to eat and drink
; but still without being subject to the

same affections as other men : he carried on every thing after a

divine manner l
.

At the baptism in the Jordan, where he was to receive his

solemn consecration to his calling as the Messiah from John the

Baptist, the representative of the Demiurgos, the Soter, who
had thus conducted every thing through his invisible guidance,
united himself with him, descending under the symbol of the

dove. On this question, whether the psychical Messiah from the

first lore a spiritual nature within him, which, descending with the

vehiculum of a soul, was to develop itself to maturity in this

world, that it might then first become capable of redemption ; or

whether it was only at his descent into this world that the Soter

first received from the Sophia a spiritual nature as a vehicle, in

order to be able to unite himself with the human nature, and

that also the higher pneumatical nature was communicated to

the Messiah of the Demiurgos during baptism: on this point

there might be a diversity of opinions even in the Valentinian

school itself
2
.

&amp;gt; Clem. Strom. Lib. iii. 451.
2 The latter view is apparently found in a passage of Heracleon

; Origen, t. vi.

23. ; Grabe Spicileg. t. ii. p. 89, where I once (see my Genetische Entwickelung,

&c. p. 149) erroneously supposed that I could recognize the doctrine that the Soter

himself became man, and that of his union with the human nature from its first de

velopment. He explains John i. 27, in his manner, first justly, according to the

sense expressed by the words,
&quot; John avows that he is not worthy to render the

smallest service to the Redeemer;&quot; and then afterwards he arbitrarily introduces a

higher sense into the simple words, according to his own theosophic ideas : OVK gyw

tlfii iKavog, iva Si ifie Kar\9y O.TTO fitytOovt; KOI ffapjca \afly, w virodrffia, Trtpi ijg

yw Xoyov airofiovvai ov dvvafiai, ovde SirjyqaaaOai 77 i-jriXvaai TTJV Trepi avrrjQ

oiKovofiiav. We can hardly here, under the term &quot; the flesh,&quot; which the Soter, who

came down out of the higher region from the bounds of the Pleroma and the TOTTOQ

p.tcroTt)TO, had received, understand the body of the psychical Messiah, formed by
some peculiar oiKovopia ;

for he is certainly here speaking of the Soter, who re

vealed himself to John at the baptism, and at all events, according to the Valenti

nian doctrine, he did not unite himself with the body, but with the psychical Messiah

who bore this body. And then John, who here represented the person of the Demi

urgos himself, would never have uttered his astonishment thus at this wonderful

body formed by the latter person himself (the Demiurgos). But the Valentinians

called every covering every vehicle for a higher being, which lets himself down into a

lower region, a ffap. The Sophia gave a ffTrspua TrvevfiariKov, in order that he

might let himself down to the earth in this as a vehicle for his appearance, and
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According to the doctrine of Valentinus, as well as that of

Basilides, the appearance of the redeeming Spirit in human na

ture, and its union with the psychical Messiah would be the chief

business in the work of redemption. He also agreed with Basi

lides in this, that the Soter had left the psychical Messiah to

himself at his passion, but he ascribed more importance than

Basilides to the passion of the Messiah, although a theosophy,
which sought peculiar mysteries, everywhere despised a simple

explanation, and in consequence of its multitude of mystical and

speculative relations and meanings would not allow the feelings

of the heart to show themselves ; although this theosophy was too

contemplative and superhuman to be able rightly to comprehend
the passion of Christ in its human and moral aspect. As the

psychical Messiah spread himself upon the cross, and with the

cross spread himself over the lower world, this was an image of

that first act of redemption by which the Soter (see above) had

extended himself over the Sophia with the trraupoc- Just as in

the higher region this effected the freeing of the Sophia from

that which is foreign to her, so also it effected in the lower the

freeing of the psychical from the material, which is the ground
work of all that is evil, even to the final annihilation of it alto

gether, after it has become dissolved in itself 1
. By the words

&quot; Into thy hands, O Father, I commend my spirit&quot;
he com

mended the TTVEUjitarticov (TTrcpjua
which was then leaving him, in

order that it might riot be detained in the dominion of the De-

miurgos, but that it might raise itself up free into the higher

region, and that all those spiritual natures, whose representative
this spiritual nature united with him was, might also be raised

up with it. The psychical Messiah raises himself up to the

Demiurgos, who transfers to him in his name the sovereign might
and rule, and the pneumatical Messiah raises himself up to the

Soter, whither all freed spiritual natures are to follow him.

The most important matter, the chief concern for the pneuma
tical natures in the work of redemption, is still the redemption,

might thereby enter into union with the ^vxn- The opening words of the Didascal.

Anatol. give us the proof of this, for it is said, 6 TrpotflaXtv crapitiov Ttp Xoyy (as

well as to the Soter) r) tro^ia TO Trvtv^iariKov 07rtpp.a, TOVTO ffroXiffafitvog KaTr)\9ev

o ffdiTijp. It was also of this wonderful apparatus that Heracleon spoke.
1 The declaration of Heracleon in Origen, t. vi. 23, ry trraupy avi}\o&amp;gt;aQai jcai

j;0avi&amp;lt;r0ai
iraaav ri\v Kamav, must be understood in connexion with the whole Va-

lentinian system.
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which was imparted to human nature by its union with the Soter

at the baptism in the Jordan. This must be repeated in every
individual case. Valentinus speaks thus of the sanctifying effects

of inward communion with the Redeemer. &quot;But there is one

Good, (whose free appearance is the revelation through the Son,)
and through him alone can the heart become pure after all evil

spirits have been banished out of the heart, for many spirits

inhabiting it will not allow it to be pure. Each one of these

fully performs its own work, while they defile it in manifold ways

by unseemly desires. And it appears to me to be with such a

heart as with an inn, which is trampled upon and trodden down
and often filled with dirt, while men dwell within it without

restraint, and take no care whatever about the place, as one in

which they have no concern. Thus also the heart, until it attains

heavenly grace, remains unclean, as being the abode of many
evil spirits. But where the Father, the only one that is good,
takes possession of it, then is it sanctified and it shines with light;

and thus he who possesses such a heart, is declared to be blessed

(fjiaKapi&Tai) because he will see God V
He who is thus united with God is already a member of the

heavenly community, is already incorporated by the power of the

Redeemer into the host of blessed spirits, which is thus expressed
in the language of the Valentinian school :

&quot; As every pneuma-
tical soul has its other half in the higher world of spirits (the

angel which belongs to it) for union with which it is destined, so

does it receive through the Soter the power to enter at once into

this syzygy in regard to its spiritual lifeV
As the psychical and pneumatical beings are different from one

another in their nature and their destination, so they remain dif

ferent also in Christianity. There is a xptcrrmvtcrjuoc ^V^IKO^
and a xpLvTiavKr/uos Trvtv[jiaTiKO. St. Paul declares to the psy
chical, that for them he has known nothing and could preach

nothing but Christ crucified
3

; that he could not preach to them

that wisdom of the perfect which is hidden even to the Demiur-

gos and his angels. The Valentinians distinguish also, according
to their system, a twofold signification of redemption and of bap-

1 Strom, lib. ii. p. 409. [Ed. Par. 1629.] [Sylburg, p. 176; Potter, p. 488 9 ;

Klotz, vol. ii. p. 191.]
2 Heracleon ap. Origen, t 13, 11. KOfii^ecrSai Trap avrov rrjv Svvafjiiv KUI rr\v

ivioaiv KO.I rr]v aveticpaaiv TTQOQ TO TT X ; pw/x a avrtjQ.
3 Didascal. Anatol. Of a twofold mode of preaching of St. Paul. In regard to

the Psychici, licripvZt TOV (TOiTtjpa yf.vr\Tov KO.I TraQrjrov,
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tism, in regard to the psychic! and the pneumatici. The psychici
must be led to believe by means of miracles and other acts that

strike the senses
1

; they are only capable of a belief upon autho

rity, and not capable of a persuasion which proceeds from the in

ward essence of truth, nor of the intuitive perception (anschauung)

of truth itseef. To such men Christ speaks in John iv. 48. The

spiritual men, on the contrary, need no such outward means of

instruction : in virtue of their kindred nature they are attracted

by truth itself without any intermediate means 2
. When truth

reveals itself to them, there follows instantly in them a confident

belief, such as could not be effected from without, and could only

proceed from the immediate influence of truth upon their kindred

spiritual nature
3
. Their worship of God founded on their know

ledge of the truth is the true &quot; reasonable service of God.&quot;

That seed of the spiritual nature is that by which men are

attracted by the Redeemer, and led to him, the men of the

Spirit; therefore, they who possess that seed are the salt and the

soul of the outward Church, those through whom Christianity is

farther propagated as the forming principle of human nature *.

By these spiritual men the illumination of all this earthly uni

verse, the final annihilation of all that is material and evil, is to

be prepared, after matter has been deprived of all the life which

it has seized upon for itself. Valentinus thus addresses these

pretended spiritual men :
&quot; Ye are, from the beginning, immor

tal, and children of eternal life, and ye have been desirous to

divide death among yourselves
5

, in order that ye may exhaust

and expend it, and that death may die in you and through you ;

for when ye dissolve the world (prepare the dissolution of the

material world), but ye yourselves will not be dissolved, ye are

lords over the creation, and over all that is corruptible V Al

though at the bottom of these high-sounding words, as far as

1 At tpywv 0u&amp;lt;nv i^ovriQ Kai Si aiaBrjfftMi; TreiQtaOai Kat ov%i \oytp

Orig. t. xiii. 59.

2 Heracleon in Joann. t. xiii. c. 20, the StKTiKij ZWTIQ SiaQtaiQ.
3 H dSiaKpirog KCII KaraXAjjXof ry $u&amp;lt;m.

4 See the proof of this in Heracleon, to be given almost immediately.
5 While they were sent down into the midst of the material world.
6 Strom, lib. iv- p. 509. B. [Ed. Paris, 1629.] ATT apx*}Q dBavarov tart Kai

TtKva Ziorjg iffre atwviag. Kai TOV Qavarov r)Ot\(Tt fitpiaaaOai fiQ tavrot C, iva

SaTravT}(Ti]Tt avTOV Kai avaXwffjjrt Kai cnroQavy o Qavarot; iv vpiv Kai Si vfiwv.

Orav yap TOV fitv Koapov \vrjre, iifid^ dt
fiij K(ira\vi]aQt, Kvpitvtre TrjeKTivtwQKai

TVIQ
&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;0opag cnraariG. [Sylb. p. 218; Potter, p. 603 1 Klotz, vol. ii. p. 326.]
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they were applied to the calling of Christians, as instruments for

the revelation and extension of God s kingdom, there is some

thing of truth ; yet this truth is here mixed with a pride, which,

in the case of certain peculiarities, might easily introduce the

most mischievous excesses of fanaticism. If the Valentinians

had been able to found a Church according to their own notions,

the Pneumatici would have been the Christian Brahmins.

Now, when the end prepared by these spiritual men should

have been attained, then, after the dissolution of the whole ma
terial world, the Soter, united into a syzygy with the Sophia, and

under him the matured spiritual natures in pairs with the angels,

were to enter into the Pleroma, and the last (lowest) stage of the

spiritual world
1 was to receive the psychic! under the Demiurgos ;

and they also were to receive that measure of happiness which

was suited to their peculiar nature. The Demiurgos rejoices

himself in the appearance of the Soter, through which a higher

world, to which he had hitherto been a stranger, is revealed to

him, and through which also he, being freed from his harassing

service, is enabled to enter into rest, and receive an echo of the

glory of the Pleroma. He is the friend of the Bridegroom (the

Soter) who stands there and belongs to him, and delights himself

in the voice of the bridegroom, and delights himself in the fulfil

ment of the marriage
2

. John the Baptist spoke those words,

John iii. 29, as the representative of the Demiurgos.

Distinguished Men of the School of Valentinus.

AMONG the men of the Valentinian school the Alexandrian

Heracleon is distinguished by more learning and profoundness
than the others. He composed a commentary on the gospel of

St. John, from which Origen
3
has preserved some fragments of

importance, perhaps also a commentary on that of St. Luke,

from which (if such be the case), Clement of Alexandria
4
has

handed down to us a fragment, the explanation of Luke xii. 8.

1 The
2 The union of the Soter with the Sophia, and of the angels with the spiritual

natures in the Pleroma.
3 In his Tomi upon John, in which he frequently refers to the explanations of

Heracleon.
4 Strom, iv. 503. [Sylburg, p. 215; Potter, p. 5956 ;

Klotz, vol. ii. p. 31G 8.]



ST. JOHN IV. ALLEGORICAL INTERPRETATIONS. 89

It is easy to understand that the deep and inward spirit of St.

John s writings would be attractive to the Gnostics. Heracleon

brought to the explanation of this gospel a deep religious feeling
directed to interior things, together with an understanding which

was clear, whenever he was not led into error by theosophical

speculations ;
but that which was wanting in him was a feeling for

the simplicity of St. John, and a knowledge or a recognition of

the principles of grammatical and logical interpretation in general,
without which free room is given to every caprice, even in the

interpretation of the Scriptural writers, inasmuch as they, as

men, although inspired men, obeyed the laws which regulate the

modes of speech and thought among men. Although as far as

we can see, Heracleon intended honestly to deduce his theology
out of St. John, yet he was altogether taken possession of by his

own system, and so thoroughly entangled in it in all his modes of

thought and conception, that he could not stir a step free from it,

and involuntarily introduced its views and ideas into the Holy
Scriptures, which he considered as the source of divine truth. As
a proof of what is here said, we will take a closer view of Hera-
cleon s explanation of the glorious conversation of our Saviour

with the woman of Samaria. He could not stand by the simple
historical narrative, nor content himself with the profound, psy
chological consideration of this Samaritan woman in her relation

to the Saviour. Immediately in this Samaritan woman, who was

attracted by the words and the appearance of Christ, an image is

presented to his mind of all spiritual natures, which are attracted

by that which is divine
; and therefore in this narrative the whole

relation of the Trvtujuartfcot to the Soter, and to the higher spi
ritual world, must be represented. And therefore, the words of

the Samaritan woman must bear a double sense ; one, a sense of

which she herself was conscious, and the other that higher sense,
which she uttered as the representative of the whole class of

TTvtvfjiaTiKoi, without being conscious of it ; and therefore also the

words of the Saviour in reference to these things must also bear

a two-fold sense, a higher and a lower, a notion which involves

the unnatural supposition of a double conversation going on at

the same time. And yet he had seized upon the fundamental
idea of the words of the Redeemer in a very understanding spi

rit, if he could only have prevented himself from being drawn

away from the main matter by seeking too much in subordinate

particulars. He explains justly the words of Christ (John iv. 10.
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13. 14.) which are to be understood spiritually
x

:
&quot; The water,

which the Saviour gives, is from his spirit and his power. . .

. . . His grace and his gift are something which can never

be taken away, nor corrupted, nor consume away in him who

partakes of it They who receive that which

is abundantly given to them from above, themselves also let that

which is given to them bubble over for the eternal life of others.&quot;

But then he draws the false conclusion, that because Christ

meant the water, which he wished to give, to be taken in a sym
bolical sense, that consequently also the water of the well of

Jacob must be understood in a symbolical sense. It was to be a

symbol of Judaism, which satisfies not the desires of the spiritual

nature, and of its perishable earthly glory. When the Samaritan

woman says,
&quot; Give me this water, that I may not thirst, that I

may not come hither to draw
;&quot;

then the burdensomeness of Juda

ism was to be betokened by this, the difficulty of finding in it

(Judaism) the nourishment of the inward life, and its unsatisfac-

toriness
2
. When the Redeemer desired the woman to call her

husband, he meant her other half in the world of spirits, the

angel which belonged to her, in order that she, coming with him

to the Saviour, might receive power from him to bind herself

with this her other half, and thus unite with him. The ground
for this arbitrary interpretation was this :

&quot; He could not speak of

her earthly husband, because he was well aware that she had no

lawful husband. . . . According to the spiritual meaning
*

the Samaritan woman did not know her husband ; she knew

nothing of the angel, that belonged to her: according to the

literal meaning
5

, she was ashamed to say that she was living in an

unlawful connection.&quot; Heracleon further concluded, that as the

water is the symbol of the divine life bestowed by the Redeemer,
so is the pitcher a symbol of the capacity in the disposition of the

Samaritan woman for this Divine
life.

She left the pitcher behind

with him, ; that is to say, as she had such a vessel with the Sa

viour, as was fitted to receive the living water, she returned into

the world, in order to announce the coming of Christ to the

psychical
6
.

[This passage is quoted, Grab. Spicileg. vol. ii. p. 945. H. R.]
To ktri^o^Qov, Kai SvffTropiffrov KO.I arpotyov sictivov rov vdaTog.

To TrXjjpw/ia avTriQ. See above. 4 Kara TO voovptvov.
Kara TO cnrXovv.

Tbe thought of Heracleon is here a just one, that only he who is in union with
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Heracleon properly opposed the habit of prizing martyrdom
as an opus operatum.

&quot; The multitude,&quot; he says ,
&quot; hold confes

sion before the civil power to be the only thing : but this is

wrong, for even the hypocrite might make this confession. This

is a particular confession ; it is not the common confession, which

ought to be made by all Christians, of which he is here speaking ;

it is the confession through works and conduct, which answer to

a belief in him 2
. This common confession is followed by that

peculiar one, if it be needful, and if reason enjoins it

Those persons who confess him with their mouth, may deny him

through their works. Those only can truly confess him, who
live in the confession of him, among whom he himself confesses,

because he has received them into himself, and they have received

him into themselves
3

. Therefore can he never deny himself 4
.&quot;

We next make mention of PTOLEMJEUS, who, to judge from the

work of Irenaeus, (which was specially levelled against the party
of this man,) must have laboured much for the propagation of

Valentinian principles. One is led to inquire whether it be

true, as Tertullian asserts
5

, that Ptolemseus was distinguished
from Valentinus, because he imagined the ^?Eons rather under
the form of Hypostases, while Valentinus conceived them to be

powers in- dwelling in the being of God ; or at least one inquires,
whether this difference was of so much importance; because, in

fact, the representation of the JEons by the Gnostics, far from

being mere abstract notions of attributes, always must have
bordered on hypostatizing.

the Saviour by his feelings can preach him properly to others, although this just

thought is introduced into this place by an arbitrary interpretation of that which is

historical. We must here do Heracleon the justice to acknowledge, that Origen,
here as well as in many other places, attacks him unjustly, as if he contradicted

himself;
&quot;

for how could the Samaritan,&quot; says he,
&quot;

preach to others, when she had
left behind her, with the Redeemer, from whom she departed, her organ for the

reception of the Divine life.&quot; But Heracleon was here quite consistent in his appli
cation of the allegory ; he did not think of any local leaving behind.

1 In the fragment of his Commentary on St. Luke, quoted above.
2 Here again, what Heracleon says is in itself quite just ; and yet his explanation,

which has no reference whatever to the context, is quite false.
3

Efi\7j/i/vo&amp;lt;; avrovt; icai txof*
tv G VTTO TOVTWV.

4 Which would necessarily happen, if those who are in connection with him
were to deny him.

5 Nominibus et numeris JEonum distinctis in personates substantias, quas Valen
tinus in ipsa summa divinitatis, ut sensus et affectus et motus, incluserat. Adv.
Valentinian. c. 4.
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A very important piece of Ptolemseus, which has been pre

served his letter to one Flora, whom he endeavoured to gain

over to the Valentinian principles
1 shows that he was extremely

skilful in presenting his views to others in a manner likely to

recommend them. As he was apparently writing to a Christian

lady of the Catholic Church, he had particularly to remove the

objection, which she would make on the contradiction between his

doctrines and those of the Church, and against the supposition that

the Old Testament, and the creation of the world, did not proceed

from the Supreme God. In regard to the first, he appeals to an

apostolical tradition, which had come down to him through a

series of hands, as well as to the words ofour Saviour, according

to which men must determine every thing. By tradition he pro

bably means an Esoteric tradition, which he, being self- deceived,

doubtless deduced from some pretended disciple of the apos

tles ;
and as to the words of our Saviour, he could easily bring

them into accordance with his own system by the Gnostic exe

gesis. In regard to the second point, we may well conceive

that he has represented his principles under the mildest pos

sible form, in order to obtain acceptance for them with one

who was uninitiated ; but still we find in his conclusions nothing

which contradicts the Valentinian principles. He combats two

opposite errors, the error of those who held that the creation of

the world, and the Old Testament, were the work of an evil

Being, and the error of those who attributed them to the Supreme

God ;
in his opinion, the one party was in error, because it knew

only the Demiurgos, and not the Universal Father, whom Christ,

who alone knew him, had been the first to reveal : the other,

because it knew nothing of an intermediate Being, like the

Demiurgos. Ptolemseus, also, would probably say, the first

view is that of men, who remain Jews even in Christianity ; the

other that of men, who, without any intermediate state of transi

tion from the service of Matter and Satan, in heathenism, had

attained at once to the recognition and knowledge of the Su

preme God ; and who believed, because they had made this sudden

spring in their religion and knowledge, that a similar sudden

transition took place in nature. &quot; How can a law,&quot; he justly

inquires,
&quot; which forbids all evil, proceed from an evil Being,

who wars against all morality?&quot;
And he adds,

&quot;

They who do

1
Epiphan. Haeres. xxxiii. . 3.
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not recognize the providence of the Creator in the world, must
be blind not only in the eyes of the soul, but even in those of the

body.&quot;

He throws the Mosaic religious code into a threefold divi

sion :

1. That which proceeds from the Demiurgos;
2. That which Moses settled after the dictates of his own un

assisted reason l

;

3. The oldest additions to the Mosaic law 2
.

The Saviour clearly distinguishes the law of Moses from the

law of God (i. e. of the Demiurgos) in Matt. xix. 6, &c. He,
however, exculpates Moses again, and seeks to shew, that he

gave way to the weakness of the people only when forced, in

order to avoid a greater evil. That which proceeded from the

Demiurgos he divided again into a threefold division ;

1. The purely moral enactments, disturbed by nothing extra

neous, which are properly called &quot; The Law,&quot; in reference to

which, our Saviour says that he is not come to destroy the Law,
but to fulfil it ; for as it contained nothing alien to the nature of
the Saviour, it required only fulfilment; as, for instance, the

commandments, Thou shalt do no murder, TJwu shall not commit

adultery, were fulfilled in the commands neither to be anary nor
to lust.

2. The Law, disturbed by the intermixture of evil, as that

part, which permits of revenge, Levit. xxiv. 20. xx. 9. &quot; He
who recompences evil for evil, does no less evil, because he

repeats the same conduct, but in a different order.&quot;

The Gnostic has here only one measure for all cases; he could
not discover the distinction of the politico-juridical from the

purely moral, nor the necessary connection between the two,
from the very nature of the economy of the Old Testament.
And yet he recognizes here, as well as in Moses, an element of
instruction. &quot;This command,&quot; says he, &quot;was, and remains
still, in other respects ajust one, given on account of the weakness
of those who receive the Law, though it transgresses the pure

1 This distinction of different agents (factors) who worked together in the compo
sition of the Holy Scriptures, is quite conformable to the Valentinian notion of
Inspiration.

2
According to the theory of the Clementine, viz. that when the Law was written

down from the oral tradition of it, many foreign additions were mingled with the
oldest part of it.
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Law ; but it is foreign to the nature and goodness of the Father

of all, perhaps not consonant to the nature even of the Demi-

urgos *, but probably only forced upon him ; for while he who

forbade one murder, commanded a second, he suffered himself to

be surprised by necessity, without being aware of it.&quot; He means

to say, that the Demiurgos was wanting, not in the will, but in

the power, to overcome evil ; and this part of the Law is entirely

abolished by the Saviour, as contrary to the nature of the Su

preme God.

3. The typical ceremonial Law, which (see above) contains

the type of the higher spiritual things, the Law of Sacrifices, of

Circumcision, of the Sabbath, of the Passover, and of Fasts.

&quot;All this, which was merely type and symbol, was changed after

the truth had appeared* The sensuous and outward observance

is removed, but it is transferred to the spiritual: the names

remain the same, but the things are changed. For the Saviour

has commanded us also to offer sacrifices ; but not sacrifices by
means of irrational animals, nor such incense, but through spiri

tual praise and thanksgiving, and through charity, and doing

good to our neighbour. He wills also, that we should be cir

cumcised ; not, however, by the circumcision of the foreskin of

the body, but the spiritual circumcision of the heart. He wills

also, that we should observe the Sabbath, because he wishes us

to rest from doing evil. Also, that we should fast ; but not with

a bodily fast, but a spiritual, in which abstinence from all evil

consists. Our people, however, do observe the external fast,

because it may be of some service even to the soul, if reasonably

used, and neither used in imitation of any one, nor out of habit,

nor on some particular day, as if some one day were appointed
for that purpose, but where it is used also with remembrance of

the real fast, that those who are unable to keep that fast, may be

reminded of it by outward
fasting.&quot;

And yet what true insight

into the spirit of the system of religion proposed in the New
Testament ; what thoughtfulness and mildness of judgment does

he show here !

Marcus and Bardesanes 2 are distinguished persons among
1 I have translated after an emendation of the text, 1. c. c. 3. which I consider

necessary : iawg cvSe rovr^, or ry TOVTOV KctTa\\r]\ov.
2 We can only mention Secundus in a cursory manner ;

for the only thing worth

remarking about him is his modification of the ideas of Valentinus, by which he

made a distinction in the first ogdoad between a rtrpag Se%ia and a rtrpag dpiorcjoa,

naming the first, light, and the second, darkness: this is remarkable, because it
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those who are called the disciples of Valentinus ; we say,
&quot; who

are called the disciples&quot;
because it would probably be more cor

rect to state that both of them drew from the same sources in

Syria, the native land of Gnosticism, which Valentinus had used.

Marcus apparently came from Palestine in the latter half of the

second century. His coming from Palestine appears probable,
from the aramaic liturgical formulae, of which he made use.

While in an Heracleon and a Ptolemseus the Alexandrian style of

knowledge and learning formed rather the characteristic of their

theosophy, so on the contrary, in Marcus the poetic and symbolic
was the prevailing character. He brought forward his doctrines

in a poem, in which he introduced the .ZEons speaking in
liturgi

cal formula?, and in imposing symbols of worship. (We shall

hereafter introduce specimens of these latter.) After the Jewish

cabalistic method, he hunted after mysteries in the number and
the position of letters. The idea of a Aoyoe rou ovroe? of a
word as the revelation of the hidden Divine Being in creation,
was spun out by him with the greatest subtilty ; he made the

whole creation a progressive expression of the inexpressible. As
the divine seeds of life, which lie enclosed in the ^Eons, con

tinually unfold themselves wider and individualize themselves,
this represents, that these names of the unnameable being divide

themselves into their separate sounds. An echo of the Pleroma
falls down into the vAr/, and becomes the formative principle of

a new inferior creation
3
.

shows that, like most mystics, in the pride of his speculation he placed the original

foundation of evil in God, while he elevated God above the opposition of good and

evil, but supposed that the seed of the division took its rise when the development
of life began to proceed from God. Irenaeus, 1. i. c. 11, 2. A similar view is

found with those magi among the Parses, who taught, after Scharistani, that &quot; Yez-
dan cogitasse secum

;
nisi fuerint mihi controversiae, quomodo erit ? Hancque

cogitationem pravam, naturae lucis minus analogam, produxisse tenebras, dictas

Ahriman.&quot; (Hyde, Hist. Relig. Vet. Pers. p. 295.)
1 To apprfTov prjTov ytvr)9rjvai.

2 The ffrrepfiara Trvevfiarnca.
3 In general, it is a peculiarly Gnostic idea, to conceive that the hidden Divinity

expressed himself aloud till it was re-echoed, and died away, and then again that the

echo fashioned itself into a clear note [or tone, TON] and into a clear word, for the

revelation of the Divinity ; and this idea they could apply under a variety of dif

ferent relations. Thus Heracleon says. The Saviour is the Word, as the revelation

of the Divinity, all the body of prophecy, which predicted him, without being justly
aware of the idea of the Messiah, in its spiritual sense was only one note [ton],
which preceded the revealing word : John the Baptist, standing in the middle be
tween the economy of the Old and of the New Testament, is the voice [or tone,

stimme], which is akin to the word, as the word expresses thoughts, with a con-
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The second of these, Bardesanes, who is still less to be reck

oned as a proper disciple of Valentinus, lived at Edessa in Meso

potamia, as we learn from his name,
&quot; the son of Daisan,&quot;

derived from a river of this name in the town of Edessa: he

made himself known by his extensive learning ; many among the

older writings give notices of changes in the system of Bardesa

nes. According to the account of Eusebius, he was at first

devoted to the system of Valentinus; but when he had seen,

after accurate inquiry, how untenable much of it was, he went

over to the orthodox Church ; and yet at the same time retained

much of his old doctrines, so that he became the founder of a

peculiar sect. According to Epiphanius he went over from the

orthodox Church to the Valentinians. But Ephraim Syrus, the

learned Syrian writer, in the fourth century, who lived in the

land of Bardesanes, and wrote in his language, and who had read

his writings, gives us absolutely no notice whatever of these

changes in the doctrinal notions of Bardesanes, and it is easy

enough to explain how those false reports arose. Bardesanes,

when he spoke publicly in the Church, like the rest of the Gnos

tics (see above), made the prevailing doctrinal notions his starting

point : he let himself down after his own fashion to the capacities

of the psychici. On many simgle points he really coincided with

those notions more than other Gnostics, and he might also, from

sincere conviction, unite against many other Gnostic sects, at

that time prevailing in Syria, as against those who denied the

connexion between the Old and the New Testament, or those

who derived the visible world from an evil being, or those who
held the doctrine of fate to the prejudice of moral freedom ; just

as the Gnostic Ptolemseus (see above) notwithstanding his Gnos

ticism, had also written against such people.

It was in entire accordance with the Valentinian system, that

Bardesanes acknowledged something in the nature of man,

incomprehensible to itself, and elevated above the whole world,

sciousness of their meaning. The voice [stimme, voice, note, or tune] becomes a word,

when John becomes the disciple of Christ, and the note [or sound, tori] becomes a

voice \_stimme~\ when the prophets of the Demiurgos, together with the Demiurgos

himself, arrive at a consciousness of the higher world-system, which the Messiah re

veals, and serve that system knowingly and willingly. Origen, t. vi. Joh. 12.

O Xoyo /itv 6 2wrjp IGTIV, (jx^vrj Se i) Iv ry spq/i^ iraaa TrpoQrjTtKrj rai, TTJV

&amp;lt;/)wv)]v ot/cetorepav ovaav ry Xoyy Xoyov yf.vt.aQai. T&amp;lt;p rfXV J? fflI/ t^taQai TIJV (ig

(f&amp;gt;(DVT)v fj.tTaflo\t]v, paBrjTOV p,iv x^pav SiSovg ry jwtra/3aXXou&amp;lt;Tp tig Xoyov

(it ought rather to be rrjv) 6ov\ov 3t Ty diro rixov a&amp;gt; ^vr]v.
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in which the temporal consciousness of man developes itself;

the human soul being a seed shed abroad from out of the Pleroma;

its essence and its powers, which are derived from higher regions,

remain, therefore, hidden even from itself, until it shall have

arrived at a full consciousness and use of them in the Pleroma l
.

This, however, according to the Gnostic system, could only be

true about the spiritual natures ; but according to that system he

must have ascribed to the psychici also, a moral freedom, elevated

above the power of the influences of nature, or the power of the vAjj.

He, therefore, although like many of those inclined to Gnos

ticism, he busied himself with astrology, contended against the

doctrine of such an influence of the stars (an el^apfjievr)) as should

be supposed to settle the life and affairs of man by necessity. Eu-

sebius in his great literary treasure- house, the Tr/JOTrapaaicEinj

tvayyeXiKr], has preserved a large fragment of this remarkable

work ; he here introduces among other things the Christians dis

persed over so many countries
2

, as an example of the absurdity
of supposing that the stars irresistibly influence the character of

a people.
&quot; Where they are,&quot; he says of the Christians,

&quot;

they
are neither overcome by abominable laws and customs, nor does

their nativity, deduced from their prevailing stars, compel them

to practise the wickedness which is forbidden by their Lord.

But they are subject to sickness, to poverty, to pain, and to that

which is accounted shame by men. For as our freeman does not

suffer himself to be compelled to slavery, and if he is compelled
resists those who compel him, so on the other hand, the man who

appears to us a slave
8

, does not easily escape from subjection.

For, if every thing was in our own power, we should be TO irav

(the universe), as, if we were not able to do anything, we
should be the mere instruments of others, and not of ourselves.

But when God helps, every thing is possible, and no obstacle can

exist, because nothing can resist his will. And even if anything
does appear to oppose him, it then happens so because he is the

Good, and suffers every nature to retain its peculiarities and itsfree
M- i//*.&quot; In accordance with his system he searched for traces of

1 See Ephraem. Syr. Opp. Sys. Lat. t. ii. p. 5535.
2 See Part i. p. 74. (Euseb. Prsep. Evang. b. vi. c. 10.)
3

[&quot;
Unser Erscheinungsinensch als ein dienstbarer,&quot; &c. The original is thus:

QffTrep yap d IXevOtpof 7/juwv dvOpu&amp;gt;TTOQ
SovXfvtiv OVK dvayKa^trai, KO.V arayicaffOri

di QtffTarcn TOIQ dvayKa^ovffiv, ovrwg ovSe 6 ^atvo/ifroc j)/uwv dov\o dvQpwiros
T-JJC viroTayriQ K&amp;lt;pfvyfiv p&a&amp;gt;e ^vj/arat. H. R.]

4
[The passage which Neander has here selected is so limited that it does not give

VOL. II. H
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truth among all nations, and he remarked in the East Indies a

class of sages (the Brahmins, Saniahs) who lived a rigid ascetic

life, and amidst idolaters preserved themselves free from idolatry,
and worshipped only the one God.

2. The Gnostic sects, which denied the connection between the Old

and New Testaments., and between the visible and the invisible

worlds.

(a.) The Ophites.

As Cerintlms formed the most natural point of transition from

the Judaising sects to the Gnostics, so the Ophites make the

most natural point of transition from the Valentinians to this

second class of Gnostics ; for it is here shown how the same

ideas, by a slightly different turn, may lead to entirely different

propositions.

In the system of this sect, as well as in that of the Valenti

nians, the notion of a soul of the world prevailed, of a weak
reflection of light from the Pleroma, which falling down into

matter, animated the dead mass, and yet was itself affected by
matter also ; this soul of the world, the source of all spiritual life,

which attracts again to itself all which has once flowed from it,

this Pantheistic doctrine, of which the seed had already been

sown in the Valentinian system, in the Ophitic scheme only
comes forward in greater prominence, as the essential doctrines

of Christianity are driven further into the back ground ; and

even in this respect again, different modifications appear to have

found place in different branches of the Ophitic sects. The same

fundamental principle might, at the same time, be conceived and

applied in different modes, just according as the Christian, the

purely oriental and theosophic, or the Jewish element happened to

predominate in each case.

The Ophitic system represented the origin of the Demiurgos,
who is here called Jaldabaoth, exactly in the same way as the

Valentinian ; and even in the doctrine of his relation to the

an adequate view of the meaning of Bardesanes. The argument of Bardesanes

appears to be of this kind : Some things are avrt%ovaia, and these things are

changed sometimes in nations, others are not. The things that are in our own

power are not bound down in stern laws of necessity by climate. Such things may
be instanced, as circumcision and keeping of the Sabbath ;

these the Jews celebrate

every where. H. R.]
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higher order of the world, the point of transition (i. e. from one

system to another) may be easily recognized. The Valentinian

Demiurgos is a limited Being, who imagines, in his finite facul

ties, that he acts independently. The higher order of the world

is a thing altogether strange to him
;
he serves it without being

conscious of it. In the phenomena which proceeded from it, he

was at first entirely at a loss, he was surprised ; but this is not

the fault of a wicked disposition in him, only of his ignorance.
At length he is attracted by the Divine nature, and out of a

condition of unconsciousness, attains at length to a state of con

sciousness, and he now serves the higher order of the world with

delight. According to the Ophitic scheme, on the contrary, he

is a being not merely finite, but entirely at enmity with the

higher order of the world, and obstinate in his hatred of it.

Whatever of higher light he derived, in virtue of his descent

from the Sophia, he only misused, that he might set himself up

against the higher world, and make himself an independent
Lord. Thence came the desire of the Sophia to detach him

from the spiritual being which had accrued to him, and to draw

this latter again to herself, in order that Jaldabaoth, with his

whole creation, deprived of all reasonable being, might be de

stroyed. On the contrary, according to the Valentinian scheme,
the Demiurgos forms, for all eternity, a subordinate grade of

rational and moral existence ; subordinate indeed, but required
for the harmonious development of the whole. And yet, here

again, kindred ideas are found in the two systems, in the circum

stance that the Demiurgos is obliged, without knowing it or

wishing it, to serve the Sophia, and to bring to pass the fulfilment

of her intentions, and in the end, even his own fall and annihila

tion. This, however, is here no distinction for the Demiurgos,
as in the Valentinian system ; but in this very circumstance he

is placed exactly on the same footing with the Absolute Evil (the
evil principle itself). It flows not from the excellence of his

nature, but from the omnipotence of the higher system of the

world. Even the Evil Spirit, the serpent-spirit, o^tojuop^oc,
whose existence arose from the circumstance that Jaldabaoth, full

of hatred and envy against man, looked down into the vX?], and

formed a reflection and image of himself there, even this being
was obliged, against his will, to become only an instrument for

the accomplishment of her designs. The doctrine of the origin
and of the destination of man, in this system, has, however, much

H 2
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in common with the Valentinian, but at the same time, also,

much which belongs to another branch of the Gnostic systems.
In order to establish himself as an independent Creator and

Lord, and to hold in subjection the six angels
l

begotten by him,
and to distract them, so that they should not look up to and ob

serve the higher Light of the world, Jaldabaoth required his six

angels to create man, as their common form, that such a work

might set the stamp upon their independent Divine power
2
.

They now create man, who is, however, as their likeness, a mon
strous mass of matter, but without a soul ; he crawls upon the

earth, and is unable to hold himself upright. They bring, there

fore, this helpless being, man, to their father, that he may bestow

upon him a soul. Jaldabaoth communicated to him a living

spirit
3

; and by that means the spiritual seed proceeded, without

his being aware of it, from out of his being into the nature of

man, whereby he himself became deprived of this higher prin

ciple of life : the Sophia had so decreed it. In man
(i.

e. in

those men who have received any portion of the spiritual seed),

the light, the soul, the reason of the whole creation, concentres

itself. Jaldabaoth is now seized with surprise and anger, because

he sees a being, created by himself, and dwelling within the

limits of his dominion, on the point of raising himself above him

and his kingdom. Thence arose his endeavour, not to allow him

to come to a consciousness of his higher nature, and of the higher
world to which he is allied in virtue of that nature, and to keep
him in a state of dull unconsciousness, and thereby of slavish

servitude. It was from the jealousy of Jaldabaoth, who was thus

limited, that there proceeded that command to the first man; but

the soul of the world made use of the serpent- spirit (of the

b&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;io/uiop$og)
as an instrument, in order to frustrate the design of

Jaldabaoth, while through it she enticed the first man to disobe

dience. According to another view, the serpent was itself a

symbol, or a veiled appearance of the soul of the world
*

; and

those Ophites who held this doctrine are the persons, who, pro-

1 It must be observed, that according to the Ophitic system, Jaldabaoth and his

six angels are the spirits of the seven stars, the sun, the moon, Mars, Venus,

Jupiter, Mercury, and Saturn : the same from which, in the books of the Zabians,

and in many systems of Jewish Theosophists, a variety of delusions and seductions

of mankind have proceeded.
2 Thus they explain the words of Genesis i. 26.

3 This they thought they found in Genesis ii. 7-

4 The serpent, an image of the Zwoyovog &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ia
;
the form of the intestines wind-
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perly, bear the name of Ophites, because they worshipped the

serpent as an holy symbol, to which a kindred notion of the

Egyptian religion might have led them, because in that the ser

pent is considered as the symbol of Kneph, or the ayaflo&atjuwv,
which was similar to the aofyia of the Ophites. At all events it

was the soul of the world, by which, either mediately or imme

diately, the eyes of the first man were opened.
The fall by sin (which gives us a characteristic trait in the

Ophitic system) was the point of transition from a condition of

unconscious restriction to a condition of conscious knowledge.
Man, become a being of knowledge, now renounces his allegi

ance to Jaldabaoth, who, being irritated at his disobedience,

pushes him out of the ethereal region, where he had hitherto

existed in an ethereal body, down into the dark earth, and

banishes him into a dark body. Man finds himself now in such

a condition, that on the one hand the seven star-spirits attempt to

keep him in imprisonment, and to overwhelm the higher principle
of consciousness within him, while, on the other, the evil spirits

of a purely material nature, endeavour to seduce him to sin and

to idolatry, in order that he may become liable to the punish
ments of the severe Jaldabaoth. But yet the Sophia constantly

strengthens anew the men who were of kindred nature with her

self, by new communications of that higher spiritual nature ;
and

she was able, during all the destructions and storms, to preserve
a race of people belonging to herself from the time of Seth,

whom all Gnostics look upon as the representative of the TTVEU-

/LIUTIKOI, the men of a contemplative character, in which race she

preserves the seed of the spiritual nature.

The doctrines of the Ophites corresponded with those of Ba-

silides and the Valentinians, as to the relation of the psychical

Christ, or Jesus, to the Christ of the world of .ZEons, who united

himself to the former at his baptism. This only is peculiar to

them (the Ophites), that while the higher Christ descended

through the seven heavens of the seven angels, or traversed the

seven stars, in order to arrive at the earth, he appeared in each

heaven, in a form akin to that heaven, as an angel allied to it,

and that he concealed from them his higher nature, and attract

ing itself represents the image of a serpent, a symbol of that wisdom of nature, that

soul of the world, which winds itself concealed through all the grades of life found

in nature. Theodoret. haeret. fab. vol. i. 14. One sees how far more the pantheistic

principle here shines through these notions.
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ing to himself all which they still possessed of the spiritual seed, he

thus weakened their power. But now, when Jaldabaoth, the God
of the Jews, saw his expectations frustrated by his Messiah, and

when this Messiah did not further his kingdom as he had wished

and expected him to do, but announced the unknown father as

the instrument of the higher Christ, and destroyed the law of

Jaldabaoth, or rather Judaism, Jaldabaoth then brought about his

crucifixion. Jesus remained eighteen months on earth after his

resurrection, obtained through the inspiration of the Sophia a

clear knowledge of the higher truth, and then communicated it

only to a few of his disciples, whom he knew competent to

receive such mysteries. Jesus is now raised by the heavenly
Christ into heaven, and sits at the right hand of Jaldabaoth, with

out the latter being conscious of it, in order that he may attract

to himself, and receive into himself, all the spiritual substance,

which is set free and purified by the operation of redemption

among mankind, as soon as that substance has been detached

from its covering of flesh. The more Jesus, by this drawing to

himself all that is akin to him, is enriched in his own spiritual

nature, so much the more is Jaldabaoth denuded of all higher

qualities. The object of all this is to set free all the spiritual

life which is held captive in nature, and to re-conduct it to its

original source, to the soul of the world from which all pro
ceeded : Jesus is the channel through which this happens. The
stars also must at last be deprived of all being gifted with reason

which is found in them.

In this family of Gnostics there were some who maintained

even a more consistent pantheism, and supposed that the same

soul was extended throughout the whole of nature, animate and

inanimate, and that, in consequence, all the life which was scat

tered abroad and held in imprisonment by the bonds of matter in

the limited state of individual existence, would at last be attracted

by the original source, the soul of the world, the Sophia, from

which it had flowed forth, and thus flow back again into it

through this channel. Such persons would say, when we use the

objects of nature to our sustenance, we draw to ourselves seed

which are scattered over them, and we raise them with us to the

original source of all things *. Therefore, in an apocryphal gospel
of this sect, the soul of the world, or the supreme Being himself,

1

Epiphan. hseres. 26. c. 9.
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spoke to the initiated thus :
&quot; Thou art I, and I am thou ; and

where thou art, there am I, and I am spread over every thing.

Where thou wilt thou canst collect me, and where thou collectest

me, there thou collectest thyself.&quot; (Chap, iii.)

Pantheism, and the intermixture of the natural and the Divine

which flowed from it, by their very nature could not be very

exacting in a moral point of view, although in those men who had

embraced Pantheism, their previously-existing moral sentiments

might communicate even to the system itself a moral spirit which*

was foreign to its own nature. Pantheism, and a wild enthusias

tic spirit of defiance towards Jaldabaoth, and his pretended re

strictive statutes, appear in fact to have misled a part of these

Ophites into the most unnatural excesses .

It is of great importance towards the history of the Gnostic

sects to inquire, although the inquiry be difficult of solution,

whether these Ophites sprouted forth from a religious sect, which

originally had no connexion at all with Christianity, and whether,

on that account, as a part of this sect had already appropriated to

itself much which was Christian, a party existed also of those

Ophites, who were quite out of the pale of Christianity, and who

rather set themselves in hostility to it ? The latter appears to be

attested by an account given by Origeri, who says, that the

Ophites were no Christians., and that they suffered no one who

did not curse Christ to enter into their assemblies. He names a

certain Euphrates, who may have lived before the birth of Christ,

as the founder of their sect
2

. The Ophitic pantheism may very

1 As the accounts of Epiphanius in this matter agree with those of Clement of

Alexandria, a person more worthy of credit, and of Porphyry, ahout similar Gnos

tic sects, and as they b,ear an entirely characteristic stamp upon them, we are by no

means justified in calling their correctness into question. Nor can the fact alleged

here be considered a thing to astonish us at all; similar excesses, arising from a

pantheistic mysticism, have been often found, not only in the east, but in the west

also, as the history of the sects of the middle ages and of modern times will prove.

The latest examples may be found in De Potter s Vie de Ricci. v. i.

The instances are too well-known to readers of any general information to require

specification. No references will, therefore, be given. It is enough to state the

fact as illustrating a mental and spiritual phenomenon, but it is unfit to dwell upon.

[Other instances might be found in modern days where what was originally, per

haps, only a highly-wrought speculative doctrine, became subject to this dreadful

perversion. They could easily be cited, but it is needless, and perhaps improper, as

it might lead to enquiry on a subject, which could end only in disgust. It is enough
to state the fact as a mental phenomenon, and to leave any specification till the asser

tion is called in question. H. R.]
2
Origen c. Cels. lib. vi. c. 2JJ, &c. The obscure and uncritical Philaster, who sets

the Ophites at the head of the anti-Christian sects, cannot be valid as an authority.
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probably have been borrowed from an older Oriental system of

religion, and have been set in opposition to Christianity only by
some, while it may have been clothed in a Christian garb by the

others. The remarkable likeness between the Ophitic system,
those of the Sabians, and the Manicheans may indicate an older

and a common source in an anti- Christian Gnosis. But, on the

other hand, it cannot be denied, that the Ophitic formulae of

adjuration, which Origen quotes immediately after this declara

tion, plainly contain allusions to Christian notions. And it may
still be the case, that although the Ophitic sect appeared from

the very first as a Christian sect, yet the contrast to the nature of

Christianity which lay in its peculiar constitution also constantly
became outwardly more prominent; and that, as the contrast

between the Demiurgos and the Supreme God was so strongly

brought forward by them, so also, in consequence of the distinc

tion between the psychical and the pneumatical Christ, there

arose at last in some portion of the Ophites, a hostile opposition

to the former 1

(the psychical) ; so that, to curse the finite Mes
siah of the psyehici, became in the end a token to show that men
were disciples of the higher Christ. Something similar is found

in the sect of the Sabians, who referred much which they took

out of the history of Christ to a heavenly genius, the angel of life,

Mando di Chaje, whom they worshipped as the proper Christ,

from whom the true baptism proceeded, while they referred the

rest to the anti- Christ Jesus, (who had counterfeited the baptism
of John), who was sent by the star-spirits for the seduction of

mankind.

(
b.

)
Pseudo-basilidians.

As we see in the Ophitic system how entirely different a direc

tion the principles allied to the Valentinian system may receive

by a slightly different modification and application, so we find

a similar circumstance in the relations borne by a variety of the

Basilidian scheme, the doctrines of which are often confused with

those of the genuine Basilidians. The calm and moderate spirit

of the Basilidian system
2 was here entirely extinguished, and the

1 I am indebted for this observation to the profound critique on my work about

the Gnostics, written by Dr. Gieseler.

2 Were it not that Clement of Alexandria spoke of practical errors in pretended
followers of Basilides, similar to those found in this sect, we might be led to suspect

that those whom Irenaeus calls Basilidians had nothing whatever to do with Basilides.
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direct opposition to the Demiurgos and the Antinomianism,

wliich was connected with it, degenerated here into a wild dreami

ness that made light of all that is most holy. According to their

theory, the redeeming Spirit
1
could enter into no connexion

with the detested dominions of the Demiurgos, and he took upon
himself only the semblance of a corporeal form. When the Jews

were minded to crucify him, he, as a highly-gifted Spirit, know

ing how to clothe himself in every kind of corporeal appearance,

and to cast every sort of illusion before the eyes of the gross-

minded multitude, caused Simon of Cyrene (Mark xv.) to appear

to the Jews in his likeness; he himself took the form of this

Simon, and raised himself up unencumbered into the invisible

world, making a mockery of the deluded Jews. To these men

the doctrine of the Cross was foolishness ; and in the conceit of

their theosophic pride, they mocked those who confessed it as the

confessors of a mere illusory phantom.
&quot; Such men,&quot; they would

say,
&quot; are no Jews ; neither are they Christians.&quot; They despised

the martyrs as men who gave up their life merely to confess in

the name of a phantom.
&quot; Those who are initiated into the true

mysteries know well, that only one out of thousands can under

stand them : as your VOVQ was able to make himself invisible to

all men, so could they
2

also, like this your vovg, hide themselves

in all kinds of phantoms, and pretend to take a part in every

thing, in order to deceive the gross multitude, and to withdraw

from their persecutions
3

.&quot;

(c.) Sethites and Cainites.

THE example of the Sethites and Cainites, who most probably are

derived from the same source as the Ophites, teaches us how the

same Gnostic principles, by being differently applied, may pro

duce an opposite kind of Gnosis. The first of these two sects

maintained, that from the beginning two human pairs were cre

ated, the one by the angels of darkness, from which the race of

1 The VOVQ. See above, on the system of Basilides.

2 This art of becoming invisible is among the Cabbalistic arts also. A very re

markable instance of this fancy is to be found in Maimonides history of his own

life
;
and there are generally many interesting echoes of Gnosticism to be found in

the later Jewish sects, which Beer has delineated in his instructive history of the

Jewish sects. (Briinn, 1822.)
3 Irenacus i. 24.

2
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\OIKOI or vXiKot arose, the other, by the angels of the Demiur

gos, from which the race of \fjv\tKoi was derived; that Cain

sprung from the first, Abel from the second ; and, the two oppo
site natures contending together, that the weaker psychical nature

was overborne ; but that then Sophia allowed Seth to be born in

his stead, in whom (viz. Seth) she had implanted the higher spi

ritual seed, by which he was rendered capable of overcoming the

hylic principle. From Seth the TTVEVIULCITIKOI derived their origin ;

but, the opposing powers now seeking constantly to defile the

propagation of this spiritual race by the intermixture of ungodly
natures, Sophia, on this account, produced the deluge, in order

again to purify the degenerated race ; but her adversaries con

trived to suffer a Ham to insinuate himself among those who
were saved out of the mass of mankind that was destroyed, and

by him their dominion was again to be set up and extended.

Thence came new mixtures and disorders, and again Sophia had

to endeavour to produce new purifications : Seth appeared at

last in the person of the Messiah \

The Canutes, on the contrary, were abominable Antinomians;

they went to such a length in their hatred to the Demiurgos and

to the Old Testament, that they made all those whom they found

represented in the latter (the Old Testament) in the worst

colours, their Corypha3i, as being sons of Sophia and enemies of

the Demiurgos; and hence they claimed Cain for their party.
It was these persons who, while they considered the rest of the

Apostles as narrow-minded men, ascribed the higher Gnosis to

Judas Iscariot, who effected the death of Jesus, because he knew,
in virtue of his superior illumination, that the destruction of the

dominion of the Demiurgos would by this means be brought
about.

(d.) Saturninus.

WE recognize a peculiar branch of the Gnostic systems in the

doctrines of Saturninus, who lived at Antioch in the reign of

Hadrian ; but we have, it must be confessed, in both the princi

pal sources of information
2

, too imperfect data, to be able to

recognize this system in its whole connexion. (We pass over

without mention whatever he has in common with the Gnostics,

1 See above the representation of the doctrines of the Clementine.
2
Epiphanius and Irenseus.
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whom we have already described, as to the emanation-doctrines,

and as to those of dualism.)

In the lowest grade of the emanation-world, on the very bor

ders between the domain of light and the region of darkness, or

of (Hyle) v\ri, stood the seven lowest angels, those star-spirits;

they unite together in order to win from the region of darkness a

land on which they may carry on an independent kingdom.

Thus arose our world, the earth, into different parts of which

these star-spirits apportioned themselves, the God of the Jews

being at their head : they carry on a constant war against the

reign of darkness and Satan its prince, who will not suffer their

dominion to be extended at the expense of his, and who con

stantly attempts to destroy that which they construct. Only a

faint gleam from the higher regions of light shone down upon

them here. This gleam of light filled them with desire of it,

and they wished to possess themselves of it, but were too weak

to do so: it constantly recedes again, just as they desire to lay

hold of it. They unite, therefore, in order to drive these higher

beams of light into their dominion by means of a form cast after

the image of that form of light which played before them. But

the form of the angel is unable to raise himself into heaven ; he

cannot stand upright
l

;
he is a lump of matter without a soul.

The supreme Father, from the kingdom of light, at last takes

compassion on man, being thus helpless, although made in his

likeness ;
he communicates a spark of his own divine nature to

him, and man, now for the first time, becomes a being endued

with a soul, and can lift himself up to heaven. In the human

natures, into which it is transplanted, this divine seed of life is to

develope itself till it arrives at independence, and after a certain

time to return to its original source. Those men who, bearing

this Divine seed within them, are destined to reveal the Supreme
God on earth, are constantly opposed to those who bear within

them only the hylic principle, as being the instruments of the

kingdom of darkness. The Supreme God, therefore, in order to

destroy both the kingdom of the star-spirits, of the God of the

Jews, which endeavoured to render itself independent, and that

of darkness also, and in order to set free those men who were

akin to him (the Supreme God), by means of the Divine seed of

life, from the imprisonment of the star-spirits, and to procure
them a victory over the kingdom of darkness, the Supreme God

1 See above, in the history of the Ophites.
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sent his JEon VOVQ down
; this JEou being unable to enter into

union in any way with the kingdom of the stars, or with the

material world, could hence only show himself in the phantom
(or semblance) of a corporeal form. The doctrines of Saturninus

led to a strict system of asceticism, and to the precept of celibacy,
which was possibly, however, observed only in its strictness by
those who were peculiarly initiated into the sect, and not by its

ordinary members.

(e.) Tatian, and the Eucratites.

TATIAN, of Assyria, lived in Rome as a rhetorician, and was
there converted to Christianity by Justin Martyr, who had much
in common with him, in virtue of the similar mental education

he had undergone, as having formerly been a Platonist. As long
as Justin lived he adhered to the doctrines of the Church. And
even farther, after the death of Justin, he composed an apologetic

writing
l conceived in the same tone of thought, in which, how

ever, there was much which might afterwards afford an open

ing for Gnosticism. Tatian in this writing, as his master Justin

had done, received, after Philo, the Platonic doctrine about mat

ter, in its whole extent, into his system, little calculated as that

doctrine was to suit his system, as he at the same time maintained
the notion of a creation out of nothing. This Platonic theory
also prevailed upon him to maintain the notion of an undivine

spirit of life, united with and akin to matter, a reason-counteract

ing soul ; and hence he deduced evil spirits, whom he represents
as TTvtv^ara vAuca, little as this theory was in accordance with the

Christian doctrine of the nature of the evil spirit, and of the

origin of evil. Even in this writing he already maintained a

proposition which was elsewhere transplanted by many of the

first Christian Fathers from the Jewish theology ; viz., that the

souls of men, like every thing else, are formed out of matter, and
are akin to it

2

, and therefore, by their nature, mortal
; that the

first man, living in communion with God, had within himself a

principle of divine
life, of a more elevated nature than this soul,

sprung from matter, and that this principle was properly the image
of God 3

, whereby he was immortal. By losing this through sin,

he fell under the power of matter, and was subject to mortality.

His Aoyo Trpog

TTVtVfJia vXtKOV. 3 QtOV tlKWV KOI 6/HW(T.

1

2
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It is easy to see how these opinions, which, according to Tatian s

system, were not very consistent with each other, might serve as

a means of introduction to the Gnostic ideas of the vX], and of

the difference between the \pv%tKov and the irvevfj-ariKov ;
and a

system of asceticism, which strove after a complete detachment

from the things of sense *, might be the result
2
. According to

the account of Irenseus
* he formed for himself a system of -/Eons,

like that of the Valentinians ;
but this is not a sufficient ground

to conclude with certainty that his system was connected with

the Valentinian. According to Clement of Alexandria
4 he be

longed to the class of an ti-Jewish Gnostics ;
he referred the con

trast made by St. Paul between the old and the new man to the

relation between the Old and the New Testaments; but this

also he might express according to the Valentinian Gnosis, which

sets by no means an absolute opposition between the two systems
of religion. A remark of Tatian, which has been preserved,

appears to indicate, that he by no means so entirely detached the

Demiurgos, the God of the Old Testament, from connexion with

the higher world 5
. The words of Genesis,

&quot; Let there be
light,&quot;

he considered an instance, by the way, of his arbitrary mode of

Scriptural interpretation ; not as the words of a commandment

given by the Creator, but as the words of prayer. The Demiur

gos, sitting in dark chaos, prays that light may shine down from

above. His wild, ascetic turn, however, may have arisen from

the following circumstance, namely, that he made a more direct

opposition between the creation of the Demiurgos and the higher

world, and hence, also, between the Old and the New Testa

ments, than could find place according to the principles of the

Valentinian school; for that practical opposition to the creation

of the Demiurgos was usually founded in a theoretical one.

Tatian wrote a book on Christian perfection after the example of
our Saviour

6

,
in which he sets forth Christ as the ideal of a single

1

[Entsinnlichung. H. R.]
2
According to Irenaeus, i. 28. he maintained at first the condemnation of the

first man, which would harmonize well enough with the difference we have remarked

between the \pv%iKov and the irvtvfiariKov in the nature of the first man, which

latter [t. e. the TrvtvpaTiKov] he lost by sin.

3
Comp. Clem. Strom, iii. 465. C. [Sylb. p. 200. Pott p. 553. Klotz. vol. ii.

p. 265.]
4 Stromat. lib. iii. 460. D. [Sylb. p. 1978. Potter, p. 548. Klotz. vol. ii. p.

259.]
5 Theodot. didascal. anatol. fol. 806. Origines de Oratione, c. 24.
6

rif/u TOV Kara TOV (Twrijpa
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and abstinent life. If in this he kept simply to our canonical

gospels, and used no apocryphal narratives *, in which the picture

of Christ had already been drawn after a theosophico-ascetic

model, much must have met him here in such direct opposition,

that it might have removed him from this mode of thinking. But

we see by an example how Tatian was able, by means of his illo

gical mode of interpretation, to explain into an accordance with

his opinions the passages of Scripture the most unfavourable to

him, since he could find in the passage in 1 Cor. vii. 5, that St.

Paul sets marriage and ineontinency on the same footing, and

calls them both a service of Satan 2
. As the disposition for such

a theosophic asceticism was then, having arisen in the east, widely

diffused, it cannot surprise us to find that there were different

sects of such continentes
3

,
who had no immediate connexion with

Tatian.

To these belonged Julius Cassianus, who considered Adam as

the symbol of souls sunk down out of a heavenly condition into the

world of bodies, and he, therefore, made it a chief point that man

should detach himself from matter by a strict asceticism, and on

that very account also would not allow any appearance of Christ

in the world of bodies ;
he was, therefore, one of the Docetce.

He may probably have been an Alexandrian Jew ; his peculiar

opinions, his doctrines of the materialization
*
of souls and about

1 We should know more of this matter, if the tvayyeXwv diet reovrapaii had been

preserved. This writing appeared to the ancients to be a short harmony of the four

Gospels, Euseb. iv. 29 ;
but it is a question whether Tatian did not use, for that

work, many apocryphal Gospels at least ; as, according to the notice of Epiphanius,

p. 26. which is, however, very indefinite this collection appears to have had some

similarity to the eiayytXiov KaQ EjSporioug. Theodoret found more than two hun

dred copies of this writing in use in his Syrian diocese, and he found a necessity for

sending them out of use, because, probably, he found much that was heretical in

them. Theodoret. hseret. fab. i. 20. Tatian.

2 St. Paul gives permission in that passage only apparently; he withdraws again

instantly from that which he permits, by saying, that those who follow his per

mission serve two masters. By their mutual abstinence united with prayer they

would serve God ; by the opposite conduct they would serve immodesty, lust, and

Satan. Strom, iii. p. 460. (See note to p. 109.) According to Eusebius iv. iv. 29,

he was accused of having made many changes in St. Paul s expressions ; but from

the words of Eusebius, TIVCLQ avrov fitTaQpacrai (piovctQ, WQ tiridiopQovfievov avra&amp;gt;v

TTJV TTJQ Qpaffeaig avvraZiv, we cannot see plainly whether they were changes in

favour of his own doctrinal and ethical principles, or changes from Hebraistic ex

pressions into purer Greek ; and then one is led to inquire whether Tatian really

allowed himself to use such licence as a critic (which may have been the case), or

whether he had only different readings.
3

Eyicparirai, airoraKTiKoi.

*
Einkorperung ; Lit. Embodying, Incorporation,.
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matter, and his clocetism, which last theory Philo had already

applied to the Theophanise (appearances of God) of the Old Tes

tament S fitted on remarkably well to notions which had long-

been current among the Alexandrian Jews; and in his es^yjj-

TtKa
2 he endeavoured apparently to introduce these notions into

the Old Testament by an allegorizing mode of interpretation, an

example of which is to be found in his explanation of Gen. iii. 21,

by applying it to the material bodies in which fallen souls are

clothed.

Such also were the persons who, after a certain Severus, called

themselves Severiani, of whom we know nothing more than that

they rejected the epistles of St. Paul and the acts of the Apostles.
The first of these circumstances might lead us to suppose that

they were derived from the Jewish Christians ; but this cannot be

considered as a proof, because it is also possible that, instead of

taking refuge in forced and arbitrary interpretations, in order to

bring the authority of those writings into harmony with their

own principles, they found it an easier plan to throw away those

writings entirely and at once
3
.

(f.) Eclectic Antinomian Gnostics; Carpocrates and Epiphanes,

Prodicians, Antitacti, Nicolaitans, Simonians.

As, on the one hand, we observe a tendency of Qnosis to a
strict asceticism, which opposes itself to Judaism as to a sensuous
and carnal religion, so we remark, on the other, that it has also

a tendency to a wicked antinomianism, which, confusing Christian

freedom and unbridled licence, set Christianity in opposition not

only to the killing letter of a law, whose commands are out

wardly, but to the very inward nature of the law itself, and which
therefore contended against Judaism, and with Judaism also

against all moral law, as a thing too limiting for the inward life,

and as proceeding from the limited and limiting Demiurgos.
This was a misunderstanding against which St. Paul had given
warning, when he developed the doctrine of Christian freedom 4

.

We recognise in this a pantheistic mysticism, which opposed
1 See Philo on Exod. xxiv. 13. Opp. Ed. Mang. t. ii. p. 679. 656. de Abra-

hamo, 366. Ed. Francof.

Clem. Strom, lib. i. 320. [Sylb. p. 138. Potter, p. 378. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 71.]
3 Theodoret. haeret. fab. i. 21.
4 Galat. v. 13. et alibi.
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itself under various forms to the popular religions of the East,

which had now mingled itself with the doctrines of the Greek

philosophers at Alexandria, in consequence of the then inter

mixture of Oriental and western modes f thought, and which

imagined that, in Christianity, as a common religion for all man

kind, which destroyed the Jewish exclusiveness, and the old

popular religions, it could find a point on which it might engraft

itself. Suck an antinomian GNOSIS is shown in the system of

Carpocrates and his son Epiphanes. The first probably lived in

the reign of the emperor Hadrian, at Alexandria, where, at that

time, there was a religious eclecticism which had struck the em

peror himself
1
. He laid out a system of religion, which was

propagated and extended by his son Epiphanes, a young man,

who, by the perverse turn of mind given to him by his father,

had abused great talents, but who died in the seventeenth year of

his age. As Clement of Alexandria says, Carpocrates had

busied himself much with the Platonic philosophy, and had in

structed his son in it. The Platonic notions of the pre-existence

of souls of higher knowledge, as being the remembrance brought

from a former existence in heaven, are prominent parts in this

system ;
and the originators of this system seem to have appro

priated to themselves much out of the Phsedrus of Plato. They
made their Gnosis to consist in the recognition of one supreme

first existence
2

,
from which all being proceeds, and to which all

being strives to return. The finite spirits,
which had rule over

the individual places of the earth, endeavoured to counteract

this universal endeavour after unity ; and from their influence,

their laws, and their institutions, proceeded every thing which

restrains, every thing which destroys and checks, the original and

fundamental connection
s

,
which is found in nature, considered as

the revelation of that Supreme Unity. These spirits endeavour

to retain under their subjection those souls, which, having flowed

from out of the Supreme Unity are akin to it, but have sunk

down into the material world, and are imprisoned in the body, so

as to compel them, after death, to enter into new bodies, and to

See his Letter to the consul Servianus in Flavii Vopisci Vita Saturnini, c. ii.

Illi, qui Serapin colunt, Christian! sunt et devoti sunt Serapi, qui se Christi Epls-

copos dicunt.

2 Hence comes the phrase yvuaiQ novaSiKrj, which occurs in Clement of Alexan

dria.

3
[Gemeinschaft, communion, common nature,]
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render them unable to raise themselves up in freedom to their

original source. From these limiting spirits of the world proceed
all popular religions. But those souls, which, by the remem
brance they retain of their former higher condition, elevate them

selves to the contemplation of that Supreme Unity, attain the true

freedom and tranquillity, which nothing again can limit or destroy,

and such souls raise themselves above the popular gods and

popular religions. They considered a Pythagoras, a Plato, and

an Aristotle, among the heathen, to belong to this class of men,
and Jesus among the Jews. To him they ascribed only a pecu

liarly pure and powerful soul, by means of which, through
reminiscences brought from his former existence, he raised him

self up to the loftiest contemplation, freed himself from the

limiting laws of the Jewish God, and destroyed the religion

which had been established by that God, although he himself was

brought up in it. By his union with the juovac he obtained

Divine power, in virtue of which he was able to triumph over

the spirits of the world, and the laws which they had imposed on

nature, to perform miracles, and to endure suffering in undis

turbed tranquillity. By this divine power he was afterwards

enabled in freedom to raise himself up again to the Supreme

Unity, beyond the power of the spirits of the world. Thus this

sect put no difference between Christ and other sages of all

nations; they taught that every other soul also which could

elevate itself to the same height of contemplation, was to be put
on the same level with Christ. This sect hardly deserved the

name of a Christian sect, since they only appropriated to them

selves some propositions, taken at their own will and pleasure,
out of Christianity, and then connected them with other ideas

totally foreign to them. They perverted, after their own Pan
theistic mysticism, the assertions made by St. Paul of the nothing
ness of the merit of works, and about justification, not by works,

but by faith
; for under the name of faith they understood nothing

but that mystical brooding over the absorption of the spirit into

the original Unity. It needs only faith and love, they said
; all

outward things are indifferent ;
he who introduces a moral mean

ing into outward things, makes himself dependent upon them,
and remains subject to the dominion of the spirits of the world,

from whom all religious, moral, and political ordinances are de

rived, he cannot raise himself up after his death, out of the mere

VOL. II. J
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circle of Metempsychosis. But he who gives himself up to all

kinds of pleasure, without being affected by it, and so despises

the laws of those spirits of the world, he raises himself up to

union with the ONE First Being, with whom, being already united

here below, he has made himself free from all that can limit

his nature l
. Epiphanes wrote a book on righteousness, wherein

he carries out the principle, that universal nature reveals a

struggle after unity and communion ; and that the laws of men,

which are against this law of nature, but which are unable to

conquer the desires planted by the Creator himself in the heart

of man, first produced sin. Thus did he pervert what St. Paul

had said of the insufficiency of the law to make man holy, and of

its object, viz. to call forth the consciousness of guilt, in order

that, with profligate pride, he might despise the ten command

ments. These sects used to traffic much in magical arts, which

they deduced from the power of their union with the First ONE,
who is victorious over all the world-spirits ; they worshipped
an image of Christ, which was said to have come from Pilate,

together with the images of heathen philosophers, who, like

Christ, had raised themselves above the popular religion; and

they worshipped it with heathen ceremonies, which latter cer

tainly were not in accordance with the system of Carpocrates

and Epiphanes, but proceeded from the superstition of their

followers. At Same, the chief town of the island of Cepha-

lonia, in the Ionian sea, from which the maternal ancestors of

Epiphanes were sprung, this young man is supposed to have

made so great an impression on the multitude, that they erected

a temple, a museum, and altars to him, and offered him Divine

worship. As Clement of Alexandria 2

, a writer by no means of

great credulity, relates this circumstance, which appears by no

means incredible, if we take into account the circumstances of

those times, we have no reason to doubt the fact. But perhaps

it was only some members of this sect, which might have found

peculiar success on the island, who offered this honour to him, as

one of the greatest sages
3
.

1 Iren. i. 25.

2 Strom, iii. 428. [Sylb. p. 1834. Potter, p. 511. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 214 15. J

3 The spirit of these antinomian, eclectic Gnostics, who arbitrarily jumbled toge

ther all religions, and all systems of philosophy, in which they could find a point

whereon to fix their own system, as they might do in separate tenets detached from

that with which they are connected, is shown in a marked manner in two inscriptions

which were found very lately in the territory of Cyrene, and which prove the propaga-
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To these unbridled Antinomians belongs the sect of the Anti-

tacti (whose fundamental principle it was to set themselves in

opposition to the Demiurgos, or the God of the Jews, who had

sown evil, imperfection, and weeds, among the works of the

Father of good *,) and the Prodicians, the followers of a certain

Prodicus. These last maintained that they, as sons of the

Supreme God, and as the royal race, were bound to no law,

because for the king there was no written law
; and hence they

were lords of the Sabbath, lords over all ordinances. They
apparently placed the worship of God only in the inward con

templation of the Divine nature ; they rejected prayer, and

probably all external worship, as fit only for puny spirits, who
were still under the dominion of the Demiurgos ; and they

appealed to apocryphal writings that went under the name of

Zoroaster
2
.

tion of this sect to have lasted till the sixth century. They were published and ex

plained by Gesenius in his Christmas thesis, 1825 [in dem Weihnachtsprogramm).
The first of them, in which the sect conceals itself under general expressions,

which may, however, be taken in an innocent sense, ascribes the following words to

Simon of Cyrene, whom the pseudo-Basilidians, who had the same sentiments, made
a subject of their fictions: QwO (Hermes Trismegistus, under whose name there

exist spurious writings containing much Gnosticism), Kpoj/og, ZwpoaoTpjjg, ni&amp;gt;0ayo-

pag, EiriKovpog, MaerdaKJ/g. (Masdek, the founder of a Persian sect in the time of

the Emperor Justinian, who appears, like Prodicus, to have drawn from Apocryphal
writings that went under Zoroaster s name. See Gesenius, 1. c. p. 17.) Iwavvrjg,

XpiffTog Tf. Kai ol jy/urtpoi Kovpavancoi KaOtjyrjrai (with which last Clement 1. c.

p. 722, also classes Prodicus) &amp;lt;ru/i0wj/wg tvTtXXwviv jy/uv, p,rjdtv oiiceioTroitia9at,

roig Se vofioig apqyiiv, (they- understood by these words, according to their sense of

them, the vop,og aypa^oc, which is derived from the Supreme, is implanted in

nature, and strives after communion and unity, with which (i. e. the vofiog aypa^og)
the separating and limiting ordinances of the Demiurgos, the spirits of the world
and of men, are at variance,) ai TTJV traoavo^iav KarcnroXtfitiv. TOVTO yap r) TTJC;

SiKaioavvrjg irrjyij (SiKatoavvrj here has the meaning of the divine natural justice,
founded on that vopog QIIOQ, on which Epiphanes wrote a treatise), TOVTO TO paica-

pidig tv Koivy Zyv.
The other inscription, in which the sect comes forward without disguise, is in the

following terms : / Traffwv ovviwv icai yvvaiKuiv Koivortjf; Trrjyrj TTJQ 9 t 1 a g tffT i

apjjvjj Tf. Tt\ua T o IQ TOV T vfyXov o^Xou 1/cXt KT oig
avdpaviv, ovg Zapadrjg TS Kai HvGayopag, TWV iioofyavriDV dpiaroi, Koivy
tiv ffvvifvTo. We cannot, however, exactly maintain more decidedly, that

these inscriptions proceed from the sect of Carpocratians, because so many similar

sects, as the Prodicians, the pseudo-Basilidians, the Nicolaitans, &c., had the same

principles.

2 Clem. Strom, i. 304. [Sylb. p. 131. Potter, p. 357. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 50.] iii.

438. [see Sylb. p. 189, et seq. Potter, p. 526, et seq. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 230.] vii. 722.

[Sylb. p. 3067. Potter, p. 8545. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 236.]

i 2
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To this family of Gnostics belong also the Nicolaitans, if the

existence of any such sect can be proved. Irenseus, indeed,

names such a sect as existing in his time, deducing them from

Nicolaus the deacon mentioned in the Acts, and he believed that

he found their portraiture in the second chapter of the Revela

tions
1
. But it may be doubted whether Irenseus has really

penetrated the meaning of the Revelations in this case, and

whether the name of Nicolaitans is the proper name of a sect,

and still farther, whether it is the name of a Gnostic sect. The

passage relates to such persons as seduced the Christians to par

take in the heathen feasts at a sacrifice, and the excesses conse

quent upon them, as the Jews had formerly suffered themselves

to be seduced by the Moabites. (Num. xxv.) The name of

Nicolaitans might also be a merely symbolical name, as such an

usage of it would suit very well with the whole character of the

Revelations :
&quot;

destroyer of the
people,&quot;

&quot; seducer of the peo

ple,&quot;
like Balaam, and thus Nicolaitans might mean Balaamites in

this sense
2
. Now it was a favourite idea with Irena3us, that the

Apostle St. John had actually contended with many different

sorts of Gnostics ; and he was in the habit of searching for re

marks which were meant to oppose the Gnostics, in the writings

of St. John. As he found several of those errors, which are

blamed in the Revelations, among the Gnostics of his own day,

he concluded that the practical errors contended against by the

Apostle had also had their foundation in a theoretical Gnosticism,

and the name induced him to deduce them from the well-known

Nicolaus. But, in fact, we find in Irenseus only such indefinite

expressions in regard to this sect, that it by no means follows

necessarily that he wrote from any decided view of them. If we

had only the account given by Irenseus, we must acknowledge it

as possible that the story of this sect may have arisen solely out

of a misunderstanding of the Revelations. Although it might
then surprise us that Irenseus, without any external evidence to

induce him, should have made a man, distinguished by having a

public office conferred on him by the Apostles, the founder of a

1 Irenaeus i. 26. This refers to their practical errors : qui indiscrete (afaafyopoiq)

vivunt. In loc. cit. iii. 11. he speaks of their speculative errors, but he does not

altogether separate them from other Gnostics, in order to bring forward what is

peculiar to them.
3 Balaam, that is, VIKO\O.OQ ; according to the etymology which deduces this name

from sto and D.
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heretical sect. But such a mistake could never be laid to the

charge of that learned Alexandrian Clement, an unprejudiced

man, and one accustomed to historical criticism ; and he appeals

to facts which could not have been invented. There were people
who had the corrupt principles which we have mentioned before,

viz. that man must conquer his desires by giving himself up to

them and not allowing himself to be affected by them, and that he

must abuse his flesh and annihilate it by its own instrumentality,

in order to show his contempt for it : their motto was words to

this effect, which they ascribed to the deacon Nicolaus !
. The

same Clement afterwards, in another passage, quotes another

trait out of the life of this Nicolaus, which this sect used in order

to justify their own excesses
2
. The Apostles, it would seem, had

reproached him with his jealousy about his wife, and in order to

show how little this reproof would attach to him he brought her

forward and said,
&quot; Let him that will, marry her.&quot; But Clement

was far from holding Nicolaus to be the founder of this sect,

although the sect itself claimed him. He clears the character of

that man of the Apostolic Church, and quotes the tradition, that

this Nicolaus lived in unspotted wedlock to the end of his days,

and left children, whose conduct was irreproachable, behind him.

We see, therefore, that Irena3us did not err in supposing the exis

tence of such a sect, but only in not examining more carefully its

pretences. It was the fashion for such sects, as we have often

before remarked, to engraft themselves to some great man or

other of antiquity, in their choice of whom they were often

guided by accidental circumstances. Thus the Nicolaitans made

Nicolaus, the deacon, their founder, without any fault of his.

Clement thought that they had only corrupted his words and

actions in a perverted manner, and he endeavours to explain both

one and the other in a more favourable mode
; but one is led to

inquire whether Clement has viewed it in a sufficiently critical

manner. All which is here ascribed to Nicolaus bears a very

apocryphal stamp upon it; and perhaps that sect had a life of

that Nicolaus, in which all this was found, put together by them
selves or by others from fictions and unauthentic traditions. If

this sect be not the same which was in existence in the Apostolic

times, a point which cannot be decided with certainty
3

, the name

1 To dtiv TrapaxpijffaaOai ry aapici. Strom, ii. p. 411.
2 Strom, iii. p. 436.
3 Even supposing that the name Nicolaitans in the Apocalypse should be really
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of the Nicolaitans in the Apocalypse may have induced the later

sect to name itself after Nicolaus. But as they probably be

longed to the party of ariti-Judaizers, and therefore acknowledge

only St. Paul as an Apostle, they would also be induced by what

they read in the Apocalypse to maintain the antiquity of their

sect, as one which the Judaizing St. John had opposed ; and the

name induced them naturally to deduce it
(i.

e. the sect) from

that Nicolaus. We have before found instances in which the

Gnostics chose for their founders persons who appear in an

unfavourable light either in the Old or the New Testament.

The Simonians are also to be mentioned here, an eclectic sect,

which it is difficult to bring into any one definite class, because

they appear to have attached themselves, sometimes to heathen

ism, sometimes to Judaism, or to the religious opinions of the

Samaritans ; and appear to have been sometimes strict ascetics,

sometimes wild despisers of all moral laws (the Entychites).
Simon Magus was their Christ, or at least a form assumed by the

redeeming spirit which had appeared also in Christ, whether it

was that in their first origin they had really proceeded from the

party founded by that Goeta (magician) mentioned in the Acts,

or whether the sect which arose later, merely to please their own

fancies, had made Simon Magus, whom the Christians abomi

nated, their Coryphaeus, and had forged under his name pre
tended books relating to the higher wisdom. What some learned

men have supposed, viz. that another Simon, distinct from that

old Simon Magus, founded their sect, and that he was confused

with that older Simon Magus, is too arbitrary a supposition, and

is by no means required for the elucidation of the historical phe
nomenon presented to us

l
.

the proper name of a party founded by a person named Nicolaus, and that the mere

existence of the name there had given occasion for allusions to Balaam, it would

still not be a necessary deduction from these premises that this party which was

then in existence was a Gnostic sect.

1 This Simon Magus, to whom properly no place belongs among the founders of

Christian sects, has obtained an undeserved importance in the Old Church, by being
made the father of the Gnostic sects. As the representative of the whole theo-

sophico-goetic character, in opposition to the simple faith in revelation, he has become
in the same manner a mythical personage, and given rise to many fables; as, for in

stance, that of his disputation with St. Peter, and his unhappy attempt at the art of

flying ;
and the Clementine is the place where the fable is most ingeniously con

ducted. But it was an extraordinary circumstance that Justin Martyr, in his second

apology before the Roman Emperor, should appeal to the fact, that there was a

statue at Rome to this Simon Magus on an island in the Tiber (kv TV Tt/3tpt irora-
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(g.)
Marcion and his School.

MARCION forms the most natural close to the series of the Gnos

tics, because he belongs to the Gnostics only on one side, and, on

another, rather forms a contrast to them : he stands on the boun

dary between the Gnostic turn of mind, where speculation was

the prevailing characteristic, and a character of mind thoroughly

opposed to speculative Gnosticism. Christian feeling is far more

appealed to by him than by other Gnostics, because his whole

being was far more deeply rooted in Christianity, because Chris

tian feeling was the keynote of his whole inward life, and his

whole religious and theological character, while among the rest of

the Gnostics this (although sometimes the prevailing turn of

mind) formed only one of the dispositions belonging to them, and

was intermixed with much of a different character. It is instruc

tive to mark how an endeavour, which proceeded from the very

depths of Christianity, could receive an un-Christian turn by
means of a gross partiality ;

it is a warning and a startling cir

cumstance to see a man, whose errors themselves were connected

uy [itTaZv r(av dvo yt^vpwv) with the inscription Simoni Deo Sancto. Although

such Goetae at that time found much acceptance even with the highest classes, yet

one can hardly believe that it could have amounted to the erection of such a statue

and to a decree of the senate, by which Simon Magus was received into the number

of the Dii Romani. We should be obliged to question the correctness of Justin s

assertion, even if we were not able to explain the cause of his error. But this

seems now to be ascertained, as in the year 1574, at the place designated by Justin

Martyr, a stone was dug up, which seemed to have been the pedestal of a statue,

and it bore the inscription
&quot; Semoni Sango Deo Fidio Sacrum.&quot; Now certainly this

statue was not erected by the Roman senate or Emperor, but by one Sextus Fom-

peius ;
but Justin, full of the histories then current about Simon Magus, overlooked

this, and confused the Semo Sancus (a Sabine Roman Deity, which might have re

mained unknown to Justin, well acquainted with the Greek, but not with the Roman

mythology) with Simo Sanctus, especially as in the surname of that deity Sanctus

was sometimes written instead of Sancus. Tertullian, indeed, as better acquainted

with the Roman antiquities, might have been able to form a better judgment on the

matter, but in such cases he was too prejudiced, and too little inclined to the critical

art, to investigate any farther an account which was to his own taste, and came also

from a man of reputation. The more critical Alexandrians do not mention the cir

cumstance, and Origen, lib. i. contr. Cels. c. 57, by saying that the name of Simon

Magus was known beyond Palestine only to the Christians, who knew him from the

Acts of the Apostles, seems himself to stamp the story of a statue erected to him at

Rome as a fiction. The Samaritan Goetae and founders of sects, Dositheus and

Menander (who is made out to be a disciple of Simon Magus) are even less deserving
still of any particular mention in a history of Christian sects.
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with a spirit of love, only that it was a mistaken spirit, and a

man, to whom the Christ who filled his heart was one and all,

misunderstood and called a heretic by most of the Christians of

his own day, because they were unable to understand his mode
of conception, and indeed chiefly by those who might have dwelt

in the most intimate communion with him, in virtue of that which

they bore within their hearts, if any other mode of communica
tion had existed besides those of words and definite ideas (be-

griff) : any other mode than by that which is only a dim reflection

of the inward life, a source of so many misunderstandings and

mutual mistakes among men, which would be removed if one

man could read the inward life and conscience of another ! What
Marcion had in common with the Gnostics, and particularly in

common with the Gnostics of this class, was partly the distinction

which he made between the God of nature and of the Old Testa

ment, and the God of the Gospel, and the distinction between

the Divine and the human generally, as well as many speculative

elements, which he connected with his system of religion. And

yet he had evidently arrived at that which he had in common
with them by an entirely different road. It was in Christ that he

first found his God ; and that glory of God which had revealed

itself to him in Christ, he was never able to find again in nature

and in history. The speculative elements, which he borrowed

from other Gnostics, were to him only necessary aids to fill up
the gaps which his system, being founded on an entirely different

and a wholly practical plan, would necessarily have, It was evi

dently not his intention, like that of other Gnostics, that Christ

ianity should be completed by means of the speculative conclu

sions of other doctrinal systems, but he wished originally only
to restore again to its purity Christianity, which had, in his

opinion, been adulterated by admixtures foreign to its nature.

The partial point of view, from which he set out with this dispo

sition, was the occasion of most of his errors.

He did not make a secret doctrine the source of the knowledge
of this genuine Christianity ; but he would not suffer himself to

be bound by a general Church tradition, because, in his opinion,

foreign matter had already mixed itself in such a tradition with

pure Apostolic Christianity. As a genuine Protestant (if we

may transfer to an ancient day this appellation which arose in

deed later, but denoted a genuine primitive Christian turn of mind)
he wished to consider the word of Christ and of his genuine dis-
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ciples [i. e. original Apostles, Tr. ] the only valid source of a

knowledge of the true Gospel. He certainly, instead of recog

nizing the many-sidedness of Christianity from the variety of the

instruments selected for its propagation, allowed himself to make

an arbitrary division between them, founded on a one-sided view.

His endeavour to find the genuine documents of pure original

Christianity, led him into historical and critical investigations,

which were far removed from the contemplative disposition of the

other Gnostics. But he gives us here a warning example, how
such inquiries, as soon as they are swayed by the pre-conceived
doctrinal opinions, in which the thoughts are fettered, must lead

to unhappy results, and how easily an arbitrary hypercriticism is

formed in opposition to an uncritical credulity ;
how easily, in

short, man, in struggling against one class of doctrinal prejudices,

falls into another.

The other Gnostics united a mystical allegorizing interpreta

tion of Scripture with their theosophic idealism. The single-
hearted Marcion was a zealous enemy of this artificial mode of

interpretation. He was, on the contrary, a warm adherent of the

literal interpretation which was in vogue among the opponents of

the Gnostics
;
and it was shown in his case, how even this mode

of interpretation, if it is not combined with other hermeneutic

principles, and if it is carried to the extreme, must lead to arbi

trary results.

The opposition between 7n&amp;lt;mc and jviom^ between an exote

ric and an esoteric Christianity, belonged to the essential attri

butes of the other Gnostic systems ;
but it was impossible that

such an opposition could be recognized by Marcion, whose at

tachment was chiefly to the practical St. Paul. With him TTKTTIQ

was the common source of Divine life for all Christians ; he knew

nothing higher than the illumination which all Christians ought to

have : that which he recognized as true Christianity was to be

known and recognized as such by all who were generally capable
of receiving Christianity ; and the only difference he could make
was that between mature Christians, and those who still needed

further instruction in Christianity (i.
e. Catechumens). This

characteristic of Marcion s doctrine, so wholly unlike the usual

spirit of Gnosticism, leads us to conclude that it received its

development also in a wholly different mode. But, alas, we have

no authentic accounts of the life of Marcion, so as to enable us
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to inquire into that point satisfactorily. Many gaps in that life

can only be filled up by conjecture.
He was born in Pontus in the first half of the second century.

If the account of Epiphanius is founded in fact, his father was

bishop of that Church ; but even then, if it be true, it is still

most probable that he was elected to that office when Marcion

was already a youth or arrived at the age of manhood ; for it is

most probable, if we may judge from the development of his sys

tem, that Marcion lived the early part of his life as a Heathen,
and afterwards turned to Christianity from the free impulse of his

own heart. Like many others, he felt himself, in the first glow
of faith and love, impelled to renounce every thing earthly ; he

bestowed his goods or a part of them on the Church, and began
to live

a
as a continens or ao-fcrjrr/c

2
in strict self-denial. His con

tempt of nature, which was at first only of a practical and ascetic

kind, proceeding from a falsely-conceived opposition between the

natural and the Divine, might now, under a variety of different

influences, lead a man of a soul so impetuous in its apprehensions
and so abrupt in its determinations as his, to a theoretically-con

ceived separation between the God of nature and the God of the

Gospel. Nature appeared so cold and stiff to his heart, filled and

glowing with the image of the God of love and mercy, as he

appeared in Christ. He was, doubtless, right in the belief that the

contemplation of nature cannot lead to the knowledge of that Father

of love and mercy ; he was right in his opposition against the Deist,

who sets the preaching of nature on the same level with that of the

Gospel, and who finds in nature alone and by itself a temple of

eternal love
; but Marcion was always inclined to push matters to

the extreme. Even in history, Marcion, full of the glory of the

Gospel, thought that he could find no trace of the God who had

revealed himself to him there
(i.

e. in the Gospel) ; he, like many
other zealous Christians, would look back into the Heathen world

only with horror, and it appeared to him nothing but the kingdom

of Satan ; but even in the Old Testament he could not find again

1 Pecuniam in primo calore fidei Ecclesiae contulit. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib.

iv. c. 4. When Epiphanius calls Marcion a /iovawv, he is only making a confu

sion between the circumstances of his own and of earlier times
;
and by the word

[iovaZwv we must understand an aaKrjTijg. Ephraem Syrus blames Marcion for

acquiring a delusive reputation through his asceticism. Opp. Ed. Lat. Sermo i.

p, 438, and seq.
2 See above.
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his God and his Christ : his fiery and impatient spirit, which was

too deficient in calmness and reflection, to be able properly to

investigate the relation between the Old and New Testament,
was now at once struck with the contrast between the two forms

of religion. He had no notion of a gradual (literally pedagogi

cal) development of the Divine revelation, and Judaism appeared
to him too carnal to have proceeded from the same source as the

spiritual religion of Christianity ; and he believed that that same

God of love, of mercy, and compassion, whom he knew from the

Gospel, was not to be recognized here
(i.

e. in the Old Testa

ment). It is easy to see that (after this notion of the contrast

between the Old and the New Testament had once become the

prevailing idea in his soul), if he, standing in this position, con

sidered the Old Testament, he would be able to find many points
on which he could rest this opinion. We must add also, that,

according to his principles of a thoroughly literal interpretation

of the Bible, he believed that all the anthropomorphical and

anthropopathical expressions of the Old Testament must be

maintained to the very letter, without distinguishing the idea

from the dress in which it is clothed.

A man of Marcion s character would naturally be induced by
opposition only to develope himself more strikingly in his partial

views, and to harden himself in them. In reality he had to con

tend with such an opposition, and this contention had, no doubt,

a remarkable influence on the formation of his religious and doc

trinal views. There was, in existence, to say the truth, at that

time, particularly in Asia Minor, a false turn of mind, which in

terpreted the Old Testament without sufficient spirituality, which
did not sufficiently distinguish between the different positions
taken in the two dispensations, and which in many doctrines (as,

for example, the doctrine of Christ s kingdom, the idea of a mil-

lenarian kingdom,) mixed up a carnal Judaism with Christianity.
This disposition he combated with violent zeal, and blamed, not

wholly without foundation, those who were its slaves with adulte

rating the Gospel, and hence there might easily arise in his mind
a suspicion of the genuineness of the whole traditional system of

the Church (TrapaSotne), and of the Biblical documents which he

had received from that tradition ; and hence, also, he may have
been induced to endeavour, by his own inquiries, to form for him
self a Christianity, purified from all that was foreign to its nature.

His contention with this too Jewish disposition then drove him
7
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also constantly to conceive the contrast between the Old and the

New Testament more and more sharply, and in many things to

suppose unjustly that Christianity had been adulterated by Juda

ism. This enmity of his towards the Old Testament, and many of

his opinions connected with it, were, probably, the cause of his

being excommunicated at Sinope. On this he travelled to Rome,
with a view of seeking whether he could not, in the Church of

the metropolis of the world, discover friends to his opinions,

which, he was fully persuaded, were the principles of genuine

Christianity; and the number of anti-Jewish feelings then pre

vailing in the Roman Church l

might give him hopes of success.

If the account #f Epiphanius is to be relied on, Marcion must

have inquired of the Roman clergy how they explained the pas

sage in Matt. ix. 17, in order to elicit from their own mouth the

avowal that the new wine of Christianity cannot be poured into

the old bottles of Judaism without destroying them. But in

Rome also his Dualism in the doctrine of the revelation of God
could meet with nothing but contradiction, because the acknow

ledgment of the one same God and of the one same Revelation

in the Old and in the New Testament was a portion of the Cath

olic doctrine of the Church. Rejected here also by the Church,
he was driven into forming his anti-Church dispositions into a

firm determinate system, and founding an independent commu

nity. Up to this time his system had been only founded on

practical considerations : the conviction that Christianity had

appeared in human nature as something wholly new, unexpected,
and unforeseen ; that it had communicated to human nature a

Divine life, to which there had hitherto been nothing akin in

man ; that the God, who appeared in Christ, had never before

revealed himself, either by nature, by reason, or by the Old Tes

tament, and that nothing bore witness to him, nothing was his work

but Christianity; this was the conviction from which Marcion

set out. (It may be a question, whether he had at that time car

ried out his system farther than this.) But these persuasions,

proceeding from his inward Christian life, must have led a think

ing man to many inquiries which he could not answer. A Gnos

tic system would be able to fill up these gaps in his doctrinal

views : he might there learn to acknowledge a Demiurgos, dif

ferent from the perfect God, as the&quot; God of nature and of the Old

1 See above, in the history of the Cultus.
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Testament; and a contempt for nature, and a hatred towards

matter, as the source of evil, would correspond to his ascetic

dispositions. The Syrian Gnosis, which, as we have remarked,
maintained these points very definitely, would naturally suit him

exactly. And thus it happened that he joined himself to one

Cerdo, a teacher of this Gnosis, who came from Antiochia, and

he borrowed from him the principles needed for the completion
of his dogmatical system.
The very nature of Marcion s opinions necessarily implied

that he would labour for the propagation of his principles with

more zeal and activity than other Gnostics ; for, while others

believed that they could impart their higher knowledge only to a

small portion of Christians, to the spiritual, Marcion, on the con

trary, was persuaded that his was no other than the original

Christian doctrine, which ought to belong to all mankind
; and

he would therefore feel himself impelled to communicate to all

Christians the light of truth which had been imparted to him.

He therefore made several voyages ; he spent his life in many
struggles both with Heathens and with Christians; to be hated

and to suffer he considered as the destination of Christians. &quot; My
fellows in being hated, my fellow-sufferers,&quot; (dv^ioovjjLivoi K&amp;lt;U

&amp;lt;TuvraAcu7Twpot)
was his usual address to his disciples *. Perhaps

he was at Rome, when Polycarp, the aged bishop of Smyrna?
visited Anicetus, bishop of Rome 2

. Marcion, who, in his youth,

apparently had lived on terms of friendly intercourse with the

former, and saw him again now after a long lapse of years, went

up to him and addressed him thus,
&quot; Dost thou remember me,

Polycarp?&quot; But this old man, otherwise so full of charity,
refused to receive none but the enemies of the Gospel into his

kindly affections
;
and such Marcion appeared to him, for he was

unable to recognize in him the Christian character, which was in

fact the very foundation of his errors. He answered him there

fore,
&quot; Yes ; I know the first-born of Satan !&quot; Tertullian

3
re

lates that Marcion at length testified his regret at the schism

which had arisen in the Church ; that he had prayed to be again
received into the communion of the Church, and that this prayer
had been granted, on the condition that he should bring back to

the Church those who had been seduced away by him, a condi-

1
Tertullian, c. M. iv. 36. iv. 9. * See above.

3
Prescript, c. 30.



126 MARCION. GNOSTIC PRINCIPLES.

tion which his too early death prevented him from
fulfilling. It

must be avowed that we cannot implicitly trust this account, nor

are we able to say whether there be any foundation for it in

truth; nor even in that case, what foundation there is. Since

with Marcion every thing proceeded from the heart, it might

easily happen that while he sighed after Christian communion
and perceived the evil consequences of schisms, he should at last

be softened as his age increased, and should seek again to attain

peace with the majority of Christians.

It still remains for us to consider somewhat more closely the

system formed by an union between the practical disposition of

Marcion, and the Gnostic principles of Cerdo. In its funda

mental principles this system harmonized with the other Gnostic

systems of this second class, only with the distinction, that it was

always made pre-eminently clear, that he conceived every thing
more from a practical than from a speculative point of view, and

that he was not so deeply interested in what was merely specu
lative. He assumed three fundamental principles :

1. A vXrj, which had existed from all eternity.

2. The perfect, almighty, holy God; the God who is Eternal

Love, the Good, 6 ayaOog, who alone is to be called God in any

proper sense ; who, in virtue of his holy essence, cannot come

into any contact whatever with matter ; who forms only through
communication of himself a life akin to himself, and does not act

on that which is without.

3. The Demiurgos, a subordinate Being, of limited power,

standing between good and evil, who is named a God only in an

improper sense (as the name of God is transferred also to other

beings, Ps. Ixii.
a

),
who is in avowed enmity with matter, and en

deavours to bring it into subjection to himself, and to form it,

but is never able wholly to subdue its opposition
2
. The ungodly

Being of matter, which resists all fashioning and forming, is the

source of all evil ; and this ungodly Being, concentrated in that

power of blind impulse which is associated with matter, is Satan.

The distinction he draws between true moral perfection, which

consists in holiness and love, whose essence it is only to impart

itself, only to bless, to make happy, to redeem and bare right

eousness, justice, or uprightness, which weighs every one accord-

1 Clem. Strom, lib. iii. p. 425. Tertull. c. M. lib. i. c. 715.
2
Ephr. Syr. Orat. 14. p. 468, D.
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ing to merit rewards and punishes, recompenses good with

good, and evil with evil, and which brings forth only outward

propriety of conduct, this was the fundamental practical notion,

on which all Marcion s other notions rested. Whilst some l

formed to themselves assuredly too gross anthropopathical repre
sentations of the retributive justice of God, which could not well

be reconciled with the idea of a God, who is Love. Marcion, in

combating these representations, (as he was generally, from his

impetuous and rugged nature, inclined, in controversy, to carry
matters to the utmost extremity,) made out an absolute contra

diction between justice and holiness, so that it was impossible, in

his opinion, that both attributes should exist side by side in the

same being. It must be confessed, that while he opposed justice
to holiness, and under the former name collected together all the

marks which he believed that he could find in the Old Testament

(when interpreted and considered in his own prejudiced views),
as characteristic of the Demiurgos, he made to himself a concep
tion of justice, which was by no means consistent or tenable;
intimate consistency, with him, always depended more on the

heart than on abstract conceptions.

As far as our present means of information extend, the mode
in which Marcion considered the relation of the Demiurgos to

the perfect God, in reference to the origin of the tattei, appears

very indefinite. As we find elsewhere, among the Gnostics,

nothing but Dualistic systems, and none in which three princi

ples, wholly independent on each other as to their origin, were

acknowledged, it seems most natural to look on the matter in the

following light, viz. that Marcion also deduced the origin of the

imperfect Demiurgos, according to a certain line of development,
from the perfect God and certainly it is the notion which comes
most readily into the human mind, to deduce that which is imper
fect from that which is perfect. There is nothing to contradict

this supposition ; for, even if we grant that no passage is found
in ancient authors, from which it can strictly be proved that

Marcion derived the origin of the Demiurgos from the Supreme
God 2

, yet, at any rate, there is no passage, in any writer worthy
of credit, on such a point, from which the contrary can be

1 See Part I.

2 And yet one of the Fathers, Rhodon ap. Euseb. v. 13. says that Marcion

acknowledged only dvo apxa S-
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proved. We can only say, that the iridefiniteness in the accounts

of ancient writers arises from the circumstance that Marcion,
interested only in the practical view of these subjects, has not

declared himself with sufficient definiteness, in a speculative

point of view, on the relation of the Demiurgos to the Supreme
God.

The point, then, which Marcion deemed of practical import

ance, was to maintain the doctrine of a wholly new creation, by
means of Christianity, and to cut in sunder that thread, by which

Christianity might be connected with the world, as it was in its

earlier condition. The Demiurgos, therefore, of Marcion, did

not act in obedience to more lofty ideas, to which he was subser

vient, as an instrument, although unconsciously, or even against
his own will, but he was an entirely independent, self-existent,

Creator of an imperfect world, which corresponded to his own
limited nature. On this account Marcion did not assume, with

the other Gnostics, that to man, as the image of the Demiurgos,
a still higher principle of life was imparted by the Supreme God ;

but he recognized in the whole nature of man, as a work of the

Demiurgos, only such elements as could proceed from such a

Creator. The Demiurgos created man, as the highest work of

his creation, after his own image, to represent and to reveal it.

The body of man he formed out of matter, whence its evil

desires ; to this body he imparted, out of his being, a soul akin

to himself. He gave him a law, in order to prove his obedience,

and to reward or to punish him according to his desert. But the

limited Demiurgos could never have imparted to man a Divine

principle of life, capable of triumphing over evil. Man yielded
to the temptations of sensual pleasure, and thereby was sub

jected, with his whole race, to the dominion of matter, and the

evil spirits, which were its offspring. Out of the whole race of

degraded man, the Demiurgos chose only one people for his own

especial guidance. He revealed himself peculiarly to this people,

the Jews, and gave them a religious code, consisting as it cor

responded to his own nature and character on the one hand of a

ceremonial religion, which busied itself only in externals, and on

the other of a positive (literally, commanding,) imperfect morality,

without an inward Divine life, without any power to produce a

true inward sanctification, without the spirit of love. He rewarded

those who faithfully observed this Jaw, with a happy condition
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after death, adapted to their limited nature, in company with
their pious forefathers *.

The Demiurgos was not powerful enough to make his people
the ruling nation, and to extend his dominion over the whole

earth; but he promised to those who were devoted to him, a

Redeemer, a Messiah, through whom he would at last obtain this

object in a contention with the hostile powers of the i/Xij, and

through whom he would gather together the scattered Jews,
exercise a severe judgment over the heathen and sinners, and
lead his people to an undisturbed enjoyment of all earthly hap
piness, in a kingdom that should rule over the whole earth. But
the perfect God, whose nature is compassion and love, could not
allow this severe sentence, upon men who were overcome by their

own weakness, to take effect. It is consistent with his character

not to look to merit, like the Demiurgos, but out of free love to

take care of those who are altogether alien to him, of the lost ;

and not to begin with proposing a law, on the observance or

non-observance of which the fate of man should depend, but
to reveal and impart himself, as the source of all holiness and

blessedness, to those who are but willing to receive him. The
appearance of Christ was the self-revelation

2
of the Supreme God

hitherto wholly hidden from this lower creation. Perhaps before
Marcion became a Gnostic, he had, in his own country, embraced
that form of the so-called Patripassianism* which was current in

Asia Minor, which maintained that the same Divine subject was
betokened by different names only as spoken of under different

relations
; as the Father, when spoken of as hidden, as the Son,

or the Logos, when
self-revealing ; and that it was only this self-

revealing God who had united himself with a human body.
At all events this view was the most suited to the system and the
mind of Marcion. It was a welcome thing to him, to remove
the distinction which the Church doctrine acknowledged between
Christ and the Supreme* Being; he was thoroughly imbued with
the conviction, that Christ and Christianity are nothing but a
communication of the Supreme God himself to man in his limited

condition. (It is well to remark, generally, that among the

1

Apud inferos in sinu Abraham!. Tertull. c. M. lib. iii. c. 24. Clem. Strom,
lib. v. f. 546. [Sylb. 233. Potter, 645. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 4.]

2
Tertullian, c. M. lib. i. c. 11.

3 Of which we shall speak more at large in our section relative to the formation
of the Church doctrines.

VOL. II. K



130 DOCETISM. CHRIST NOT THE PROMISED MESSIAH.

Patripassians the practical view of Christianity was especially

the predominant one.) As now Marcion, in the character of a

Patripassian, would admit of no perfect human personality in

Christ, it was the more easy for Docetism to insinuate itself into

his views. This Docetism was not only founded in his view of

matter, but it was thoroughly suited to the whole nature and

spirit of his dogmatic views in every respect. Christianity, ac

cording to him, was to appear as a fragmentary thing, entirely

without preparations for it, and not to be attached to any thing
else ;

as Tertullian excellently said, with Marcion every thing
is to be sudden. His Gospel, therefore, began with the journey of

Christ to Capernaum in the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius,

and his sudden appearance as a teacher *.

According also to the theory of Marcion, Jesus was not the

Messiah promised by the Demiurgos through the prophets, as

many of the tokens of the Messiah contained in them are want

ing in him ; and, on the contrary, that which is peculiar in his

character, and in his operations, is by no means to be found

among the Messianic traits delivered to us in the prophets.

Marcion endeavoured to go through with the contrast between

Christ, as the history of the Gospel represents him, and the

Christ of the Old Testament : even in this we see how deeply
the image of Christ had stamped itself upon his warm heart; but

even that very circumstance rendered him unjust, by leading him

to expect that the fore-type, which was given to the prophetic
view under a veil, which was to be for a time, should fully equal
the reality that appeared. It was then to be considered only as

an accommodation., when Jesus called himself the Messiah, in

order to find a point by which the Jews might unite themselves

to him ; to win their confidence through a form which was familiar

to them, and then to insinuate the higher things into this form 2
. It

was natural enough that Christ, who pre-supposed only a sense of

the needfulness of that which had hitherto been wanting to man, a

feeling of the need in which man stands of help and redemption, and

required only an acceptance, in childlike faith, of the divine source

of life which he communicated toman ; it was natural, according to

these views, that he should find no acceptance with the self-righteous

servants of the Demiurgos, self-contented in their own limited

1 Tertull. iv. 17-

2 Ut per solenne apud eos et familiavc nomen irrepevet in Judseorum fidem.

1. c. iii. 15.
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nature, and should find a more ready entrance into the hearts of

the heathen, who had abandoned themselves to the feeling of

their misery. The Demiurgos would of course necessarily attack

him, as one that wished to destroy his kingdom, under the pretence
of being the Messiah promised by him. He wished to bring about

his death through the Jews, who were devoted to him, [i. e. the

Demiurgos, Tr.] but he could effect nothing against the surpassing

power of the supreme God. The passion of Christ would serve only
for the fulfilment of his [i. e. Marcion s, Tr.] benevolent designs,
in respect to human nature : the heart of Marcion must have been

interested in a love, that suffered, and obtained the victory through

suffering; in him, whom alone he acknowledged as our apostle, he

found a great deal about the sufferings of Christ for human nature,

and yet this did not well consist with his Docetism. Marcion

appropriated to himself the doctrine which already existed in the

tradition of the Church about the descent of Christ into the world

below 1

; but one is inclined to enquire whether he can have taken

a doctrine on the mere authority of the tradition of the Church;
and it will surely prove to be the case, that he has been willing to

overlook that which would not otherwise be satisfactory to him in

this authority, for the sake of its value in a dogmatical point of

view, because its doctrine suited so well with his whole system.
This doctrine is, indeed, distinctly proclaimed in the first Epistle
of St. Peter ; but with the ultra-Pauline Marcion, St. Peter was
no genuine apostle. Still, he might think perhaps that he found

this doctrine in an Epistle of St. Paul himself, namely, in Ephes.
iv. 9. Other Gnostics gave it a different application, because with

them this earth itself was the lower world [unterwelt, under

world] into which Christ descended, in order to set free the cap
tives. Marcion understood the expression, lower world, in the

sense given to it by the Church doctrine, namely, the general
abode of departed spirits. Only he did not receive the common
opinion, that Christ descended, in order to place the saints of the

Old Testament in connection with himself. These were, like the

Jews on earth, incapable of enjoying the blessings of a redeem

ing, eternal love, in consequence of their self-righteousness, and
the enjoyment of a happiness which satisfied their limited nature.

But Marcion, the friend of the heathen, could never have adopted
the notion, that so many heathens who had died previously should

1 The Descensus Christi ad interos.

K 2
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be given up to the power of the Demiurgos, and be excluded

from the benefits of redemption ; Christ, therefore, descended

below, in order to preach the Gospel to the heathen, who were

dead, and to bless them l
.

It would seem, although it cannot be decided upon with abso

lute certainty, that Marcion taught that the Messianic prophe
cies of the Old Testament would still be fulfilled with reference

to the believers in the Demiurgos. The Messiah promised by
the Demiurgos was to appear, and would execute a severe penal
sentence against those who were not freed from his power by
faith in the higher Christ, would raise up the dead saints of the

Old Testament, and unite all in a millennial reign of earthly

happiness. The eternal heavenly kingdom, to which Christians

belonged, would then form the proper contrast to the transitory

earthly kingdom. The souls of the Christians would lay aside their

gross bodies, as the chicken raises itself out of the egg, as the

kernel throws away the shell, or leaves the outer covering in the

earth, and raises itself up free into the light of day ;
as the ripe

fruit falls away from the stalk
2
.

A doctrinal system like that of Marcion, in which the contrast

between the Law and the Gospel was thus declared, could be

followed only by a holy, moral system ; for he made out the dif

ference between the two to consist in this, that tliejirst (the Law)
could communicate to man no true inward sanctification, no power
for victory over evil ; but the second (the Gospel) brought man,

through faith, into connection with a divine source of life; which

connection would necessarily reveal itself through the conquest
of evil, and through the sanctification of the life. Even the most

zealous opponents of Marcion, who were glad to rake together
all the evil they could possibly accuse him of, and who did not

recognise the essential difference between the system of Marcion

and all other Gnostic systems, could not deny that the Marcion-

ites were entirely distinguished by their conduct from those

Gnostic antinomians, who preached up a life of lawlessness after

man s own fancies ; they could not deny, for instance, that they

(the Marcionites) were on a par with the strictest Christians in

their abhorrence of the heathen theatres and public pleasures
3
.

While many Gnostics, through their doctrine, that an accommo-

1 See Irenaeus, i. c. 27. 2. c. i. 24.

2
Tertullian, iii. 3, 4. & 24; iv. 29; iii. 29. Eph. Syr. Orat. 52. C. p. 551, 552.

a Tertull. c. M. i. 28.
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dation to the predominant errors of the times is allowable, or

through the principle, that outward things are a matter of no

consequence, made it a very easy thing to escape the duty of

martyrdom ; the Marcionites, on the contrary, certainly believed

themselves bound to give their witness to Christianity
1

, which

was deeply engrafted in their hearts. But how all that belongs
to our nature is sanctified and ennobled by Christianity, was a

truth which Marcion could not acknowledge, because he did not

recognize the God in Christ as the God of Nature. In this

point of view, the teachers of the Church might justly make this

reproach against him, that his Dualism, in union with Christ

ianity, which always pursues the view of an ennoblement of na

ture through a divine principle of life, is practically illogical; as,

for example, in the celebration of the Sacraments. The ascetic

turn which Marcion had, even when he was a member of the

Catholic Church, and in which, as we have before observed, his

system had found a natural point to engraft itself upon, was

now again still more furthered and strengthened by his more

fully formed views of nature, and of the creation of the Demiur-

gos. He reckoned a mode of life, such as was led in the Catholic

Church only by certain classes of ascetics, to be an essential part
of Christianity : Christians were, even here below, to lead a hea

venly life, entirely freed from all defilement through matter ; he

who was incapable of leading such a life, must remain in the class

of Catechumens, and could not yet be admitted to Baptism
2
.

IVJiether Marcion recognized only St. Paul as a genuine apostle,

and condemned, after thefashion of ultra-Paulites, all the rest ofthe

apostles, as Judaizing adulterators of Christianity ; or whether he

only declared the writings that were published under their names to

be spurious documents, counterfeited by Judaizing Christians, cannot

be decided with certainty from the unsatisfactory nature of the

existing accounts ; but the first is the most probable. This sup

position suits best with the character of the abrupt and violent

Marcion, who was more ready to make points of contrast than to

look for means of accommodation. It is certain that he acknow

ledged as the genuine sources of Christian knowledge nothing
but the Epistles of St. Paul, and an original Gospel, which, by

1
See, for example, Euseb. iv. 15; vii. 12. De Martyr. Palsestinae, c. 10.

2 Tertull. c. M. lib. iv. c. 34. Quomodo nuptias dirimis ? nee conjungens marem
et feminam, nee alibi conjunctos ad sacramentum foaptismatis et eucharistiae admit-

tens, nisi inter se conjuraverint adversus fructum nuptiarum.
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mistaking a passage, he supposed to have been cited by St. Paul.

But as he set out from the settled opinion, that these documents

were no longer found in their original condition, but had been

adulterated by the Judaizers, whose form seems to have haunted

him like a spectre, he allowed himself to use criticism ad libitum,

in order to restore them to their original form. His pretended

original Gospel, used (as he fancied) by St. Paul, had arisen

from a mutilation of the Gospel of St. Luke . Certainly his

criticism was by no means logical; for much remained, which

nothing but a forced system of exegesis, through ignorance of

right hermeneutic principles, could possibly bring into harmony
with the system of Marcion.

Mardonite Sects.

While among other Gnostics the caprice and the multifarious-

ness of their speculations and fictions caused the later disciples,

in many respects, to depart from the doctrines of their Master
;
on

the contrary, in the system of Marcion, the predominance of a prac

tical turn, and the meagreness of the speculative part in compari

son of the other Gnostic systems, were the cause of the changes

which his disciples, among whom a practical disposition was not

so predominant as with him, made in his doctrines. Many appro

priated to themselves the elements of other Gnostic systems,

which did not suit that of Marcion, in order to fill up the gaps

which they believed they found in it. Many, like the Marcionite

Marcus 2

, received the doctrines of the Syrian Gnosis, relative to

the creation of man 3

; namely, that the supreme God had com

municated to man something of his own Divine Life (the Trvew/za),

but that man had lost it by sin, a view which was repugnant to

the whole character of the Marcionitish system ; for, according to

the ideas of Marcion, until the appearance of Christ, nothing

whatever that was akin to the supreme God could have been in

existence in this world. While Marcion would not make any
further conclusions relative to the ultimate fate of the Demiurgos

1 An elaborate discussion of Marcion s Canon of the New Testament would be

out of place here, but on this subject see more in the learned and acute investiga

tions of my friends Hahn and Olshausen, and in my Genetic Development of the

Gnostic systems
2 In the Dialog, cle Recta Fide. See the Opp. Origen. T. i.

3 See above, in the account of the Ophites and Saturninus.
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and of the Psychici; on the contrary, Lucanus the Marcionite

determined that all which is Psychical, is perishable, and that

nothing but the TrvevjuariKov, which has become participative of

the Divine nature, is immortal l
.

Apelles had for a season withdrawn himself from the predomi
nant practical turn of Marcion, and had indulged in many specu

lations, entirely foreign to the original Marcionite system ; but

at length the original practical disposition broke forth again, and

became prominent in him in a remarkable manner. Tertullian
2

gives an unfavourable account of the morals of this man ; but a

teacher of the Catholic Church, at the beginning of the third

century, named llhodon, whose testimony is unsuspicious as

being that of an enemy, defends him against this reproach, for

he represents him as a man generally respected on account of

his conduct 3
. Probably there was no other origin to these accu

sations, than the entirely innocent intercourse of Apelles with a

female philosopher, named Philumene, as people were always

ready to lay every thing that is evil to the charge of a person
who has once been branded as a heretic. Binlumene can only be

reproached with having forgotten her calling as a woman, and

having, in consequence, fallen into a sort of dreamy enthusiasm,

and Apelles, with having encouraged her in this, and looking on

her fantastic essays, which proceeded from an unhealthy condi

tion, as revelations, which he took the trouble to interpret *. But
the notice which Tertullian gives us is of considerable use, viz. that

his long sojourn at Alexandria superinduced a change in his

originally Marcionitish views ; for all which we can deduce from

the scattered accounts in Tertullian, Origen, Epiphanius, and in

the treatise of Ambrose de Paradiso, indicates the remodelling of

his system through the influence of the Alexandrian Gnosis.

And hence it arises, that he set the visible and the invisible

order of the world, the Demiurgos and the supreme God, and

the Old and New Testaments, in more connection with each

other than the system of Marcion permitted. While he set out

from the principle, that the Old Testament comes from different

origins, partly from the inspiration of the Soter, partly from

that of the Demiurgos, and partly from that of the evil spirit,

who has every where troubled and defiled the Revelations of the

1 See Tertullian de Resurrect. Cam. c. 2. Orig. c. Cels. lib. iii. c. 27.
2

Prescript. Hseret. c. 30. 3 Euseb. v. 13.
4 His book of pavtpoKTfit, ) which is no longer extant.
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Divine , lie was desirous of culling out in all cases that which
is good. I use all the writings of the Old Testament, he says,
while I gather together that which is useful 2

. He appealed to

that declaration, so often quoted by the ancients, and which

is, perhaps, attributed to our Saviour, in the Evayj\iov KaO

E/Bpatove,
&quot; Be ye trusty money-changers, who are able, uni

versally, to distinguish between the genuine and the counterfeit

gold, the true and the false.&quot; (rivtaBe Sow/mot TpcnrgiTai.) In

age, Apelles, finding no satisfactory conclusion in his specula
tions upon the incomprehensible, took refuge in the faith which

obeys an inward necessity without being able to solve every dif

ficulty to itself (difficulties which, in his case, met him even in

that which he could not choose but to recognize) ; he could do no

other, he said ; he felt himself obliged to believe in one eternal

God, as the original cause of all existence, but he could not sci

entifically prove how all existence was necessarily to be traced

back to the one original principle. The Church teacher, Rhodon,
to whom he made these communications in confidence, laughed at

him, as one who pretended to be a teacher, but only believed what
he taught, and acknowledged that he could not prove it ; but one
is inclined to ask, whether the laugher in this case was wiser than

the man whom he laughed at, and whether Rhodon himself, in

the strict sense of the word, could prove that which Apelles
avowed that he only believed. Apelles appeared to have no
more taste for controversy on these subjects.

&quot;

Every one,&quot; he

said,
&quot;

may keep to his own faith ; for every one who places his

confidence on him that was crucified, will come to the bliss of

heaven, provided only he shows his faith by good works.&quot;

ADDITIONAL REMARKS.

On the Cultus of the Gnostics.

We have hitherto considered the Gnostic sects only in refer

ence to their faith and moral systems ; it will be instructive, how

ever, just cursorily to compare their different dispositions in

regard to their modes of worship (their Cultus). Even here also

we find the differences, which were often repeated in after times.

1 In a work which he called Conclusions (SvXXoyiff/xot), he endeavoured to indi

cate the contradictions to be found in the Old Testament.
2 Xpw O.TTO

ira&amp;lt;r&amp;gt;i ypa(pri&amp;lt;;, avaXtywv TCI xpn ffl
f
jia - Epiphan. Hseres. 44. 2.
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Many Gnostics as, for example, Ptolemseus in virtue of their

more inward Christianity and their predominantly intellectual

character, were able to conceive the relation of all exterior ob

servances of religion to its real essence, more justly than other

Church teachers, who could not separate the outward from the

inward, in religion, with such clearness of conviction and view.

There were, besides, some, who, like the Jewish religious ideal

ists
l at Alexandria, out of their theosophic idealism rejected all

exterior worship, as only fit for the Psychici, who are still impri

soned in the bonds of their senses, and are unable to raise them

selves up to the pure spiritual view [anschauung] ;
and these

persons would allow nothing to be availing but a religion of the

inward spiritual view [Geistesanschauung] raised above all that

is outward and sensuous. These persons would say, that man

cannot represent the overwhelming and divine mysteries by sen

suous and transitory things, and that real redemption consists

only in knowledge
2

. But the same theosophic disposition might
also bring with it a symbolic Cultus, full of mystic pomp, as we

see in the case of the Marcosians 3

,
from whom Irenseus traces

those idealists, who threw aside all outward religious observances.

In accordance with the distinction between a psychical and pneu-
matical Christianity, they made a distinction also of a twofold

baptism :

1. The baptism into Jesus, the Messiah of the Psychici, through
which the believing Psychici obtained remission of their sins, and

the hope of an eternal life in the kingdom of the Demiurgos.
2. The pneumatical baptism, a baptism into the heavenly Christ

who was united with Jesus, through whom spiritual natures attain

to a self-consciousness, and to perfection, and enter into commu

nion with the Pleroma. Their ceremonies, and the formulae they

used in baptism, were probably different, according as a person

obtained the first or the second baptism, and was received into

the class of Psychici or Pneumatici. The latter was apparently

1 See Part I. p. 50.

2 Iren. I. c. 24. 4. Theodoret. Hseret. fab. i. c. 10. If the Caians, against whom
Tertullian writes in his book De Baptismo, were identical with the Gnostic Cainites,

with whom they are sometimes confounded, then we must place these latter in the

same class, which well suits their whole character ; but the grounds on which those

Caians determined against the necessity of the external rite of baptism, do not look

like the wild dreamy spirit of the Cainites ; and besides, there is nothing peculiarly

Gnostic in them [namely, the Caians].
8 Followers of Mark.
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accompanied with more pomp than the other. According to the

Gnostic idea (see above), viz. that the baptized and redeemed

pneumatical nature entered into a spiritual marriage (a syzygy)
with its other half in the world of spirits, the angel which makes
one whole with it; according to this idea they celebrated bap
tism as a marriage feast, and adorned the chamber where it was
to take place as a marriage chamber. One of the formulae used

in the baptism of a Pneumaticus, was this : [You are baptized]
&quot; Into the name which is hidden from all the Divinities and

Powers (of the Demiurgos), the name of Truth *, which Jesus of

Nazareth hath drawn up into the Light-Zones of Christ, the liv

ing Christ through the Holy Spirit, for the angelic redemp
tion

2

, that name through which all attains its
perfection.&quot;

The baptized person then said,
&quot; I am confirmed and redeemed 3

;

I am redeemed in my soul from this world, and from all which

proceeds from it, through the name of Jehovah, who has redeemed

the soul of Jesus
4

, through the living Christ.&quot; Then the assem

bled throng spoke thus :
&quot; Peace (or health) to all, over whom

this name rests.&quot; Then also they imparted to the baptized the

consecration to the Christian priesthood, which was used also in

the Church, by means of anointing; but in this case it was per
formed with costly ointment (balsam), for the widely extending

perfume of this was to be a symbol of the overpowering delight
of the Pleroma, which the redeemed were destined to enjoy.

Among these Marcosians we find, at first, the use of extreme

unction ; they anointed the dying man with that ointment mixed
with water, and used with it formulae, to the purport that the souls

of the departed must be able to raise themselves up free from the

Demiurgos and all his powers, to their mother, the Sophia
5
. The

1 The aXqdtia, the self-revelation of the Bythos.
2 Eie \vrpwffiv ayyeXiKrjv. For the redemption of that, of which this spiritual

nature, as well as the angel which belonged to it, must become a partaker, in order that

both together might become capable of entering into the Pleroma, which was only

possible to them in their mutual union, and not in their state of separation.
3

Eorrjpiyficu /cat XtXvrpw/jiai. See above, about Horus.
4 I think, that in that formula we must read rov Irjcrov, instead of avrov.
5 Iren. I. 21 . Exorcism in baptism also, was well suited to the Gnostic theory of

the in-dwelling of manifold irvtv^ara V\IKO. [spirits of a gross and sensuous nature,
derived from their connexion with matter. H. II.], till the redemption [of the indi

vidual]. Exorcism (vtfwp EO(IK&amp;lt;O/ZVOV) makes its appearance at first, even earlier

than in the North African Church (see above), in the Didascal. Anatol. p. 800, col.

iv. D. But here it may be quoted as being a custom of the Alexandrian Church in

general, and not as a custom peculiarly Gnostic.
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Ophites, also, had these same forms of adjuration for the departed.

And that mystical table of the same sect, which contains a

symbolical representation of their system (their Smypa/zjua), is

well known.

As Marcion in his whole character and spirit was essentially

different from the rest of the Gnostics, so also did he differ from

them in respect to his principles about the ordinances of worship.

By his simple and practical turn of mind, he was far removed

from that mysticism that delighted in outward pomp ; but then he

was far removed, also, from that proud contemplative idealism.

His endeavour was here also to bring back the original Christian

simplicity of the service of God ; and he combated many new

ordinances, as corruptions of that original simplicity
1
. And thus,

with respect to the practice which was then about in its com

mencement, of dividing divine service into two parts
2

, the one,

which the Catechumens were to stay out, and the other, at the

commencement of which they were to be dismissed, he appears

to have contended against it, as an innovation foreign to the

spirit of Christianity. He said, Just as in any other good thing,

let the mature Christians suffer those who are yet under instruc

tion, such as the Catechumens, to take part in prayer also: they

must not reserve anything from them on this account ; nor ex

clude them on it from participation in the prayers of the

Church 3
.

We must, however, limit the praise which has been bestowed

upon Marcion, if he was really the original author of the super

stitious custom, founded on a misunderstanding of the passage in

Scripture, 1 Cor. xv. 29, namely, the custom of bestowing bap

tism on a living person, which was to be availing to a Catechu

men who had died without baptism ;
but it is altogether without

foundation, that the introduction of such a mistaken baptism has

1

Apparently Tertullian had the Marcionites especially in his view, when he says of

the heretics, Praescript. c. 41,
&quot;

Simplicitatem volunt esse prostrationem discipline,

cujus penes nos curain lenocinium vocant.&quot;

2 Afterwards called the Missa Catechumenorum, and the Missa Fidelium.

3 Marcion, according to Jerome, Comment, in Ep. ad Galat, appealed to Galat. vi. 6,

while with a thorough disregard of the context in that passage, he understands KOI-

vwviiv in an intransitive sense, and translates the verse ;

&quot; Let the Catechumen par

take of all that is good, together with his instructor.&quot; Hence, the notion of the Gnos

tics was also present to the mind of Tertullian, when he reproached the heretics,

I.e. in this manner; &quot;Imprimis quis catechumenus, quis fidelis incertum est.

Pariter adeunt (ecclesiam), pariter audiunt, pariter orant.&quot;
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been laid to the charge of Marcion, to whose simple evangelical

spirit such superstition was entirely unsuited. If such a super
stition prevailed afterwards among the Marcionites, who had

spread themselves among the country people of Syria, in the

fifth century, we can only say that it is not fair to charge the

founder of the sect with that which is found among men, who are

certainly very unlike him l
.

II. Manes 2 and the Manic/tees.

THE power of the simple Gospel had by degrees triumphed over

Gnosticism, although the remains of Gnostic sects maintained

themselves in the East down to later centuries. Gnosticism had

produced the effects it was calculated to produce ; it had, by the

struggle that took place, awakened the powers of the soul, and by
the contrast it offered it had brought the meaning of the chief doc

trines of Christianity into a clearer consciousness and acknow

ledgment
3
. But in the third century a new and remarkable

phenomenon, thoroughly akin to Gnosticism, arose out of the in

termixture of oriental theosophy with Christianity, namely, Mani-

cheeism. No essential difference is to be found between this

system and those of the Gnostics, especially of the second class,

except that here the Christian element was far more crushed

by the intermixture of strange materials than in most of the

Gnostic systems, and Christianity was properly used only as a

symbolical covering for ideas foreign to it, so that one might
often throw away the Christian terms which are used, and find

notions, which, in their application here, appear to resemble a

mixture of Parsic, Brahminical, and Buddhist religious doctrines,

more than Christianity. And further, the oriental element is not

at all mixed, as it is in the Gnostic systems, with Jewish theo-

1
Tertullian, De Resurr. Carnis, c. 48. & Adv. Marcion. lib. v. c. 10. by no means

speaks as if, in his time, such a baptism, which violates the passage on which it is

founded, had been actually in use in any place ; only he supposes the possibility that

such a custom may have existed in the time of the Apostle, who may have alluded

to that ; and in the latter passage he considers another explanation of 1 Cor. xv. 29.

to be more probable. But what Chrysostom remarks upon this passage can only be

applied to many ignorant Marcionites of his time, and not, by any means, to Marcion

himself, and the older Gnostics.

2
[Neander constantly uses the name Mani, but as I believe Manes is the form

usually adopted in English, I have changed it. H. R.]
3 See the section below on the development of the Church doctrine.
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logy and Platonic philosophy. The comparison of the Mani-

chean system with the Basilidian, the Saturninian, and the

Ophitic, and with the religious system of the Zabians, hardly

allows us to escape recognising one common source for all.

As far as relates to the history of Manes, the founder of this sect,

we have two kinds of sources of information, which coincide with

each other only in a very few circumstances, and in all besides

are entirely different ;
these are the Greek and the Oriental sources.

The accounts of Cyril of Jerusalem, of Epiphanius, and of the ec

clesiastical historians of the fourth and fifth centuries, point our

attention to one common source 1
. This source is the Acts of a

disputation said to have been held with Manes by Archelaus,

bishop of Cascar 2
. But these Acts are preserved to us in at least

a very unsatisfactory form, as they have descended to us, with

the exception of some fragments in Greek, only in the Latin

translation from a Greek writing, which perhaps itself is only an

unfaithful translation from a Syriac original
3
. These Acts plainly

contain a narration, which hangs together ill enough, and bears

a tolerably fabulous appearance. Even supposing there is some

truth as a foundation for these Acts, which may well be as there is

much in the mode of bringing forward the doctrines which bears

marks of truth, and is confirmed by a comparison with other re

presentations, yet still the Greek writer appears to have mixed

with it much that is false, from ignorance of oriental languages

and customs, by intermingling and confusion of different narra

tions, and by exaggeration and a deficiency in critical qualifica

tions
4
. We are well aware how difficult it was to a Greek to

1

Eusebius, who wrote before this document was promulgated, was unable to

relate anything of the personal history of Manes.
2 Kaskar

;
if the name be not a corruption. It may, perhaps, (although on the

evidence of a very uncertain conjecture) be a corruption for Charra in Mesopotamia

(H7&amp;gt;-

3
Jerome, De Vir. Illustr. 72, informs us that these Acts were originally written in

Syriac ; but among the Orientals the first Father to whom these Acts were known

is Severus, bishop of Asmonina, in Egypt, who wrote about the year A.D. 978. See

Renaudot, Hist. Patriarch. Alexandr. p. 40. His relation of the matter differs in

many respects from the edition of these Acts which has descended to us, and it is far

simpler, which seems to indicate that the Acts of which he made use, were not ours,

but another document akin to it, and that perhaps which furnished the foundation

of ours. Heraclian, bishop of Chalcedon, in Photius cod. 95, says that a person

named Hegemonius drew up these Greek Acts.

4 Beausobre has properly discarded the Western accounts, which he was well
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place himself in the condition of a people totally foreign to his

own nation, and to conceive it altogether justly.
In some points, even from the scanty means which we have for

the unravelling of this historical enigma, we are enabled to detect

traces of the mistakes which have formed the foundation of these

accounts. The first origin of the Manichean doctrines is derived

from a Saracenic merchant, called Scythianus, who is represented,

during long travels in Asia, Egypt, and Greece, to have acquired

great riches, and procured himself an intimate acquaintance both
with Oriental and Grecian philosophy. This Scythianus is re

presented to have lived near the Apostolic age ; but this, even

according to this narrative itself, appears to be an anachronism,
for Manes himself is not made to live till some generations after

that age. Still, in this Scythianus we recognize an historical per
sonage really connected with Manes; we find letters of Manes
addressed to a man of this name, who was also probably an
oriental Theosophist

1
. The heir and disciple of this Scythianus

appears to have been one Terebinth, who was afterwards called

Buddas. The name Buddas 2 reminds us of the old system of

religion, opposed to Brahminism, which took its origin from
Eastern India, which is still prevalent in Ceylon, Thibet, and the
Birman Empire, and has extended its influence even to the tribes
of Tartary. The relation of the miraculous birth of Buddas re
minds us of the similar accounts given of the birth of the Indian
Buddha. The pantheistic portion of Manicheeism may be com
pared, in many respects, with the pantheistic parts of the old Bud-
dhaism. Manes is represented, in fact, to have travelled to the
East Indies and China, and many of the later Manichees appeal
to the circumstance that Manes, Buddhas, Zoroaster, Christ, and
the Sun (the higher Spirit which animated the Sun), are the
same

; that is to say, all these founders of a religion are only dif-

persuaded were untenable, and confined himself wholly to the Oriental. There is

nothing striking in what Mosheim has advanced against him in this matter.
1 See Fabricii Biblioth. Graec. vol. vii. 316.
2

It has been justly remarked, that the Greek Ttpf(3iv9og, is perhaps only a
translation of the Chaldee NOB13 by which the Hebrew rfr$ is rendered in the Targum,
and which the Alexandrian translators render by TtpsfiivOog. And besides, Tere
binth, or Buddas, like Scythianus, may have been an historical person, to whom
much that belongs to the Indian Buddha may have been transferred.
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ferent incarnations of the Sun 1

, and, therefore, there is, in these

different systems, only one religion under different forms.

In the Oriental accounts there is far more internal connexion
;

but these are found in writers very much later than the Greek

documents. The Orientals have, however, without doubt, made
use of earlier documents, and in their use of them they were not

exposed to the same causes of error, as those which led the Greeks

astray
2
.

In order properly to appreciate the phenomenon presented by
the appearance of a man like Manes, we must compare together
the circumstances and the relations under which he was formed.

Manes was born a Persian, but we are led to inquire whether

this geographical term is to be used in its strictest limits, or whe
ther we are only to understand by it some one province of the

great Persian empire. The latter view is supported by the cir

cumstance that Manes composed his
tcritings^m

the Syriac lan

guage, from which we might be led to conclude that he derived

his origin from one of those provinces of the Persian empire,
where Syriac was the language of the country. But this argu
ment is not entirely demonstrative ; for without this supposition it

may well be conceived, from the intimate connexion between the

Persian Christians and the Syrian Church, the Syrian language

might already by that time have become the language of theo

logical books among the Persian religious teachers, and that

Manes also might, in consequence, have been induced to make
use of it, although it was not his mother tongue, more especially
as he might thereby hope to further a more general reception of

his doctrines in other districts. If these accounts, indeed, are to

be relied on, Manes was born in a family of the class of Magi
(the priests of the Persian religion), was converted to Christianity
in the days of manhood, and became the presbyter of a Christian

congregation at Ehvaz, or Ahvaz, the chief town of the Persian

province Huzitis. At all events, it is most probable that Manes

1 The later offsets of the Manichees, when they entered into the Catholic Church,
were obliged to condemn the doctrines before maintained by them : TOV ZapaSav
(cat Rovdav /cat TOV Xptorov /cat TOV Mavixaiov iva KCLI TOV O.VTOV sivai. See
Jacob. Tollii I-nsignia Italic. Traject. 1696. p. 134.

2 The Oriental accounts are to be found in Herbelot, Bibliotheque Orientale, sub
v. Mani ;

in the History of the Sassanidae, by the Persian historian, Mirkhond, ap.
Silvestre de Sacy, Memoires sur diverses Antiquites de la Perse : Paris, 1793; in

Abulpharage, and Pocock, Specimen Histor. Arab.
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was brought up in the religion of Zoroaster, and afterwards

embraced Christianity.

We do not know enough of the progress of his life to be able

to decide whether he was at first fairly and thoroughly converted

from the religion of his fathers to Christianity, but that afterwards

being repulsed by the form in which the latter appeared to him

in the doctrines of the Church, he freshened up the fundamental

ideas of his earlier religious habits of thought again in his soul,

and then believed that the true light could not be given to

Christianity till it was united with them ; or whether

from the very first he had been attracted by the analogy of

Christianity to many Persian notions, without remarking the

essential difference between similar ideas in Christianity and in

the Persian religion according to their peculiar conception and

connexion in each, so that from the very first he had only formed

a peculiar religious system for himself by an amalgamation of the

Persian and the Christian. It is easy to explain, in any case,

how a man brought up in the Persian religion believed that he

could observe a striking connexion between the ideas of a king
dom of Ormuzd and Ahriman, and those of a kingdom of Light
and Darkness, of God and Satan ; between the Persian doctrine

which allows man to struggle for the kingdom of Ormuzd against
the kingdom of Ahriman, and the Christian doctrine, which would

make man struggle in the service of Christ against the kingdom
of Satan. In the Persian religion, the centre-point of all was the

idea of redemption out of the kingdom of Ahriman, and the final

triumph of the kingdom of Ormuzd. In Christianity he found

the tidings of a triumphant appearance of Ormuzd himself upon
the earth, through which the complete triumph of the kingdom
of Light, and the complete destruction of the kingdom of Dark
ness were prepared.

Exactly at the time in which Manes appeared, after the Persians

had freed themselves from the Parthian dominion, and re-esta

blished their old kingdom under the dynasty of the Sassanidse,

the endeavour was again awakened among them to purify the old

religion of Zoroaster from the foreign admixtures which had

made their way into it during a foreign rule, and to restore it

again to its original purity and glory. But contests had now
arisen as to what the pure doctrine of Zoroaster was, especially
on those points on which the Zend books contained only hints,

(e. (j.
on the relation of the good and the evil principle to each

12



MANES THE PARACLETE. 145

other). Councils were held, in order to decide the disputes, at

which pretended prophets appeared, who professed to decide

everything according to Divine illumination
1
. The religion of

Zoroaster, thus refreshed with new power, and setting itself up in

hostility to all foreign religions, which had hitherto been tolera

ted, now also entered on a contest with Christianity, which under

the Parthian domination had been able to propagate itself with

out obstruction. Under such circumstances, it was easy for

a man of an ardent and bold spirit, like Manes, to indulge
the thought of establishing the identity of Christianity,

purified, as he would think, from all extraneous matter, with the

pure doctrine of Zoroaster, and by this means to be the first to

make clear the proper meaning of the Christian doctrine, and at

the same time to further the extension of Christianity in the Per

sian empire ;
he wished to be looked upon as the Reformer, both

of Christianity and Parsism, called and enlightened by God.

Christianity appeared to Manes to be far more akin to the doc

trine of Zoroaster than to Judaism. He derived the adulteration

of the doctrine of Christ from the mixture of Christianity with

Judaism, which was entirely foreign to its nature. He was shut

out from the communion of the Christian Church, and turned

himself now to Christians and believers in the religion of Zo

roaster, with the desire that they should recognize him as an in

spired (lit. enlightened) reformer of religion. He maintained,

like Mahomet in later times, that he was the Paraclete
2

promised

by Christ, and under this name he by no means understood the

Holy Ghost, but a human person, an inspired teacher promised

by Christ, who should carry on further the religion revealed by
Christ in his Spirit (i. e. the Spirit of Christ), should purify it

from the mixture made in it by Ahriman, especially from those

corruptions which proceeded from its amalgamation with Judaism,
and should make known those truths which mankind in earlier

times had not been in a condition to understand. Through him

Christianity was to be set free from all connexion with Judaism,
which had proceeded from Ahriman; and that which the evil

spirit, in order to adulterate Divine truth, had intermingled with

the New Testament, which by no means contained the uncor-

1 See Hyde, Hist. Relig. vet. Pers. p. 276 ; Memoires sur diverses Antiquites de
la Perse, par S. de Sacy, p. 42.

2 See Mirkhond ap. Sacy, p. 294. Tit. Bost. c. Manich. lib. iii. in Canisii

Lection, antiq. ed. Basnage, and Bibl. Patr. Galland, t. v. p. 326.

VOL. II . L
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rupted doctrine of Christ, was to be separated from it. Through
him that perfect knowledge was to be given, of which St. Paul

had spoken as of something reserved against a future season (1

Cor. xiii. 10) \ Thus Manes might name the promised Para

clete and the Apostle of Christ at the same time, as he began
the letter in which he wished to develop the fundamental doc

trines of his religion (the Epistola Fundamenti, so celebrated

among the Manichees), with these words :

&quot;

Manes, chosen to

be an Apostle of Jesus Christ, through the choice of God the

Father. These are the words of salvation out of the living and

eternal source
2

.&quot;

It was in the latter part of the reign of the Persian king

Shapur I. (Sapores), about the year 270, that he first came forward

with these pretensions. With an ardent and profound spirit, and

with a lively imagination, he united varied knowledge and talents

for the pursuits of art and science, which he used for the propa

gation of his doctrines. He is represented as having been dis

tinguished among his contemporaries and countrymen as a mathe

matician and astronomer
3

; the fame of his skill in painting was

long remembered in Persia. At first he succeeded in obtaining
the favour of that prince ; but when his doctrines which, in the

opinion of the magi, were heretical, became known, he was ob

liged to seek safety from persecution by flight. He now made

long journeys to the East Indies, as far as China, and probably
used these journeys towards the enriching of his religious eclec

ticism. He remained for a time in the province of Turkistan, and

prepared there a series of beautiful pictures, which contained a

symbolical representation of his doctrine, the book which was

named by the Persians Ertenki-Mani. It may probably have

happened that he withdrew into solitude in order to receive the

revelations of God, as he declared that he devised these images

(which represented his conceptions) amidst calm reflection in a

cavern, and maintained that he received them in his mind * from

1 See the Acta cum Felice Manichaeo, lib. i. 9, opp. Augustin. t. viii.

2
Augustin. c. Epistol. Fundamenti, c. 5.

3 It must, however, be acknowledged that they possessed no great knowledge in

these subjects. It is in the highest degree probable that much in his system, even

if we cast away the mythical dress in which it is enveloped, was closely connected

with an imperfect knowledge of these sciences.

4
[In seinem Sinne . . This may be explained, as meaning impressions on the

sensorium. I have used the word mind, taken a lax sense. H. J. R.]
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heaven. Whether it be true, as the Orientals relate, that in order

to deceive the credulous populace, he gave out that he raised

himself in the body up to heaven, and thence brought down
those emblems with him 1

, we must at least leave undecided.

After the death of Sapor, in the year 272, he returned to Persia,

and found a good reception for himself and his pictures at the

hands of his successor, Hormuz (Hormisdes). This prince as

signed him as a secure residence, a castle called Deskereth, at

Khuzistan, in Susiana. But after this prince had reigned two

years not quite complete, Behram succeeded him (Baranes).
This prince showed himself favourable to him at first, but perhaps

only out of dissimulation, in order to give him and his adherents

a feeling of security. He caused a disputation to be held be

tween him and the magi, of which the result was that Manes was

declared a heretic. As he would not retract, he was 2

flayed alive

in the year 277 3

, and his skin stuffed and hung up before the

gates of the town Djondischapur, in order to intimidate his fol

lowers.

The main point of dispute among the Persian theologians
which was treated of at the restoration of the original religion by
the founders of the dynasty of the Sassanidae, was one which is

most obscurely expressed in the documents of the Zoroastrian

creed (the Zend-avesta), namely, the inquiry, whether we are to

believe in an absolute Dualism, and consider Ormuzd and Ahriman

as two self-existing beings from all eternity opposed to each

other, or whether one original being is to be supposed
4

, from whom
Ormuzd and Ahriman received their existence, and that Ahriman
is an originally-good being, but a fallen one. The former doc

trine was that of the Magusaic sect
5

, among the Persians, which

Manes joined; for it was his object to represent the opposition of

light and darkness as absolute and irreconcileable, although either

consciously or inconsciously, a pantheism, which was enveloped in

a mystical dress, might be at the bottom of this Dualism, in

which the idea of evil was conceived more in a physical than in

1 He must secretly have caused himself to be supplied with provisions in the

cavern, where he remained, according to some,/owr years, according to others, one

year.
2 A cruel mode of putting criminals to death, common in the East.

3 The chronology is, it must be confessed, very uncertain here.
4 Zervan Akarene, the time that has neither beginning nor end, answering to the

aldiv, fivQoQ.
5 Schahristan. ap. Hyde, p. 295.

L 2
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an ethical light
1
. He imagined, therefore, two principles abso

lutely opposed to each other together with their creations of an

opposite character also: on the one hand, God, the original good,
from whom nothing but good can proceed, from whom every idea

of destroying, of punishing, and of corruption is far removed, the

original Light, from which pure light flows
;
.... on the other

hand, the original evil, which can only destroy and undo, and

whose very being is wild confusion that fights against itself,

matter, darkness, from which powers strictly corresponding to

itself proceed, a world full of smoke and vapour, and at the same

time full of fire, which only burns and cannot give light
2
. These

two kingdoms originally existed entirely separate from each

other. The Supreme God, the King of the kingdom of Light,
existed as the original source of the world of emanations akin to

himself, and those ^Eons, the channels through which light was

propagated from the original source of light, were most closely

connected with him
;
and to these, as representatives of the

Supreme God, his very name was transferred, which were thence

called Divinities, without prejudice to the honour due only to the

first of Beings
3
. In the epistle in which Manes brought forward

the fundamental doctrines of his religion
4

, he thus portrays this

Supreme God at the head of his kingdom of Light
5

:

&quot; Over the kingdom of Light ruled God the Father, eternal

in his holy nature (geschlechte, lit. generation, or race, or kind,

species, genus), glorious in his power, the TRUE, by the very
nature of his being, always holy in his own eternal existence,

who carries within himself wisdom and the consciousness of his

life, with which he comprehends the twelve members of his Light,

that is to say, the overflowing riches of his own kingdom. In

every one of these members there are hidden thousands of innu

merable and immeasurable treasures. But the Father himself,

who is splendid in his glory and incomprehensible in his great

ness, has connected with him holy and glorious -ZEons, whose

number and greatness cannot be reckoned, with whom this holy
1 See above, the Introduction to the History of the Gnostic sects.

2 The emblems under which Manes represented the kingdom of evil bear the

most striking resemblance to those which we meet with in the religious system of

the Sabiaris. It was said, and not badly, by Alexander of Lycopolis, in his treatise,

7rpo rac Mc.vixaiov doKag, c. ii., that Manes, under the word u\?j, understood ri\v

tv t/caory TOJV OVTWV araxrov Kivrjaiv.
3 As the Amschaspands, Ized of the Religion of the Parsees.

4 The Epistola Fundament!.
5
Augustin. contra Epist. Fundamenti, c. 13.
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all-glorious Father lives, for in his lofty kingdom none dwells

subject either to want or to weakness. His resplendent king
doms, however, are founded on the blessed earth of light in such

a manner, that they can neither be rendered weak, nor shaken

at allV The powers of darkness fell together in wild confusion,

until in their blind career of strife they came so close to the kingdom
of light, that at length a gleam out of this kingdom, which had

hitherto been entirely unknown to them, streamed upon them.

They now left off their contention against one another, and, in

voluntarily attracted by the shining of the Light, they united

together to force their way into the kingdom of Light, and

to appropriate to themselves some portion of this Light
2
. It

appears here somewhat inconsistent in Manes, who ascribes an

imperturbable firmness to the kingdom of Light, to say,
&quot; But

when the Father of the most blessed Light saw a great devasta

tion arise from the darkness, and threaten his holy ^Eons, had he

not sent a special Divine power
3

to conquer and annihilate the

race of darkness at once, in order that after its annihilation peace

might be the portion of the dwellers in the light
4

.&quot; Simplicius
and Euodius have reproached him here with a contradiction to

himself; but this accusation relates rather to the mythical or sym
bolical mode of representation, than to the train of thought which

it envelopes. The fundamental notion of Manes, as of the

Gnostics, was this, that the blind power of nature which opposed
the Divine Being, being tamed and conquered by mixture with

it, would be rendered utterly powerless.
The King of the kingdom of Light caused the ^Eon, the

Mother of Life
5

,
to emanate from him to protect its borders. The

1 This earth of light Manes did not conceive as anything distinct from the ori

ginal Supreme Being, but all was only a different modification of the one Divine

Being of Light.
2 We recognise the idea which is the foundation of this, namely, that Evil is at J & r

enmity with itself, and unites only when it engages in a contest with Good, which is (A*
the attractive power with which Good acts upon Evil itself; a thing which certainly t

is a contradiction to the Dualistic dogma of an Absolute Evil.

3
Aliquod nimium ac praeclarum et virtute potens numen. In the system of

Zoroaster also the Amschaspands is represented as an armed champion for the

kingdom of light.
4 The Epistola Fundamenti in the Book de fide contra Manichteos, c. 11., which,

perhaps, proceeded from the pen of Euodius, bishop of Uzala in Numidia. (This is

to be found in the Appendix to the viiith tome of the Benedictine edition of

Augustine )
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very name of this Genius shows that it represents the supreme
soul of the world, that the Divine light giving up the unity of the

kingdom of light, was now to divide itself into a multitude, and

develope itself in the struggle against the ungodly into separate

beings, each with a peculiar existence. The Mother of Light,
like the avw

&amp;lt;ro0m
of the Valentinian system, may not have been

affected as yet by the kingdom of darkness .... and herein

would also lie the difference between the higher soul of the world,

belonging to the kingdom of light, and a reflection of it, which

had mingled itself with the kingdom of darkness 1
. This Mother

ofLight produced the First-man (original-man) in order to set

him in opposition to the kingdom of darkness .... and here is

the idea of the dignity of human nature, which we observed

among the Gnostics 2
. The First man sets out upon the contest

with the five pure elements, fire, light, air, water, and earth
3
.

We here also recognise the character of Parsism, the veneration

of an originally-pure nature, which was troubled only by being in

termixed with Ahriman ; and according to the Parsic doctrines, a

life streaming forth from the kingdom of light is acknowledged

among the original elements, and they are called forth through
its fruitful and enlivening power, as fellow-champions against the

destroying influence of Ahriman.

But that First Man was conquered in the contest, and became
in danger of falling into the kingdom of Ahriman ; he prays to

the King of the kingdom of Light, who causes the Living Spirit

to emanate in order to assist him 4
. This lifts him up again into

the kingdom of Light; but the powers of darkness had already
succeeded in destroying a portion of the armour of the First Man,
and swallowing up a portion of his existence as a being of light ;

1
Simplicius in Epictet. p. 187. ed. Salmas. gives an excellent portraiture of the

Manichsean doctrine in this respect ; cure TO Trpiorov ayaQov KaKvvioQai \tyovaiv,
ovTt TO. aXXa ayaQa ra Trpofft^iag avry ffvvovra, rrjv {JLijrfpa TIJQ w?jc, Kai TOV

Srjpiovpyov (the wi&amp;gt; -rrvtvpa) /cat TOVQ Ijcfi aiuvctQ.
3 The TrpwTog avQpdJTrog of Manes is to be compared with the Trpowv avBpwTrog

of the Valentinians, the Adam Kadmon, and especially the Kajomorts of the Zend-

avesta, about whom there are many points of resemblance. It is most highly pro
bable that Manes received this Parsic idea into his system.

3
According to the notion of Manes, everything which exists in the kingdom of

Light has its counterpart in the kingdom of Darkness. The dark earth stands op

posed to the earth of light, and the five elements of darkness are opposed to the five

pure elements.

* The Z,a)v irvivfia in the Gnostic Acta Thomse, which contain much that re

sembles Manicheeism.
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and thus we arrive at the notion of the Soul of the World mixed

with matter 1
. Here we find also an affinity with the Gnostic

notions, according to which the jcartu croQia was saved out of the

kingdom of Hyle by means of the Soter sent to her assistance ;

but still it was, nevertheless, a seed of the Divine Life, fallen

down into the matter, which (i.
e. the seed) must be purified and

developed
2
. This must necessarily happen; through the magical

power of the Divine Life, of the Light of the Soul, the wild

stormy kingdom of Darkness is to become involuntarily softened,

and at last rendered powerless. The taming of that stormy,

blind, power of Nature is just the very object of the formation of

the world. Manes is said to have attempted to make his doctrine

intelligible by the following parable : A good shepherd sees a

lion fall upon his flock, he digs a pit, and throws a he-goat into

it; the lion runs up eagerly in order to devour the goat; but he

falls into the pit and cannot get out of it again. The shepherd,

however, succeeds in drawing up the goat again, while he leaves

the lion shut up in the pit, and thereby renders him harmless to

his flock
3

; just as the kingdom of Darkness becomes harmless,

and the souls swallowed up by it are at last saved, and brought
back again to their kindred habitation. But now after the Living

Spirit had raised man again to the kingdom of Light, he began

preparations for the process of purifying the soul that is inter

mingled with the kingdom of Darkness, and this is the cause of the

whole creation of the world, and the object of all the whole course

of the world
4
. That portion of the soul which had not been

affected by connection with matter, or with the Being of Dark

ness, he raised up above the earth, so that it should have its place
in the sun and in the moon, and thence should spread forth its

influence, in order to free the souls which were akin to it, and

which were held captive by the kingdom of Darkness, and spread
abroad over all nature, through the purifying process of the de

velopment of the vegetative and animal life, and thus to attract

them to itself again.
1 The tyv-)(T) airavTiav.
2 Titus of Bostra, lib. i. c. Manich. c. 12. thus excellently portrays the Mani-

cheean doctrine : 6 ayaQog Bvvafuv cnro&amp;lt;TTt\\ti Tiva, &amp;lt;pv\a%ovffav fifv SqOtv TOVQ

bpovg, ro d d\7j0 SeXeap iffop.tvr]v tig CLKOVOIOV ry v\y au&amp;gt;&amp;lt;j)povi(rp.ov, idtOr)

TpOTTOV Tiva UXTTTtp Ql]f&amp;gt;lOV.

3
Disputat. cum Archelao, c. 25. This parable bears altogether the stamp of

genuineness, at least it is in the spirit of Manicheeism.
4 Just as in the Valentinian scheme, the Soter operates after he has first raised

the Sophia.
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Manes also, in a manner similar to the Parsic conception
of the universe, beheld the same struggle between Ormuzd and

Ahriman, and the same process of purification in the physical as

well as in the moral world. In contradiction to the spirit of

Christianity, he mixed the physical with the religious and ethic,

founded doctrines of belief and morals on speculative cosmogonies,
and a natural philosophy, which being deduced more from inward

conceptions than from experimental knowledge, must often have

been unintelligible. Such a mixture was alike prejudicial to

religion, which became flooded by a multitude of things wholly

foreign to it and to knowledge, which thus is compelled to lose

that soberness of understanding which is necessary to her 1
. Just

as in the Parsic system of religion, in the struggle between

Ormuzd and Ahriman in the physical and the spiritual world, the

sun and the moon perform an important part in the conduct of the

general system of development and purification, so also was it in

the system of Manes. Almost what the Zoroastric system taught
of Mithras as the Genius (Ized) of the Sun, was attributed by
Manes to his Christ, the pure soul, whose operations proceeded
from out of the sun and the moon. As he derived this soul from

the original man, he made this the explanation of the Bible-name,

the Son of Man (viog avOpwirov), and as he distinguished the

pure, free soul, whose throne is in the sun, from the soul which is

akin to it, and extendeth throughout all nature, but defiled and

imprisoned by its mixture with matter; he also made a distinc

tion between a Son of Man elevated above all connection with

matter, and subject to no suffering, and a Son of Man crucified,

1 How little Manicheeism understood the interests of religion and the nature of

Christianity ; how little it understood the one thing needful for man, is shown by the

remarkable words in which Felix, the Manichee, endeavoured to prove that Manes
was the reformer of religion (the Paraclete) promised by Christ. &quot; Et quia venit

Manicha?us et per suam predicationem docuit nos initium, medium et finem ;
docuit

nos de fabrica mundi, quare facta est et unde facta est, et qui fecerunt ;
docuit nos

quare dies et quare nox
;
docuit nos de cursu solis et lunae ; quia hoc in Paulo nee

in caeterorum apostolorum Scripturis, hoc credimus, quia (dass, that) ipse est Para-

cletus.&quot; Augustin. Acta c. Felice Manichaeo, lib. i. c. 9. In Alexander of Lycopo-

lis, in Egypt, the opponent of Manicheeism in the beginning of the fourth century,

we find the opposite error to this of a dilution of Christianity, which, mistaking its

peculiar and essential features, refers it only to certain general religious and moral

truths, torn away from that with which they are connected in Christianity. With

him the chief matter of Christianity is the doctrine of an Eternal God, as Creator,

and good morality for the people. See the beginning of his treatise against the

Manichees.
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as it were, in matter, and subject to suffering
1

. Where the seed

sown burst forth out of the dark bosom of the earth, and deve

loped itself into plants, blossoms, and fruit, there Manes saw the

victorious development of the principle of Light freeing itself by

degrees from the fetters of matter ;
and he saw here that the

living soul, as it were, which is kept bound in the limbs of the

Princes of Darkness, being released from them, soars up aloft in

freedom, and mingles in the pure atmosphere*, where the souls,

which are perfectly purified, ascend the Ships ofLight (of the sun

and of the moon), which are prepared to conduct them to their

native place. But that which bears upon it multifarious stains is

by degrees and in small quantities distilled from them 3

by the

power of heat, and mingles itself with all trees, plants, and vege
tables.

These were samples of his mystical philosophy of nature, which

were brought forward sometimes in singular myths, which, al

though occasionally indecent, were nothing very remarkable to

the imagination of Oriental people, and sometimes under the

covering of Christian expressions. Thus the Manichees could

speak of a suffering Son of Man who hangs on every tree, of a

Christ crucified in every soul and in the whole world, and they
could explain the symbols of the suffering Son of Man in the Last

Supper according to their own sense. Just as well, also, or

rather with greater justice for this intermixture of religion

with the knowledge of nature was more heathen than Christian

the Manichees might use heathen myths as a covering for

their ideas; and thus the boy, Dionysos, torn to pieces by
the Titans, as celebrated in the Bacchic mysteries, is nothing but

the soul swallowed up by the powers of darkness, the Divine life

divided into pieces by matter*.

1 The vlog avQptiiirov s/i7ra0q, and the vlog avOputirov aira.Qr]Q,

2 The pure holy air, which is exactly in accordance with the Parsic worship of

Nature, and a common term in the Zend-avesta.

3
[I have some doubt as to the construction of the original sentence. But I con

ceive the ihnen, from them, to refer to the purified souls, that these stains are

separated from them. H. J. R.]
4 See Alexand. Lycopol. c. 5. The following are a few peculiarly characteristic

Manicheean passages, as proofs of the expose given above. In the Thesaurus of

Manes the following passage occurs: &quot;Viva anima, quae earundem (adversarum.

potestatum) membris tenebatur, hac occasione lunata evadit, et suo purissimo aeri

miscetur : ubi penitus ablutae animae adcendunt ad lucidas naves, quae sibi ad evec-

tionem atque ad suae patriae transfretationem sunt praeparatae. Id vero quod adhuc

adversi generis maculas portat, per aestum atque calores particulatum descendit,

atque arboribus, caeterisque plantationibus ac satis omnibus miscetur.&quot; Euodius de



154

The Powers of Darkness were now threatened by the danger,
that by means of the operation of the Spirit of the Sun upon the

purifying process of Nature, all the Light and Life kept prisoners
in their members would be by degrees withdrawn from them,

namely, the soul which had been seized upon by them, which

struggles after a release, and which is always attracted by the

kindred spirit of the Sun, constantly frees itself more and more

and flees away, so that at last the kingdom of Darkness, robbed

of all its stolen Light, should be wholly abandoned to its own in

ward hatefulness and to its death. What then was to be done ?

A Being was to be produced, into which the Soul of Nature, that

struggles to free itself, should be driven and fast bound, in which all

the scattered Light and Life of Nature, all which the Powers of

Darkness kept imprisoned in their members, and which was con

stantly more and more enticed away from them by the power of

the Sun, is concentrated; this is The Man, the image of the

Original Man, and therefore already destined through his form

to rule over Nature 1
. The matter stands thus. The Lofty Light-

Form of the original Man (which was also apparently peculiar
to the Son of Man dwelling in the Sun 2

) sends down light from

the Sun into the kingdom of Darkness, or the Material World ;

the Powers ofDarkness are seized with desire after the Light-Form,
but with confusion also. Their Prince now speaks to them :

&quot; What
think ye that great Light to be which rises up yonder ? Behold !

how it shakes the pole, how it strikes to earth many of our

Fide, c. 14. From the Letter of Manes to the maiden Menoch, we have this passage:
&quot;

agnoscendo ex quo genere animarum emanaveris, quod est confusum omnibus

corporibus, et saporibus et speciebus variis cohaeret.&quot; Augustin. opus imper-
fectum contra Julian, lib. iii. 172. There is also a passage of Faustus, the Mani-

chee, who lived in the first half of the fifth century, in which the Holy Ghost is re

presented as the enlivening and sanctifying power of God, working through the air

towards the purifying process of Nature; and the doctrine of the birth ofChrist from

the Virgin (which the Manichees, being Docetse, cannot agree to in its proper sense)
is represented as a symbol of the birth of that patibilis Jesus from the virgin bosom
of the earth through the operation of the power of the Holy Ghost: &quot;

Spiritus

sancti, qui est majestas tertia, aeris hunc omnem ambitum sedem fatemur ac diver-

sorium, cujus ex viribus ac spiritali profusione terram quoque concipientem gignere

patibilem Jesum, qui est vita ac salus hominum, omni suspensus ex ligno. Qua-

propter et nobis circa universam (i.e. all productions of Nature, considered as reve

lations of the same Divine principle of life, suffering under the imprisonment of mat

ter, revelations of the same Jesus patibilis) et vobis similiter erga panem et calicem

par religio est.&quot; August, c. Faust, c. xx.
1
Compare the parallel doctrines of the Ophites.

2 Alexand. Lycopolit. c. 4. tlnova dt iv ?}\ty iutpaaQai Toiavrqv, oiov tort TO

12
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Powers ! Therefore is it fitting, that ye should rather bestow on

me whatsoever ye have of Light in your powers; and then I will

make an image of that Great One, which appears full of glory,

through which we may rule, and may hereafter free ourselves

from our abode in Darkness.&quot; Thus human nature is the image,
in this dark world, of higher existence, through which the higher

(everything of a higher nature) may be attracted hither and held

fast. After they had heard this, and had consulted together for

a long time, they thought it best to fulfil his desire, for they did

not believe that this Light could long maintain itself among them \

and therefore they considered it best to offer it to their Prince,

because they did not doubt that by this means they should obtain

the predominance. The Powers of Darkness now paired them

selves, and begat children, in whom their common natures and

powers were again represented, and in whom everything which

they had of the essence of Light and Darkness in them repro
duced itself. All these children of theirs the Prince of Darkness

devours, and by this means concentrates in himself all the Light-
Existence which was spread abroad among the individual Powers

of Darkness, and he produced Man, in whom all the powers of

the kingdoms of Darkness and of Light, which had here inter

mingled with each other, assembled together. Hence Man is

considered as a microcosm, a reflection of the whole world of

Light and of Darkness, a mirror of all the Powers of the Heaven

and of the Earth
2
.

1 This is the most important matter.

3 Manes, Ep. Fundamenti ; Augustin. tie Natura Boni, c. 46. Construebantur

et continebantur omnium imagines, ccelestium ac terrenarum virtutum : ut pleni vi

delicet orbis, id quod formabatur, similitudinem obtineret. We must not here sup

press the fact, that in respect to the main matter of the formation of man, a somewhat

different construction of the Manicheean system is possible, which Mosheim, with

his peculiar acuteness, has thoroughly worked out, and for which certainly something
of weight may be advanced. Unfortunately, the gaps which have been left in the ex

tant fragments of Manes, which are the most secure foundation for any account of his

system, are too great to allow us to decide the inquiry by his own words. We have

followed that mode of construction by which man was supposed to be created later

than the rest of Nature, in order to keep fast in Nature the soul whose tendency
was to escape. The last-quoted words of Manes appear to support this representa

tion. So also does the Disputat. Archelai, 7-&amp;gt;
as well as the words of Alexander of

Lycopolis, about the form of man shedding down light from the sun. It would then

be the same Spirit of the Sun, who, after the first separation of Light from Dark

ness, operating upon the purifying process of Nature, had put the Powers of Dark

ness (who feared to be thereby robbed of all their spiritual being which constantly

escaped from them) into confusion, and which afterwards appeared in Christ as the
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That which is here described, is repeated constantly in the course

of Nature, when at the birth ofa man, the wild powers of Matter,

the Powers of Darkness, pairing themselves together, produce a

human Nature, in which they mingle together whatsoever they have

both of the higher and of the lower Life, and in which they endea

vour to fetter the Soul of Nature, which, while it struggles after

freedom, is held prisoner by them 1
.

Also, according to the Manicheean scheme, the Powers of

Darkness are involuntarily subservient to a higher law, and by
their machinations against the kingdom of Light, prepare de

struction for themselves. The Light, (lit. Light Nature, or par
ticles partaking of the essential attributes of Light) or the Soul,

concentrated in man s nature, thereby only arrives the sooner at a

consciousness of itself, and at the development of its own peculiar

nature. As the common Soul of the World endeavours to subject

to itself all existing Matter, i. e. the great Body of the World, so

Redeemer. To this the passage of Alexand. Lycop. appears to point, c. 4. TOV 8t)

XpiffTov dvai vow, ov Srj KO.I
a^&amp;gt;iicop.evov

Trore (then, when the Powers of Darkness

endeavoured, by the formation of man, to retain the soul which threatened to escape
from them, and thus to frustrate the work of the Spirit of the Sun) irXeurTov TI TTJQ

dvvap.fh)g Tavrrjg Trpog TOV Qtov \t\vicevai KCLI Srj TO reXevTaiov, &c. The

fragments also of a Manichee in the preface to the Illrd Division of Titus of Bostra,

may be conveniently explained in the same manner.

But we might also, with Mosheim, set the formation of man in the system of

Manes before the whole creation of the world. The Powers of Darkness were disturbed

at the appearance of the Zwvirvtv/jia., which threatened to tear away from them all the

souls they had seized upon. Hence they now united themselves in order to form Man,
after the image of that original Man, whom they saw shining from afar (this was that

ille magnus qui gloriosus apparuit ),
in order that they might through him enchant and

hold fast the souls which the Living Spirit threatened to rob them of. It was, then,

after the intention of the Living Spirit, to free at once the imprisoned souls, had

been frustrated by these machinations, that he for the first time thought of the crea

tion of the world, in order to effect by degrees, what he had been preventedfrom accom

plishing at once. The words of Alexander of Lycopolis, who, however, did not find

himself quite at home in the train of thought belonging to the Manichean system,

appear to support this view, when he accuses the Manicheean system of incon

sistency (I nconsequenz) : c. 23. kv ri\i(^ Se TTJV tiicova. (TOV dv0po&amp;gt;7rov) ttt)paa9ai

\eyovffiv, OQ eytvtTO KO.T avTOvg diro T r) irpog TTJV v\rjv vare-

p ov d i a K p iff w
, for, according to these words, (if Alexander has understood

Manes properly, or the Manichee whose works he read, has properly represented
the doctrines of his master) Manes must have imagined the separation of the soul

unaffected by Matter, or of the Spirit of the Sun, to have taken place before the rest

and after the formation of man.
1 The words of Manes, 1. c., are these,

&quot;

sicuti etiam nunc fieri videmus, corporum
formatricem naturam mali inde vires sumentem

figurare.&quot;
These words seem im

portant as a hint, which indicates the symbolical meaning of the whole narration.
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must this Soul, derived as it is from the same origin as that,

govern this miniature material world. &quot; The first soul,&quot; says

Manes 1

,

&quot; which flowed forth from the God of Light, received

this form of the body, in order that it might govern the body by
its restraints

(lit. bridle).&quot;
The soul of the First Man 2

, as stand

ing nearer to the Original Source of the kingdom of Light, was

therefore endued with pre-eminent powers. But yet, in conse

quence of its double descent, the Nature of the First Man con

sisted of two opposite parts; the one a soul akin to the kingdom of

Light, already in possession of the fulness of its power, and the

other a body akin to the kingdom of Darkness, together with

a blind matter-born capability of desire, which it derived from

the same kingdom
3
.

Under these circumstances, all depended, with the Powers of

Darkness, on their being able to oppress the Light-Nature which

had been superinduced on man, and to retain it in a condition of

unconsciousness. They invited man to eat of all the trees of

Paradise, that is, to enjoy all earthly desires, while they only
wished to restrain him from eating of the tree of the knowledge
of Good and Evil, that is, from attaining to a consciousness of the

opposition between Light and Darkness, or between the Divine

and the Ungodly in his own nature, and in the whole world 4
.

But an angel of Light, or rather the Spirit of the Sun himself,

persuaded man to transgress the commandment, that is, he led

him to that consciousness which the Powers of Darkness wished

to withhold from him, and thereby secured him the victory over

them. This is the truth, which is the foundation of that narrative

of Genesis, only we must change the persons engaged in the

transaction, and instead of God we must put the Prince ofDark

ness, arid instead of the Serpent we must put the Spirit of the

Sun*.
1 In the letter quoted above, 186.
2 &quot; Quasi de primae facta flore substantiae,&quot; says Manes, 1. c.

3 The 4&amp;gt;VX1 a^oyog.
* See Disputat. Archelai, c. 10.

5 This would be the explanation of the doctrine of Manes, if the representation

given by the Manichee in Titus of Bostra (at the end of the preface to the third

book) be the original one; and it may be said that it suits the Manicheean system

extremely well, and dovetails in with the account given of it in the Disputation of

Archelaus. It may, perhaps, surprise us, that Manes, who was brought up in the

Parsic religion, should have made the serpent, which among the Parses is the symbol
of Ahriman, into the symbol of the Good Spirit ; but according to the view given
above this consideration forms no difficulty. As he saw iu the religious documents
of the Jews so many corruptions derived from the Spirit of Darkness, he saw his
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As now the kingdom of Light had triumphed over the Powers
of Darkness, the latter made use of a new means, in order to take

prisoner the Light-Nature, which had now attained to self-con

sciousness, and to detach it from its connexion with its original
Source. They seduced the First Man, by means of the Eva be

stowed upon him as a companion, into giving himself up to fleshly

desires, and thereby, becoming untrue to his nature as a Being of

Light, to make himself the servant of a foreign domination 1
.

The consequence which flowed thence was, that the Soul, which

by its original power ought to raise itself into the kingdom of

Light, divided itself by propagation, and became enclosed anew
in material bodies, so that the Powers of Darkness could for

ever repeat what they had done at the production of the First

Man.

Every man also has now the same destination as the first,

namely, to rule by means of the power of the Spirit over matter.

Every one consists of the same two parts, of which the nature of

the first man consisted, and, therefore, all depends upon this,

that man, remembering his origin, should know how to separate
these two parts properly from each other. He who thinks that

he has received his sensuous nature, (sinnlichkeit) together with

its appetites, from God, he who does not know from the very first

origin of human nature, that it (viz, this sinnlichkeit, or his cor

poreal and sensuous endowments,) proceeds from the kingdom of

Darkness, will easily allow himself to be seduced into serving
his senses, and thereby lose his higher Light-Nature, and become

unfaithful to the kingdom of Light. Therefore does Manes say in

his Letter of Principles (Epistola Fundamenti),
&quot; If it had been

given to man to know clearly the whole condition of Adam s and

Eve s origin, they would never have been subjected to decay and

death.&quot; And hence, also, he writes to the virgin Menoch 2
thus :

&quot; May our God himself enlighten thy soul, and reveal to thee

corruptions and falsifying influence exerted also in a wilful corruption of this nar

rative, by changing the places of those engaged in the transaction.

1 As we have no accounts of the arrangement of these events in the Manichean

system as to the time of their occurrence, we may also place their relations to each

other in a different manner. It may be supposed that Adam first allowed himself to

be seduced into sin, but afterwards being brought by the influence of the Sun-Spirit

to a consciousness of the opposition between the flesh and the Spirit, and Light and

Darkness, that he began a more holy life. See Augustin. de Moribus Manichaeorum,

lib. ii. c. 19.

2
Augustin. op. imperfect, c. Julian., lib. iii. 172.
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thy righteousness, because them art the fruit of a godly stem l
.

Thou also hast become Light, by recognising what thou wast be

fore, and from what race of Souls thou art sprung, which being in

termingled with all bodies is connected with various forms ; for as

souls are engendered by souls, so is the form of the body com

posed of the nature of the body. That also, which is born of the

flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the spirit is spirit. But
know that, the spirit is the soul, soul of soul, flesh of flesh

2
.&quot; He

then appealed to the custom of infant baptism, which was even

then prevalent in the Parsic Church, as a proof that Christians

themselves, by their mode of proceeding, took for granted such

an original defilement of man s nature. &quot; I
inquire,&quot; he says, in

the Letter
3 we have quoted, &quot;whether all evil is actual evil?

Wherefore, then, does any one receive purification by means of

water, before he has done any evil, as he cannot possibly have

been obnoxious to evil in his own person ? But inasmuch as he

has been the subject of no evil, and yet must be purified, they

point out ipso facto, a descent from an evil race ; even they them

selves, whose fancy will not allow them to understand what they

say, nor what they assume.&quot;

The particle of Light (literally, the Light-Nature) which from

its removal from the source of that concentrated Existence-of-

Light (literally, Light-Being) in the person of Adam, from which

all souls emanated, was constantly becoming more and more de

filed through its continued connexion with matter, so that it now
remained no longer in possession of the original power which it

had, when it first flowed forth fresh from the original source of

the kingdom of Light. The Law, however, presupposes the

original power of the Light-Nature, to be still in existence, in

order that it (the Law) may be put in practice.
&quot; The Law is

holy,&quot; says Manes,
&quot; but it is holy for holy souls, the command

ment is upright and good, but for upright and good souls*.&quot; He
says in another passage

5

,
&quot; If we do good, it is not the work of

the flesh, for the works of the flesh are manifest (Gal. v. 19) ; or

1 The Revelation consists in man s being brought to a consciousness of his Light-
Nature.

2
According to the Light-Emanation System adopted by Manes, he could not

make any difference between the Spirit of God and the spirit of man, between spirit

and soul.

3
Augustin. op. c. Julian, imperfect., lib. iii. 187-

4 L. c. c. Julian., iii. 186. 5 L. c. 177.
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if we do evil, then it is not the work of the soul, for the fruit of

the Spirit is peace, joy. And the Apostle exclaims, in the

Epistle to the Romans, &quot; The good which I would I do not, but

the evil which I would not that I do.&quot; Ye perceive therefore

the voice of the contending soul, which defends its freedom

against lust, for it was distressed, because Sin, that is, Satan, had

worked all lust in it. The reverence for the Law discovers all its

evil, because the Law blames all its practices, which the flesh ad-

mires and esteems ;
for all bitterness in the renunciation of lust

is sweet for the soul, which is nourished thereby and thereby
attains to strength. At last the Soul of him who withdraws him

self from every gratification of lust, is awake, it becomes mature,
and increases; but the gratification of lust is usually the means

of loss to the soul
1
. And now, in order at last to free the souls

which are akin to him from the power of Darkness, to animate

them anew, to give them a perfect victory over it, and to attract

them to himself, the same Spirit of the Sun, who has hitherto

conducted the whole process of purification for Nature and for the

spiritual world, (which two, according to the principles of Manes
here laid down, make up only one whole) must reveal himself in

human nature 8
.

But between Light and Darkness no communion is possible.
&quot; The Light shines in Darkness,&quot; said Manes, using the words

of St. John, after his own interpretation,
&quot; but the Darkness can

not comprehend it.&quot; The Son of the Original Light, the Spirit
of the Sun, could not ally himself with any material body ; he

could only envelop himself in a phantomic form, perceptible by
the senses, in order that he might be perceived by man as a

creature of sense. &quot; While the Supreme Light,&quot;
Manes writes

3

,

&quot;

put himself on a footing with his own people as to his nature,

he assumed a body among material bodies, although he himself

is every thing, and only one whole nature.&quot; By an arbitrary
mode of interpretation, he appealed for a proof of his Docetism,

1 L. c. 177.
2 On the Incarnations of the Sun in the old Oriental religions, see Kreuzer s

Symbolik, (New edition, 2nd Part, 53. 207.) It was quite consistent, according to

the Manichean System, for the Manichees to say, (ap. Alexander of Lycopolis, c. 24.)
that Christ, as the VOVQ, was T a b v r a it avr a. So also in the Acts of Thomas,

p. 10, Kvpie, 6 kv TTCKTIV &&amp;gt;v Kcti Supj^ofJitvoc SicnravTwv KO.I eyiceipevog Traai

TOig kpyoig ffov Kai Sta ri}G TTCLVTUV Ivepytutf (f&amp;gt;avepovp,tvo&amp;lt;;.

3 In the Letter to one Adas or Addas. Fabricii Biblioth. Graeca, ed. nov. vol. vii.

p. 316.
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to the circumstance, that Christ once, (John viii. 59.) when

the Jews wished to stone him, escaped through the midst of

them without their being able to lay hold on him, and also that

Christ at his transfiguration appeared to his disciples in his true

Light-Form
1
. He assumed improperly the name Christ or

Messias, in accommodating himself to the notions of the Jews 2
.

The Prince of Darkness endeavoured to effect the crucifixion of

Jesus, because he did not know him as the being elevated above

all suffering ; and this crucifixion was, of course, nothing but an

apparent one. This appearance represented the crucifixion of

the Soul overwhelmed with matter, which the Spirit of the Sun

desired to elevate to himself. As the crucifixion of that soul

which was spread over all matter only served to facilitate the

annihilation of the Kingdom of Darkness, so also still more did

that apparent crucifixion of the Supreme Soul. Therefore Manes

said,
&quot; The adversary, who hoped that he had crucified the

Saviour, the Father of the righteous, was crucified himself; that

ivhich happened) and that which seemed to happen in this case,

were two different things
3

.&quot; The Manicheean view, which

made the doctrine of Christ crucified merely symbolical, is clearly

displayed in an apocryphal writing about the travels ofthe Apostles *.

While John is in anxiety during the passion of Christ, the latter

appears to him and tells him, that all this happens only for the

lower multitude in Jerusalem
5
. The human person of Christ

now disappears, and instead of him there appears a cross of pure

light, surrounded by various other forms, which, nevertheless, re

presented only oneform and one image (as a symbol of the various

forms under which the one Soul appears). From above the cross

there proceeded a divine and cheering voice, which said to him,
&quot; The Cross of Light will, for your sake, be called, sometimes

the Logos, sometimes Christ, sometimes the Door, sometimes the

1 See the Fragment from the Epistles of Manes, 1. c.

2
} TOV Xpiffrov TrpoffTjyopia 6vopa tern Ka.Ta.\pi}(JTiKOv. 1. c.

3 From the Epistola Fundamenti, Euod. de fid. c. 28. rr\v dvvap.iv rt]v Qtiav

ivrjpnoffdai, ivtffTavpwffQai ry uXy. Alex. Lycopolit. c. 4. Christus in omni mundo
et omni anima crucifixus. Secundin. Ep. ad Augustin. The words of Faustus the

Manichee are these : Augustin. c. Faustum, lib. xxxii. Crucis ejus mystica fixio,

qua nostrae animae passionis monstrantur vulnera.
4

irtpiodoi airoaroXwv. Concil. Nic. II. actio v. ed. Mansi, t. xiii. p. 167-
*

T(f Kara) 6\y.

VOL. II. M
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Way, sometimes Jesus, sometimes the Father, sometimes the

Spirit, sometimes Life, sometimes the Truth, sometimes Faith,

and sometimes Grace.&quot;

As Manes joined those among the Parses who maintained an

absolute dualism, he did not propose as the object of the whole

course of the world a reconciliation between the good and the evil

principle, which would not have suited his theory, but an entire

separation of Light from Darkness, and an utter annihilation of the

power of the latter. After matter had been deprived of all Light
and Life, which did not belong to her, she was to be burnt up into

a dead mass l
. All souls might become partakers of redemption in

virtue of their Light-Nature ; but if they voluntarily gave them

selves up to the service of evil or of Darkness, by way of punish

ment, after the general separation of the two kingdoms, they
were to be driven into the dead mass of matter, and set to keep
watch over it. Manes in his Epistola Fundamenti expressed him

self thus on this point : those souls which have allowed themselves

to be seduced from their original Light-Nature through love of

the World, and have become enemies of the holy Light, that is,

which have armed themselves openly for the destruction of the

Holy Element, which serve the fiery Spirit, and have oppressed

by hostile persecution the Holy Church 2 and the elect to be found

in it
3

, that is, the observers of the commandments of heaven

these souls will be detained far from the blessedness and the

glory of the Holy Earth. And because they have suffered them

selves to be conquered by evil, they will remain in company
with this family of evil, so that that Earth of peace and those

regions of immortality are closed against them. That will

happen to them for this reason, that, because they gave
themselves up to evil works, they became estranged from the

Life and Freedom of the Holy Light. Thus, they cannot be

received into that kingdom of peace, but are chained down into

that terrible mass (of matter left to itself, or Darkness) for

which a guard is necessary. These Souls will thus remain

entangled among those things, which they have loved, for they

1 Tit. Bostr. 1. c. 30. Alex. Lycopol. c. 5.

2 That is, the Manicheean sect.

3 A persecution of the Brahmins of the Manichees, or the Electi, which was a

special crime
; all this was in full accordance with the oriental ideas of the priest

hood.
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did not separate themselves from them, while they had the

opportunity
l
.

In regard to the Manicheean view of the sources of know

ledge of religion, the revelations of the Paraclete or Manes, were

the highest, the only infallible sources, by which all others must

be judged. They set out from the principle that the doctrines

of Manes include the absolute truths, which are evident to our

reason ;
whatever does not accord with them, is contrary to reason,

and false, wherever it may be found. But they now accepted

also the writings of the New Testament in part; but, while

they judged of them according to the paramount principle stated

above, they allowed themselves a very arbitrary line of criticism

in respect to their dogmatical and ethical use
2
. Partly, they

maintained that the original documents of religion had been adul

terated by various interpolations of the Prince of Darkness 3

(the

tares amidst the good wheat) ; partly, Jesus and the Apostles
were supposed to accommodate themselves to the opinions pre
valent among the Jews, in order, gradually, to render men capa
ble of receiving truth in its purity ; and partly, the Apostles
themselves were supposed on their first entrance upon the office

of teachers, to have been under the influence of many Jewish

errors. Thence they gathered that it was only by the instruction

of the Paraclete, that men could learn to separate the true from

the false in the New Testament. Faustus, the Manichee, thus

brings forward the principles of Manicheeism in this respect
4

:

&quot; We only receive that part of the New Testament, which was

spoken to the honour of the Son of Glory, either by himself or

by the Apostles, and even then, only that which was spoken when

they were already Perfect or Believers. We will take no account

of the rest, neither what was spoken by the Apostles in simplicity

and ignorance, while they were as yet unacquainted with the truth,

nor of that which was attributed to them with evil intentions by
their enemies, nor of that which was imprudently maintained by
their writers

5

, and handed down to their successors. I think,

De Fide, c. 4.

Titus of Bostra says this of them in the very beginning of his third book.

See above, the similar principles used in the Clementine in regard to the Old

Testament.

Ap. Augustin. lib. 32.

Namely the Evangelists, who were not Apostles.

M2
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however, that HE was born of a woman in sin, was circumcised

as a Jew, that he sacrificed as an Heathen, that he was baptized

in an inferior manner, and was carried about the wilderness by the

Devil, and exposed to the most painful trials.&quot; The same Mani-

chees who were content that their reason should be fettered by all

the decisions of Manes as divine revelations, were zealous for the

rights of reason, and wished to be looked upon as the only rea

sonable men, when they employed themselves in separating what

is conformable to reason in the New Testament from that which

contradicts it. Faustus, the Manichee, speaks to one, who be

lieves without critical discrimination in all which is contained

in the New Testament,
&quot;

Thou, that believest all blindly ; thou,

that dost banish reason, the gift of nature, out of mankind ; thou,

that makestit a scruple to yourself to judge between truth andfalse
hood ! and thou, that art not less afraid to separate good from its

contrary, than children are afraid ofghosts^!&quot;

The Manichees had a composition of their religious society,

entirely peculiar to themselves, in which the character of Oriental

Mysticism may be recognized. Manes separated himself wholly,
as it follows from what is said above, from the greater number

of the Gnostic founders of sects, as these latter wished to change

nothing in the existing Christian Church, but only to introduce a

secret doctrine of the Trvsvjuarticot, to run parallel with the Church-

belief of the T//v^icot. Manes, on the contrary, wished to be

looked upon as a Reformer of the whole Church, sent from God
and endued with Divine authority; he wished to give anew form

to the Church, which he thought entirely dislocated by the inter

mixture ofJudaism and Christianity
2

; there was to be only one true

Christian Church, which was to be moulded after the doctrines

and principles of Manes. In this, only two orders were to exist,

according to the distinction between an exoteric and an esoteric

doctrine, which was a fundamental feature of the Oriental systems
of religion. The auditores were to form the great mass of the

exoterics ; the writings of Manes were read to these, and the

doctrines laid before them in their symbolical and mystical cloth

ing, but they received no explanation as to their interior and

1

Augustin. c. Faust, lib. xviii. and also lib. xi.

2 Hence he called other Christians, not Christians, but Galileans. Fabric.

Bibl. Gr. vol. vii. p. 316.
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hidden meaning
l
. We can easily imagine how the expectation

of the auditores was put to the stretch, when they heard these

enigmatical and mysterious high-sounding things laid before

them, and, as it often happens, hoped that they should find lofty

wisdom in what was enigmatical and unintelligible! The esoterics

were the JElecti, or Perfccti
3

, the Caste of Priests , the Brahmins

of the Manichees 3
. They were to lead, in celibacy, a strictly

ascetic and wholly contemplative life ; they were to refrain from

all strong liquors, and from all animal food; they were to be dis

tinguished by a holy innocence, which injures no living crea

ture, and a religious veneration for the Divine Life which is

spread abroad throughout all nature ; and, hence, they were not

only, neither to kill nor wound any animal, but not even to

pull any vegetable, nor to pluck any fruit or flower. They
were to be provided with all that was needful for their sub

sistence by the auditores, by whom they were to be honoured as

beings of a superior kind. From this caste of priests the leaders

of the whole religious society were chosen. As Manes wished

to be looked upon as the Paraclete, promised by Christ, he chose

twelve apostles also after the example of Christ. And this arrange
ment was to be constantly maintained, that twelve such persons,

under the name of Magistri, should lead the whole sect. Above

these twelve stood a thirteenth, who, as the head of the whole

sect, represented Manes. Under these stood seventy-two bishops,

who were to answer to the seventy or seventy-two
*

disciples of

Jesus, and then below these, presbyters and deacons, and lastly,

roving missionaries of the faith
5
.

There is considerable obscurity about the question, what the

Manichees held as to the celebration of the sacraments. This

arises from the circumstance, that, naturally enough, no authentic

account could be known of that which took place in the assem

blies of the Electi, which were held very secretly; and as the

auditores might be supposed to answer to the catechumens, and

1 It certainly follows from this, that the writings of Manes must contain a certain

interior meaning, understood only by the electi.

2 TtXuoi, according to Theodoret, an appellation which re-appeared again among
the Gnostic- Manicheean sects of the middle ages.

3
Faustus, as quoted by Augustine, calls them the &quot; Sacerdotale Genus.&quot;

4
According to the well known varia lectio.

5
Augustin. de Hieres. c. 46.
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the Electi to the Fideles of the general Church, it may at once be

imagined that the sacrament could only be celebrated among the

Electi. The belief, that we are justified, in consequence of the

inference, which has been quoted, as made by Manes from the

prevailing custom of infant-baptism, in supposing that infant-

baptism prevailed among the Manichees, is unsound, as Mosheim

has already shown ;
in that passage, Manes intended to contro

vert his adversaries out of their own conduct in respect to prin

ciples, which that conduct necessarily pre-supposed, without in

tending to convey any approbation of that conduct. And besides

the use of baptism might appear to the Manichees, according to

their own theory of the pure and holy Elements, as a suitable

ceremony for initiation into the interior of the sect, or for re

ception into the number of the electi. And yet it may also be

thought that they were not favourable to this symbol, as being a

Jewish one, which came from John the Baptist; perhaps from the

very beginning no other kind of initiation was practised among
them, than that which we find afterwards among the offsets of the

Manichees in the middle ages; and perhaps the use of baptism had

only proceeded in certain parts of the sect from an adherence to the

prevailing custom of the Church *. The celebration ofthe Sacrament

ofthe Lord s Supper might be perfectly well interpreted according

1 From the words of Felix the Manichee, lib. i.e. 19. ut quid baptizati sutnus ?

we cannot prove that the Manichees considered baptism as a necessary initiatory

ceremony, for here also the Manichee is rather using an argumentum ad hominem,
and he may have received baptism before his conversion to Manicheeism. From the

passages in the Commonitorium, quo modo sit agendum cum Manichaeis (to be
found in the Appendix to the 8th vol. of the Benedictine edition of St. Augustine)
where a distinction is made between those Manichees, who had been received, at

their conversion to the Catholic Church among the Catechumens, and those who
were received, as being already baptized, into the number of the Pcenitentes,
it is also entirely impossible to draw the conclusion, that baptism was in use

among the Manichees; and still less does it follow, because such a distinction

is made between baptized and unbaptized among the electi themselves, who

transgressed, that baptism was voluntarily received only by a certain part of

the electi ; for here also the author may be speaking only of such persons as had
received baptism in the Catholic Church before their conversion to the Mani-
cheean sect. The passage in Augustin. de Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae, c. 35,
where he makes the Manichees offer it as a reproach to Catholic Christians, that

even fideles et jam baptizati lived in marriage and in the various relations of

family life, and possessed and administered earthly property, by no means proves
that among the electi there was a class of persons, who, having voluntarily sub
mitted to baptism, were the only persons who, through an inviolable engagement
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to the mystical natural philosophy
l
of the Manichees. Augustine,

as one of the auditores among the Manichees, had heard that the

electi celebrated the Lord s Supper ; but he knew nothing of the

mode in which it was done 2
. It is only certain, that the electi

could drink no wine, but whether they used water like the

Encratites, the so-called uSpoTrapaorarat, or what other measures

they took, we have no means of determining. The sign of re

cognition among the Manichees was the giving of the right hand

to each other when they met, as a symbol of their common re

demption from the kingdom of Darkness through the freeing

power of the Spirit of the Sun; while that was repeated in them,

which had taken place in their Heavenly Father the Original

Man, when he was in danger of sinking down into the kingdom
of Darkness, and was again lifted up through the right hand of

the Living Spirit*.

In regard to the festivals of the Manichees^ we may observe

that they celebrated Sunday, not as commemorating the resur

rection of Christ, which did not suit their Docetism,but as the day
consecrated to the Sun *, who was in fact their Christ. In con

tradiction to the prevailing usage of the Church, they fasted on

this day. The festivals in honour of Christ, of course, did not

suit the Docetism of the Manichees. While, indeed, according
to the account of Augustine, they sometimes celebrated the

festival of Easter in accordance with the prevailing usage of the

Church, yet the lukewarmness with which this celebration took

place, may be explained from the circumstance that they could

not be touched by any of those feelings, which gave so much
holiness to this festival in the eyes of other Christians. On this

account they celebrated the more solemnly the martyrdom of

their founder, Manes, which took place in the month of March.

It was called Brj/ua (suggestus, Cathedra) the festival of the Chair

were bound to a strict ascetic life ; for the FIDELES and the BAPTIZATI, two exactly

equivalent expressions, here have a general correspondence with the electi of the

Manichees. Mosheim s distinction, therefore, between baptized and unbaptized

electi, however natural it may appear when abstractedly considered, seems altogether

arbitrary.
1 In accordance with the notion that the fruits of nature represented the Son of

Man crucified in nature.
2
Augustin. contra Fortunatum, lib. i. in the addendum.

3
Disputat. Archelai, c. 7-

4 Besides many other passages, s^e Augustin. c. Faustum, lib. xviii. c. 5.
&quot; Vos

in die, quern dicunt soils, solem colitis.&quot;
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of the Teacher, the festival dedicated to the memory of the

teacher illuminated by God. A teacher s chair gaily ornamented

and enveloped in costly cloths, was placed in the room where

their assemblies were held, and five steps, apparently as a symbol
of the five pure Elements, led the way to this chair. All the

Manichees testified their reverence for this chair, by falling down
before it to the earth, after the Oriental fashion \

As far as the moral character of the Manicheean sect is con

cerned, since it is necessary on this point accurately to distinguish
between the different periods in the history of a sect, we have

too scanty notices of the^zrs^ adherents to it, to allow us to pro
nounce any definite opinion on the point. Thus much only may
be asserted, that Manes intended to maintain a severity of morals

in his doctrine ; but it must be acknowledged, that the mystical

language in which it was conveyed, which was occasionally

indecent, might introduce among uneducated and unrefined men
the intermixture of a sensuous extravagance, likely to prove

dangerous to purity of morals.

Almost immediately that the Manichees began to spread in

the Roman empire, a violent persecution broke out against them.

They were peculiarly obnoxious to the Roman government as a

sect, which drew its origin from the Persian empire, then at war

with the Roman, and which was connected with the religion of

the Parses. The Emperor Diocletian (A.D. 296.) issued a law

(which has been quoted in vol. i. p. 146.) against this sect, by
which the leaders of it were condemned to be burnt, and their

other associates, if they were of an ordinary rank of life, were

to be beheaded and suffer a forfeiture of their estates
2
.

1

Augustin. contra Epist. Fundamenti, c. 8. c. Faustum, lib. xviii. c. 5.

2 In regard to the train of thought and the language, in which the edict is com

posed, it contains all the internal marks of genuineness. It is difficult to conjecture

by whom and with what intention such an edict could have been invented in this

form. A Christian, who might have been inclined to palm such an edict upon the

world, in order to drive the emperors to a persecution of the Manicheean sect, would

not exactly have chosen Diocletian, and still less have attributed such language to

him. Although the later Christians, in their notions of a dominant religion, trans

mitted traditionally to them through the Fathers, had much that was analogous to

the thoughts of the Heathen, yet a Christian would never have expressed himself

altogether in thisfashion.

Why should not the Manicheean sect already have been able by that time to extend

itself towards Proconsular Africa; for the Gnostics had been preparing the way
there, the Manichees certainly were at an early period spread abroad in these dis-
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SECTION V.

THE HISTORY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF

CHRISTIANITY AS A SYSTEM OF DOCTRINES IN THE CATHOLIC

CHURCH, WHICH FORMED ITSELF IN OPPOSITION TO THE SECTS.

(1.) The genetic development of Church Theology in general, and

the characteristic of the individual religious and dogmatical dis

positions which have peculiarly influenced it.

LIFE in religion, as elsewhere, precedes understanding, and this

latter forms itself out of the former. Christianity had at first

taken root in the inward life, and had here become the ruling-

principle ; but then the full import of the doctrines of that faith,

into which man had been at first led through a new life within, and

the power of which he had first experienced in his spiritual life,

was necessarily to be brought out into a full and clear conscious

ness, by means of a form of thought corresponding to this inward

life, and expressed in definite ideas, with constantly increasing
clearness and distinctness. As we have before observed, this end

was peculiarly furthered by the struggle against those tendencies

of the religious spirit, which, although they were in some degree
touched by the influence of Christianity, yet constantly adulte-

tricts, and the chronological data relative to the first history of this sect are so un
certain ? It is said in the law,

&quot;

si qui sane etiam honorati aut cujuslibet dignitatis

vel majoris personae ad hanc sectam se transtulerunt,&quot; but it does not necessarily
follow from this, that the emperor had any certain account of the propagation
of this sect among the first classes, and it would not be surprising in the then

attachment of persons of distinction, (who are always glad enough, besides, to have

something that implies distinction in religion,) to Theurgical studies, and to endea

vours after sublime determination relative to the World of Spirits, if a mysterious

religion of this kind, with such .lofty pretensions, found a ready acceptance with

them. Besides, the argumentum e silentio, in historical criticism, is very uncertain;

if no particular circumstances conspire to give it greater weight, and the fact that

the ancient Fathers of the Church did not quote a decree of Diocletian against the

Manichees, easily admits of a satisfactory explanation. And yet this decree is

quoted as early as Hilarius, who wrote a commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul,
in the comment, on 2 Tim. iii. 7-
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rated real Christianity on one side or the other; and which,

therefore, by means of their opposition, still more called forth the

endeavour to set this
(i.

e. pure Christianity) in a clear light,

and to hold it steady.
The opposition against Judaism and Heathenism, from the

very nature of things, could influence only the most general

development of Christian knowledge ; but the opposition against
those Judaizing, Orientalizing, and Hellenizing tendencies,

which laid hold even of the inward life of the Church, and

threatened to corrupt it, had this effect, that the import of

the peculiarly Christian doctrines were unfolded and brought
before the mind of man with more clear and distinct conscious

ness. But yet, as Christianity was constantly limiting its pro

pagation more and more to the territory of heathenism, and

passing out of the circle of Judaism, the connection of the Catholic

Church, as it formed itself with Judaism, must have become less

and less, while its connection with Gnosticism, the more Christ

ianity was spread among the educated heathens, to whose views

the more free Gnostic conception of it would be most consonant,

would become constantly more predominant, and of itself, the

influence of the deep and comprehensive Gnosticism, would be

more important, more prolific, and more lasting, than that of the

meagre and dry Judaism. No phenomenon of this age had so

general an influence on the development of the Christian Faith

and Theology, as Gnosticism had, by means of the opposition
which it excited.

As far as regards this influence in general, without reference,

however, to the most important doctrines, (of which we shall

hereafter speak more at large,) men were necessarily induced,

through their opposition to the Gnostics, to give an account to

themselves of the sources from which a knowledge of the

Christian faith was to be obtained, for the Gnostics denied the

authenticity, or at least the sufficiency of the documents, which

alone had hitherto been silently received in the Catholic

Church, namely, the received body of Scripture, as well as

of the traditions of the Church, and in opposition to these

they set up a different source of knowledge in a pretended secret

doctrine, transmitted down from Christ and his Apostles, or

from a chosen number among the Apostles. And since, besides,

the Gnostics, by means of a capricious and allegorizing mode of

interpretation, or by a literal one, which was just as capricious,

7
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and which did not regard the context in ascertaining the sense of

words, and which set at nought all laws of thought and speech,

made it easy for themselves by these means to introduce all their

unbiblical meanings into the Holy Scriptures, and to deceive the

unwary who heard them adduce so many passages of Holy
Writ ;

so their adversaries were obliged to oppose this capricious

mode of interpretation, by establishing the objective grounds of a

logical and grammatical interpretation, and thus the first seeds

of a biblical hermeneutic proceeded from these controversies.

When the Gnostics transferred to the Christian religion that

contrast between a religion of the people and a religion of the

initiated *, which had been removed by Christianity, and which

was contrary to its very nature, the opposition to this error was

the first cause that an essential religious faith, independent
of philosophy, and not interwoven into any mythology, but clear

in itself and self-sufficient, was brought before the light as the

foundation of a higher life for all mankind, and more distinctly

defined. While the Gnostics were here applying the position

of the earlier religions to Christianity, their opponents were

obliged on that very account to bring the peculiar religious

position of the latter more clearly before their own minds.

And yet, while on the one side an opposition to Gnosticism

would naturally arise here, yet on the other, this struggle, which

was right in itself, and quite in union with the spirit of Christ

ianity, would present a point on which Gnosis might engraft itself.

This was a struggle after a deeper knowledge of the inward

connection of the doctrines of the Christian faith, a struggle to

proceed forth from the position which Christianity takes up, and

thence attain to a mode of viewing human and divine things,
which should form one systematic whole. Gnosis of itself was

not necessarily false, but that false pride of Gnosis was so, which,

instead of going forth from the foundation of faith, and unfolding
thus the import and the connection of that which had been

acquired in a lively manner through faith, thought to be able to

raise itself above a life in faith
;
and considering this life in faith

as valid only for a subordinate position, thought that it could

bestow something of a higher kind. Abrupt contradiction can

never persuade the erring, and never effectually stem the pro

gress of any false views which happen to exist in any particular

1

[Literally
&quot; the

periect.&quot;
H. J. II.]
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age. Abrupt contradiction, which condemns the true together
with the false, is more likely to provoke more fiercely an errone

ous opposition party which is conscious of having some grounds
founded in truth

;
and therefore such a contradiction furthers the

propagation of these errors, inasmuch as it lends them an appear
ance of justice, and a point on which to attach themselves in the

real wants of human nature ; and this was also shown then in

the propagation of the Gnostic sects. The best means of success

fully combating errors, which arise from a fundamental disposi
tion of human nature which has only been led astray, is always
to recognise this disposition with its just rights, and to satisfy its

demands in the mode that nature dictates. This would have

happened in regard to the Gnostics if men, while they maintained

the dignity and the independence of faith, had yet acknowledged
the just and right feeling on which that struggle after a Gnosis was

founded, and if they had endeavoured to set forth such a Gnosis

as proceeded from faith, and was only the natural production of

faith in human reason enlightened by that faith. Thus the germ
of a Christian Dogmatic (system of doctrines) systematically

hanging together, and of a Christian philosophy, would be

formed ; and these two, like many other dissimilar elements of

the new spiritual world of Christianity, which was first conceived

in its chaotic stage of development, might by and by be separated
from each other.

The establishment of a faith independent of speculation, of

the practical nature and the practical tendency of Christianity,

on one hand, and on the other, the development of a Gnosis

built on the foundation of faith, these were the two corner

stones from which the formation of the Churchly theology

proceeded, and here its two proper chief divisions may be

recognised. Here also the progress of the development of

human nature brought this consequence with it, that these two

dispositions did not immediately work together harmoniously, and

did not immediately fall into the just and natural relations which

ought to exist between them, but that by mutual departure from

the just harmonious mean, and by a partial love of dominion in

both of them, those two tendencies of the Christian spirit, the one,

a predominantly realistic, the other, a predominantly idealistic

turn, fell into collision with each other: as well in the development
of the Church doctrine, as in opposition to it ; only with this

difference, that here both dispositions set out from the self-same
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foundation of Christianity, and were united together by the one

spirit of that Christianity. Thus was Christianity to prepare the

way for its own development in the midst of the contradictions

of human nature, which find in it their reconciliation.

The first of these was originally the prevailing tendency
in the development of Churchly theology, for this theology

originally formed itself from a realistic and practically Christian

spirit, the desire of defending the unchangeable ground-work of

the Christian faith against the caprice of Gnostic speculation.

We find this disposition among the first Fathers of Asia Minor,

in Polycarp of Smyrna, Papias of Hierapolis in Phrygia, Melito

of Sardis, and in Irenseus, who was formed in the school of Asia

Minor, and having transferred the sphere of his activity to Lyons
and the western Church in the latter half of his life, transplanted

that disposition thither also. These Fathers of Asia Minor

acted as pastors of these Churches, in which they endeavoured to

maintain the pure and simple apostolic doctrine, and to defend it

against corruption. They were, hence, compelled to enter into

controversy with the Gnostic sects which were spreading around

them in Asia Minor. A truly Christian consciousness animated

them in their struggle against the idealism of Gnosticism
;
but

yet they often opposed to it only a grossly sensuous, anthropo

morphic, anthropopathical apprehension of spiritual matters,

which arose from a deficient and ignorant cast of mind, not suffi

ciently penetrated and illuminated by the Spirit of Christianity.

Although there were among them men of a variety of isolated

literary acquirements, yet they were deficient in the essentials of

a learned and systematic training of the mind. We further find

this disposition in the Western or Romish Church, under which we
reckon all those countries in which the Latin language prevailed.

Although the peculiar character of the Romish people received

a different modification under the influence of different climates,

and according to the nature of the original inhabitants on which

it was engrafted *, as, for instance, among the Carthaginian people
in the hot part of Africa ; yet we may look upon the peculiar
character of the Romans as the generally prevailing character

here, and in the influence it had upon the conception of Christian

1
Although we must take far less account of these circumstances in the case of

Christian churches in large towns, because in them fewer traces of the old inhabi

tants remained.
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doctrine, we cannot but recognise the prevailing realism of the

less variable Romish spirit, which stiffly holds fast what it has

once received.

We may consider Irenaeus as a representative of that first

practical Christian disposition which opposed itself to Gnosticism.

He is distinguished as a partaker in all the ecclesiastical events

of his days, and, as a dogmatic writer, by his sobriety and his

moderation in holding fast the essential foundations of the

Christian faith, as well as by maintaining what is practically im

portant in his treatment of all individual Christian doctrines. In

his chief work against the Gnostics, he says of the one unchange
able essential fundamental doctrine of Christianity, to which the

agreement of all Churches gives witness, and which every un

prejudiced person could himself adduce from Scripture *,

&quot;Although
scattered over the whole world, the Church as carefully

maintains this faith as if it inhabited only one house. It believes

these things as if it had one soul and the same heart, and it

preaches
2 them as harmoniously as if it had only one mouth

As the Sun, the creature of God, is one and the same over all

the world, so also the preaching of the truth shines everywhere,

and illuminates all men who are willing to come to the know

ledge of the truth. He among the presidents of the Churches,

who is mighty in eloquence, can preach nothing else but this

(for no one is above the teacher) ; nor does he that is weak in

preaching diminish the doctrine delivered to him; for as the

faith is one and the same, he who is able to speak much con

cerning it, can add nothing to it, and he who is able to say but

little, cannot diminish it
3

.&quot; He thus opposes the speculative

sophistry of this principle
4
.

&quot; Sound 5
, unsuspecting, pious reason,

that loves the truth, will with joy meditate on what God has

given into the power of man, and subjected to our knowledge,

1 Lib. i. 3. [I. c. x. 2. Ed. Massuet. p. 49. The previous section, which con-

tains this universal creed, is one of very great value, as it sets forth one of the

most ancient confessions of faith in language very closely resembling the Apostles

Creed. H. J. R.]
2

[&quot;
It preaches, it teaches, and it hands down&quot; is the exact translation of the

Greek phrase. H. J. R.]
3

[This is evidently an allusion to the manna, Exod. xvi. 18. See Massuet s

note. H. J. R.]
* Lib. ii. c. 45. [c. xxvii. Ed. Massuet.]
*
[aKivSvvos, sicher ihres Weges gehende.]
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and lie will advance in it, rendering the learning of it easy to

himself by daily exercise. Now this consists of those things
that fall under our own eyes, and those things that are expressly
said in the Holy Scriptures openly and unambiguously.&quot;

&quot; It is

better and more advantageous,&quot; says the same writer *,
&quot; to be

ignorant and to come near to God by love, than for a man, who
seems to be a man of great learning and knowledge, to be found

blaspheming against his own Master. Therefore did Paul exclaim,

knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifieth. Not as if he had

blamed the real knowledge that comes from God, for then he would

have accused himself the first ; but because he knew that many,
elated by the pretence of knowledge, departed from the love of

God It is better, therefore, that a man should know

nothing, should not know the cause of any one of created things,

why it was created, but believe in God and persevere in love

of him, than 2
that being puffed up by this kind of know

ledge, he should fall away from the love that makes man living,

it is better to wish to know nothing else than Jesus Christ, the

Son of God, who was crucified for us, than
3
to fall into impiety

by subtile questions and petty cavillings at words.&quot;
&quot; It is

no wonder,&quot; says Irenseus
4
,

&quot; if we find many difficulties which

we cannot remove, in spiritual and heavenly things, in those

which are known to us only by revelation, when in that which

Kes before our feet, I mean in that which we perceive by the

senses, much escapes our knowledge, and these things we leave

to God, who must be elevated above every thing. But if in the

things of the creation, something is within the reach of our

knowledge, and other things are reserved for the knowledge of

God, how can we think it a difficulty, that out of those things that

are sought in the Holy Scripture, the whole of which is spiritual,

we should be able to unravel some by the grace of God, while

others are still reserved to the knowledge of God, and that too,

not only in the present world, but in that which is to come
; in

order that God may always teach, and man may always learn

from God.&quot;
&quot;

They complain,&quot; says Irenseus of the Gnostics,

1 Lib. ii. c. 45. [c. 26. Ed. Massuet, p. 154.]
2

[This part has unfortunately only come down to us in a Latin translation, where

the translator has evidently rendered r) by aut instead of quam. Neander has very

properly translated it as if it were quam. H. J. R.]
3 See last note.

4 Lib. ii. c. 47- [c.28. Ed. Massuet, p. 156.]
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&quot; of the ignorance of the holy presbyters *, because they do not

consider of how much greater value a pious common man is, than

a blaspheming and impudent sophist
2

.&quot;

We may consider Montanism as one of the forms of error which

this anti-Gnostic religious realism assumed, because, where it was

carried to the extreme, it opposed the predominance of extrava

gant speculation by the predominance of extravagant feelings.

It was a system, which, while it professed to have a source of

illumination besides the Holy Scripture, and the reason, as en

lightened by those Scriptures, became, in a different way, a prey
to the self-deceptions of a caprice which confused what belongs
to man with what belongs to God.

With regard to Montanus himself, from whom it arose, we

have, alas, too slender documents to allow us satisfactorily to

explain psychologically the course of his religious development,

and the origin of his peculiar religious opinions. But the

personal history of this man cannot be here of the same impor

tance, as the scandal which he brought upon a habit of mind

then prevalent, in consequence of the effects which it produced.

The idea proclaimed by Montanus was no new idea
;

it was one,

which had in many persons arisen from a one-sided turn of mind in

regard to Christianity, and had become to them the centre-point

of their inward life, without their being aware of it. It was

only by means of Montanus that this idea became the centre

of a compact and separate set of opinions, and the point of union

for a Church party which formed itself upon that set of opinions.

What had probably been brought forward by Montanus only in

a fragmentary manner in the language of feeling, was conceived

by the spirit of a Tertullian with a more clear consciousness,

and was worked up into a systematic whole. We must, there

fore, in order to characterize the opinions of Montanus, use also

the writings of Tertullian, although we should not be justified in

attributing to the less formed and cultivated mind of Montanus

all the thoughts expressed by one like Tertullian, whose more

advanced development of mind renders his views more definite

and of more importance.

1 Irenaeus uses the word &quot;

holy&quot;
here in the sense in which the New Testament

applies it to all true Christians.

2 Lib. v. c. 20. [Neander has translated &quot;

Idiota&quot; by Idiot, which may answer

in German, but would lead to a wrong notion in English. H. J. R.]
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The one side of Christianity, the idea of a communication of a

Divine life to human nature as a means of reforming it ; the idea

of a new Divine creation, which should reform everything, and of

an overpowering dominion of the Divinity in man s nature ; this

idea, which forms a key-note to Christianity, was predominant
in Montanism, and made its centerpoint; but the other side of

Christianity, the idea of the harmonious amalgamation of the

Divine and the human *
in man s nature when renewed by the

Divine principle of life, the idea of the free and independent

development of the ennobled faculties of man s nature as a neces

sary consequence of this amalgamation, this idea arid the other

key-note of Christianity which flows from it, were thrown into

the back ground. In this system (Montanism) the influence

of the Divine power appears as a magical power, taking an

irresistible hold on man, and overwhelming all his human quali

ties; while that which is human appears to be only a blind in

strument involuntarily borne on. Montanism, when carried to

the extreme, would necessarily lead men to set Christianity in

hostile array against all knowledge and art, as if either were an

adulteration of that which is Divine by man s inter-mingling his

own activity with it.

Montanus was a new convert in a village of Mysia, called An-
daban (Ardabau) on the confines of Phrygia. What happens to

individual men, happened here with provinces in a body, that

their way of conceiving Christianity bears the stamp of their pre
vious national peculiarities, just as with individual peculiarities,

whether it be that these subordinate themselves to the spirit of

Christianity and rise up again in it in an ennobled form, or whether

they mingle themselves in a disturbing manner with the energies
of Christianity, and that the former iniquities break out again,

only covered with a Christian garb. Of the latter process many
traces are to be found in regard to the Phrygian national pecu
liarities. In the old national religion of the Phrygians we recog
nize the character of this mountain-people, inclined to fanaticism

and superstition, and easily induced to believe in magic and en

chantment; nor can we wonder if in the ecstasies and somnambu
lism of the Montanists we find again the Phrygian spirit, which

showed itself in the ecstasies of the Priests of Cybele and Bacchus.

As many in the first ardent zeal of conversion gave up all their

[ Dnrchdringung. Literally penetration interpenetration. H. J. R.]

VOL. II. N
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earthly goods, and devoted themselves to a strict ascetic life, such

an ascetic zeal also seized Montanus as a new convert. We must

remember, that he was living
1 in a country where there was a

widely extended expectation, that the Church on the scene of its

sufferings, and on earth itself before the end of all earthly things
would enjoy a thousand years of triumphant empire the expecta
tion of a final reign of Christ upon the earth for a thousand years

(chiliasm as it was called) and where many images of an enthusi

astic imagination about the nature of this expected kingdom, were

then current
l
. The time at which he lived either during those

calamitous natural events of which we have spoken above, (vol.

i. p. 100 and seq.) and the persecutions of the Christians which

followed upon them, or during the bloody persecutions of Marcus

Aurelius
2

, was altogether calculated peculiarly to promote such an

excitement of feeling, and such a turn of the imagination. There

was just at that season a violent contest in Asia Minor, between

the speculative Gnostics, and the defenders of the old simple

doctrines, and men were speaking much of impending corruptions

of Christianity. All this might work upon the mind of the newly
converted Phrygian, inclined, as he was, to fantastic excitement of

the feelings. The transition was then just taking place from the

time of the first preternatural influences of the Divine Spirit on

the nature of man, to the season in which the new Divine prin

ciple of life was to be developed by the natural channels and in a

1
Papias, of Hierapolis, having lived in Phrygia, had already been active there, and

many passages of the Pseudo-Sibyllines point to Phrygia also. There are certainly no

grounds for supposing, with Longuerue and Blondel, that these passages came from

Montanus or the Montanists, for there are no ideas whatever peculiar to Montanism in

those Pseudo-Sibylline oracles. We should rather here recognize that selfsame peculiar

Phrygian spirit, which is also reflected in Montanism. If Mount Ararat be supposed

transplanted to Phrygia, we should recognize here the same prejudice among the

Phrygians in favour of their native land, for which they claimed the credit of being the

oldest country on earth, as when Montanus makes the village Pepuza in Phrygia the

seat of the Millenarian empire.
2 We are without sufficient and trustworthy data, to determine with precision, any

thing certain with regard to the time, in which Montanus first appeared ; but from the

very nature of the thing, the beginning of a matter like this is always difficult to be

determined. Eusebius, in his Chronicon, places the first appearance of Montanus in

the year 171. But if we suppose that the Roman Bishop, whom Praxeas induced to

excommunicate Montanus, was not Victor, but Eleutheros, (for which opinion I have

stated the reasons in my work on Tertullian, p. 486) it would follow, that Montanus

had appeared in the time of the Roman Bishop Anicetus, who died in the year 161.

Apollonius (ap. Euseb. v. 18) and Epiphanius, who place the appearance of Montanus

in the year 157, are both in favour of the earlier date.
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quiet harmonious manner, in man s nature sanctified by that very
principle of life as an instrument affecting it; and it was natural

that this transition should be accompanied by many disturbing

circumstances, and that a disposition should arise, which, opposing
the development of Christianity in man s nature in a manner con
sonant to its usual course, should wish to keep that first season of
the appearance of Christianity as an abiding condition of things,
and then to the genuine working of the Divine Spirit there would
be joined an overheated excitement of the mind which imitated

that working, but was in fact a violent excitement of the imagina
tion. All this must be taken into the account in order to explain
the rise of a character like Montanus.

We do not desire to deny, that Montanus had experienced

something of the more spiritual (literally higher) life of Chris

tianity ; that mixture of truth and error could hardly have existed

without this in the soul of Montanus, but in individuals as well as

in whole masses the old proverb is sure to be found true
;

&quot; where
God builds himself a temple, the Devil builds himself a chapel
near it.&quot; The old Phrygian nature crept in unperceived so as to

trouble the pure Christian feelings, and Montanus took for an in

spiration of the Spirit, what really was from the flesh : while no
one of sound judgment with a Christian care for his soul warned
him against the mixture of light and darkness, and brought him
back to sobriety ; or perhaps, if they did, the admiration of the

multitude, who reverenced him as a Prophet, made a greater im

pression upon him
; and thus apparently the most dangerous source

of all self-deception and all enthusiasm, vanity, was added to these

disadvantages. He used to fall into a kind of transport, during
which, without consciousness, but as the passive instrument, as he

thought, of a higher power, he announced new persecutions in

enigmatical and mystical expressions
l

; he exhorted Christians to

a more strict ascetic life, and to an undaunted confession of their

faith ;
he praised the blessedness of martyrdom, and incited Chris

tians to use their utmost endeavours to obtain it; and during

1

%tvo(j&amp;gt;&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;viai
is the expression of a contemporary, ap. Euseb. v. 16. yXotoaai. See

Plutarch on the ancient oracular responses, de Pyth. Orac. c. 24. [I find only the verb

&vo((Hi&amp;gt;veiv,
not the word ZevoQuviai applied here to Montanus. The word Entziickun-

gen, which I have translated transports, expresses any kind of ecstasy, transport, or

trance, the Greek phrase in Euseb. v. 16. TraptKoraaiQ is used here for a state of ex

citement, in which a person is beside himself. See Valesius in loc. H. J. R.J
N 2
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these transports he also announced the near approach of God s

judicial punishment of the Persecutors of the Church, as well as

of the second coming of Christ, and the establishment of the

Millenarian kingdom, the blessedness of which he painted in

attractive colours. At last he desired to be looked upon as a pro

phet sent from God for the whole Church, as an enlightened
reformer of the whole religious life of the Church the Christian

Church was through him to be raised to a higher degree of per
fection in conduct, and a higher moral doctrine was to be revealed

through him for the manhood of the Church in its state of matu

rity and he referred to himself the promise of Christ, that through
the Holy Ghost he would reveal things, which the men of that

time were unable to comprehend. He also believed himself called

to communicate new decisions with respect to doctrinal points, in

order to clear up the doctrinal controversies then particularly

common in those regions, and to preserve the doctrines of the

Faith against the attacks of Heretics.

It is likely enough that Montanus did not aspire to all this at

once, but that his views with regard to his own person and calling,

and his claims in regard to what he was to be to the Church,

were gradually formed and extended under the influence of

circumstances, in consequence of the acceptance which his pre

tended oracles obtained; but the information we have is not

sufficient to enable us to deduce from it a genetic development of

the history of Montanus. Two women, Prisca or Priscilla, and

Maximilla, who also desired to be looked upon as prophetesses,

joined themselves to Montanus l
.

Montanism maintained the doctrine of a gradual advance of the

Church according to a general law of the development of the king
dom of God. In the works of Grace, say the Montanists, as well as

in the works of nature, both of which come from the same Creator,

everything developes itself according to a certain gradation : from

the seed first comes a shrub, which gradually increases to a tree
;

the tree first obtains leaves, then follows the bloom, and out of

this comes the fruit, which also attains to ripeness only by degrees.

1 All the doctrines which the Montanistic party brought forward, were not alto

gether peculiar to it
; they were often only ideas which had been in existence for a

long time, and were current in the Church just at that time, and which, being carried

to the extreme by the Montanists, called forth also an opposition to them.
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Thus also the kingdom of righteousness developes itself by certain

degrees ;
first came the fear of God in accordance with the voice

of nature without a revealed law (the Patriarchal Religion) ; then

came its infancy under the Law and the Prophets, then its youth
under the Gospel, then its development to the maturity of man
hood through the new outpouring of the Holy Ghost, together
with the appearance of Montanus, and through the new teaching
of the promised Paraclete

l
. How could the work of God stand

still, and not develop itself progressively, when the kingdom of

the wicked one was always extending itself in all directions, and

always acquiring new powers ? They maintained, therefore,

a progressively advancing action of the Holy Ghost in redeemed

man
;
the progressive revelation of the Divine opposed to the

progressive revelation of the Evil one. They opposed those who
would place arbitrary limits to the operation of the Holy Ghost,

as if his extiaordinary operations had been confined entirely to

the time of the Apostles, as it is said in a Montanistic writing
2

,

&quot; lest any weakness or want of faith should lead us to believe

that the Grace of God was efficacious only among the ancients,

for God always works what He has promised, as a sign to the

unbelieving, and as a mercy to believers.&quot; They appealed to

the promise made by Christ himself, that He would give to the

faithful the Revelations through the Paraclete, as the perfecter

of his Church, through whom He would reveal what men at that

time were unable to comprehend. They did not, however, by
any means, wish to maintain, that this promise did not refer to

the case of the Apostles, to whom all others referred it; but

merely that it did not refer to the case of the Apostles alone, in

whom it was not fulfilled in its whole extent, and that it had

reference also to the new revelations through the Prophets, who
were now raised up, and that these last were necessary, in order to

the completion and advancement of the first revelation
3
. They

declared expressly that the new Prophets must distinguish them

selves from false teachers, and certify their Divine calling by their

agreement with the doctrines preached by the Apostles, as they

1 Tertullian de Virgg. Velandis, c. 1.

2 Acta Perpetuae et Felicitatis, Prsef.

[Ruinart, in his preliminary observations, endeavours to show that this is not a

Montanistic writing, and to explain this passage, as merely comparing the then

workings of God with former ones, but not with those recorded in Scripture. H. J. R.]
3 Tertullian de Pudicit. c. 12.



182 NEW OUTPOURING OF THE SPIRIT.

had been disseminated in all Churches. The essential funda

mental doctrines recognized in the whole Church, they recog
nized also as unalterable foundations of the development of the

Church ;
but the whole system of Christian morality, arid the

whole religious life connected with the Church system, was to

be farther advanced by these new revelations ; for men who were

just converted from heathenism, and only just emerging from an

entirely carnal state, were unable to receive the whole demands

of Christian perfection. And further also, the Christian doctrines

which were attacked by the heretics, who were now extending

themselves in every direction, were to be firmly established by
these new revelations. While these heretics, by means of arbi

trary and false explanations, made the Holy Scriptures, out of

which they might have been best confuted, speak their language,

these new revelations were to offer the means of opposing them

with settled authority. Lastly, these new revelations were

to communicate decisions and determinations respecting those

matters of doctrine and practice which were then made the sub

ject of controversy . The Montanist Tertullian, therefore, at

the conclusion of his treatise, concerning the Resurrection, calls

thus to those who desire to draw from the well of these new

revelations, &quot;ye
shall not thirst after any instruction; no in

quiries shall torment
you.&quot;

This notion of a progressive development of the Church led

the Montanists, on the one hand\ to a genuine evangelical oppo

sition against a narrow-hearted and stiff Church view, which clung

only to outward things ; a view which was unable to distinguish

between what is changeable and what is unchangeable in the

Church (churchly life literally), and which looked upon those of

its forms, its outward ordinances and usages, which might properly

change with time and circumstances, as grounded upon apostolical

tradition, and settled irrevocably for all ages. The Montanists, on

the contrary, were better able to distinguish between the change

able and the unchangeable in the development of the Church,

because they would allow of nothing but the immutability of

the dogmatic tradition ; they maintained, that the arrangements and

ordinances of the Church might be changed and improved, accord-

1 Tertullian de Virgg. Velandis, as the administrate Paracleti, quod disciplina diri-

gitur, quod Scripture revelantur, quod intellectus reforrnatur.

2
[See the counterbalancing error a page or two further on. H. J. R.J
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ing to the necessities of the times, by means of the progressive

instruction of the Paraclete 1
. And further, while the ecclesi

astical view considered the bishops as the only organs for the

shedding abroad of the Holy Spirit in the Church, as the succes

sors of the Apostles, and the heirs of their spiritual power, Mon-

tanism, on the contrary, although, upon the whole, it acknow

ledged the existing order in the Church as one founded by God,

yet maintained that there are still higher organs to conduct the

development of the Church than these ordinary ones, namely, the

extraordinary organs, the prophets inspired by the Holy Ghost.

These alone, according to the Montanistic view, were the suc

cessors of the Apostles in the highest sense, the heirs of their

perfect spiritual power. Tertullian, therefore, sets the Church of
the Spirit, which reveals itself by means of men enlightened by the

Holy Spirit, in opposition to the Church, which consists in its

number of bishops
2
. Thus those who followed the voice of the

Holy Ghost, speaking through the new Prophets, as being the

spiritually-minded, the genuine Christians, were considered to

make up the Church ; while, on the contrary, they called the op

ponents of the new revelations, the carnally-minded (Psychici).

Montanism, therefore, which made the inward fact of the opera
tion of the Holy Ghost the mark of the true Church, when con

trasted with Catholicism
3

*, whose characters are too external 3

*,

leads to a more spiritual conception of the notion of the Church,
and one whose view was more directed to inward things. Ter

tullian says *,
&quot; The Church, in the peculiar and the most

excellent sense, is the Holy Ghost, in which the Three are One,
and therefore the whole union of those who agree in this belief

1 Tertull. de Corona Mil. c. 3.

2 De Pudicit. c. 21. Ecclesia spiritus per spiritalem hominem, non ecclesia numerus

episcoporum.
3*

[Literally,
&quot;

contrasted with the too outward Catholicism&quot; H. J. R.]
4 [Nam et Ecclesia proprie et principaliter ipse est Spiritus in quo est trinitas unius

divinitatis Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus. Illam Ecclesiam congregat, quam
Dominus in tribus posuit. Atque ita exinde etiam numerus omnis qui in hanc fidern

conspiraverint, Ecclesia ab auctore et consecratore censetur. Test, de Pudicit. xxi.

Comp. also de Baptismo, vi. ; where, after mentioning the Church, Tertullian adds,
&quot;

quoniam ubi tres, id est, Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, ibi Ecclesia, quae trium

corpus est.&quot; Tertullian himself, in another passage, supplies an excellent antidote to

the heretical notion of an appeal to any inward gifts being of themselves sufficient

marks of the true Church. His rule, though directed against other heresies, applies to

this notion also. See the well-known passage de Prescript. Haeret. &quot; Edant origines

suas,&quot; & c . II. J. R.J

7
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(viz. that God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are one),
is named the Church, after its founder and sanctifier (the Holy
Ghost).&quot;

As further, according to the Montanistic theory, Prophets might
be raised up out of every class of Christians, as the Monta-

nists looked upon it expressly as something characteristic of this

last epoch of the development of the kingdom of God, that,

according to the prophecies of Joel, ch. iii. [ch. ii.] then in course of

fulfilment
1

, the gifts of the Spirit should indifferently be shed

abroad over all classes of Christians of both sexes, and as those

requirements, with respect to Christian conduct, which had till

then been limited to the Clergy, were extended by these new
revelations to all Christians as such, they were induced by these

circumstances to bring forward the idea of the &quot;

dignity of the

Christian calling in general, and of the dignity of the Priesthood

as belonging to all ChristiansV
But although, on one side, the idea of the Church was conceived

here in a more free and spiritual manner, although Montanism

opposed the idea of a progressive development of the Church to

that form-bound system, which was more Jewish than Evangelical,

yet, on another side, this idea fell, even still more than the Catholi

cism of the Church, into a confusion between the theocratic views of
the Old and New Testaments; for, according to the Montanistic

notions, that progressive development was not, as the nature of

the Gospel would require, to proceed from within outwards, by
the development of the self-sufficient principle of Christianity in

the nature of man, in virtue of the Divine power indwelling in it,

but they (i. e. the Montanists) maintained that this progressive

development of the Church must be promoted by new outward

additional and extraordinary communications of God ; they
maintained that the Church must be further fashioned and com

pleted by means of a completion of the Apostolical instruction,

through Prophets, who would be excited and enlightened in an ex

traordinary manner by the Holy Ghost, and they ascribed to the

declarations of these Prophets a positive authority, which bound

men to obey them. In fact, they transferred the prophetical

government of the Old Testament to the Christian Church. And
it is worthy of observation, that by the Catholic Church, which

1 Prsefat. act. Felicit. a
As, e. g. Tertullian de Monogamia.
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afterwards in a general way received much which it had at first

justly and on right evangelical principles blamed in the Monta-

nists, much of what the Montanists maintained, about the relations

of the new revelations through their Prophets to the foundation

of scriptural tradition and scriptural doctrine, was applied to the

relation of the doctrinal decrees of General Councils to both these

particulars (2.
e. tradition and scripture).

The Montanistic view of this new prophetic gift [Propheten-

thum], and of the mode of the operation of the Holy Ghost in it,

was also peculiar. It was in accordance with this whole cast of

thought, that the Montanists should altogether exclude from the

true prophetic gift [Prophetenthum] the co-operation of any
human faculty, endowed with self-consciousness, and serving as

a free instrument for a Divine communication, and that they
should assume an operation of the Holy Ghost, which entirely

destroyed all individual agency on the part of man
;
the condi

tion of a complete ecstasy was reckoned by them as an indispens
able mark of a true prophet. Therefore, in the Montanistic

oracles, it is not man speaking in the name of God, but God

speaking through the voice of man. Thus, the Holy Ghost says

through Montanus ,

&quot; Behold ! man is like a lyre, and I flutter

over him like the instrument which sets the lyre in motion. The
man sleeps, but I awake. See, it is the Lord who sets the hearts

of men out of themselves, and gives the heart to man
;&quot;

and in

another oracle he says,
&quot; No angel comes, no messenger, but I

the Lord, God the Father, am come 1
.&quot; This idea of inspiration

was certainly nothing new in the Church, it was the oldest con

ception of the idea of inspiration which existed in the theological

schools of the Jews, and which we find in Philo, in the legend of

the origin of the Septuagint version, and it passed from the Jews

to the Christian fathers (teachers), just as they received with the

Old Testament the idea of inspiration also first from the Jews.

But this whole view of the matter came under suspicion, in con

sequence of the manner in which the Montanists pushed their

notion of ecstatic possession (lit. ecstasy) to extremes. The con-

1

Epiphan. Haeres. 48. 4.

2 The definition of such an ecstasy in the Montanistic spirit is to be found in Ter-

tullian c. Marcion. IV. 22. &quot; In spiritu homo constitutus, praesertim cum gloriam

Dei conspicit, vel cum per ipsum Deus loquitur, necesse est excidat sensu, obumbratus

scilicet virtute divina.&quot;
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troversies with them introduced more accurate investigations,

concerning the idea of Divine inspiration, and concerning the

difference between a genuine and a counterfeit inspiration (or as

it was then called an inspiration by evil spirits). Unhappily, none

of the writings, in which these controversies were handled, have

come down to us. The Montanists might justly be accused of

having prized beyond their value these unusual conditions of

the mind during an extraordinary inward excitement, in which

the common consciousness of man is set aside, the same accusa

tion which St. Paul makes against the Corinthians, in I Cor. xii.

where he speaks against overprizing the Trvev/mari or yXwrro-rj

AaXav (the speaking in the spirit, or with tongues) ; it might

justly be said, that these conditions of mind belonged more to the

economy of the Old Testament, in which the influence of the

Divine Spirit on the mind was rather of a transient and a frag

mentary nature, than to that of the New Testament, in which the

Divine life enters as an enlivening, and leavening (lit. pene

trating) spirit into the natural development of man s nature; or

it might be said that such conditions of mind belonged peculiarly
to those epochs of the Christian Church, in which the new life,

which Christianity brings with it, is for the first time communi
cated to an entirely unprepared (lit. rough) portion of mankind

;

or when a new era of the outpouring of the Holy Ghost follows

upon a long reign of ungodliness and worldliness. But the violent

opponents of the Montanists 1

appear to have fallen just into the

opposite extreme, by condemning altogether every thing, which

bore the appearance of an ecstasy in the Montanistic sense, and by

wishing to limit to one form all the operations of the Holy
Ghost. They rejected at once the whole Montanistic idea of a

prophet, and on the contrary, they afterwards maintained with

regard to the prophets of the Old Testament, that they had

already possessed a clear knowledge of the Christian economy
predicted by them2

.

It appears also to have been the doctrine of the Montanists,

that the season of the last and richest outpouring of the Holy
Ghost would form the last age of the Church, and precede the

second coming of Christ, and be the fulfilment of the prophecy of

1 As Miltiades in the book Trepi TOV
JJLIJ

Stiv
7rpo(f&amp;gt;r)Tt]v

ev kKffTafffi \a\fiv.
2 E. g. Origen. in Job. T. VJ. 2, 7rp07rrwc cnro^vaffQai TTfpt 7rpo&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;rjTiiJV, (JJQ ov

ootydjv, ti\ir\ vtvorjKciffi TO. cnro ISiov
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Joel, ch. iii.
1

[ch. ii.] ; the only doubtful point is, whether according
to the Montanistic doctrine, this last outpouring of the Holy Ghost

was to be closed by the appearance of Montanus, and his prophet

esses, or whether other prophets were to succeed after him. Max-
imilla indeed, as quoted in Epiphanius, says, &quot;that no other

prophetess would follow after her, but that the end of the world

would immediately take place ;&quot;
but a question arises, as to

whether the Montanistic oracles were always exactly in harmony
with themselves, and with one another, unless perhaps Monta
nus and his two prophetesses were looked upon pre-eminently
as oracles for the whole Church. It is besides certain from the

writings of Tertullian, as we may also infer from the use made

by the Montanists of the prophetic passage quoted above, that

they supposed that all Christians would be partakers in those

extraordinary spiritual gifts. In the Montanistic congregations,
it was chiefly among females, a circumstance easily explained,

that people expected to find in these preternatural communica

tions, such a knowledge of Divine things, as no sound practical

Christian feeling would ever induce men to expect at all, or at

least to look for any where else than in Scripture, or in the

Reason, enlightened by Scripture. It was a punishment for

despising the just limits of that-which-naturally-belongs-to-man

(lit. the Naturally-Human), which will assert its own rights and

be recognized and cultivated in its own place, it was a punish
ment for such contempt, that this latter (the Naturally-Human)
should thrust itself into a higher region and trouble it, and that

the symptoms of a morbidly excited nature should be promoted,
and should be honoured, as the inspiration of the Spirit

2
. In

this manner the heathen system of oracles and auguries might be

introduced under a Christian garb into the Christian Church.

As the attainment ofperfection in Christian conduct, of which

Montanism was inclined to lay the foundation, was not deduced

1 Praefat. in acta Perpetuae : majora reputanda, nobiliora quaeque ut novissimiora,

secundum exuberationem gratia in ultima saeculi spatia decretam.

2 Thus in a Montanistic congregation at Carthage in the case of a Christian female,

who during the service had fallen into an ecstasy, which resembled those described as

the effect of Magnetic Somnambulism, they expected to obtain from her, not only the

healing of diseases, as the Heathens did in their incubations in the Temple of Escula-

pius, but also information concerning the invisible world. See Tertullian de Anima,
c. 9.
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from the nature of Christianity, working outwardly from a prin

ciple within, but was to repose on new commands, which were

added to Christianity through a pretended Divine authority, and

were first delivered outwardly ; so this pretended perfecting of

the moral doctrine of Christianity might in fact be only an error,

deduced from the essential nature of Christianity itself, according
to which all is contained in Love, and Love is the fulfilling of the

Law ; it might become only a counterfeit of that by means of a

new legal opus operatum. Even on this side, Montanism joined
itself to an already existing tendency of Christianity, which it

only carried to the extreme. That ascetic tendency, which at

tributed a merit to certain outward works of abstinence, and

which would make the essence of humility, whose foundations

are ivithin, consist in certain outward gestures, by which humility
would easily be feigned (was also taken up by Montanism l

).

The Montanistic prophets, wished to prescribe as binding on

all Christians, the fasting on the dies Stafionum, which up to

that time (see above), had been considered as left to their free

choice, and they commanded this fast to be extended to three

o clock in the afternoon. For two weeks in the year they pre
scribed for all Christians, as a compulsory ordinance, such a spare
diet as the continentes, or ao-fojrat observed from free inclination

2
.

Against these Montanistic positions the spirit of evangelical
freedom expressly and becomingly remonstrated; but in later

times, in this respect also the spirit, which then gave utterance

to its sentiments in Montanism, passed over into the Catholic

Church.

That enthusiatic tendency, which induced many Christians to

give themselves up to martyrdom, was carried by Montanism to

1

[The words in a parenthesis have been added to the original in which the sense is

left quite incomplete. The sentence stands thus :

&quot; Jene ascetische Richtung, welche

gewissen ausserlichen Werken der Enthaltung em Verdienst beilegte, welche das Wesen
der iin Innern begriindeten Demuth an gewisse ausserliche Gebarden, wodurch leicht

die Demuth erheuchelt werden konnte, binden wollte.&quot; H. J. R.]
2 The Xerophagia, as they were called, Sunday and Saturday, were exempted from

this fast. The Montanists were also in controversy (see above) with the Romish
Church, about not fasting on the Saturday. In the time of Jerome, in which, however,
the Montanists appear to have departed considerably from their original views (e. g. in

the matter of the constitution of the Church), they had three weeks of Xerophagia;.
These may be compared with the Quadragesimal Fasts of the later church, a name, in

deed, which Jerome applies to them. Ep. 27- ad Marcellum,
&quot;

illi tres in anno faciunt

quitdragebimas.&quot;
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its farthest height. The Montanists condemned flight in seasons

of persecution, and other innocent means of saving life, while

they laid down a principle, which, if consistently carried out,

would have overwhelmed every social constitution, and destroyed

all activity on the part of man, viz., that man giving himself up

wholly to the will of God, must use no means in order to avoid

the persecutions which the will of God has permitted to impend
over Christians, for the trial of their faith \ The Montanistic

prophetic spirit incited men to strive to win the martyr s crown

for themselves. We recognize that morbidly-excited, over

wrought state of feeling, which was altogether deficient in Chiis-

tian reverence for all that is pure in human nature, and in

Christian tenderness of feeling, in this expression of Montanus:
&quot; Desire not to die upon your beds, or in childbirth, or in the

debility of a fever, but desire to die as martyrs, that he may be

glorified who died for
you.&quot;

Thus Montanism went to the very
farthest point in an abrupt rejection of all customs, which, though

they were to be looked upon as mere civil institutions, could in

no wise be deduced from an heathen origin, and in a neglect of

all the prudential measures by which the jealousy of heathen

rulers might be obviated
2
. It appears to have been objected,

among other things, to the Montanists, that, by their frequent
assemblies for prayer, combined with their fasts, they violated

the law of the state against secret assemblies 3
.

Although the ascetic spirit of Montanism promoted a false

over-estimate of celibacy
4

, we must still acknowledge that

Montanism expressly brought prominently forward the Christian

view of marriage as a spiritual union, sanctified by Christ. The
Montanists considered it essential to a genuine Christian mar

riage, that it should be accompanied by a religious sanction, and

1 See Tertullian de Fuga in Persecutione.

2 [We may observe from the History of St. Paul, that he did not sanction this disre

gard of prudence, as on more than one occasion he asserted his privileges as a Roman
citizen : see e. g. Acts xxii. 25 ;

xxv. 11, yet no man can accuse him of shrinking from

persecution, or fearing Martyrdom. H. J. R.]
3 De Jejuniis, c. 13.

* Priscilla expressly declares in an oracular response, (which is to be found in Ter

tullian de Exhortatione Castitatis, c. 11, but only in the edition of Rigault,) that the

genuine servant of the Temple, who is an instrument of the Holy Ghost, must live in

celibacy. In this also Montanism led the way for the Catholic Church. [[ have

searched this treatise in Rigault s edition of 1695, but am unable to verify the

quotation. H. J. R.]
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that it should be celebrated in the Church in the name of Christ :

a marriage celebrated in any other manner they looked upon as

an uripermitted union *. From this view of marriage it would

follow also, that Montanism would admit of no second marriage

after the death of the first husband or wife ; for marriage, as an

indissoluble union in the spirit, and not in the flesh only, was to

endure beyond the grave
2
. Here also the Montanists only

carried a view to which others were inclined, to the extreme,

in consequence of their legal spirit
3

, [i. e. their inclination to

bind down everything by compulsory rules.] The Montanists

also belonged to the zealots for the strict principles of penance,

as were afterwards the Novatianists (see above), and there

was here shown by the Montanistic teachers an ardent zeal for

sanctification, and an honest apprehension, lest men should make

themselves secure in their sins by a false reliance on priestly

absolution ; but it must be confessed that the Montanists might

easily have come to an explanation with their opponents
*

by
means of candid discussions on what is objective in the forgive

ness of sin, and on the relation of absolution to that (see above).

The zeal for sanctification, as opposed to a false reliance on the

forgiveness of sins, without any entrance into an inward Spiritual

communion {Literally^ Life-communion, or communion of the

Life] with Christ, is beautifully expressed in those words with

which the Montanist Tertullian opposes those who appealed to

1 John i. 7, in their opposition to the severer doctrines of

penance. John says,
&quot; so we walk in the Light, as he is in the

Light ; so have we communion one with the other, and the Blood

1 Tertullian de Pudicitia, c. 4. Penes nos occultae quoque conjunctiones, id est non

prius apud ecclesiam professae, juxta mcechiam et fornicationem judicari periclitantur,

nee inde consertae obtentu matrimonii crimen eludunt. According to the principles of

Montanism, the essence of a true marriage in a Christian sense would consist in this,

(Tertullian
de Monogamia, c. 20) :

&quot; Cum Deus jungit duos in unam carnem aut

junctos deprehendens in eadem conjunctionem signavit.&quot; (Where to a marriage con

cluded between two parties while they were yet heathens, the sanctifying consecration

of Christianity was added.) Montanism prepared the way for the notion of considering

Matrimony as a sacrament.

3 See Tertullian de Monogamia, and his Exhortat. Castitatis.

3 Athenagoras Legat. pro Christian, p. 37, ed. Colon, calls yapOQ devrepog evTrpeTrtjG

fioix^ia - Origen, Horn, in Matt. fol. 363, says that Paul had given the permission for a

second marriage after the death of the first husband, or the first wife, Trpog rr\v

c7K\JjpoKapiav j) affQr)vtiav.

4 The book of Tertullian de Pudicitia treats of this controversy.
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of Jesus Christ, his Son, makes us free from all sin. But do we
sin also, while we walk in the Light, and shall we be purified,

if we sin in the Light? By no means. For he who sins, is not

in the Light, but in darkness. He shows also, how we may
become purified from all sin, if we walk in the Light, in which no

sin can take place ... for such is the efficacy of the blood of Christ,

that those whom it has purified from sin, arid thus raised to the

Light, it thenceforth preserves from sin, if they continue to walk

in the Light V It is true, that Montanism, as we observed

above, promoted a wild enthusiasm for martyrdom, and honoured

the over-estimate of martyrdom as an opus operatum, for, accord

ing to the Montanistic doctrines, martyrs were to have the

advantage of attaining immediately after death to a higher state

of blessedness
2

, to which other believers had no access; but never

theless, the struggle for the severity of penitential discipline
led the Montanist Tertullian to contend against an exaggerated
reverence for the martyrs. For while many, to whom Monta
nism refused absolution, could obtain it in the Catholic Church

by the interposition of the confessors
3

, Tertullian thus expressed
himself against a false reliance on the sentence pronounced in

their favour by these confessors, and against their spiritual pre

sumption.
&quot; Let it be sufficient for the martyrs to have cleansed

themselves from their own sins. It is unthankful ness or pride,
to lavish upon others also what a man must think it a great

thing to have obtained for himself. Who has atoned for the

death of another by his own, except the Son of God alone

For it was for this purpose that He came, that He himself being
pure from sin, and perfectly holy, might die for sinners. Thou,
therefore, who endeavourest to rival Him in the forgiveness of

sins, suffer for me, if thou hast never sinned thyself! But, if

thou art a sinner thyself, how can the oil of thy little lamp be
sufficient for me and for thyself too

*
?&quot;

If the Montanists laid especial stress upon the doctrine of an

approaching Millenarian reign of Christ upon the earth, in this

part of their faith they agreed with a large portion of the rest of

the Christian world.

What promoted the spread of Montanism, was partly this cir-

1 De Pudicitia, c. 19.

2 That is to Paradise. See Tertullian de Anima, c. 56.
3 See vol. i. p. 246. * De Pudicitia, c. 22.
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cumstance, that it only carried to extremes such dispositions and

views as had already long been in existence with multitudes, and

partly that impulse of enthusiasm, which carries every thing

along with it, and the manner in which it nourished spiritual

pride, because all those who acknowledged the new prophets
seemed entitled to look upon themselves as really regenerated,

and as members of the elect assembly of the spiritually-minded,

and to despise all other Christians, as carnally-minded, and not

yet regenerated. Montanistic congregations were at first formed

in Asia Minor, but there arose up violent opponents to it among
the Church teachers of weight, authority, and influence, who placed

the Montanistic prophets in the same class with the Energumeni

(or possessed), and called attention to the danger which threatened

pure Christianity and the order of the Church, if this unclean

spirit should gain ground. It must be confessed that these

teachers, by their blind condemnation of Montanism altogether,

as a possession of the Evil Spirit, without separating what is false

from what is true in it, contributed exactly to this result, that the

enthusiastic spirit should harden itself more and more, and spread
still further. Synods were held for the investigation of these

matters, in which many declared themselves against Montanism :

the transactions of these synods were transmitted to more distant

Churches, and thus these latter were also implicated in the con

troversy. But, unhappil) , from the want of sufficient information,

great obscurity prevails with respect to these transactions, and

thence also with respect to the gradual formation of the Montanistic

party in the Church, and its relation to the rest of the Church.

Although the Montanists looked upon themselves alone as the

genuine Christians, and their adversaries only as imperfect ones,

who occupied a lower grade, and believed themselves raised up
above the rest of the Church, yet it does not appear that they

directly separated themselves from these latter, and renounced

communion with them
; they only desired to be the ecclesia

spiritus, the spiritalis ecclesia in the carnalis. But it must be

acknowledged, certainly, that they could not be permitted to

remain in this relation to the rest of the Church, in which they
were continually endeavouring to extend themselves further,

without great danger to the Churchly life, for they claimed only
toleration at the first, in order to attain afterwards gradually to

domination.
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As the Church at Lyons (see above), when it was visited by
the sanguinary persecution under Marcus Aurelius, had at that

season many members of the Churches in Asia Minor, among
which the Montanistic movements had chiefly taken place, they
were induced thereby to take a lively sympathy in these circum

stances. It wrote a letter to Rome to the Bishop Eleutheros,
and the Presbyter Irenaeus was the bearer of the letter. Much

light would be thrown on the transaction, if we had a more

distinct account of the contents of this letter, but Eusebius !

says

merely, that their judgment in this matter was very pious and

orthodox. Now, as Eusebius decidedly looked upon the Monta
nistic views as heretical, we may conclude, from this expression,
that the judgment delivered in the letter was against the Mon-
tanists. But in this case the letter could not have had the object
which Eusebius attributes to it, of adjusting the controversies. It

suits this object better, to suppose that in this letter the prevalent
sentiment was a spirit of Christian moderation, which endeavoured

to lower the importance of the differences, to rebut many ex

aggerated accusations against the Montanistic Churches, and also

to maintain Christian unity while they differed in their estimation

of the value of the new prophetic gifts. If we suppose this, it can

easily be explained how Eusebius came to pass so favourable a

judgment on the contents of the letter, which could not have

happened, if the letter had spoken a decidedly Montanistic lan

guage. This coincides best also with the character of Irenasus,

which we know to have been peaceful and moderate, as well as

with his habits of thought, which, though by no means decidedly

Montanistic, were not so entirely opposed to the Montanists.

Eleutheros was probably induced by this ambassage to conclude

on terms of peace with those Churches, but afterwards there came
from Asia Minor to Rome a violent opponent of Montanism,
named Praxeas, and he induced the Roman bishop, partly by
representing to him the opposite conduct of his two predecessors,
Anicetus and Soter, and partly by prejudicial representations of

the condition of the Montanistic Churches, to revoke all that he had

done. The Montanists now propagated themselves as a schismatical

party (literally, a separated Church party) : they were called Cata-

phrygians, from the country of their origin, and also Pepuzians,

1 Lib. v. o. 3.

VOL. If. O
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because Montanus taught that a place called Pepuza, in Phrygia,
which was perhaps the first locality of a Montanistic Church, was
selected as the spot from which the Millenarian kingdom of Christ

was to proceed.
We must distinguish between the moderate and the violent

opponents of Montanism, who carried their opposition against it to

the very highest pitch. There were some who, in their opposition
to it, not only condemned all Chiliasm as something altogether

unchristian, and as one of the unchristian doctrines which pro
ceeded from the detested Cerinthus, but also maintained that the

gifts of prophecy, to which the Montanists attached so great

importance, were altogether foreign to the Christian economy,
inasmuch as the line of Prophets had necessarily been closed

by John the Baptist, after whom, the end and aim of all prophecy
had appeared. The words, that the Law and the Prophets
should only last till John (Matt. xi. 13 l

) were for ever in their

mouths; and certainly they were thus far in the right, that

Prophecy in the economy of the New Testament cannot be looked

upon as something essential and necessarily belonging to the

development of the whole, and that by the prophetic office of

Christ every other prophetic office is altogether done away with

as a necessary means for the formation and maintenance of the

Church. They therefore declared the Apocalypse, with which

the Montanists occupied themselves a great deal, and from which

they endeavoured to demonstrate the truth of their Chiliasm, to

be a spurious book, forged by Cerinthus, which was at variance

with the very nature of the Christian economy. They also con

sidered the first season of the foundation of the Church, the time

of the Apostles, as the limit of those especial and
extraordinary

operations of the Holy Ghost in the gifts of grace. To the one
sided state of feeling predominant among the Montanists, these

overwrought opponents of Montanism opposed a predominant
one-sided and cold state of mind, deficient in warmth of inward
Christian feelings; and in virtue of this they rejected much which
was of a genuine Christian character, from too great fear of fall-

1 Tertullian makes frequent allusion to this watch-word of the anti- Montanistic

party ; but we must confess that it would not be used by all in the same sense: many
would intend by it only in a general way to oppose that intermixture of Law and

Gospel, of that which belongs to the Old with that which belongs to the New Tes

tament, which they found in Montanism.
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ing into something mystical
l
. But this last disposition was too

strange to the prevailing spirit of the Christian Church, in its

youthful life, to allow of its finding much acceptance.
The second principal direction of the theological spirit proceeded

from the school of Alexandria. The peculiar spiritual life in this

city, then of so great importance as a middle point of union be
tween the East and the West, communicated then, as it had done

formerly to the Jewish, a peculiar character to the Christian theo

logy, which formed itself there. The Christian theology which

proceeded from Alexandria, bore the same relation to the different

directions of the Christian religious and theological spirit, that the

Jewish-Alexandrian theology had borne to the different directions

of the Jewish religious and theological spirit
2
. But a peculiar

institution of the Alexandrian Church had an especial influence
on the formation of this Christian-Alexandrian theology, I mean the

Alexandrian Catechetical School, about the early rise of which,

however, and its gradual completion, we are without authentic

information. It is natural to inquire, whether the original des

tination of this School was merely to give instruction to those

heathens who were converted to Christianity, or who desired to be

come better acquainted with it, or whether a sort of school for the

education of Christian ministers, a kind of spiritual theological

seminary, existed there from the very first. The accounts of

Eusebius 3 and Jerome 4
are too indefinite to decide this inquiry;

and, indeed, both these fathers were scarcely in a condition to be
able to distinguish accurately between the state of this School in

their own days and that which it had originally. We must therefore

confine ourselves to the consideration of that which is known of

1 See the account of the Alogi, given hereafter. 2 See vol. 5. p. 40, &c.
3 Lib. vi. c. 10. It appears that from ancient times there had existed there a

eWaoTcaXaoi/ tepuv Xoyai&amp;gt;,
which would, according to the ecclesiastical usage of terms,

most naturally be explained as &quot; a School for the interpretation of
Scripture,&quot; and this

is certainly insufficient to determine the nature and kind of the Alexandrian School
;

but when once one is acquainted with the nature and character of that school, these

words may be made to contain all that belongs to its theological studies. For its

Gnosis was intended to give the key to the proper understanding of Scripture, and would
be deduced out of Scripture by allegorical interpretation. We cannot, in this age of the

Church, which as yet jumbled everything together in a chaotic fashion, expect to find any
division of theological discipline into various classes, such as Exegesis, dogmatics, &c.

as Professor Hasselbach of Stettin has justly observed in the explanation of these words
in his treatise,

&quot; de Schola, qua Alexandria floruit, Catechetica, Particul. i. p. 15.&quot;

4 De Viris Illustr. c. 36.

02
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the operations of individual catechists, as presidents of this

school, in order thence to gather some conclusions as to the

general circumstances of the school itself. We find, then,

originally at Alexandria only one person appointed as a catechist

by the bishop, whose business it was to communicate religious

instruction to the heathens, as well as to instruct the children of

the Christians of the place in their religion also *. Origen was

the first who, as catechist, divided with another person the duties

of his calling, which had become too much for him, while he was

desirous of prosecuting at the same time his learned labours in

theology; and on that account he formed his catechumens into

two classes. But although in other places the catechist might
not need to possess very high spiritual qualities and peculiar

knowledge, the case was different in Alexandria, where they
often had to instruct men of a literary and philosophical cast of

mind, who had already investigated a variety of systems, in order

to find out a system of religious truth adapted to their wants, and

where they were often obliged to converse with such men on

religious subjects, and philosophical matters which are connected

with them.

In that place men were required who possessed a learned ac

quaintance with the Hellenic religion, and the philosophical

systems then peculiarly in vogue in the educated classes, among
which the Platonic-eclectic was chiefly predominant, and who

would thence be in a condition to set forth the insufficiency of

these things to meet the religious requirements of the heathens ;

to counteract the prejudices against Christianity which arose out

of their philosophical habits of thought, in a manner suitable

to them ; to compare Christianity with the prevalent religious

and philosophical systems ; to seek and to point out the part of

their philosophically-developed religious knowledge
2

, on which

Christianity might be engrafted; and generally to set before

them the Christian doctrines in a manner suited to their learn

ing and cultivation of mind. It was not sufficient here, as it

was in other Churches, to bringforward the main doctrines of Chris

tianity, according to the so-called Trapa&xn.c, but it was necessary

with the better informed catechumens to trace things up to the

original source of religion in Scripture itself, and to endeavour to

1 Eusebius says, lib. vi. c. 6, that Origen, when a boy, had been the scholar of

Clement.
2

Bewusstscyn consciousness or knowledge ; is the word in the German. H. .1. R.]
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lead them to the understanding of Scripture ; they desired a creed

which would bear a learned and enlightened investigation. One
of these very catechists, Clement, gives a hint of what is re

quired for the successful discharge of the duties of the catechist

office, when he says
l

;

&quot; He who desires generally to select that

which is useful for the advantage of the catechumens, and more

especially when there are Hellenists
2

, (but the earth is the Lord s

and all that therein is,) he must not, like the beasts devoid of

reason, refuse to learn much; but he must seek to gather together
as many aids as possible for his hearers.&quot; He shortly afterwards

adds 3
.

&quot; All cultivation is useful, and especially the study of the

Holy Scriptures is necessary, in order to be able to prove that

which we bring forward, and also, where the auditors are persons
of Hellenic education V It was therefore necessary that great
care should be used in the choice of these Alexandrian catechists,

and the office was assigned to men of literary and philosophical

attainments, who had themselves come over to Christianity after

a learned investigation of it, such as Pantaenus (Uavratvo^) who
is the first Alexandrian catechist, who is known to us; and such

also his disciple Clement.

Now, as these men formed the successors to their office out of

the circle of their scholars among the converted Heathens, and as

many of their scholars, incited by their lectures and conversation,
devoted their learning, as well as all they had besides, only to the

service of Christianity, and became afterwards zealous ministers

of the Church, and as many young Christians also joined them
and endeavoured to attain a learned well-grounded Christian

knowledge, as well as an aptitude to instil the same into others,

it happened of itself without endeavours for that object, that

their sphere of exertion enlarged itself, and a kind of theological

school, a learned seminary for ministers of the Church, was
formed around them.

In order properly to understand the development of the pecu-

1 Stromat. lib. vi. 659 B. [Pott. 785. Sylb. 279. Klotz, iii. 152.]
3 We may thus supply what is requisite to complete the sense: he need not fear to

seek even in Heathen literature the traces of truth, and appropriate to himself what is

useful there, for all comes from God, and as such is pure.
3 Strom, vi. 660 C. [See above, note 1.]
4 We must here compare together generally, what Clement says of those with whom

the faith must receive a demonstration after the Hellenistic fashion.
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liar theological spirit of this school, we must fully enter into its

elations with regard to the three different parties, in connection

with which, and in opposition to which, it was formed, and the

different spiritual dispositions of which it hoped to be able to

reconcile and to unite together by means of a higher principle,
which would smooth down the contradictions between them.

These relations were,
1. Their relation to the Greeks, who sought after wisdom, who

despised Christianity as a blind, reason-hating belief, and who
were only strengthened in their contempt of it, by the sensuous

conceptions of the uninformed and abruptly repulsive Christians

by which they were met.

2. Their relation to the Gnostics, then very common in Alex

andria, who at the same time spoke with contempt of the blind

belief of the sensuous multitude, and by the promise of a higher
exoteric religious creed, attracted to themselves the Heathens

who were inquiring after wisdom, and the Christians who were

unsatisfied with the common instruction in religion.

3. Their relation to that first class of pastors of the Church,
whose views were of a Practical-realistic nature, and particularly
those among them who were very zealous, to whom from the spe
culative pride and presumption of the Gnostics, all speculation and

philosophizing, and every attempt at anything like a Gnosis, were

objects of suspicion, and were always fearful of the intermixture

of foreign philosophical elements with Christianity.

By means of a Gnosis \ proceeding from faith, and engrafting
itself on that faith in harmony with it, the Alexandrians expected
to avoid the onesided and false views of these three dispositions,

and to appropriate to themselves whatever there was of truth in

each of them, nay, even to be able to reconcile them to each

other.

In their theory of the relation of yvoxrte to
7n&amp;lt;me,they

differed

from the Gnostics in this respect, that they recognized tnarig as

the foundation of the higher life for all Christians, as the common

bond, by which all, however they might differ from each other in

intellectual culture, might be united into one Divine community.

They even also opposed the unity of the Catholic Church, founded

on this faith, to the discrepancies of the Gnostic schools (&arptj3ai)9

1

yv(i)ffi aXtjQivri opposed to the
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the one with the other, and they did not assume different sources

of knowledge for iri&amp;lt;m$ and yvtjaiG, but the same for both
;

namely, the tradition of the main doctrines of
Christianity, ex

isting in all Churches, and Holy Scripture ; they ascribed to

Gnosis only the work, of bringing into full consciousness, that

which was first acquired by faith and received into the inward

life, of developing it according to its full extent and its internal

connection, of grounding it upon knowledge, and presenting it to

others with knowledge, of proving that this is the genuine doctrine,

which came from Christ, of giving a reason for it, and of defend

ing it against the reproaches of its adversaries among the heathen

philosophers and heretics. They used here for their motto the

passage of Isaiah, which appears already to have been used as a

motto in more ancient days, and which afterwards was the motto

to designate the relation between faith and knowledge from the

days of Augustine to those of the scholastic theology formed

upon Augustine the passage found in Isaiah vii. 9. This pas

sage, indeed, if taken only in the Alexandrian version, and with

out reference to the context, may bear this meaning
1

: lav firjTriff-

rfuo-rjre, ovSe jurj tfvvjjrc, if ye believe not, neither will you attain

to knowledge which words they first took in this sense : whoso

ever does not believe in the Gospel, cannot attain to an insight into

the spirit of the nature of the Old Testament; and then in the

sense which is akin to it : without faith in Christianity man cannot

penetrate into the deeper knowledge of the nature of the Christian

doctrines
2
. Thus Clement says,

&quot; Faith is as necessary for the

spiritual life of the Gnostic, as breath is for the animal life
3

.&quot;

They endeavoured to make good the substantial nature, the dignity
and power of Faith against the heathen and heretics. Clement com
bats the notion, that Faith is a mere arbitrary opinion. Faith with

1 Just as in later times, many passagess of the translation of the Bible by Luther
have become current, as proofs, for some proposition which had reference to Christian

faith, or Christian life, although this application of them was not in conformity with

the meaning of the original.

[How often e. g. have the words search the Scriptures, been cited as a command, by
persons who did not dream that the original would bear a very different sense, Ye
search the Scriptures; and that some distinguished critics have maintained that the

latter sense is the more appropriate. See Bp. Jebb s Sermon on this text. H. J. R.]
3 Stromat. lib. ii. 362 A ; lib. i. 273 A ; lib. iv. 528 B; and Origenes in Mattn.

Ed. Huet. p. 424. [The passages of Clement are in Pott. p. 432. 320. C25 in Sylb
156. 117. 226.]

3 Stromat. lib. ii. 373.
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him is a free apprehension of the Divine, preceding all demon
stration

1

9 a practical assent, in virtue of the feeling of truth im

planted in the nature of man, and in virtue of the natural dis

position to a belief in the truth that reveals itself to man;
unbelief is therefore, in his opinion, a deficiency on the part of

man 2

; and he says in another passage,
&quot; He who believes on the

Son, has eternal life. Since then the believers have life, what

higher thing remains for them, than the possession of eternal

life? But nothing is deficient in Faith, which is perfect and
self-sufficient in itself

3
.&quot; Clement here sets forth as the cha

racteristic of Faith, that it brings with it the pledge of the

future, that it takes beforehand the future as a present posses
sion *. How a deeper knowledge of that which is believed proceeds,

by means of the enlightenment of the reason, from a Faith,
which passes into the interior life, while that which is believed

is enacted in life (lit. becomes lived), is beautifully explained

by Origen in the passage quoted above 5

, where he says, after

quoting a narrative from the Gospel,
&quot; He who believes and

understands what is written in Isaiah vii. 9, will have received

understanding, from his faith ; according to the measure of his

faith, and when he has received this, let him say what he has

a right to say after the foundation of his faith, in the spirit
of these words: I believe and therefore I speak, \fj.

cxvi. 10;
Rom. x. 10 6

. Let such an one believe not merely in Jesus, and
on that which is written in this place, but let him recognize the

sense that is included in it ; for he who remains in the truth of

faith, and lives in the word by works corresponding to the word,
learns the truth, as Jesus promised, and is made free by the

truth.&quot; What Clement also says about the new powers of per-

TrpoiearaX^fwf. Stromat. lib. ii. 371. [Pott. 444. Sylb.

159.]
2 Stromat. lib. ii. 384. [Pott. 459. Sylb. 165.]

3
Pa-dagog. lib. i. c. 6.

4 fKfivo Be TO
(r&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;)

iriffTivGai riSr\ 7rpoaX&amp;gt;j0ore i^ofitvov, p,tra rrjv ava.GTa.Giv

(nroKafiftavofjitv ytvo^itvov.
5
Compare also Stromat. vii. 731. [Pott. 864. Sylb. 310.] Faith is a good indwelling

in the soul (ivSiaOerov re [n] ayaQov], while it acknowledges God, and values Him,
without an effort, and therefore must man, proceeding from this faith, and increasing
in it, by the grace of God attain as far as possible the knowledge of him (God).

6 These words also are not used properly, according to the Alexandrian version,
and in conformity with the context ; but the sense which Origen attaches to them, and
the theory built upon them, are clear

; All deeper development of the sense of Holy
Scripture, or of the doctrines of the faith, must proceed from a life in faith.



SUBJECTIVE MATURE OF ALEX. GNOSIS. 201

ccption for Divine things, proceeding from this inward life of

faith, is beautiful: &quot;

See, says the Logos (Isaiah xliii.
X)&amp;gt;

1 will

make a new thing, which no eye hath seen, and no ear hath

heard, and hath not entered into the heart of any man, 1 Cor.

ii. 9. Which may be beheld, received, and comprehended with

a new eye, with a new ear, with a new heart, by faith and under

standing, in as much as the disciples of the Lord speak, under

stand, and act spirituallyV
This is exactly the peculiar Christian feature in this Alexan

drian theory, that they do not conceive Gnosis to be a matter of

mere speculation, but as something proceeding from a new in

ward living power, produced by faith, and shown in conduct, as a

habitus practicus animi ; and thus Clement says
2

: &quot;As the

doctrines, so must the conduct also be, for the tree is known by
the fruits, not by the blossoms and leaves

;
and Gnosis comes also

from the fruits and the conduct, not from the doctrine and the

blossoms ;
for we say that Gnosis is not only doctrine, but a

Divine knowledge, that light, which arises in the soul out of

obedience to the commandment, which makes all things clear,

and teaches man to know what there is in creation and himself,

and how he can stand in communion with God, for what the eye
is to the body, that Gnosis is in the soul.&quot; No knowledge of

Divine things can exist, without a life in them, which comes

from faith ;
here knowledge and life

become one
8
.

This is therefore in the Alexandrian theory, the subjective

condition and the subjective nature of Gnosis; as far as regards
the objective sources of knowledge, from which the Gnostikos

was to endeavour constantly to learn with greater clearness and

1 Clem. Stromat. lib. ii. 3C5 B. [Pott. 436. Sylb. 15G.]
2 Stromat. lib. iii. 444. [Pott. 531. Sylb. 191.]
3 Clem. Stromat. lib. iv. 490: w fiijKf TI iTriaTr]^r]v *xfiv Kai yvaxriv KtKTT)aQai

(TOV yvwariKov) t7ri(rrr]^r]v dt tlvai Kai yvwaiv. [Pott. 581. Sylb. 210.]

He might certainly have obtained this idea from what the Neo-Platonic philosophy,
which is older than Plotinus, taught, concerning the identity of subject and object in

the case of the highest condition of intuitive perception ; but he might have drawn the

thing itself from his inward Christian experience and conceptions, without our as

suming any other hypothesis to explain the circumstance, and he need not be supposed
to have borrowed anything from the Neo-Platonic philosophy, except the form in

which he represented his notions. And besides, since the influence of spiritual phe

nomena, which lay hold deeply of the life of their age, extends far wider than is

immediately perceptible, and cannot be mechanically reckoned, who can determine

how far Christianity had already influenced the spiritual atmosphere, in which certain

ideas became current ?
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depth the truths received through faith by him into his inward
life: these were, according to Clement the Holy Scriptures.

Although many who were deficient in the education requisite for

the purpose of
investigating Scripture for themselves, only held

fast the essential fundamental truths, which had been commu
nicated to them at their first instruction, in accordance with tra

dition
; the Gnostikos was to distinguish himself from the common

race of believers, by proving these truths by a comparison of

Scripture with itself, and supplying all that was needful to them,
by knowing how to combat from the same Scriptures the errors
which opposed them, and thus a faith grounded on much Biblical

knowledge, was in his case to take the place of a belief on the

authority of the Church. Clement uses the following language \
&quot; Faith is, then, the shortly-expressed knowledge of that which is

essential, but Gnosis is the strong and firm demonstration of the

things received by faith, grounded on faith by means of the

teaching of our Lord, by which faith is raised to an enlightened
belief not to be shaken V And, in opposing the proofs grounded
on the undeceiving touchstone of Scripture to the reproach of

the Heathens and Jews, that it is impossible, from the many sects

among the Christians to know where truth may be found
; the

same writer says,
&quot; We do not confide on men, who only pro

claim their own judgment, to whom we might, in like manner,
oppose our own judgment. But since it is not enough, merely
to express our own opinion, but we must support what we say,
we do not wait for the witness of men, but we support what we
say, by the word of the Lord, which is the most worthy of con
fidence of all modes of proof, or rather which is the only one, by
the knowledge of which, those who have only just tasted the

Scriptures, are Believers those who have gone further and are

more accurately acquainted with the truth, are Gnostics
3

!

Hence Clement calls the Gnosis, which proceeds from a com

parison of different passages of Scripture with one another, and

developes the consequences which flow from the recognized doc-

1 Stromat. vii. 732. [Pott. 865-6. Sylb. 311.]
2

rj fj,tv ovv iriGTiQ ffvvrop,OQ iaTiv, w ETTO t. nriiv, TOJV KartTreiyovTwv -yvaxng,

rj -yvwffiG fc airoftti^iQ ruv cua iriffrewQ Trap*iXj^/zex/wv ifffflpa KCII fSffBaiog, dia

7roi/coc&amp;gt;ojoi&amp;gt;/nVJ/ TTJ TTiarti, ei TO a/iera7rrwrov Kai
j

Stromat. vii. 7&7- [Pott. 891. Sylb. 322.]
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trines of faith, a faith according to knowledge (literally a knowing

faith) . With him therefore, the Gnostic is one, who has grown

grey in the study of the Holy Scriptures, and whose life is

nothing else than works and words, which correspond to the

Divine truths received traditionally
2
. But is only to the Gnostic

that the Holy Scripture brings such a knowledge of Divine

things, because it is he only, who brings to it a believing sense

(or capacity) a sense capable of receiving that which is Divine.

Where a man wants this sense, Scripture appears unfruitful
3
.

This inward sense is nevertheless not sufficient to deduce out of

the Scriptures the truths contained in them, to develope their

whole extent, and to unite them into a systematized whole, so as

to defend them against Heathens and Heretics, and to apply
them to all which had hitherto been objects of human knowledge.
For this there was needed a previous learned preparation, and

such could not have been created anew at once by Christianity ;

but Christianity was obliged to engraft itself here on the class

of learning and cultivation of mind here in vogue, just as it had

grown up into existence and was ready for it, in order that Chris

tianity, as the leaven for all mankind 4
, might by degrees pene

trate it, and give its own peculiar turn to this cultivation of mind.

The Alexandrian Gnosis by this, now attracted to itself a mul

titude of reproaches from the other party, which compelled it

thoroughly to justify its method of proceeding. This contest,

which has often been repeated in history, is an interesting one.

It was objected to the Alexandrian party, that the Prophets and

the Apostles had no philosophical education and attainments. Cle

ment answered &quot; The Apostles and Prophets spoke certainly

as disciples of the Spirit, what it inspired them to say ; but we
cannot reckon on a guidance of the Holy Spirit that stands in the

place of all human means of information, in order to unravel the

1
iiriffTij^ovLKT] TTHTTIQ. Stromat. ii. 381. [Pott. 454. Sylb. 164.]

&amp;gt; Stromat. vii. 762, 63. [Pott. 896. Sylb. 323.]
3 Stromat. vii. 756. TOIQ yvioffTiicoig KtKur}Kaaiv a\ ypa^at.
4 Clement has beautifully alluded to this parable of the leaven. &quot; The power of the

word, given to us, which does much with small means, which attracts every one, who
receives it unto him, to itself in a secret and invisible manner, and conducts his whole

nature to an unity (literally a one-ness).&quot; r) i(rxv Tov\oyov, ry doOficra
fifJ.iv,

ovfra KO.I $vva.Ti],iravTa TOV ^e^afitvoi KCII IVTOQ tavrov KTrjGaiitvov CIVTIJV,

K(t)&amp;gt;^fl(VMQT(
KCU

&&amp;lt;pO.V&amp;lt;l)Q TTpOf taVTT]V l\Ktl KCtl TO TTttV Ctl TOV avaDJfia tt(;

Gvvayu. Stromat. lib. v. p. 587. [Pott. 694. Sylb. 249.]

7
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hidden sense of their words. The training of the mind by learning,
must make us capable of developing the whole intention of the sense

communicated to them by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.
He who wishes to become enlightened in his thought by the power
of God, must already be accustomed to philosophize on spiritual

matters; he must already have attained for himself the proper
frame of thought, which may be then illuminated by a higher

Spirit. He needs a dialectic education of the mind, in order to

be able sufficiently to distinguish the ambiguous and synonymous
terms of Holy Scripture V Against those who maintain that

man ought to content himself with faith, and who cast away all

the knowledge, which men wish to use in the service of faith, he

says
&quot; As if, without even using any care towards the culture of

the vine, they expected at once to obtain the grapes. The Lord
is represented to us under the image of a vine, from whom we must

harvest fruit with the reasonable carefulness and the skill of the

husbandman. He must cut, dig, bind up, and do everything of that

kind, he needs the hook, the axe, and other tools of husbandry
for the care of the Vine, in order that it may preserve fruit that

we may enjoy
2

.&quot; He had to defend the Alexandrian Gnosis

against the reproach, that Divine revelation is not allowed to be

the self-sufficing source of truth; that it is made to need com

pletion and support from foreign sources
;
and that those who are

not well informed and highly educated, are excluded from a know

ledge of it. He says in reply
3

&quot; If we are to make a distinc

tion for the sake of those, who are always ready to complain, we
should call philosophy something, which co-operates towards the

knowledge of truth : an endeavour after truth a preparatory

training of the Gnostic, and we do not make the co-operating

principle the original cause, nor the chief. Not as if that last

could not exist without philosophy, for certainly all of us,

without a general and encyclopaedical instruction *, and without

the Hellenic philosophy, but many also, even without being able

to read arid write, being laid hold of by the Divine philosophy,
which comes from the Barbarians, have received by the power
of God through faith, the doctrine concerning the being and attri-

1 Stromat. i. 292. [Pott. 342. Sylb. 126. N.B. This passage is not exactly tran

slated from Clement, but paraphrased and a little altered, H. J. R.]
2 L. c. p. 291. 3 Stromat. i. 318. [Pott. 376. Sylb. 138. J
4 avtv Ttjg ijKVK\iov Traidtiag.
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butcs of God, (literally the doctrine about God). The doctrine

also of our Saviour is perfect in itself and
self-sufficing, as the

power and wisdom of God; but the Hellenic philosophy which is

added to it, does not make the truth more powerful, it only
renders ineffectual the sophistical attacks against it

;
and as it

wards off delusive machinations against the truth, it is called the

proper ward and fence of the vineyard
l
. The truth of the faith

is as it were the bread necessary for life
; the form under which it

is represented to us, is to be compared with that which is eaten

with the bread, and is like the dessert.&quot;

While, on the whole, Clement is distinguished by the mildness

and moderation with which he opposed the adversaries of the

Alexandrian Gnosis, he himself was well aware how much their

anxiety was awakened by the adulterations of simple Christianity

among so many sects, who mixed with the Gospel elements the

most uncongenial to its nature: and he well knew, also, how
natural it is for men to confound the abuse and the right use of

the same thing with each other. The zeal, however, of his adver

saries, which was certainly often a blind zeal, and the persuasion,
that this too sensuous, and one-sided disposition stood much in the

way of the Spirit of Christianity, which endeavoured to ennoble

all human things, and that many were thereby deterred from

Christianity, led him to speak somewhat too sharply against their

opponents, and did not suffer him to do becoming justice to their

pious zeal, as when he says
2

,

&quot; It is not unknown to me, what

many ignorant and clamorous persons
3

constantly say, that our

faith must confine itself to the most necessary and essential points,
and must let go all foreign and superfluous matters, whereby we
are detained with things that do not contribute towards our

object.&quot;
And in another passage

* where he says :
&quot; The multi

tude in their anxiety lest they should be carried away by the

Hellenic philosophy
5

, dread it, as children dread masks. But

1 What the ancients said generally of Dialectics in relation to philosophy, that they
were its fence, was applied by the Alexandrians to the relation of philosophy itself to

the Christian Gnosis.
* Stromat. i. 278. [Pott. 326. Sylb. 120.]

3
a^aB^q i|/o0wfo&amp;lt;c-

*
vi. C55. [Pott. 70. Sylb. 278.]

5 In Stromat. vi. G59, Clement, in a manner full of spirit, says :
&quot; Most Christians

handle the doctrines after a clownish manner, like the companions of Ulysses, who got
out of the way, not of the Sirens, but of their music and song, by shutting their ears
out of ignorance ; because they knew, that if they have once given their ear to the Hel
lenistic knowledge, there is no chance of their turning again from them.&quot; [See above,

P- 197-]



206 DEFENCE OF THE STUDY OF PHILOSOPHY.

if their faith is of such a kind (for I cannot call that knowledge)
as to be overturned by plausible discourses, then it may j

ust as

well be overturned, in regard to these people, for they them

selves confess, that they have not the truth ;
for the truth cannot

be overturned, false opinions may.&quot;
Now this is dealing out a

hard and unjust sentence, if we refer it to persons; for all worth

was not to be denied to the faith of these persons, although they
did not feel confidence in their own ability, to enter into a con

test with a spirit of understanding prejudiced against the faith,

and although they were afraid of being constantly disquieted in

the enjoyment of that, which was to them their dearest possession.

But if we look at it objectively, it is a great and an instructive

truth for all ages, which the free spirit of Clement here pro
claimed ; that Christianity need fear nothing from any opposition,

but that the truth, when placed in opposition to that which is false,

only shines forth the brighter. In conformity with that declaration,

which is ascribed to our Saviour in the Apocryphal Gospels,

yiveaBs Soicifjioi rpaTTE&rcu (be ye skilful money-changers), the

Gnosticos, according to Clement, ought to be able universally to

distinguish mere appearances from the truth, as he would false

money from genuine ; and hence, to fear no might of false appear
ances. He needed an acquaintance with the Grecian philosophy,

just to be able to point out to the philosophically educated Hea

thens, its errors and unsatisfactoriness, to battle with them on

their own ground, and thence to lead them to the knowledge of

the truth. Clement says
l &quot; Thus much I say to those who are

desirous of finding fault, that even if philosophy be useless, yet
the study of it is useful, because it is useful fully to prove that it

(philosophy) is useless. For we cannot condemn the Heathens

by a mere prejudice against their doctrines, unless we go into the

development of particulars with them, until we compel them to

accede to our sentence : for a refutation combined with a know

ledge of the matter before us, is the most likely mode of obtaining
their confidence.&quot; And in another passage he says

2
&quot; For we

must give to the Greeks who ask for that wisdom, which is in

esteem among them, such things as they are accustomed to, in

order that they may be brought to a belief in the truth by the

1 I. 278. [i.e. Ed. Paris. In Sylburg. ed. p. 120. in. Potter, vol. i. p. 327. Klotz,

vol. ii. p. 15.]
2 V. 554. [Pott. 666. Sylb. 237-]
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most easy way, through their own proper method. For I be

came , says the Apostle, all things to all men, that I might
win all .

&quot;

The most eager antagonists of this free spirit, in order wholly to

condemn the occupying ourselves with the Grecian philosophy, ap
pealed to the Jewish tale related in the Apocryphal Book of Enoch,
that all the higher branches ofknowledge had come to the Heathens
in an unlawful manner, through the communications of fallen

spirits, and they looked upon all heathen philosophers without dis

tinction, as instruments of the evil Spirit. They either considered
the whole ante-Christian world only in stern opposition to Chris

tianity ; they confounded that which is heathen with that original
and divine system, without which the heathenism that only adulter

ated and troubled this original system, could never even have ex
isted at all ; they would not so much as hear of any point through
which Christianity could be engrafted on a nature and qualities in

man, which are akin to the Divinity, and which beam through it

constantly even in its worst corruption ; and yet without such a

point, Christianity could never have propagated itself upon the
heathen soil

;
Or else, like the impetuous, fiery Tertullian the

friend of nature, and of all the original revelations of life, the

enemy of art, and of all perversion (of such revelation) they
saw in philosophy only the hand of Satan, that adulterates and
mutilates the original nature .of man. Clement endeavoured to

refute this party also on their own principles. &quot;Even if this

view were
just,&quot;

he says, &quot;yet
could Satan deceive men only

when he clothed himself as an angel of light : he must attract man
by the appearance of truth, and by the intermixture of truth
and falsehood

; and man must always seek the truth, and acknow

ledge it, let it come from whom it may. And even this commu
nication can only take place in accordance with God s will, and
therefore must have been contemplated in the plan of education

proposed for humanity by God 1
.&quot;

But this view, however, which was so exceedingly contra

dictory to the natural development and progress of human
nature, was thoroughly repugnant to his own sentiments ; and
he expresses himself very strongly against it, when he speaks in

1 This is the substance of passages found in vi. 647. [Pott. 773. Sylb. 274 ]
and i. 310. [Pott. 367. Sylb. 134.]
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conformity with his own views. &quot; Is it not then absurd,&quot; he

says,
&quot; while we attribute disorder and sin to Satan, to make him

the giver of a good thing, i. e. philosophy ? for he appears, under

this point of view, to have been more benevolent towards good
men among the Greeks than Divine Providence 1

.&quot;

Clement was inclined rather to seek in the progress of the Greek

philosophy the work of God in his care for the improvement of

man, and a preparation for Christianity adapted to the peculiarities

of the Greek character
;
as it is impossible to deny

2
that the

philosophical development of the human mind, which proceeded
from the Greeks, tended both negatively and positively to render

the soil capable of the reception of the Gospel. The idea of the

Divine education of man as a great whole, was Clement s favourite

idea, and he conceived the object of this great scheme to be Chris

tianity ; and to this he attributed the dealings of God, not only
with the Jewish people, but also those with the heathen world,

although not in the same manner. The Alexandrians combated

that confined view [lit. particularism] which would limit the

government of God, in whom we live, and move, and are, only to

the narrow limits of the Jewish people. Thus Clement says,
&quot;

Every good impulse comes from God ; he uses those men who

are fit to lead and to instruct other men 3

, as instruments for [the

improvement of] the greater mass of mankind. Such men were

the better class of Greek philosophers. Philosophy, which forms

man to virtue, cannot be a work of evil ; it can only be a work of

God, whose work every impulse to good is. And all, which is given

by God, must be given and received with advantage. Philosophy
is not found in the hands of the wicked, but it was given to the

best among the Greeks ; and it is therefore evident, whence it

was given, it must have been given by Providence, which gives to

every man that which is adapted to his peculiar condition. It is

clear also that the law was given to the Jews, and philosophers to

the Greeks, till the appearance of our Lord; and hence proceeds the

universal call to a peculiar people of righteousness, in virtue of the

doctrine which we receive by faith, as the one God of both, the

1 L.c. vi. 693. [Potter, vol. ii. p. 822. Sylburg, 294. Ed. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 198.]
2 See above, in the general introduction, vol. i.

3 The riytpoviKoi and TraidevriKoi.
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Greeks and the barbarians, or rather of the whole race of man,

brought all together through the one LordV &quot; Before the appear
ance of our Lord, philosophy among the Greeks was necessary

for righteousness, but now it is useful for the furtherance of holi

ness, as a kind of preparation for the demonstration of the faith ;

for thy foot will not stumble, if thou trace up every good thing,

whether it belongs to the heathen, or to us to Providence ;
for

God is the cause of every good thing, but partly in an especial

manner, as (he is the cause) of the Old and the New Testa

ment, and partly in a more remote (or derivative) manner, as he

is of philosophy. But, perhaps, even this was also given in an

especial manner to the Greeks at that time, before the Lord
called the heathen also, for it educated the heathen as the law

did the Jews for Christianity, and thus philosophy was a degree
of preparation for him, who was to be brought to perfection

by Christ V When Clement speaks here of a righteousness to

be attained by philosophy, he does not mean to say that phi

losophy can impart to man the disposition requisite to the fulfil

ment of his moral destination, and the attainment of the happi
ness of heaven ; he makes a distinction between a doctrine justi

fying man, which with him can be only the Gospel, and such a

one as can merely prepare him for that
3
. He makes a dis

tinction between a certain degree of awakenment in the moral

and religious conscience, as well as of excitement to moral en

deavours, and of moral preparation ; and between the universal

perfect righteousness, which is the object of the whole nature of

man 4
, and is opposed to that cultivation of man s nature which is

only partially adapted for a certain condition of human develop-

1
vi. 393, 4, [Potter, vol. ii. p. 822, 823. Ed. Sylb p 294. Ed. Par. 693, 694. Ed.

Klotz. 158, 159, vol. iii. p. 197, 198. The passage is abridged. 1 have followed

the German. H. J. R.]
2 Strom, i. 282. [i. e. ed. Paris, vol. i. p. 331. Ed. Pott. p. 121, 122. Ed. Sylburg.

vol. ii. p. 20. Ed. Klotz.]
3 AitiaffKoXia ij Tt diicaiovffa, r] Tt TOVTO xtipaywyovaa KCII ov\\anfiavov&amp;lt;ja,

vi. 844.

[The context is here important. Clement says, that as every relation (Trarpia)
ultimately ascends to God the Creator, so also to the Lord must be referred, / TWV
KciXuv 3i8avKa\ia, 17 re, &c. Potter s edit. vol. ii. p. 770. Sylburg. p. 274. Klotz,
vol. iii. p. 134. H. J. R.]

4
i] KaOoXov SiKaiovvvij, Strom, i. 319. [Potter, vol. i. p. 377. Sylb. p. 137. Klotz,

vol. ii. p. 70.]

VOL. II. p



210 PHILOSOPHY A TRANSITION POINT.

ment: he himself says of the Greek philosophy , that it is too

weak to practise the commandments of God, and that it makes

men capable of receiving the most majestic doctrines only by enno

bling their morals, and by furthering their belief in the superin

tendence of Providence 2
.

&quot; As God,&quot; says Clemens,
&quot; willed

the salvation of the Jews, by giving them Prophets, so also he

separated the most pre-eminent among the Greeks from the

mass of ordinary men, by making them come forward as their

own Prophets in their own language, inasmuch as they were

capable of receiving the blessing of God As now the preach

ing of the Gospel has come at a convenient season
3

, so also were

the law and the Prophets bestowed upon the Jews, and philoso

phy upon the Greeks at the proper time, in order to accustom

their ears to the Gospel messageV
Clemens had observed, from intercourse with many who had

received a philosophical education, and perhaps had learned also

from his own experience, that previous philosophical culture

might become a means of facilitating conversion
(lit. a transition-

point) to Christianity, as he appeals for proof of what has been

alleged to the circumstance, that those who received the faith,

whether prepared for it by the Greek philosophy, or by the

Jewish law, were both led to the one race of the redeemed

people
5

. As the Pharisees, who had mixed the law of God with

human traditions, by Christianity attained to a right knowledge
of the law ; so the philosophers, who had defiled the revelation of

Divine truth to the soul of man by the partial and imperfect

views to which human nature is liable (lit. by human one-sided-

ness) attained to true philosophy by means of Christianity
6
.

Clement, in order to represent the ennoblement of philosophy

1
i. 309. [Pott. i. p. 366. Sylb. p. 133. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 57.]

2
A/iJjyeTTTj ffwfypoviZovffa TO r)Qog KO.I (al. KOI TO rjQoo) TrpoTVTrovcra, KOI

irpo&amp;lt;JTV(j)Ovaa. elg TrapaSoxilv TTJQ a\T]OtictQ TTJV Trpovoiav $oaou&amp;lt;ra. [Ita ap,

Neand. SoK,a%ovTa Potter, Klotz, &c., which seems the right reading. H. J. R.]
3 /cara Kaipov, i. e. after human nature had been prepared for it by the previous

dealings of God.
4 Tag aicoag i9i%ov&amp;lt;ra Trpog TO Krjpvyfjia. Strom, vi. 636. [Potter, vol. ii. p. 761

2. Sylb. p. 270. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 123.]
5

vi. 636, 637. [Potter, vol. ii. p. 761763. Sylb. p. 270. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 122,

123.]
6 vi. 644. [Potter, vol. ii. p. 769, 770. Sylb. p. 273. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 133.]
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afforded by Christianity, uses the simile of a graft which had

been used by the Apostle in a kindred sense, and was very ex

pressive and well adapted to denote the ennoblement of human

nature by Christianity. The wild olive-tree
l

is not deficient in

sap, but in the power of properly concocting the juices which

circulate through it. Now, when the germ of garden olive is

ingrafted upon the wild stem, the former obtains more sap,

which it appropriates to itself, and the latter the power to assi

milate (or digest) it. Thus also the philosopher, who is com

pared to the wild olive-tree, has much which is undigested,

because he is full of the versatile spirit of inquiry, and longs

after the noble nourishment of truth ; and if he now receives

Divine power through faith, then he will be able to digest the

nourishment imparted to him, and becomes a garden olive-tree.&quot;

He beautifully illustrates the difference between the pure revela

tion of truth in Christianity, and those individual beams of truth

which are dimmed by an intermixture of human imperfection, by
a comparison drawn from the light artificially imprisoned in a

burning lens, as contrasted with the pure and clear sunshine
2
.

The Alexandrians were full of the great idea, which now, when

Christianity began to unfold its essential nature to the thinking

mind, for the first time revealed itself in a passing manner, and

was unable as yet to become the principle which, carried out into

every individual application, should be the life-giving principle

of Christian theology and of a Christian consideration of history,

the idea which alone gives the right key to the contemplation of

1 vi. 671. [vi. 672. Potter, vol. ii. p. 799. Sylb. p. 285. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 170. The
German is hardly an exact translation of the Greek. It is rather a condensation of the

text of Clement. I have therefore followed the German. The word verdauen, to di

gest or concoct, I have translated by assimilate, which is equally applicable to vegetable
and animal functions. (See Prout s Bridgewater Treatise, part iii. especially p. 469.)

H. J. R.]
2

rj fifv i\\j]viKr] &amp;lt;t&amp;gt;i\offo&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;ia ry e/c TJJC OpvaXXiSoe toiKf \afjnrr]Covi, v. 560, vi. 688.

[Potter, vol. ii. p. 663. Sylb. p. 239. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 22. Now, I do not see any
mention in this passage of Brennglas, though the part of the sentence which fol

lows should be given also
;

it is this rjv avairrovaiv avOpwjroi, Trapa r/\iow K\tirTov-

TEQ tvTtxV(tJS T 0w. It seems to me only a comparison of the artificial andfeeble

light of a lamp, which is, in fact, originally stolen from the sun, to the full clear light

of day. The Brennglas is taken from vi. 688, (Potter, vol. ii. p. 817- Sylb. p. 292.

Klotz, vol. iii. p. 191.) where a different simile is used, wg yap TTOV TO O.TTO TOV

1)\IOV
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;(t)Q

Si Vt\OV (TKfVOVg 7T\TJOOVS vSttTOQ [ItOoSevei r] Tl%Vl] TUp, OVTd} KOI T)

vfjia Xafiovaa tv 6\tyoic 0rrvrafrat. H. J. R.]

p 2



212 INTERMIXTURE OF PLATONISM AND CHRISTIANITY.

human nature and of history ; namely, that Christianity is, as it

were, the centre to all the rays of human imperfection
1

(literally,

one-sidedness) ;
that it proves itself the religion of human nature,

inasmuch as it reconciles with each other all the contending

dispositions which meet each other in human nature ; that it

divides truth from falsehood in all human and imperfect systems,

that treat of Divine matters ; and that it teaches us to recognise
in errors the truth, which being misunderstood, has formed the

foundation of them. Such a light of the Spirit, according to the

idea of Clement, ought Christianity to have lighted for the

Gnostic, and thus ought he, standing on the ground of Chris

tianity, through which he has attained the true centre for the

religious nature of man, to be able freely and securely to separate

truth and falsehood from each other in all the systems of Grecian

philosophers and Christian heretics. Thus Clement says
2

,

&quot; As

truth is one, for falsehood only has a thousand paths of error, in

which truth is dismembered, just as the Bacchse dismembered the

body of Pentheus, thus the sects of the philosophy derived from

the barbarians (the Christian) and of the Hellenic philosophy

pride themselves upon that portion of truth which each happens
to possess, as if it were the whole truth, but all is enlightened at

the rising of the dawn. As,&quot; he says, &quot;eternal existence 3

represents that in one moment, which is broken by means of time

into past, present, and future, so also is truth able to collect

together the seeds which belong to her, even if they may have

fallen into a strange soil. The Hellenic and the barbarian phi

losophy have in some sort received portions of eternal truth ; they
have received, not Dionysus, as in that mystical legend, but the

divine revelation of the eternal Logos, dismembered and divided

into fragments. But he who gathers together again that which

was torn asunder by them, and reinstates the Word in its per-

1
[I understand by this a point in which all human dispositions which are apt to run

into excess, each in one direction, and thus some in directions exactly opposite to each

other, may meet and be reconciled and united ; e.g. extreme liberality tends to pro

digality, extreme prudence to inhumanity ; Christianity alone gives the right direction

of the heart which shall unite the two properly. I have thought it necessary to add

this explanation, because I do not choose to incorporate a paraphrase with the text,

and the literal translation hardly gives an adequate notion of the meaning to the

English reader. H. J. R.]
2

i. 298. [Potter, i. p. 348. Sylb. p. 128. Klotz, vol. ii. p. 43. H J. R.]
3 Das ewige Seyn. In the Greek it is 6 aiwv. H. J. R.
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fection and unity, will without doubt learn the truth V This mode

of view peculiarly distinguished the Alexandrians, as compared
with the partial polemical views of other divines, and therefore

they alone were in a condition to appreciate, with less prejudice,

the opinions of heretics, to judge about them with more justice,

and in considering their systems, to separate not only the truth

from the falsehood which appeared in them, but the important
errors also from the unimportant

2
.

On the one side it may indeed also appear that Clement, far

from supporting the Gnostic distinction between an esoteric and

an exoteric Christianity made one life of faith in all Christians,

and understood by Gnosis nothing but a well-informed knowledge
and capacity of explaining the one faith, which was to belong to

all Christians. It is certain, in accordance with the connected

theory, which has been laid down above, and which may be

proved by many passages of Clement, that this alone was his im

pression on the one side, but on the other side we find also indi

cations, that he had no clear view of the bearing which different

forms of religious belief and knowledge had to the essential cha

racter of the Christian life. Beautifully as he speaks in many
passages of the nature and the power of faith) yet he was not

always clearly conscious to himself of the full meaning of these

declarations, and they did not become principles, logically carried

out, of his dogmatical (doctrinal) opinions. There was mixed

up with that idea of faith which Clement had deduced from the

essential nature of Christianity, the idea which adhered to Cle

ment from his former Platonism, namely, the idea of a mythical

1 Strom, i. 298, as above. [Potter punctuates and explains the latter part of the

sentence somewhat differently. It is thus : 6 de TO. SiTjprjptva. avvOeiG, KO.I ivoTroirj-^

ffag, rtXeiov TOV Koyov CLKIVOVVUQ tv iaQ on /caro^erai, Tr\v a\T)9eiav. He there

fore makes rr\v aXrjOtiav in apposition with rtXtiov TOV A ,
but I apprehend Nean-

der s is probably the more correct construction, for I think in the other case we should

have TOV rt\tiov Aoyoi/. TtXflov is the predicate of a clause of the sentence. H. J. R.]
2 Hist, as in Strom, vi. 6?5. [Pott. vol. ii. p. 802. Sylb. p. 287. Klotz, vol.iii.p.

195.] The important distinction is made between ol irtoi Tiva TWV tv iitpti cr^aXXo-

ptvoi and those oi tic. ra Kt piorara TrapaTrnrTOVTfg. Clement also in vi. 647- [Pott.

vol. ii. p. 773. Sylb. p. 275. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 138.] argues against the blind con

demnation of all, which is said by heretical teachers, merely on account of the person

by whom it is said, without weighing the matter itself, and this he does particularly

with reference to the Montanistic prophets.
&quot; Nor must we, on account of the person

who speaks ignorantly, condemn before hand that which he says, which observation is

applicable to those who now pass as prophets, but we must prove that which is said,

whether it is conformable to the truth.&quot;
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popular faith *, in which fancy and truth are intermixed, as

contrasted with the pure religious knowledge of the philosophi

cally educated, and this notion would have a close affinity with

the Gnostic ideas of the relation of yvwmg to mang. By many
explanations, which he gives, he appears to understand by TTLGTIQ

only a very subordinate stage of subjective Christianity, and of

the Christian life, a carnal faith, received upon authority and

clinging to the letter, a faith which is still far removed from the

true spirit and essence of Christianity, and which, as Clement

represents it, is essentially more able to repress the external out

breaks of evil, than to produce true inward sanctification of the

heart (although he well knew that on this latter the very essence

of practical Christianity depends) ; but yvtomg, on the contrary, is

in his language, an inward, living, spiritual Christianity, a Divine

life. If the mere Believer is impelled towards good by fear of

punishment and hope of future happiness, the Gnostic, on the

contrary, is animated toward all good by the inward, free impulse
of love, he needs no outward grounds to persuade him of the

.Divine origin of Christianity, he lives in the consciousness and

in the perception
2
of Divine truth and even already feels himself

blessed by its means. If the mere Believer (TTKTTIKOQ) acts on the

dictates of uncertain feelings, and therefore at times fails in doing
that which is right, or does it, but not in the right way, the Gnos

tic, on the contrary, acts always under the guidance of an enlight

ened reason with clear Christian views and with a consciousness

of their clearness
3
. Where Clement speaks of the progressive

o;a TMV
2
[Anschauung. This word is variously used. It sometimes means merely contem

plation, sometimes intuitive perception, sometimes the object of our perception. It is

here applied to the act, and therefore may be rendered perception, as showing that the

Gnostic has (in the view of Clement) as clear perceptions of Divine truth, as

men usually have of those ideas, which we call ideas of sensation. See the Edinb. Rev.

for Oct. 1832. H. J. R.]
3

Clement, Stromat. 518,519. [Pott. vol. i. p. 612, 615. Sylb.p.222,223. Klotz, vol.

ii. p. 338, 341.] 645. [Pott. vol. ii. p. 7701. Sylb. p. 274. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 133

4.] 652. [Pott. vol. ii. p. 777 8. Sylb. p. 277. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 143.] where he

says that the TTKJTIQ yvwori/oy has already received in anticipation, what to others is

still something future
; through love, the future is to him already present ;

iariv avry
Si aycnrriv Ivforot; rfdq TO pt\\ov ; vi. 663. [Pott. vol. ii. p. 781). Sylb. p. 281.

Klotz, vol. iii. p. 158.] where he divides good into that which is worthy of being pur

sued for its own sake, and that which is only a means to something higher. Gnosis

belongs to the first class, because we shall attain nothing else by means of it, when it is

attained, but only obtain the possession of itself, and be in the enjoyment of an unin-
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enlargement of the Divine scheme for the education of man,

and represents the Logos as the Qeiog TrcuSaywyoe, he says *,

&quot; All men belong to him, some of them with a consciousness

of what he is to them, (KUT tTrtyvwtnv) others without that con

sciousness ;
some as friends, some as faithful servants, and others

merely as servants ; it is the teacher, who leads the Gnostic by
the revelation of mysteries (the inward perception of truth), the

believer by good hopes, and the hardhearted by corrective disci

pline, by appeals to the senses.&quot; Now here Clement s yvwcmicoc ap

pears in many respects to resemble the TrvEu/mrtKOc of the Gnostics,

and his irttrriKog their I//UX/KOC, and in regard to their interior life

they both appear to bear the same relation to each other, but

there is nevertheless this great distinction, that amidst all the

differences which they held to exist in the subjective Christianity

of the two conditions, the Alexandrians maintained that there

was the self same foundation of objective Christianity, of which

they only admitted different conceptions, the one more spiri

tual and the other more sensuous, nor did they, like the Gnos

tics, make these two different subjective conditions dependant

on an original and ineffacable difference of human disposi

tions. It may, indeed, be said, that, nevertheless, the two

different conditions of subjective Christianity which Clement dis

tinguishes from each other, were really in existence in his day,

and are again found in other times, inasmuch as they are

founded in the very nature of man ;
and therefore that it can

not be of so much consequence, by what name we distin

guish the two conditions, nor can it make so great a difference

whether we consider them as two different stages in the develop

ment of faith, and of the life under the influence of faith, or

whether we accord the true Spiritual life of faith only to Gnosis,

terrupted immediate knowledge*, and we shall make our way to this and through this,

[ . e. a state to which we attain through itself. H. J. R.] Faith belongs to the second

class, on account of the fear of punishment which arises from it, and on account of ad

vantages, and the hope of reward ; fear being a motive to the multitude to abstain from

sinning, and the promises a motive to strive after obedience, through which the happi

ness of heaven is to be obtained.

1 viii. 702. [Potter, vol. ii. p. 8312. Sylb. p. 298. Klotz, iii. 209, and seqq.]

* Anschauung. See note above, p. 214. The last clause of the sentence is thus in the

German : dass wir uns in ununterbrochenen Anschauung befinden, und zu dieser und

durch diese uns durchkampfen ; by which I only understand that this state becomes a

means only to its own continuance, and not an introduction to a higher state. H. J. R.
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as Clement has done in many passages. And yet this difference

is by no means so unimportant, as it may seem at first view, but

its foundations lie deeper and its consequences are more impor
tant. The cause that the Alexandrians conceived the thing in

this way, lay partly in their own predominant turn of mind, and

partly in the manner, in which they viewed the faith of a large
class of Christian people.
As far as the first is concerned, the contemplative and specu

lative turn of mind was far too predominant among the Alexan

drians, and this prevented them from recognising in its full ex

tent the independent practical power of faith in the reformation

of the interior life, and they were still under the influence of that

view, which proceeded from the Platonic School, and was natural

indeed generally to the whole of the ancient world, namely, that

the inward, spiritual, and religious life, in short, maturity in reli

gion, could not exist without philosophical culture of the mind .

As far as the second point is concerned, we must take into the

account the manner in which they (the Alexandrians) were often

accustomed to meet with faith in a certain class of uneducated

Christians, as a mere belief, received upon authority, united with

a sensuous Eudsemonism 2

, and a fear of hell, that presented to the

mind only images of horror derived from the senses. They could

not mistake the bettering influence of faith upon the life, even

where it appeared to them under this form, when they compared
what these men had become, as Christians, with what they had

been as heathens ; but they did not believe that they could per
ceive any traces of the ennobling influence of Christianity upon
the whole inward nature of man, or of a divine spiritual life ; and

this sensuous Christianity was in contradiction to their spiritual-

1 There is a remarkable passage in Clement, vi. 691. in which he distinguishes an

inward perception, [Geistes-anschauung], a learned knowledge or Gnosis and faith,

from one another. The first, or vorjffig, consists in an immediate connection of the

Spirit with the highest origin of things, the mere iTri(3a\\uv ; yvaxris is distinguished

from voi}&amp;lt;riQ by the addition of ftfjSaiovv Xoy&amp;lt;f&amp;gt; ctTrodtiKTiKy, the reception of the fun

damental doctrines without the inward perception (anschauung) in regard to the prac

tical exercise of them is Faith, (r) &amp;lt;j&amp;gt;povr)ffig)
iv TOIQ fig fv\a(3eiav ffvvTfivovm

ytvoptvt), Kai dvev fcwptag 7rapadt%ap.tvr) rov ap^ucov \oyov Kara rr]v iv avry
t &nyaaiaQ rqprimv TTIGTIQ Xtytrat.

2
[Eudsemonism. The word in the original is Eudamonismus, which is a modern

coinage. It expresses a notion of the Deity being pleased with man and rewarding

him, especially in good that affects the body. H. J. R.]
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ized religious habits of thought. They might therefore be inclined

to attribute a very low grade of the religious life to triari^ and to

the KOIVOQ TTiariKOQ, and to consider the higher life of Christianity,

of which they saw nothing in the KOIVOI Trtorticot, as fruit due only

to the
-yvw&amp;lt;ne

of the well-informed and highly cultivated. It must

indeed be avowed that they were very likely in this case to do

injustice to those, who were in an entirely different condition as

regarded both the turn of their mind, and the extent of its de

velopment, if they passed judgment upon the more hidden

spiritual life of faith from the impure reflection of it in an habit

of thought, neither thoroughly formed, nor as yet thoroughly

penetrated by the leaven of Christianity.

The prejudicial consequences of this predominance of the

contemplative and speculative turn of mind, and of this extremely

sharp division of yvwais from Tnorte, show themselves in Clement

in a variety of ways. Instead of bringing forward the Gnosticos,

under the image of an humble minded Christian, living in the

constant conviction of the sinfulness that still adheres to him,

and constantly advancing in holiness, he often appears in Cle

ment under the form of a Neoplatonic Theosopher, living in

contemplative self-sufficingness , and unmoved by passions
2
,

although, even hither the Christian element has again made its

way, as may lie seen by the circumstance, that the Gnostic

cannot feel himself entirely blessed in contemplation alone, and

living for himself, and shut up in himself alone ; but is repre
sented as actuated by the desire of working actively for the

benefit of others
3
.

Hence also it happened, that instead of contenting themselves

with a mere systematic (lit. organic) development of that which is

known in faith, the Alexandrians wished to transcend the bounds

1
[The word &quot;

self-sufficiency&quot; is soconstantly used in English in an idiomatic sense,

as implying merely conceit and vanity, that I have used a word which, if not a current

word, may be perhaps allowed. H. J. R.J
2 See F. 748. [See Potter, vol. ii. pp. 881-2. Sylb. p. 318. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 268.]
3 Clement says beautifully on this point:

&quot; The Gnostic, who sees his own salvation

in the advantage of his neighbour, may justly be called a living image of the Lord
;

not with regard to the circumstances of his outward form, but from similarity to that

which he was in power, and from a resemblance to his preaching.&quot; O yvaxiTiKOQ idiav

oit&amp;gt;TT)piav
ylyovfifVOQ rrjv TWV TrtXcrf w^tXaav, yaX/*a ifi^v^ov tiKortaf av rov

Ki niov XtyotTO, ov Kara Tt]v r/jf /iO|i0/j tftonfT*, aXXa Kara TO TY]Q Swafltwf &amp;lt;rv/t/3o-

Xoj/ KCII Kara TO r/f Kt)v%lti) o/&amp;gt;iO(atrt.
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of faith by their Gnosis, and lost themselves in the region of

Theosophy, which desired to comprehend divine things ; so that

mistaking and overlooking the practical aim of Divine revelation

for the improvement and salvation of human nature, they endea

voured to find the solution of speculative enquiries in Scripture.
When many came forward and opposed the speculative Gnosis with

this just argument:
&quot; The wise man is persuaded that there is

much which is incomprehensible, and his wisdom even consists in

the very acknowledgement of the incomprehensibleness of the in

comprehensible
*

:&quot; Clement answered,
&quot; This is also common to

those, who are able to see only a little way before them ; the Gnostic

apprehends that which appears to be inapprehensible to the rest of

men, for he is persuaded that there is nothing which cannot be

apprehended by the Son of God
;
whence it follows that there is

nothing which cannot be taught [by him], for he who suffered out

of love to us, would debar us from nothing which could contribute

to the instruction of Gnosis.&quot; One sees how indefiniteness here

becomes the source and foundation of great error, for this declara

tion is true enough when understood of that only which it is

necessary for man to know for his salvation, but not when applied

to things, which serve only to the gratification of speculative and

ill-directed curiosity.

The notions of Clement in these matters, are repeated in those

of his great disciple Origen, only conceived in a peculiar manner

full of deep thought, and systematically worked out, but there is the

same connection of the ideas of Gnosis and Pistis in relation, as well

to different conditions of subjective Christianity, as to the diffe

rent operations of a Divine scheme for the general instruction

of man, which lets itselfdown to the varied wants which arise from

the variety of these conditions of man. In his controversies with

the heathen, who reproached Christians with their blind faith,

Origen often declares it to be a peculiarity of Christianity as a

revelation of a God who came for the salvation of all men, that it

is able to attract even the multitude which is incapable of scien

tific investigation and knowledge, and in virtue of mere faith
2

,

to work upon them to sanctification with divine power; and he

appeals to the experience of very many, as a testimony to this

1 vii. 649. [Potter, vol. ii. p. 775. Sylb. p. 276 ; Klotz, vol iii. p. 140. N.B. The

reference in Neander should be vi. 649, not vii. 649. H. J. R.]

rt&amp;lt;m, TTiorig ciXoyoc;.
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efficacy of Christianity
l

. Those who had attained to faith at

first only in this manner, might then become impelled of their

own accord to penetrate constantly more and more also into the

deeper sense of Scripture
2
. He makes marts the lowest stage of

Christianity, which must nevertheless have an existence, in order,

that &quot; the simple, who give themselves up to holiness according
to their power, may be able to attain salvation

;&quot;
and above faith

he places both Gnosis and Sophia. This last is that Divine

Wisdom, which is imparted to the souls, who are, by God s grace,

capable of receiving it, and who have sought to obtain it from

God, by study of the Scriptures, and by prayer. Human wisdom,
the wisdom that belongs to our world, is only a preparatory
exercise of the soul, in order that it may become capable of

attaining that which is the real aim and object of its existence,

by means of cultivating its intellectual faculties
3
.

Origen, as well as Clement, in many places declares expressly
in reference to the nature of faith, that it is a fact of the inward

life, through which man enters into a real communion with divine

things, and he distinguishes this living faith from a belief, rest

ing on authority, which clings only to outward things. Thus,
in explanation of John viii. 24*, he says,

&quot; That faith brings with

it a spiritual communion with that on which we believe, and

hence there is generated a kindred condition of the heart
5

,
which

must show itself in works. The object of our belief is received into

the inward life, and becomes a forming and fashioning principle
for it. In all the relations (eTrtvomt), under which Christ becomes
an object of faith, according to all these, the believer receives

Christ into his inward life ; thus, for example, since Christ is

called the power of God, power to all good actions cannot be

wanting to him, who believes on Christ, as the source of divine

power.&quot; Thus, in torn. xx. in Joh. c. xxv. he makes a distinction

1

Compare e. g. c. Celsum, lib. i. c. 10.

2 C. Celsum, lib. vi. Philocal. c. 15. p.tTa ri\v a?ra ytvofj.evt]v eiGaywyijv &amp;lt;J&amp;gt;I\OTI-

/.irjrraaOai 7rpo TO KCII (BaOuTipa TWV KtKpvnp,tviov vor^iar&amp;lt;t)v
iv TO.IQ yoatyait; jcara-

\afitiv.
3 C. Cels. vi. 13. [Ed. Spencer, p. 283.] Origen maintains that St. Paul sets those

graces, which are connected with knowledge, higher than the gift of working miracles.

tTTft TOV \oyov Trpotn/ia TWV TfpaffTiwv ivepyeibiv, $ia TOVTO tvtpyr)na.Ta Swa^tiav
Kai

xapi&amp;lt;7/iara lafiarojv tv Ty Karwrtpw TiOrjcri XMP% ?rapa ra Xoyt/ca -^a^ia^aTa.
c. Cels. iii. 46. [Ed. Spenc. p. 139.]

* Tom. xix. Joh. 6. [See Origen. ed. Huet. vol. ii. pp. 284, 285. II. J. R.]
5 FictKdaQai Kara TOV \oyov /cat

7
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between a sensuous belief in miracles, and a faith in the truth.

He compares John viii. 43, and 45, and says, that those sensuous

Jews were impressed by the miracles, and would have believed

on Jesus as a worker of miracles, but they were incapable of re

ceiving Divine truth
1

, and never would have believed on Jesus

as a preacher of deep truth ; and he adds,
&quot; This may also be

seen in many, who look with wonder on Jesus, when they con

sider his history, but who cannot have any further faith in him,
when a deep doctrine, which surpasses their comprehension, is

unfolded, but begin to cavil at it, and say that it is false. Therefore

let us take heed, lest he say to us also, ye believe not me, because

I declare the truth.
&quot;

Nevertheless, the relation to what is de

pendent on historical grounds, and the practical influence, which

is inherent in the idea of faith, as conceived by St. Paul, is clearly
thrown more into the background by Origen. That higher con

dition of faith was, in his notions, at the same time a condition

in which Christianity was applied and conceived in a more

spiritual manner a condition in which truth was more imme

diately the object of interior perception ; and this condition of

faith so exactly accorded with his notion of the condition of

Gnosis, that he often contrasts Gnosis with a mere historical

belief. &quot; Faith may exist without a definite conception of the

thing believedV He ascribes this Gnosis to those who devote

themselves wholly to the contemplation of Divine matters, who
after they have cleared their spirit from foreign elements, behold

God with more godlike eyes. He finds also that such a Gnosis

is contrasted with mere faith, in John viii. 31, 32 3
. For this

distinction between Gnosis and Pistis he appeals also to 1 Cor.

xii. 9
; where, however, faith being represented as a gift of grace,

cannot be that historical belief of which Origen speaks as opposed
to Gnosis, but where it is rather the designation of a peculiarly

practical power of faith. Origen places the condition of Gnosis

so far above that of faith, that he represents it, in speaking of

this contrast, as a life of sight.
&quot;

Those,&quot; he says,
&quot; who have

received the charisma of Gnosis and Sophia, no longer live in

1 As if our Saviour had intended to say, Ka9 6 p,fv repara wouo, TTLartvtTt /KOI,

Ka9 b Se TI\V aXrjOeiav Xtyw, ov TriaTtwri ftoi. [The reference in the text has not

enabled me to consult the original passage. H. J. R.]
2

[Erkenntnisse is the German word here used, which I have translated &quot; definite

conception.&quot; See the Conversations Lexicon in verbo. H. J. R.]
3 See t. xix. in Joh. c. ].
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faitli, but in sight; the spiritually minded, who already dwell no

longer in the body, but even here below are already present with

the Lord. But those do still dwell in the body, and are not yet

present with the Lord, who do not understand the spiritual Sense

of Scripture, but cling wholly to its body (i. e. the letter, see be

low). For how, since the Lord is the Spirit, should he not be far

from the Lord, who does not understand the life-giving spirit and

the spiritual sense of Scripture; such an one lives in faith 1
.&quot; He

busies himself here very diligently in endeavouring to explain,
after his own notions, what St. Paul says in utter contradiction

to this view in 2 Cor. v. about the relation of faith to sight; and

not without sophistical arguments involving a confusion of ideas,

he contends against the just interpretation of most of the fathers,

who maintain that even Paul speaks of himself, as one who still

lived in faitli, and had not yet arrived at living in sight. He
makes the expression,

&quot; to dwell in the
body,&quot; entirely equiva

lent to
&quot;living

in the flesh, and according to the flesh;&quot; and

thus obtains as a result, that St. Paul said this, not in reference to

himself and all spiritually-minded persons, but only in reference to

those believers, who were still carnally-minded. He applies also

(and in him the application is consistent) what St. Paul says (1
Cor. xiii.) of the perfect, to the genuine Gnostics, as contrasted with

the mere believers, who are still in childhood, and still have only
the mere partial knowledge

2
. This twofold condition, according

to the notion of Origen, corresponds with the twofold condition of

a spiritual and a fleshly Christianity
3
. He who is in the posi

tion afforded by a fleshly Christianity, abides only by the letter of

Scripture, and by the historical account of Christ; he clings only
to the outward appearance of the Divine, without raising himself

up in Spirit to the inward essence, which is revealed in it; he

confines himself wholly to the earthly, temporal, and historical

appearance of the Divine Logos ;
he does not raise himself up to

the actual perception of the latter (the Logos) itself; he contents

himself with the mere shell of the Christian doctrines, without

penetrating to the interior kernel contained in them; he clings

1
Origen. t. xiii. Job. c. 52.

2 In Matt. ed. Huet. frag. 213. He does not always remain consistent in this

respect ; in another passage (in Matt. 271.), he properly refers reXfiev to eter

nal life.

3 A ^nttrTLaviff^oQ TrvivfiariKog and a xpioTumoyiOf ffdjpariKog, a
7Tfi&amp;gt;/uart/cuf

and a rr^
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solely to the letter of Scripture, in which the spirit lies bound.

The spiritual Christian on the contrary, in the temporal appear
ance and operations of Christ, sees the revelation and the repre
sentation of the eternal government and operations of the Divine

Logos ;
with him, the letter of Scripture is only the covering of

the spirit, and he knows how to detach the spirit from this cover

ing. With him, all that is temporal in the form, under which

Divine things are presented to us, is elevated into the in

ward perceptions of the Spirit ; with him the sensuous Gospel of

the letter
1

, becomes spiritualized into the revelation of the eternal

spiritual gospel
2

, and it is the highest question to which his soul

applies itself, to find the latter in the former, and to turn the

former into the latter ;
and to understand Holy Scripture as the

revelation of a continuous scheme of education, provided by the

Logos for human nature, and of his uninterrupted activity for

the salvation of man, a scheme of which the center-point is his

appearance among men (which is the sensuous representation of

his eternal and spiritual operation
3

),
and the aim of which is to

bring back all fallen Being to God. While he refers everything
to this one view, the whole volume of Holy Scripture becomes

to him, by means of the Gospel, elevated and refined into Gospel.

Hence, Origen believes by means of spiritual communion with the

Logos, by the reception of the Spirit of Christ into the inward

life alone *, can any one attain to the true spiritual Christianity,

and to the right spiritual understanding of the whole Scripture.

Just then as the prophets before the temporal advent of Christ were

partakers in spiritual communion with the Divine Logos, and in

virtue of that communion were enabled to foretell that advent,

and the whole of Christianity beforehand, just as they therefore

had the spiritual understanding of the Old Testament, and in

some degree were Christians before the coming of Christ ; so after

the temporal appearance of Christ, there are among Christians,

persons also, by whom this spiritual communion with the Divine

Logos has not been obtained, and they, like the Jews of old, still

cling to the outward covering; and the saying of St. Paul

about the Jews before the appearance of Christianity (Gal. iv.) ;

viz. &quot; That they were still children, that the time appointed by
the Father for them, had not yet arrived, and that they were still

1 TO BvayjfXiov alaQr^rov.
2 TOV svctyyf\iov Trvtv}iariKov, alwviov.

3 The EirtSrjfiia aior0ijrq, an image of the llfiZqpia rorjTrj TOV Xoyov.
1 The STTi^rjfjLia VOIJTIJ TOV Xpjorou.
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under guardians and governors,&quot;
is still applicable to them, as being

in a condition through which they must necessarily pass, in

order to be prepared and made capable of receiving the true

spiritual Christianity.
&quot;

Every soul,&quot; says Origen, &quot;which enters

upon childhood, and proceeds on the road towards perfection,

until the time destined for its perfection shall arrive, requires a

teacher, and guardians, and stewards V
Whatever portion of truth there may be in this expression of

Origen, and however applicable it may be to the progress of the

development of the Christian Church, yet it cannot be denied,

that the meaning of historical Christianity, the intimate connec

tion between historical and inward Christianity, appear to be ob

scured in his representation. We will now hear him speak in

his own words
2

,
&quot; We must know, that the spiritual appearance

of Christ, was communicated before his personal advent to the

perfect and to those who were not in the condition of infants,

to those, who were no longer under schoolmasters and guardians,
and to whom the spiritual fulness of time had appeared, namely,
the Patriarchs, Moses, the Servants of God, and the Prophets,
who had seen the glory of Christ. Now just as he himself, be

fore his visible and bodily appearance, appeared to the perfect,
thus also after his incarnation has been preached to those who are

still in a state of childhood, because they are under guardians
and stewards, and have not yet reached the fulness of time, to

them have the harbingers of Christ appeared, namely, the ideas

proper for the souls of children, of which (the ideas or notions)
it may be justly said, that they are advantageous for the instruc

tions of such souls. But the Son himself, the Divine Logos, in

his majesty has never yet appeared to them, because he awaits

that preparation which must take place beforehand among the

men of God, who are to be capable of receiving his Godhead.
We must also know, that as there is a law, which contains the

shadow of good things to come, which good things are revealed

(in Christianity) by the preaching of the true law; so also the

shadow of the Christian mysteries is represented by that Gospel,
which all, who read it, think they understand. The Gospel,

1 Comm. in Matt. 213. rraua ^VXTJ ipxonevt] fig VTjTriorjyra xrai bftsvovaa ITTL rrjv

T(\eiorrjTa, dtivai /wexpi tvary avry TO TrXj/pu/ia TOV xpovou, Traidaywyow jeai

OlKOVO/JUttV KCll tTTirpOTTWV.
2
Origen in Job. torn. i. p. ix. [p. 8, 9. Ed. Huet, in which however the last sen

tence of this quotation is imperfect. H. J. R.]
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on the contrary, which St. John calls an eternal Gospel, and which

ought properly to be called the spiritual Gospel, sets clearly be

fore the eyes of those, who understand it, every thing which re

gards the Son of God himself; the mysteries which were sha

dowed forth in his language, and the things of which his actions

were the symbols. In conformity with what is here said, we must

also suppose that, as there is an outward Jew, and an outward cir

cumcision, so also there is an outward Christian and an outward

baptism.&quot; Origen here scripturally points to spiritual commu
nion with Jesus Christ, as the source of systematic and lively

perception of that, which is only hinted at in Scripture ; and

what he said, was certainly just when taken as said in opposition

to a blind and narrow-hearted zeal for an orthodoxy which ad

hered merely to the letter, and a conceited, unprofitable acquaint
ance with Scripture ; but such declarations, if they were not

sufficiently denned and limited, might easily favour a specula
tive habit of dealing arbitrarily with Scripture, which, under the

pretence of a higher truth, mystified the simplicity of the Gospel,
and did not recognise the depth which was united with that sim

plicity. As for instance when he says,
&quot; I believe, that the whole

body of Holy Writ, even when understood very accurately, con

tains only a very small part of the elements of Gnosis, and a very
brief introduction to it.&quot; Thus in his allegorical explanations of

the conversation with the Samaritan woman, the well of Jacob is

the symbol of the Holy Scripture, and the living water which

Jesus gives, is the symbol of that, which transcends Scripture.
&quot;

Scripture is then,&quot; he says,
&quot; the introduction, and after we

have sufficiently understood that, we must raise ourselves up to

Jesus in order that he may bestow upon us the fountain of water

that bubbleth up into eternal life V
In his mind this theory of two different stages of Christianity

was closely connected with the theory of different forms of the

Revelation of Christ, or of the Divine Logos, in relation to

these two different conditions. The Gnostics indeed, according
to the different conditions of the spiritual world, by reason of the

difference in the natures of men, were accustomed to divide
2
the

revealing and the redeeming power of God among different liy-

1 Tom. 13. Job. p. 5 & 0. [Ed. Huet. vol. ii. p. 201, 202. H. J. R.]
2 See Part II.
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postases ; they acknowledged a Monogenes, a Logos, a Soter, an

avw and a icarw Xpfarroc, a spiritual and a natural
*

Christ, but, on

the contrary, Origen the unity of the being of Christ and of his

Divine-human appearance ;
the one Christ is everything to him,

he only appears under different predicates, in different modes of

conception, and in different relations to those, to whom he reveals

himself, according to their different capacities, their different re

quirements; and hence he appears either in his heavenly dignity,

or his human state of abasement. The thought often occurs in

Origen,
&quot; that the Redeemer became all-things to all men in a

more Divine sense than St. Paul, in order to win all men 2
.&quot;

&quot; The Redeemer,&quot; he says,
&quot; becomes much, or rather perhaps

everything, according as the whole creation, which is to be re

leased by him, happens to require him 3
.&quot; We must separate those

predicates, which belong to the Divine word, in virtue of his

nature, as the eternal Revealer of God for the whole spiritual

world, and the source of all truth and goodness, from those, which

he has taken upon him for the advantage of the fallen natures,

which are to be redeemed by him, in relation to the different

conditions in which those natures are found. &quot;

Happy are
they,&quot;

says Origen *,
&quot; who have made such progress, that they need the

Son of God no longer as their physician that heals their sick, nor

as the shepherd, nor as their redemption, but require him only as

truth, as the Logos, as righteousness, and whatsoever he is besides

to those, who from their own perfection are able to conceive him

in the utmost splendour.&quot; Christianity in its historical and prac
tical form, the preaching of Christ crucified, was reckoned by

Origen only a subordinate condition, above which he placed the

wisdom of the perfect, which acknowledged Christ no longer in

the condition of a servant, but in his dignity as the Divine Logos,

although he recognised the former condition as a necessary pre-

1
[Pneumatischen and psychischen are the German terms, which are here opposed as

in St. Paul : the pneumatical meaning spiritual as belonging to the soul, and psychi

cal meaning natural as required only to the animal soul or life of man.

The difference between the Gnostic view and that of Origen, may be shortly stated

in one sentence. They believed in an objective difference in Christ s nature, and he

only in a subjective. H. J. R.]
2 Tom. 20. Joh. 28.

3 Tom. 1. Joh. 22. Where, I think, instead of KaOapi&t, we must read ica.0 a

CLVTOV f) e\iv9tpov&amp;lt;rQcu ?vva}iti&amp;gt;r)
irctffa KTIOLQ.

* Joh. i. 22.

VOL. II. O
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paratory stage, in order to ascend from the temporal to the eternal

Revelation of God, in order that a man being purified through
faith in the crucified Redeemer, and sanctified by the following
after the Son of God who appeared in human form, should be

rendered capable of receiving the spiritual communications of his

Divine Being.
&quot; If thou canst understand,&quot; says Origen *,

&quot; the

differences in the Divine word, according as it is announced in

the foolishness of preaching, or brought forward in wisdom to the

perfect, then you will see in what manner the Divine word has

the form of a servant to novices in Christianity but it

comes in the glory of the Father to the perfect, who are able to

say,
* we have seen his glory, the glory as of the only begotten

Son of the Father, full of grace and truth ; for to the perfect the

glory of the Word appears, as well as his being the only begotten
Son of the Father, and his being full of grace and truth also,

which they are unable to comprehend, who require the foolish

ness of preaching to induce them to believe.&quot; In another pas

sage
2
, he says,

&quot; To those, who live in the flesh, he becomes

flesh ; but to those who walk no longer after the flesh, he appears as

the Divine Logos, who was in the beginning with the Father, and

he reveals the Father to them.&quot; He says of that preparatory

stage of belief
3

, &quot;If any one also belongs to the class of the

Corinthians, among whom Paul will know nothing except the

crucified Jesus, and whom he teaches to acknowledge only him

who became man for our sakes, yet he may by means of the man
Jesus become a man of God, by the consequences of his death

may die to sin, and by consequences of his resurrection may rise

up to a Divine life.&quot; So that Origen reverenced even that sub

ordinate condition, and he denied that the Gnostics would let

themselves down 4
to the weakness of those who were placed in

it, and avoid giving them offence and occasions of bitterness.

&quot;Just as Paul,&quot; he says, &quot;could not be of service to those

who were Jews according to the flesh, if he had not, when he

had good reasons for his conduct, caused Timothy to be circum

cised, shorn his own hair, offered sacrifices, and became a Jew

to Jews, in order to gain the Jews
;
so also he, who is inclined to

1 In Matt. p. 290. Ed. Huet. 2 Commentar. in Matt, p 268.

3 In Job. i. c. 11. [?]
* Thus also Clement on the oiKovopta of the Gnostic. Stromat. vii. p. 730. [Potter,

p. 863. 864. Sylb. p. 310. Klotz, vol. iii. p. 246, 247-] Comp. the notions of Philo

given above, vol. i. p. 73, &c.
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be useful to many? cannot improve those who are still in the

school of sensuous Christianity, by spiritual Christianity alone,

nor lead them thus to a higher and better state, and he must

therefore unite spiritual and sensuous Christianity together \ Arid

where it is necessary to preach the sensuous Gospel, in virtue

of which among carnal men he can know nothing
2
, but Christ

crucified, he must also do this. But when they are grounded in

the faith and continue to bring forth fruit in the Spirit, then must

we bring forward to them the word, which, having appeared

among men, has raised itself again to that, which it was with God

in the beginning
5

.&quot; Thus too, in his allegorical interpretation

and application of Matt. xiv. 10 4
. after he has deduced from the

passage, that a man must become a child to children, in order to

gain children to the kingdom of Heaven, just as Christ, though

he was in a Divine form, became a child, he says beautifully,

&quot; We must be well aware of this, in order that we may not, out

of a presumption of wisdom and advancement, as great ones in

the Church, despise the little ones, and children, but inasmuch as

we know that it is said,
* Of such is the kingdom of Heaven, we

ought to become such men, that through us the salvation of chil

dren may be promoted. We must not only not hinder such from

being brought to Christ, but we must do his will by becoming

children with children, so that when those children arrive at sal

vation, through us, who have become children, we may be exalted

by God, as men who have abased themselves.&quot; Origen here

blames those, who, like the Gnostics, despised ordinary preachers

and teachers, who were destitute of spiritual culture of the higher

order, and who presented the simple Gospel in an unattractive

form, just as if such persons did something unworthy of so great

a Saviour and master
5
.

&quot; Even if we were arrived at the very

highest and clearest perception [anschauung] of the Logos and of

truth,&quot; says Origen
6

,

&quot;

yet still we must not wholly forget the

2
[It is difficult to imagine a text more tortured in its application than this passage.

It was written to show that the knowledge of Christ crucified, whereby we are led to

righteousness and to heaven, transcends all other knowledge, which St. Paul casts away
in comparison of it it is applied to degrade that doctrine of Christ crucified, in com

parison of other doctrines and revelations of the same Christianity. H. J. R.]
3 Tom. i. in Joh. p. 9.

4 In Matt. I. c. 374. 375.
5

/3Xe7rtro ovv TIQ TIVCIQ TUIV tTrayytXXo/ievwv Ka.Tt]XT)ffiv iiacXrjffiaffTiKijv KCII

SiSaffKaXiav, TrpoaQfpovTa ra fidtpa TOV Koopov Kai TO.
i,ovdtv&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;ntva

KCII ret ayn /.

6 Tom. ii. Joh. p. 4. [?]

22



228 TWOFOLD EXEGETJCAL POSITION.

passion of Christ, for it is to that we owe our introduction into

this higher life during our abode on earth.&quot;

With this twofold condition, namely, that of spiritual, and that

of sensuous Christianity, the theory of a two-fold condition of

Scriptural interpretation and the theory of different senses of

Holy Writ were closely connected, for spiritual Christianity

brought with it a penetration into the spirit of Scripture, and an

understanding of the eternal, spiritual Gospel, just as, on the con

trary, sensuous Christianity abided by the letter of Scripture
alone. The highest problem of Scripture interpretation was in

his estimation the changing of the sensuous Gospel into the

spiritual \ just as the highest aim of Christianity was to elevate

itself from the earthly appearance of the incarnate Logos to com

munion with him and to the contemplation of his Divine nature.

Thus he saw also in the whole body of Scripture a letting-down of

the overwhelming heavenly Spirit to the human form, which was

incapable of containing it; a letting-down of the Divine Teacher

of man to the weakness and the wants of men, and all Scripture

was in like manner a revelation of the incarnation of the Logos.
Thus he says

2

,

&quot; All which is here called Word of God, is a reve

lation of the Divine Word, which became flesh and emptied itself

in relation to its heavenly nature, and hence we see the Word of

God on earth when he became man, as a human Word, for the

Word constantly becomes flesh in Scripture, in order to dwell

among us
3
. But when we have lien on the breast of the Word

that became man, and are enabled to follow him as he climbs up
the high hill, (Matt, xvii.) then we may say, we have seen his

glory V
&quot; He sets out from the principle of an analogy between

the Holy Scripture as a work of God, and the whole creation

which proceeds from the same God ; a principle, which carried out

in his lively and spiritual manner, would at once become fruitful

for the right consideration of the two-fold revelation of God.

Thus he says, and the saying shows at once how thoroughly im-

1 TO fieTaXafltiv TO aiaQijTOV tvayytXtov ii TO Trvtvp,aTiKOV.
2 See Philocal. c. 15.
3

Similarly also Clement says, that the character of the Holy Scripture is a paraboli

cal one, as also the whole appearance of Christ is a parabolical one also viz. the Di

vine in an earthly garb. 7rapa/3o\i/co yap o %apaKTr]p wTrapx&quot;
Tiav ypa^aij/, Siort

KCLI o Kvpiog OVK MV
KOff/jiiKO ;-, we.

Ko&amp;lt;Tfj,iKog tig avGouTtovQ fi\Qiv. Stromat.

vi. 677.
4 The ennobling of Scripture for him, who learns to understand its spirit by a living

communion with Christ.
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bued he was with the notion that the Holy Scripture is the Word
of God l

:
&quot; We need not think it strange, if in every passage of

Holy Writ the super-human nature of the thought does not strike

the unlearned, for in the works of Providence, which extend over

the whole universe, some of them show manifestly, that they are

the works of Providence, while others are so concealed, as to give

occasion to incredulity in respect to God who governs all things

with inexpressible skill and power But just as we do

not dispute the doctrine of a Providence 2

,
on account of those

things of which we are ignorant, when once we are justly per

suaded of his existence, so we cannot doubt of the Divine autho

rity of the Holy Scriptures, which extends to every portion of

them, because our weakness is unable in every case to come up to

the hidden glory of their doctrines, which is clothed in inade

quate language, for we have the treasure in earthen vessels.&quot;

And in another passage he says
3

:
&quot; He who once admits that

these Scriptures are the work of the Creator of the world, must

be persuaded, that whatsoever phenomena in regard to the crea

tion present themselves to those who attempt to give an account

of it, the same will also occur to him who inquires about the Scrip

tures. There are now, for instance, in Scripture many things

which human nature may find difficult, or be unable to explain,

but we are not on that account, to accuse the Creator of the

Universe ; as for example, when we are unable to explain the

cause why basilisks and other poisonous animals were created ;

for here it is the duty of a pious mind, taking into considera

tion the weakness of man, and how it is impossible fully to

understand the creating wisdom of God, to reserve to God
the knowledge of such things, and he will afterwards, when we
are considered worthy of it, reveal to us that, about which we
have doubted in reverence.&quot; How full he was of the belief in a

Divine Spirit which breathed throughout the whole of Scripture,

and how thoroughly persuaded he was that this could be received

only with an humble and a believing heart, is beautifully ex

pressed in the following words ofOrigen
4

: &quot;We must believe

that no tittle of Holy Scripture is deficient in the wisdom of God,

1 Philocal. c. i. p. 10. [p. 5. Ed. Spencer, 1658. H. J. R.J
2 OV yptOKOTTHT-ttt &amp;gt;}

TTOOVOlCt.

H.J.R.]

*.]

2 ov xptoKOTTtiTai / Trpovoia.
3 Philocal. c. ii. p. 01. [p. 23. Ed. Spencer. II. J. R.

* L. c. c. i. p. 51. [p. 19, 20. Ed. Spencer. H. J. R.
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for He, who proclaimed to man,
6 Thou shalt not appear empty

before me (Exod. xxxiv.), will himself far less utter any empty
word ; for the prophets take what they say, out of his fulness ;

therefore all parts are animated (lit. breathe) by this fulness, and
there is nothing in the Prophets, the Law, or the Gospel, or the

Apostolic Epistles, which does not proceed from this fulness. The
breath therefore of this fulness (TrAtjpwjua, Pleroma), descends on
those who have eyes, to see the revelations of the Divine ful

ness, ears to hear it, and a sense to catch the sweet-smelling
savour, which proceeds from this fulness. But if, in reading-

Scripture, } ou meet with a thought which, so to speak, is a

stone of stumbling and a rock of offence, blame yourself, for

be assured, that this stone of stumbling contains thoughts, by
which that saying shall come to pass, He that believeth, shall not

be put to shame (Rom. x. 11). Believe first, and you shall

then find much holy assistance and support under that which

appeared to you an offence.&quot;

But however just this principle of Origen might be, yet in

the application of it he was led astray by means of the false

position, from which he viewed the spirit and the object of Holy
Scripture, and of all Divine revelation through the Word; and

this false position was intimately connected with his false con

ception of the relation between faith and Gnosis (Trtcmeand yvw-
&amp;lt;ne).

In both respects he was led astray by the speculative

point of view, which was too prevalent, inasmuch as he did not

sufficiently distinguish the nature of a Christian system of faith,

and a Christian philosophy from each other, and he did not keep

sufficiently before his sight the essentially practical object of all

Divine revelations, and especially of Christianity. He did not

refer every thing to the one object, that affects all mankind re

demption, regeneration, sanctification, and the blessings result

ing from them ; but the practical object of man s improvement
was, in his estimation, only a subordinate one, which was chiefly
of use to the great mass of believers, who were incapable of re

ceiving anything of higher character. In his estimation, the

highest object was the speculative, the communicating the most
elevated truths to spiritual men who were capable of understand

ing them, i. e. to the Gnostics. These higher truths have re

ference chiefly to the following points
1

: &quot;About God about the

1 Philocal. i. 28. [p. 11. Ed. Spencer. H. J. R.]
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nature of his only-begotten Son, and the mode in which he is

the Son of God about the cause which impelled him to come
down and take upon him the nature of man about the effects of

this incarnation, whom it affects about the higher kinds of

reasonable beings who have fallen from a state of happiness, and

the causes of their fall about the difference of souls, and whence

this difference arises what the world is, and wherefore it was

created why there is so much evil in the earth, and whether

evil is found only there, or elsewhere also.&quot; As Origen made

it the chief object to find explanations and answers to these in

quiries ; many parts of Scripture, if he abided by their natural

interpretation, would naturally appear to him to be unfruitful

towards that which he considered its essential object. All narra

tives embracing only earthly occurrences, all legislation bearing

only on earthly relations, he explained as being only the symbol
ical guise of a higher history of the world of Spirits; and of

higher laws which related also to that world. Thus the higher
and the subordinate object of Scripture would be united together,

and the revelation of the higher class of truth would be hidden in

a literal form, adapted to the improvement of the general mass of

mankind. &quot;The multitude of genuine and simple believers,&quot;

says Origen,
&quot; bears testimony to the usefulness, even of this

inferior understanding of the Scriptures.&quot; Between these two

kind of senses included in Scripture, Origen imagined an inter

mediate kind, an allegorical sense adapted for those who had not

yet arrived at that higher state of spiritual perception ; this was a

general, moral, and instructive application of those passages of

Scripture, which relate to individual cases, though this applica

tion was not of that elevated and profound class
1

; and he adduces

as examples of this, the explanation of 1 Cor. ix. 9
; and most of

the allegorical interpretations of Scripture then commonly used,

even in the instruction of the people. Thus, the triple sense of

Scripture corresponded to the three parts of man s nature, which

the theory of Origen acknowledged : that which is really Divine

in man, the Spirit which is directed towards the Eternal, and

finds its proper life in the perception and contemplation of Divine

things ; the Soul., whose sphere of action is the temporal and the

finite ;
and the Body. While Philo agreed with Origen in the

1
[As in the higher class of interpretation, which he imagined. H. J. It.]
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essential and fundamental features of his view, he (Origen)

sought also on the whole to preserve the objective truth of the

literal and historical contents of the Scriptures , which are given
as the dress in which the spiritual revelations are communicated.

And yet, he formed passages where the letter could not, in his

opinion be defended
; because he was destitute of right herme-

neutic principles, and of other necessary helps and aids
; or be

cause he did not know how to separate the divine from the

human in the Holy Scriptures
2

; or else, because (which is con

nected with the remark we have just made), proceeding from an

exaggerated notion of inspiration, he could not entertain the

supposition ofany contradiction in Scripture, even in unimportant

things; and then, he thought the only way to clear up the diffi

culties was by a spiritual interpretation
3
. And, like Philo, he

united the supposition with his reverence for the Holy Scripture
in such a manner, as to induce him to say, that these things, the

literal acceptation of which cannot be maintained this mythical

guise in which the higher wisdom is clothed were strewed pur

posely about as a stone of stumbling
4

, in order to excite deeper

enquiry.
These principles Origen applied not only to the Old Testa

ment, but expressly to the New; and expressly to the Gospel

history
5
. Thus he imagined that he was able to clear up many

difficulties, by supposing, that the Apostles represented
6 under

the outward form of various matters of fact, what they had to say
of a difference in the operations of the Divine Logos

7
. This prin-

,
TO tvvpa TtoiV

2
As, for example, where he found it impossible to maintain the literal truth of the

history of Uriah, because in David he saw only the man inspired by the Spirit of

God, and not a frail and sinful man.
3
avaywyj; tig TO vorjTOv.

1
CTKavSaXa, 7rpo&amp;lt;r/co/z/iara.

5 See the passage of the Philocalia quoted above; and also c. xv. p. 139.

6 T. x. Joh. p. 4. TrpoeictiTo avTOvc, oirov fiev Ivt^wpti aXrjOevtiv TrvevfiaTiKwg

apa Kai
crajjuari/cfe&amp;gt;,

birov
fir] tvtSe^ero ap,^&amp;gt;oTtoujg Trpoicaivfiv TO Trvtv^aTiKov TOV

Th)fiaTiKov, ffh)^ofifvov TroXXa^tc TOV a\r]9ovg TrvtvfjLaTiKov iv Tq) (Tw/iari/cy, w av

fiiroi Tig, ipevSei.
7 Of different communications of the iTTidrj^ia vor\Ti\ TOV XptffTov.

[N.B. In a passage requiring some delicacy of touch in translating. I have used the

word outward for sinnlich, as I thought it gave the nearest idea to the English reader.

The S7ri$jj/acr ai&amp;lt;r9r)Tr), or the abode of the Logos with us which could be perceived by the

senses,vtas only the type of the STTi^q/ua vo r

r\Tr\ the sojourn of the Logos or of ChrisI

in the spirit of man. This was explained above, p. 222, a reference to which will be of

service in considering this passage. H. J. R.]
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ciple of interpretation, it must be avowed, gave an opportunity for

the exercise of every kind of subjective caprice, and was liable to

make historical Christianity entirely a thing of nought; as every
one could thus place whatever did not suit his subjective ideas and

feelings, in the class of those things which were not to be taken

literally. Origen felt with much force, what danger might arise

from this to objective Christianity ;
and he therefore always de

clared, that for the most part the spirit and the letter were both

alike to be maintained, and that the letter was to be abandoned

only after careful examination. But where were there any cer

tain limits ?

And yet, we cannot but acknowledge, that in Origen the

caprice so prejudicial to objective Christianity, which might pro

ceed from these principles, was softened down by the intimately

pious and believing feeling, which animated him, and the

thorough sense of the historical truth of Christianity with which

he was impressed. And we must also take care to remark, how

truth and error here were mingled together in a manner, which

must be explained by taking into consideration the peculiarities

of his own character, and his relation to his own times, which

were then agitated by a variety of contradictory opinions. He
saw how carnally-minded Jews, cleaving to the letter of the Old

Testament, were unable to attain to a faith in the Gospel ;
how

carnally-minded Christians by that disposition too were led to rude

conceptions (lit. representations) of God and divine things. He
saw how Anti-Jewish Gnostics, in consequence of this very mode
of conception of the Old Testament, fell into the other error ; so

that they would not recognize this God, who appeared thus car

nally represented (i.
e. in the Old Testament), as the God of the

Gospel ; which circumstance was an introduction for their whole

system of Dualism. Now Origen believed that he should be

able, by means of this spiritualizing mode of interpretation, to tear

up all these contradictory eirors by the very roots
1
. He had not

in this the smallest intention of degrading that which is Divine in

Scripture into something human ; but he was more inclined to go
too far on the other side, by not recognizing in that which was

1 After mentioning all these errors, he says, Philocalia, c. i. p. 17- aiTia St Traai

TOIQ Trpo(ipr)Hfvoi -^fvPodoZuov Kai afftfleuov 77
rtfiwriKoiv Trepi Qeov Xoywv OVK

a\\r) TIQ tivcti Soicei Tf r
i ypo0&amp;gt;;

Kara TO. TrvivfiariKa /i?j vtvoqutvii, oXX

TO
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Divine, that which was properly and peculiarly human in the

mode in which it was brought forward; because, in accordance

with the general notions of that time, he deduced throughout

Scripture both form and matter from the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit. The Divine Spirit such was the belief of Origen had

so completely acted in reference to the higher wisdom, that in

many passages the spirit was given without the letter.

It must, however, be confessed, that the Alexandrian turn of

mind, if carried to the extreme, without any counter action, and

without the spirit of piety which imbued an Origen and a Cle

mens, might lead to an Idealism, entirely subversive of all that is

historical and objective in Christianity; and then, as the struggles
which the Origenian school had to undergo at the end of this

period indicate, we must look especially to the realistic tendency,
which proceeded from the Western Church, for a counterbalan

cing power to meet that idealism
; just as the Origenian school

was calculated to be efficacious in spiritualizing that Church.

Such is the general picture of the relation which existed between

the most remarkable and differing dispositions of mind; a picture,

which we shall be sure to find again in the different modes of

treating the chief points of Christian doctrine singly, just as this

consideration will give us a proof, that, even in the fundamental

truths of Christianity, these two dispositions, notwithstanding
their opposite nature, must touch each other and join together.

II. The Development of the great doctrines of Christianity con

sidered separately.

We must always bear in mind, that Christianity did not deliver

to man isolated speculative ideas
T
of God and Divine things, nor

a ready-made dogmatic system in a settled form, but announced

thefacts of a communication made by God to man, through which

man became placed in a new relation to his Creator, by the recog-

1
[Erkenntnisse. Like other words belonging to the metaphysical vocabulary of

Germany, this word is almost untranslatable. Cognitions would be the nearest if we
had the word. It expresses rather the acknowledgment of an idea to our own con

sciousness than the ideas themselves. The representations of the mind (vorstellungen)

are its ideas, our erkenntnisse are our knowledge of these ideas. See the Conversations-

lexicon on the word. See Edinburgh Review, Oct. 1832, p. 173. H. J. R.J
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nition and application
l
of which an entirely new direction and

formation of the religious feelings might be produced, through

which all that was before contained in it would receive an altera

tion and modification. The fact of the redemption of sinful man

by Christ, forms the central point of Christianity, and from the

influence which the application of this fact to the heart must pro

duce on the inward life of man, this new form or condition of the

religious conscience arises, and from this again there results a new

state of thought about Divine things, which reflects the new world

formed within. The characteristic by which the Christian nature

of anything is determined, depends on its connection with this,

which forms the essential and fundamental ground of Christianity,

according to the manner in which dogmatic systems and individual

opinions are in relation to this one doctrine, so will be their relation

to Christianity in general, and in the same manner we must esti

mate the importance or non-importance of errors as far as their

effects on Christian practice are concerned. If from the beginning
men had clearly conceived this relation of insulated doctrines to

the centre-point of Christianity, and maintained a full conscious

ness of it, it would have been more easy for them to come to an

understanding as to unity in that, which forms the essential nature

of Christianity, and this unity would not have been so easily

destroyed by differences in speculative conceptions, to which

they attached in early times too much weight, exactly because

they were unacquainted with the true measure for estimating in

what Christianity Consists.

Even the common God-consciousness, the consciousness of the

God, in whom we live and move and have our being, received a

new impulse from Christianity ; the believer who lived in God be

came filled with a new feeling of the undeniableness of God, and

even in Nature, he, on whom inward communion with God had

been bestowed through Christ, felt the Omnipresence of a God,
who filleth all things, with more liveliness and greater force.

While those Fathers, who in early life had been devoted to the

Platonic Philosophy, and had received through its influence the

shape of their mind and the form of their knowledge, developed
under thisform their Christian God-consciousness, Tertullian, on

1

[Aneignung. Literally appropriation. i.e application to the heart. H. J. R.]
2
[Literally for the estimation of all which is Christian, meaning, how far any doc

trine is essentially Christian or not. As I am scrupulous about paraphrasing, I wish my
readers to know exactly the force of the idioms which 1 cannot render literally. II. J. H.]

8
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the contrary, expressed in the original but uncultivated form of

his powerful and rugged peculiarity, that with which the anima

tion of an inward deep Christian God-consciousness 1

inspired him.

On the whole, although the Fathers had not to contend with

Atheists, yet their controversial treatises against superstitious men
and idolaters often took such a turn, as might have been directed

against atheists also. Instead of endeavouring to prove the exist

ence of God by logical inference
2

, they appealed to that which is

most immediate in the human spirit, and is antecedent to all

proof, they appealed to the originally-implanted consciousness

[of God] which human nature cannot deny : they appealed to an

original revelation of the one God, made to the human spirit, on

which every other revelation of God is founded. Clemens ap

pealed to the fact, that every scientific proof presupposes some

thing which is not proved, which can be conceived only through
an immediate agency on the spirit of man. He says

3

,

&quot; To the

Supreme, the simple Being, and the Being elevated above all

matter, faith alone can raise itself.&quot; Therefore, he says, there

can be any knowledge or perception of God, only in as far as he

himself has revealed himself to man. God cannot be conceived

by means of demonstrative knowledge, for this proceeds only from

things previously acknowledged, and more known [to other things
which are less known] but nothing can be prior to the Eternal, and

hence it results, that it is only by Divine grace, and by the revela

tion of his eternal word, that we can recognize the unknown ; and

then he introduces the words which Paul spoke at Athens, with

reference to the knowledge of the unknown God 4
. And in another

passage also
5

, he says, &quot;The First Cause is above space, and time,

and name, and conception. Therefore Moses says to God, Reveal

thyself to me (Exod. xxxiii. 18.) most clearly pointing out, that

no man can either teach or express what God is, but he can make

himself known only by his own
power.&quot;

He recognizes also in

all men an outpouring from God, a Divine seed , through which

[Gottesbewusstseyn. God-consciousness. I have used this new word merely to

express the German term, which conveys the idea of an inward recognition of God s

existence, and a sense of his presence and operations; a consciousness of his existence

and agency. H. J. R.]

[t. e. The a posteriori argument, or the argument of design. H. J. R.]

ii. 364. [Sylb. 157- Pott. 435.]

v. 588. [ Ed. Potter, 696. Sylb. p. 251. Klotz, iii. p. 60. H. J. R.]

v. 582. [Ed. Potter, p. 689. Sylb. p. 248. Klotz, iii. p. 52.]

QfiKij. Protrept. p. 45.
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they are impelled, even against their own will, to acknowledge
the one Eternal God. As Origen reckoned the idea of the

one God according to the language of philosophy, among the

Koivai iStai (the ideas common to the conscience (or mind) of all

human nature), so he considers the consciousness of God in man s

nature as a mark of his affinity to God l
. Theophilus, of Antioch,

recognizes a revelation of God in the whole of creation ; but at

the same time he lays down the position, that a capability and

aptitude of the moral and religious nature of man is requisite for

the perception of this revelation. Where this nature is dulled

and dimmed, that revelation is unintelligible for man. To the

common inquiry of the sensuous heathen,
&quot; Where then is your

God ? show him to us
;&quot;

his answer was,
&quot; Show me thy man, and

I will show thee my God; show me that the eyes of thy soul see,

that the ears of thy heart hear ; all have eyes to see the Sun,
but the blind cannot see it. Just as the tarnished mirror will not

receive an image, so the unclean soul cannot receive the image
of God. But God has created all things in order that he may be

known by his works, just as the invisible soul is known by its

operation. All life reveals him, his breath animates all things ;

without him all would again sink back into nothingness; man
cannot speak without revealing him, but in the darkening of his

own soul lies the cause of his being unable to perceive this reve

lation. He says therefore to man, give thyself to the physician
who is able to heal the eyes of thy soul

;
Give thyself to God V &quot;

While Clement, the friend of philosophy, sought the revelation

of that seed of a nature akin to the Divine, in the philosophical

development of that original belief-in-God
3

, [literally God-

consciousness] Tertullian, on the contrary, the friend of nature,
the enemy of art, and of the wisdom of the schools, in which he
saw not the developing handmaid, but the falsifier of that original

religious belief that is founded in our very nature, appealed to

the involuntary testimony of the soul, not as it is when trained in

schools, but in its simple, rude, uncultivated condition *. He
says, (Apologet. c. xvii.)

&quot;

Although shut up in the prison-house
of the body, although cramped by bad education, although ener
vated by lusts and desires, although serving false gods, yet the

1
c. Cels. lib. i. c. 4.

2
Theoph. ad Autolyc. lib. i. r. 2. [ The substance of this passage is found in ch.

iii. 11. (Ed. Wolf.) but the exact words are not taken from Theophilus. H. J. R.]
3 tv rui nipt Aoyoi;g ivSiarpifiovoiv.

* De Testimonio Animae.
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soul, when it awakes, as it were, from a debauch or a sleep, or

some disease1

, and attains to its healthy condition, the soul calls

on God as God, and with this name only, because it belongs to

the true God ;
Great God ! Good God ! and what God hath

jriven/ this is the outcry of all men l
. They appeal to him also

as Judge, when they say, God sees, I commend it to God,

and God will repay it to me. Oh ! the witness of the soul

which is by its nature Christian ! In fact, when it makes this ap

peal it looks not to the Capitol, but up to Heaven, for it knows

the seat of the living God ;
from him and from thence it came

itself !&quot; While others sought for testimonies to the truth which

Christianity presupposes to exist in the religious conscience of

man, among the treasures of ancient literature, and even in forged

writings
2

,
Tertullian was more pleased to appeal to the clear tes

timony which was near at hand and accessible to all, and whose

genuineness none could dispute, to those out-bursts of the soul

(eruptiones animse) the still and silent pledge of an innate persua

sion and belief
3

[literally conscience or consciousness]. Marcion,

1
[The reading of this passage varies considerably in the different editions of Tertul

lian. I subjoin two that of Cambridge, 1686, which runs thus.
&quot; Deum nominal

hoc solo quia proprie verus hie unus Deus, bonus et magnus. Et quod Deus dederit,

omnium vox est&quot; and that of Havercamp, 1718.
&quot; Deum nominat, hoc solo nomine,

quia proprius Dei veri. DEUS MAGNUS, DEUS BONUS, et quod DEUS DE

DERIT, omnium vox est.&quot; Neander follows the reading of Havercamp s Edition. I

must ask my readers to compare the treatise Adversus Marcion. I. 10. where nearly

the same phrases occur, only si Deus dederit and quod Deo placet, are two, .of the collo

quial phrases quoted there. The si Deus dederit would rather indicate, If God hath so

disposed matters, &c. but the appeal to Deity is the same in each phrase. H. J. R.]

2 As especially in those under the name of Hermes ( Trismegistus) of the Egyptian

Thoth, ofHystaspes (the Persian Gushtaph) and of the Sibylls. Such writings originally

sprung, partly from heathen Platonists, and partly from Alexandrian Jews, and were

only interpolated with new additions with a view to Christianity. According to the

principle promulgated among Platonists and Theophists of every class, that the delu

sion of the multitude is allowable for pious purposes, people thought themselves autho

rized to promote such fictions. But we should be doing an injustice, if we attributed

this principle to the Fathers generally. As most of them, with the exception of the

Alexandrians and particularly of ORIGEN, were entirely destitute of critical attainments,

they might easily be deceived, especially where they were willing to be so. Besides,

at the time in which the false Sibylline books first became current among the Chris

tians, there was a party which did not approve of appealing to them, and gave to those,

who favoured them, the party-name of Sibyllists perhaps, because their critical taste

discovered marks of spuriousness in the Pseudo-sibylline books, or rather, because on

doctrinal grounds they would not allow of the existence of any Prophetesses among the

heathen. See Origen. c. Cels. lib. v. . 61.

3 De Test. Animae. c. 5.
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was the only one, who through a truth (see above) which he

misunderstood and conceived in a one-sided view, and through a

turn of Christian feelings, actually proceeding from a foundation of

truth, but only not sufficiently clear to himself, and carried to the

extreme, suffered himself to be seduced into mistaking or over

looking that witness of the God of the Gospel in the creation and

in the common conscience of mankind. (See above.) Therefore

Tertullian makes this witness tell against him more forcibly *, God
never will be hidden, God never will fail to the human race, he

will always be recognized, he will always be understood to exist,

[he will always be heard,Jyea, he will even be seen, if he wills it.

God hath for a witness of himself, all that we are, and all in which

we are. Thus he proves himself to be God, and to be the one

God, even by his being known to all, while another must first le

proved to exist
2
. The consciousness of God s existence is the

original endowment of the soul, a gift the same and identical in

Egypt, in Syria, and in Pontus, for souls proclaim the God of the

Jews to be their God.&quot;

While, however, we find this inward and deep conviction of the

universal acknowledgement of God by man s conscience among
all the Fathers, we must not expect to find a spiritual mode of

thought about the nature of God corresponding to it in all of

them ; for the former proceeded from the most profound depths of

the inward life, on which the leaven of Christianity which was
thrown into the mass of mankind, produced its influence at first

and immediately, while, on the contrary, it was only gradually, arid

in proceeding from this [i.e. this first and immediate action on the

interior life] as a centre point and origin, that the enlightening
influence of Christianity could extend itself over the individual

ramifications of the spiritual nature of man 3
. The saying of our

Lord,
&quot; God is a

Spirit,&quot; appears indeed to a reason, formed

1 c. Marcion, lib. i. c. 10. comp. 18. 1!).

2
[Sic probatur et Deus et unus, dum non ignoratur ; alio adhuc probari laborante.

This sentence and the next are transposed in Neander s translation, at least if he follows

Rigault s Edition. H. J. R.]
3

[This is the same view which is often enforced throughout these volumes, viz.

that Christianity first acted on the inward life of man, purifying his affections and dis

positions &c., and then served to clear his intellectual conceptions of Divine things.
The first was an immediate effect of Christianity; the second, an effect produced by
means of the former. It is in this sense, as opposed to secondary, i. e. consequent on other

actions, or produced by mediate agency, that the word immediate (unmittelbar) is used
in the text. Our metaphysical vocabulary, slender as it is, has been so injured by the
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under the guidance of Christianity, at once to suggest the notion

of a pure Spirit, but a mode of thought, already spiritualized

through the practical influence of Christianity, or by the pray

ing to God in spirit and in truth, was in fact needed, in order

to understand the meaning of this saying. Those men, the form

and fashion of whose religious sentiments had been derived either

from a sensuous Judaism, or a heathenism occupied in the contem

plation of Nature, could not at once justly interpret and develope
the idea contained in this saying, although their heart well under

stood what it is, to pray to God in spirit and in truth. Accord

ing to their former habits of mind, they would understand by

TTveujua nothing but a mere refined body of an etherial nature, as

contrasted with a body composed of gross earthly materials *, and

they became therefore the rather confirmed in their error by that

saying. The more lively their religious feeling, especially when

joined to lively and fiery powers of imagination, the more they
were imbued with the conviction that God is the most real of

Beings ;
and the more deeply they were impressed by the feeling

of the omnipresence of God, the more likely, on that very ac

count, was it to happen, that their conceptions of God would take

a sensuous shape, and the more difficult would it be to them to

lift themselves up above all objects of the senses, to that which

would seem to them a cold and negative abstraction. The reli

gious Realism, as yet not sufficiently enlightened, which opposed
itself to an Idealism, inclined in religion too much to refine away
all things into insubstantiability, and reduce them to shadowy
nonentities

2 would be inclined in the spirit of angry contrast too

far to sensualize everything, and the more spiritual conception of

the idea of God would then appear to such a disposition under a

somewhat suspicious point of view. And these indeed are the

very circumstances, which we meet with in Tertullian, who makes

corporeality and existence convertible terms
3

.

usage of its words in improper senses, that I feel it necessary sometimes to draw atten

tion to the language, which is used in a sense different from that which it bears in com

mon conversation and writings where no closeness is required. H. J. R.]
1 See Tertullian, adv. Praxeam, c. vii. Spirilus corpus sui generis. Comp. Lactant.

Institut. vii. 9. Origen, in Joh. t. xiii. c. 21.

2
[Einem in der Religion alles zu sehr verdiinnende und verfliichtigenden Ideal-

ismus. Lit. To an Idealism in Religion too much inclined to thin away and volatilize

(or evaporate) everything. H. J. R.]
3 De Carne Christi, c. xi. Nihil incorporate, nisi quod non est.
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Now, two different causes would operate towards introducing
1

a spirituality into the idea of God. These were, on the one hand,
a sober and chastened practical direction of the religious spirit,

proceeding immediately out of Christianity, and seeking to raise

itself up to God through the heart, rather than through specula
tion and the power of the imagination ; this was a Spirit which

acknowledged from the depths of the religious conscience the

truth, that the image of Divine things is only an image, and a

faint expression of that which is bestowed upon the believing soul

in its inward life, and, on the other side, a style of thought,
which worked up the contents of the Christian doctrines after a

learned and scientific manner; such a turn of thought, in fact, as

we find in Clement and Origen, and generally in the Alexan
drian school. The former turn of mind is found in an Irenaeus

and a Novatian. Irenseus says,
1

&quot;All which we predicate of

God, we speak as if in a kind of similitude [or comparison], they
are only images which love makes for itself, and our sentiments
and feelings throw into these images something more than

actually lies in them
;&quot;

and Novatian 3

says of the nature of God,
&quot; What that is, that which he alone understands, that which

every human soul feels, though it is unable to express its feel

ings
3

.&quot; The same writer says,
&quot; that although Christ, because

the spirit of man must constantly be making progress in reli

gious development, made less use of anthropomorphic images than
the Old Testament, yet that he could speak of the

Being&quot;
who is

above all human representation and language, only in images,
which fell short of the thing itself.&quot;

We must be careful to make a proper distinction between An
thropomorphism in the representations of God, and Anthropo-

L. ii. c. 13. 4. Dicitur quidem secundum haec per dilectionem, sentitur supra
haec secundum magnitudinem.

2 See ch. vi. and viii.

[The latter half of this sentence occurs p. 22. Ed. Welchman, c. viii.
&quot;quern mens

omnis humana sentit, etiam si non
exprimit.&quot; The former seems to me most nearly

expressed in ch. v. Est enim simplex, et sine ulla oorporea concretione, quidquid
illud est totus, quod se solus scit esse ; quandoquidem Spirfais sit dictus.&quot; On the pas
sage afterwards which makes every Spirit a creature, see Welchman s note. The mean,
ing seems to be clearly every mere Spirit ;

. e. that of which nothing else could be
predicated than that it is a Spirit, is a creature. The whole passage to the end of ch.
viii. ought to be read, to enter into the writer s meaning. The first quotation is the
same, as occurs in Neander s next note, only with a different reading. H. J. R.J8 Quod mens omnis humana sentit, et si non exprimit.

VOL. II. R
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pathism
l
. The latter consists in that inclination of man to repre

sent to himself the Supreme Being after the analogy of his own

spirit, and by it he is easily misled into attributing to God that

which is founded upon the limits and imperfections of his own
nature

; and even if that Anthropomorphism, of which we speak,
was obliged to yield by degrees to the spiritualizing influence

of Christianity, yet Christianity could not act upon Anthropo-

pathism in the same manner, because there is a foundation to it

(namely, Anthropopathism) which is inseparable from the nature

of man, which can never step beyond its own peculiar condition,

and can receive all which it does appropriate to itself, only in the

form allowed by that condition. A great truth is also at the

bottom of this Anthropopathism, inasmuch as the spirit of man is

destined to represent the image of the Supreme Spirit. Now, as

far as Anthropopathism is founded on the essential attributes of

human nature, Christianity must engraft itself upon it, but must

at the same time purify and ennoble it together with the rest of

man s nature, because it revealed the perfect realization of the

image of God in the human nature of Christ, and renewed that

image of God in all mankind. Even here also all must arise and

develop itself from the fundamental consciousness of a renewed

communion between God and man. In the acknowledgment of

God as the Redeemer of human nature an opposition was at once

established to all false Anthropopathism in a moral point of view ;

for here the holiness of God revealed itself in opposition to all sin,

as well as the eternal love of God towards a being entangled in sin,

whom a holy love desires to free from sin and to lead back to God.

The two opposite dispositions, which resolve themselves into

the common contrast of religious Realism and Idealism, were

here also opposed to each other (as we remarked in the general

introduction) among the Jews and the Heathens; namely, an

impure sensuous corporeal conception* of God among the ruder

multitude, and a stripping off all human attributes
3

, by which the

idea of God was too subtilized and rendered untenable to the

human mind ; the latter was found among the Platonists, who

placed only an abstract idea of perfection in the stead of that

1 I use these two expressions in their proper senses, which are both etymologically

and historically widely different.

2
[Literally, a humanizing of God. H. J. R.]

3
[Literally, a de-humanizing of God, if I may coin such a word to represent the

German Entmenschlichung. H. J. R.]
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of the living God. Between these two opposite extremes the

development of the idea of God was to be conducted by Chris

tianity.

One extreme constantly produced the other. The rude and
carnal arithropopathical ideas, which fleshly-minded Jews and un
informed Christians, by clinging to the letter, made to themselves
out of passages from the Old Testament, which they misunder

stood, induced a Marcion to form to himself out of the God of

the Old Testament, exactly such a being as those people had

imagined their god to be. The carnal conceptions of the ideas
of Divine wrath and a Divine justice, which he found current,

impelled him to take up an opposite principle, by which he

entirely mistook and obliterated the fundamental and objective
truth, which really did belong to these notions, on account of
the form in which they were presented to him; and after

another mode of Anthropopathism, more in accordance with a
tender heart, he formed to himself the notion of a blessing and a

redeeming Love, entirely separate from the idea of that Holiness,
which is a consuming fire to the sinner

1

. As for Tertullian,
whose powerful Christian realism made him hold fast the funda
mental truth of a Christian Anthropopathism, although in the

feelings of his heart, and in the conception of his spirit, he fre

quently had more than he was able neatly and clearly to express
in his uncultivated and carnal modes of expression, he justly re

proaches Marcion, who thus separated the attributes of God, with

inconsistency in his belief about redemption : and says to him a

,

&quot; Does not the forgiveness of sin pre-suppose the existence of sin

in the eyes of God, who forgives sin?&quot; and, on the contrary, he

maintains, that the goodness of God cannot be separated from his

righteousness; that principle, which sets every thing in order, and
attributes to every one that which is his

3
.

&quot; The goodness of
God has created the world, and his righteousness has duly ar

ranged it.&quot; In opposition to Marcion, he shows the necessity ofan

Anthropopathism, which even Marcion himself, although uncon

sciously to himself, could not avoid; but he shows also how a just

Anthropopathism must consist in this, that we should not let down
the attributes of God to human sinfulness and imperfection ; but,

by a restoration of the image of God in human nature, ennoble
1 See the representation of Marcion s system, given in a former section.
2 Adv. Marc. ii. 26, 27. s L. c. ii. 12.

R 2
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that which is human till it becomes a mirror of the Divine. He

says to Marcion,
&quot; Those are extremely foolish, who judge that

which is Divine according to that which is human. Why shouldest

thou imagine God to be partly human, and not wholly Divine?

[Moreover while you acknowledge, that man became

a living soul, being breathed into by God, and not God by man s

operation,] it is perverse enough on your part, to let down God

to the nature of man, instead of elevating man to the image of

God Why do ye consider long-suffering, mercy, and

the mother of all goodness itself, to be something Divine. And

yet, at the same time, all this is not in us in its perfection,

because God alone is perfect
1

.&quot; Tertullian recognizes in every

revelation of God a progressive condescension, the highest point

and the object of which is the incarnation of God 2
. &quot;Whatever

you may collect together, which speaks of inferiority, or weak

ness, or anything that is unworthy of God, I will give you a

simple and consistent answer. God cannot enter into any as

sociation with man, without attributing to himself human sensa

tions and affections ;
and thus by his condescension he softens the

overwhelmingness of his majesty, which human weakness could

not bear ; and this is a condescension, which, however unworthy

of the Deity, is necessary for man, and therefore worthy of God ;

because nothing is so worthy of God, as that which serves to

the salvation of man 3 God deals with man, as with one

like himself, in order that man may act towards God as with a

being like himself. God appeared in humility, in order that man

might be raised to the highest pinnacle of greatness. If thou art

ashamed of a God like this, I see not indeed how thou canst be

lieve in a crucified God.&quot; It must be acknowledged that the

latter charge of inconsistency did not apply to Marcion, because

the same principle which induced him to oppose the anthropopa-

thical conceptions of God belonging to the Old Testament, made

him also an opponent of the doctrine of a crucified Deity.

The Alexandrian Fathers distinguish themselves peculiarly, in

consequence of their philosophical culture, by endeavouring to

eradicate entirely a carnal Anthropopathism out of the Christian

system of doctrine ; but it was also very easy for them to carry their

[Tertull. Contr. Marc. ii. xvi. Ed. Kigali. H. J. R.]

L. c. ii. 15.
3 L. c. ii. 27.
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notions too far in the contrary direction, and they were liable to

lower the doctrine of the Divine attributes and involve it too

completely in what is only subjective. Let us take as an in

stance the following beautiful passage of Origen, in which, not

withstanding all the beauty with which he speaks of God s educa

tion of man, he does not conceive with sufficient depth the sense

of the Biblical expression of the * wrath of God against sin.

Working upon the idea of Philo, as to the two systems in regard
to Divine things, the Humanizing^ and the De-Humanizing
system ;

he says
2

,

&quot; When the Scriptures represent God, as God
in his Divine majesty

3

, and do not involve in their consideration

his dealings in relation to men, they declare that he is not like a

man, for there is no end of his greatness. (Ps. cxlv. 3.) And again,
The Lord is a great God, a great king above all Gods. (Psal.

xcv. 3.) But when his dealings with the human race

are interwoven with the subject, then God assumes the mind, the

fashion, and the language of man ; just as when we talk to a child

of two-years old, we lisp for the sake of the child
;
for if we maintain

the dignity of mature age, in talking to children, and do not let

ourselves down to their language, they are unable to understand

us. Think, then, that God also acts in the same way, when he

lets himself down to the race of men, and especially to those, who
are still in their [intellectual] childhood. See now, how we

grown-up men alter even the name of things, when we com
municate with children, and how we call bread by some peculiar

name, and also drinking we designate by some other term, because

we make use of the language of children, and not of grown-up
persons If any one heard us talking thus, would he

say This old man is become foolish ? and thus also God speaks

[with us] as with children. Behold, says our Saviour,
c I and

the children whom God hath given to me, Heb. ii. 13

When you hear of the wrath of God, do not imagine that wrath

is a passion to which God is subject. It is a condescension of

language in order to convert and amend the child, for we our

selves put on a look of severity and anger towards children, not

from feeling the passion ourselves, but designedly. If we pre-

1 See Part i. [p. 49.]
2 Horn. 18. in Jeremiam, 6. [p. 169. and seq. Ed. Huet. H. J. R.]
3

[0fo\oyw&amp;lt;ri
rov Qtov icar UVTOV. i. e. speak of him absolutely and not in relation

to man. H. J. R.]
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serve our mildness of aspect, and testify our love of the child,

without changing our look, as the real interest of the child would

require us to do, we spoil it utterly. Thus also God is represented

to us as angry, in order to our conversion and improvement,
while in fact he is not subject to anger; but thou wilt undergo
the wrath of God, by drawing down upon thyself by thy wicked

ness, sufferings hard to be borne, when thou art punished by
what is called the wrath of God.&quot; Origen spoke thus in one of

his Sermons; and also in another passage in his commentary on

Matthew, where he developes the same theory, he says *, &quot;Much

may be said to those, who are not in a condition to be injured by

it, about the goodness of God and the abundance of his grace,

which he properly hides from those whofear him.&quot;

The Alexandrians here also took a middle path between the

Gnostics and the rest of the Fathers. While these maintained

that there is no absolute retributive justice in God 2

, nay, set

aside the whole notion of justice as contradictory to the nature of

a perfect God, and opposed the God of justice to the God of

goodness, the Alexandrians, on the contrary, made the notion of

justice altogether into the notion of a Divine love, which educates

rational beings in a fallen state, according to their several capa

cities and needs
3
. Thus they might say, that the distinction

made by the Gnostics between a just and a good God, might be

applied in a certain true sense, by attributing the epithet of &quot; the

just&quot; peculiarly to Christ (the Divine Logos) as the educator and

the purifier of fallen beings, the aim of whose education was that

they might be rendered capable of receiving the goodness of their

everlasting heavenly Father, and thus becoming blessed
4
.

1
p. 378. Ed. Huet. [The phrase who fear Mm of course alludes to those whose

religious character is imperfect ;
who have not arrived at the point where they may

cast away fear. H. J. R.]
2
[The sentence in Neander runs thus. Wenn diese cine absolute Gerechtigkeit in

Gott setzten, ja den ganzen Gerechtigkeitsbegriff als einen dem Wesen des volkom-

menen Gottes widersprechenden umstiessen, und den gerechten Gott dem Guten

entgegensetzten, &c. While these acknowledged an absolute retributive justice in

God, and even further than this threw aside, &c.

As the two parts of the sentence are contradictory of each other, I conceive that

there is some mistake, and I have translated it as if keine stood in the place of cine.

H. J. R.]
8 A diKciioavvr} ow-rjpioG.
4 Clemens, Psedagog. lib. i. p. 118. *c0 6 fitv Trar^p votirat ayaQog iov, avro

povov o tan, KtK\rjrai ayaOo^, Ka9 6 dt VIOQ wv 6 \oyo avrotr Iv Tip Trarpi tort,
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The doctrine of a creation out of nothing is closely connected

with the peculiar character of the Christian doctrine regarding
the Deity. In opposition to the notions of antiquity founded

upon a religion, which consisted of a deification of nature, which

either carried back a succession of causes and effects to a blind

unconscious chaos, or at least made God only the fashioner of an

inorganic, chaotic matter in opposition to these notions, Chris

tianity, which frees the consciousness of God s existence from

everything like a connection with the deification of nature, pre
sented the doctrine of the Creation as the object of a faith which

raised itself over the whole circle of causes and effects in the

world cognizable by sense [literally the appearance-world] up to

the free author of all existence. The characteristic circumstance

here, and that which is of practical importance, is this; that the

incomprehensible was maintained to be incomprehensible, and that

which alone can be of any interest or importance towards affecting
our religious faith here, was separated from all the uncongenial
elements of poetry and speculation, by which it had been conta

minated in the old Oriental systems of religion. Christianity was

here destined to purify the religious faith as it had been already
revealed in the Old Testament, from all the strange additions it

had received by intermixture with the Platonic and the Oriental

systems. Thus in the Epistle to the Hebrews, chap. xi. it is pro
claimed as an object of faith, that things visible came not from

things visible, but that the world was created by the Almighty

power of God. This was negatively expressed in the doctrine of

a Creation out of nothing
1

, a conclusion which was altogether
misconceived by the Gnostics 2

,
when they opposed to it the old

saying, (ex nihilo nil fit,) &quot;from nothing, nothing can come,&quot;

because this doctrine has an antithetical force only against the

supposition of matter, which should limit creation
;
and in this

doctrine it is not Nothing but the Supreme, absolute Being =
GOD which is declared to be the formation of all existence. It

fiKaioQ Trpocrayopmtrai. And Origen t. i. in Job. p. 40. in speaking of the difference

between the Gtof ayaOoQ and the ?//uovpyoe dacaiog.

(TOVTO o) oifiai HIT iX,STaau&amp;gt;&amp;gt;Q a.Kpiflov fiaaaviaOev SvvaaQai Xfyfff9ai km
TOV 7TrtTpO KCtl TOV VIOV, TOV [1CV VtOV TV^^aVOVTOQ lKCtlO&amp;lt;TVVT), TOV fit TTdTpOQ TOVQ

tv ry ZiKaioffvvy TOV viov TrarftvQtvTaq /xera TI\V Xpiarou flacrtXeiav tvfpyfTovvTog.
1

KTiffig fK TOV prj QVTOQ.
2 See above, Part ii.
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must, however, be confessed, that this conclusion was intended to

exclude also a view, which declared all existence as a kind of

development of nature proceeding from God, subjected God to a

necessity arising from the course of -nature, and went near to

destroy the notion of the absolute dependence of creation on

the Creator. But we have already remarked that those Oriental

Theosophists, the Gnostics, were unable to content themselves

with this negative conception of the incomprehensible Being.

They wished to explain it, and to make that intelligible and per

ceptible to our ideas, which the doctrine of the creation out of

nothing only presented as an object of faith.

Hermogenes, who lived probably at Carthage, about the end

of the second and the beginning of the third century, agreed with

the Gnostics in their controversy against this portion of the

Church doctrine. He was essentially distinguished from the

Gnostics by the turn of his mind, which was more of a Western

cast, for he was more addicted to Grecian speculation than to

Oriental intuition [Anschauung], and hence also his system,
Avhich did not, like the Gnostic systems, set the powers of the

imagination to work, was not able to obtain so much acceptance
as theirs, and in fact we do not hear of any sect of Hermoge-
nians. Nor did he, like the Gnostics, sketch out for himself a

peculiar system of esoteric religious doctrines, but he departed
from the Church doctrine only in one point, which was, how

ever, a point necessarily very influential on the whole system of

religion. He was a painter, and probably a very determined

opponent of the Montanism which was spreading over the north

of Africa ;
the artist was as little suited to the Montanistic sect,

as they were to the artist. Perhaps also Hermogenes *, while he

1 The obscure words of Terlullian, from which we are enabled to derive this account,

are as follows. Pingit illicite, nubit assidue, legem Dei in libidinem defendit, in artem

contemnit. The first sentence might be understood so as to convey the notion that

Tertullian looked on painting itself as something heathenish and sinful, but such a

judgment could not be confidently affirmed even of the Montanistic hatred of art in

Tertullian, and no proof in favour of such an explanation is to be found in his writings.

Neither do the words &quot; he despises the law of God in reference to his art&quot; favour this

interpretation, for one cannot think of any passage of Scripture, which Tertullian can

have considered as an entire prohibition of painting ; but probably Tertullian com

prised the Old Testament under the expression
&quot; Lex Dei,&quot; and alluded to the prohibi

tion of idolatrous images : and the sense would then be,
&quot; he despises the authority of

the Old Testament by the manner in which he plies his art, and yet he will make its

authority available to him to defend a second marriage, against the Monlanists, who
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opposed the harsh and gloomy character of the Mcntanists, went

into the other extreme of laxness in his estimation of what is

Christian and what unchristian ; he appears to have had no scru

ple in representing the objects of the Heathen mythology in the

way of his art, because he considered them as mere objects of art,

independently of any reference to religion at all.

Hermoirenes controverted the Emanation-doctrine of theO

Gnostics, because it transfers sensuous images to the Being of

God, and because the idea of the holiness of God was irrecon-

cileable with the sinfulness of a nature which emanated from him.

But he also controverted the doctrine of a creation out of nothing,

because, if the world had had no other source than the will of

God, it would have corresponded to the nature of the perfect and

Holy God, and therefore would of necessity have been perfect and

holy ; nothing imperfect nor evil could have found place in it, for

in a world whose only source was God, whence could anything arise

which was uncongenial to the nature of that God ? Hermogenes,
no doubt, here partly followed, as the Gnostics did, a subjective
rule of too limited a nature in his estimation of the different

creatures according to the different grades of being, and partly he

omitted to take into consideration what is included in the very
idea of Creation. In respect to moral evil he was as little inclined

as the Gnostics to throw himself back upon the distinction be

tween icilling and permitting on the part of God, and he also with

justice abandoned the ground, that evil is necessary as the foil to

good, in order that the latter may be known by the contrast;

because this position denies the self-existence and independence
of good, and the very nature of evil would be destroyed, if it

were considered as something which is necessary to the harmony
of the whole. But Hermogenes fell into the very error which he

desired to avoid ; because he still deduced the existence of evil

from a necessity inherent in nature. According to his theory, all

that is imperfect or evil in the world originates from this cause,

that God s creation is limited in consequence of the eternal ex

istence of inorganic matter. From all eternity two principles

have existed ;
the one, the active, and the forming and fashioning

(the plastic) namely God; and the passive, the undeterminate

maintained that the authority of the Old Testament in this respect was superseded by

Christianity, and by the new revelations of the Paraclete.&quot;
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in itself
1

,
and the formless namely, matter. This latter is an

infinite chaotic mass in constant motion, in which all opposite

qualities are present undeveloped and run into each other, full of

wild impulse, without law or order, and like the motion ofa cauldron

that boils up in every direction
2
. This infinite chaos, thrown as it

was into endless and irregular motion, could not at any point be
laid hold of by a single actj brought to a stand-still, and compelled
to subject itself to be formed and fashioned. It was only through
the relation of his nature to that of matter, that God could work

upon this mass
;
as the magnet by some inherent necessity attracts

iron
3

;
as beauty exerts a natural force of attraction on all that ap

proaches it, so God exerts a fashioning influence on matter by his

mere appearance, and by the superior power of his Divine Being
4
.

According to these principles, he could not, with any consistency,
maintain a beginning of existence to the creation, and, in fact, he

does not appear to have assumed any such beginning, as we may
judge from the grounds which he alleges for his doctrine on this

subject; namely, that since dominion is a necessary attribute of

God, there must always have been matter for him to exercise that

dominion upon. In accordance with this view he maintained an
eternal influence of God upon matter, which consisted, according
to his system, in the victorious plastic power. From what has

been said, it follows, that we must not conceive that in his system
chaos was a separate thing existing by itself, and that the in

fluence of this Divine plastic power had begun at some particular

instant, whereas [according to his system]
x
it can exist only in con

nexion with this organization, which is imparted to it [by God],
and they can be separated only in idea. From the resistance of

this infinite matter, which was to be fashioned by degrees in all its

separate parts, against the fashioning power of God, which could

only penetrate it successfully by degrees, he deduced all that is im

perfect and evil. Thus the old chaos manifests itself in all that is

hateful in nature, and all that is morally evil in the spiritual world 5
.

^ [ Das in sich selbst unbestimmte
; without power or purpose to throw itself into

any definite state or form. H. J. R.]
2

Inconditus, et confusus, et turbulentus motus, sicut ollee undique ebullientis.
3 We here recognize the painter.
4 Non pertransiens materiam facit Deus mundum, sed solummodo adparens et

adprcpinquans ei, sicut facit qui decor, solummodo adparens, et magnes lapis solum

modo adpropinquans.
5

[i. e. Physical deformity and moral evil are the phenomena which give testimony
to the existence of this Chaos, and they are its manifestations. H. J. R.]
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That Hermogenes should maintain a progressive formation of

matter, co-existing with an eternal creation, was an inconsistency,

because no progressive development can be imagined without a

beginning. His inconsistency would be still more striking, if the

account of Theodoret is accurate, by which he is made to hold a

final aim of this development. He maintained in fact then (if

this account be true), like the Manichees, that at last all evil

would resolve itself into matter, from which it originated, and

then also that a separation would take place between that part of

matter, which is capable of organization, and that which offered

an obstinate resistance to it
l
. Here the teleological and moral

element, which adhered to him from his Christianity, and did

not suit this heathenish natural view of evil, rendered him

inconsistent
2
.

Irenseus and Tertullian maintained, the former against the

Gnostics, the latter against Hermogenes, the simple Christian

doctrine of the creation, without permitting themselves to enter

upon speculations concerning it.

Origen was distinguished also in this respect from these Fathers

by a system peculiar to himself, of which we must develope
the fundamental features, as far as they are connected with the

doctrine of the creation. In accordance with the character of his

Gnosis (see above), he founded his system on the belief generally

prevalent in the whole Church, and thought that his speculative

inquiries, which stepped beyond this, might be very consistently
united with it. He declared himself in favour of the doctrine of

a creation out of nothing, as far as the free action of Divine

power, unlimited by any condition inherent in pre-cxistent matter,

was indicated by this doctrine ; and this he did, not merely with

1 Theodoret does not say this expressly, but such a doctrine is necessarily implied
in that, which, according to his account, Hermogenes held. Theodoret s words (Hzeret.

fab. i. 19.) are these : rov dt Sia[3o\ov KCI rovg SaLp,ovag tig ri]v vXrjv

2 Theodoret ascribes to Hermogenes also the doctrine, that Christ deposited his body
in the sun. A question would arise here, whether Theodoret has not confused his

doctrine with some others like it ; and in what way his words are to be understood.

Perhaps Hermogenes taught that Christ, when he raised himself into his heavenly

existence, left behind him in the sun the garb which he had taken from the material

world. And yet it is difficult to attribute confidently so entirely fantastic an opinion
to Hermogenes, and the matter must be left in obscurity for want of evidence. Perhaps
also some meaning of Psal. xix. 4. with a messianic interpretation according to the

version of the LXX. may have led the way to this notion.
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acquiescence, but out of hearty persuasion *. He also acknow

ledged a definite beginning to the limited and definite world now
in existence

;
but with regard to what preceded it, he conceived

that Scripture and the faith of the Church left him fully at liberty
to speculate. And here then he found those general grounds
for opposing any beginning of creation, which are sure to strike

any thinking mind, which is unwilling to be satisfied with a mere

belief in the incomprehensible. How can it happen that if

creating is suitable to the nature of God, anything which is suit

able to that nature, should ever have been wanting ? How should

the qualities, which reside in the being of God, omnipotence and

goodness, fail to have been always active ? The transition from

inaction to creation cannot be conceived without the notion of

change ;
to which the Being of God is not liable.

Origen was also an opponent of the emanation doctrine, as it

was conceived by the Gnostics
;
because it appeared to him to

transfer sensuous representations to the being of God, and by the

supposition of an unity-of-substance (the 6juoov&amp;lt;nov),
between

God, and the natures that emanated from him, appeared to

abolish the proper distinction between the Creator and the cre

ation. But he assumed a system of emanation spiritually conceived

and abjuring all sensuous images, a spiritual world of a kindred

nature with God, and which beamed forth from him from all

eternity, above which he is however immeasurably exalted, and

in all these Spirits, was there the partial revelation, the partial

reflexion of the Glory of God 2

, as the Son of God is the collected

revelation of the Glory of God.

Origen here conceived the idea of an absolute dependence
without any beginning in time 3

;
a causation, in which the

existence of the creation, as a thing which could not have a self-

existence, was founded from all eternity
4
. What he says of

1 See Praefat. Libb. TT. apx. p. 4. ibid. lib. ii. c. i. 4. Lib. iii. c. 5. Commentar.

Genes, init.

2
TT. apx- lib. i. c. 2. 6. In Job. t. 20. c. 16. T. 13. c. 25. T. 32. c. 18. 6\r]g \iiv

ovv Ti]Q doZrjg TOV Qeov aTravyaapa fivat rov viov, $9aveiv \itv TOI y O.TTO TOV

3
[ Ohne ein zeitliches werden, literally without a temporal becoming or coming

into existence.

In the next clause of the sentence ( as a thing, &c.) the original is als etwas sei-

nem Weeen noch nicht in sich selbst ruhendes, as something according to the laws of

its nature not reposing on itself; i. e. not self-dependent, or self-existent. H. J. R.]
4 Methodius represents faithfully the expressions of Origen, when he ascribes to him
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the continuous regeneration of the pious, and of the generation
of the Son of God, may be applied in the sense in which he

uses it to this also; because the Divine Logos stands in the

same relation to the rest of the spiritual world as its source of

Divine light, as God stands in to him. He says, Jerem. Horn,

ix. 4. [p. 106. ed. Huet. H. J. R.]
&quot; I will not say that the

righteous is born of God once for all ; but that he is constantly
born of him in every good action. And if also I lay down to

you in reference to our Saviour, that the Father did not beget
the Son and then cease, but that he always begets him, I

should also maintain something similar in respect to the right
eous. Let us then see who is our Saviour ? The reflected

image of [God s] glory. Now the image of glory is not pro
duced once for all, and then ceases to be produced; but as

long as the light is efficient in creating the image of itself, so

long is the image of the glory of God constantly created. If

therefore thou hast the spirit of adoption (sonship), God con

stantly begets thee in that same sonship, in every act and in

every thought, and thus thou art for ever being born as a son of

God in Jesus Christ
1

.&quot;

Bishop Methodius, the adversary of Origen, whose theory of

creation was controverted by the Bishop in his work concerning
creatures, was by no means his equal in respect to a spirit of

speculation *. He had not a sufficient power of speculative per

ception, justly to conceive the ideas of Origen, and he repre
sented what he did not understand as foolish and impious. While
he himself compares the relations in which God stands to his

creatures with the relation between a human workman and the

works of his hands, he makes against the system of Origen ob

jections, which could not justly lie against it. How little able he
was to understand that great man, whom in his blind zeal he calls

a Centaur, appears by the following argument, which he casts in

his teeth ; viz. that, if the transition from non-creation to creation

implies a change in God, the transition from creation to non-

creation equally implies a change. Now God must have ceased

to create the world, when it was finished, and thus a change in

the doctrine of a ytvrjrov an yVE(Tw apxrjv oi/c i\ov, and of an dvap^g tcpartiv
TOV Tt%VT]fJia.TO-

1 Thus torn. i. in Joh. p. 32. we must not imagine that any limitation of time is

indicated, but 6 av^LiraptKTiivuiv ry dyfvfjry KO.I dt^iy wo, iv OVTWQ ft7ru&amp;gt;, \povoc
rlfifpa iffTiv

avr&amp;lt;i&amp;gt; ffTjpepov, kv y ytyevvt]Tai 6 vio.
3 Extracts from the book of Methodius found in Photius, Cod. 235.
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God would clearly be implied. He did not observe, that with

Origen the conception of the upholding of the world was the con

ception of a continuous creation, and he did not consider, that

just exactly by such a representation of creation, as is contained

in his own argument, a self-existence would be attributed to crea

tures which is inconsistent with the idea of them as creatures.

He made another objection, which, although more directed against
an inaccurate expression of Origen, than against what he really

meant, was more correct ; and it was this, that the idea of God s

perfection actually implied, that it is a thing, whose foundation is

in itself; that it is dependent on nothing besides, and limited or

conditioned by nothing whatever l
.

The doctrine of Origen relative to creation is intimately con

nected also with his peculiar conception of the omnipotence of
God. It happened to him in this matter, as indeed in many other

respects, that, being entangled in the ideas of the philosophical

school, from which his learning and his education were derived,

he set out from those ideas, as if they were acknowledged truths.

Thus he set out from the principle, that an infinite line cannot be

conceived by any mind, into which the Neo-platonic school allowed

itself to be deluded, by their attempt to measure an absolute reason

by the limits of finite human thought
2
. From this Origen drew

the conclusion ; that we must not, in order to enhance the Divine

omnipotence, make it infinite^ because then it would be unable to

comprehend itself
3
. Thus also God could create only a definite

and not an infinite number of beings endued with reason, because

otherwise they could not be embraced by his providence. We
recognize also in this error of Origen the leaning which he had

in the matter of religion. This doctrine is of great importance to

his whole system (as will be seen below) when taken in connexion

with his theory, that, since the number of reason-gifted beings is

definite, and is always the same, therefore it is only from the

1 TO avTO Si tavT(f) kavrov TrX^pwjita bv KO.I ai)TO kv iavrqi pevov, rt\tiov elvai

2
[N. B. The word here is Bewusstseyn, which will express that wherein our know

ledge or our capacity of entertaining ideas resides, as well as our consciousness of those

ideas. In popular language, understanding would come the nearest ; but it is so

desirable to keep the distinction between reason and understanding, as definite as

possible, that I would rather use thought or comprehension instead of it. H. J. R.]
8 TO airtipov cnrepiXrjTrTov, and in Matth. Ed. Huet. p. 305, he says expressly :

yap ry $vaa ovx olovTt
7rfpiX&amp;lt;7ju/3aj/e&amp;lt;r0at ry irtparovv rct^vKViq. TO. yivw-
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change of will and intention among them that all other changes
can proceed.
The peculiar nature of Christianity reveals itself in the recog

nition and worship of God, not merely as the Creator, but also as

the Redeemer and Sanctifier of human nature, in the belief that

God, who has created human nature pure, has redeemed it when
it became estranged from him by sin, and continues to sanctify it,

until it shall have attained in an eternal life to an untroubled and

beatified communion with him in perfect holiness. Without this

faith and knowledge, there is no lively worship of God, no worship
of God in spirit and in truth, because a lively worship of God
cannot exist without communion with him, and because this com
munion cannot be shared by man, as long as he is estranged from
God by sin ; as long as that, which separates him from God, is

not removed ; and because the worship of God in spirit and in

truth, can only proceed from a soul which has been sanctified so

as to become a temple of God. This doctrine of God the Creator,
the Redeemer and the Sanctifier of human nature is the essential

import of the doctrine of the Trinity, and therefore since in this

latter doctrine the essence of all Christianity is contained, it could

not but happen, that, as this doctrine proceeded out of the depths
of Christian consciousness, it should be considered as the chief

doctrine of Christianity, and that even in the earliest Church the

essential import of the faith should be annexed to the doctrine of

the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost l
. This doctrine again

is nothing else than the doctrine of God, who has revealed and

imparted himself to sinful man in Christ ; everything here reverts

to the doctrine of God s being in Christ, for the working of God
in human nature redeemed by him, presupposes the inward rela

tion, into which God has entered with human nature through
Christ, and all is here only the continuation and the consequence
of that [relation] ; and therefore this doctrine is nothing else but
the perfect development of the doctrine about Christ, which the

Apostle Paul, 1 Corinth, iii. calls the foundation of all Chris

tianity, the development of that which Christ himself designates

1 This is literally translated ; perhaps the meaning would be more nearly expressed
as follows, that the acknowledgment of the doctrine of the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost was considered to comprise the essentials of the Christian Faith. The original
is dass der wesentliche Glaubensinhalt an die Lehre vom Vater, Sohne, und
Heiligen Geist angereiht wurde. II. J. 11.]

7
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as the essential import of his doctrine ;

&quot; This is Eternal Life

that they should know thee, that thou alone art the true God, and

Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.&quot; But the speculative doc

trine of the Trinity is carefully to be distinguished from this its

essential Christian import, and men might agree in the latter, and

yet differ from each other in their conceptions of the former.

The former only set itself up as an human attempt to bring into

just harmony with the unity of the Divine Being, the exist

ence of God in Christ, and through Christ in the faithful, as it is

represented in Holy Scripture, and out of that Holy Scripture
formed an image of itself in the inward life and the inward per

ceptions of the faithful. But it was an evil, that, in this attempt,
men did not rightly divide the speculative and dialectic element

from that essential and practical foundation ; the consequence of

which was, that men transplanted that doctrine from its proper

practical ground, in which it is rooted in the centrepoint of Chris

tianity, into a speculative region foreign to it, which might give
an opportunity of mingling with it much extraneous matter, and

again might lead to setting Christianity, contrary to its peculiar

character, on a speculative instead of a practical foundation ; and

the consequence of this again was, on the one hand, that men,

overprizing the importance of speculative differences, tore asunder

the bond of Christian communion, where there was yet an agree
ment in what is practical and essential ; and on the other hand,

that men stinted the free development of the Christian doctrine by
the attempt to attain an uniformity of speculative conceptions

1
.

It is self-evident from what has been said, that the develop
ment of this doctrine must first proceed from speculations on the

manner, in which the Divine nature in Christ was in relation

&amp;gt; [We must also be careful that in endeavouring to reconcile contending views we do

not depart from the great truth which is contained in the acknowledgment of the

Athanasian Creed, that each person is acknowledged by himself to be both God and

Lord, and yet that no one should for a moment believe that there be &quot; three Gods or

three Lords/ We must take care that we do not explain the Divinity of the Son as

the mere indwelling of the Father in Jesus Christ; or believe that the Son is the mere

manifestation of the Father; or we shall fall into Sabellianism or Patripassianism at

once. The evil which Neander wishes to obviate seems to be the attempt to explain

this great truth speculatively, and creating differences in consequence of such attempts.

However wrong such attempts may be, in opposing them we must still be careful to

maintain that great Catholic truth, the Trinity in Unity, and the Unity in Trinity,

which is founded on the*Scriptures and must be received by faith, though our finite

faculties are unable to explain its mysteries. H. J. R.]
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with the Godhead of the Father. Providence had then so ex

actly managed things in this respect, that in the Spiritual world

in which Christianity first made its appearance, many notions, at

least apparently of a kindred kind, were afloat, in which Chris

tianity could find a point on which to attach the doctrine of a God
revealed in Christ, or which it might appropriate to itself as

general, intelligible forms, in which it might envelope that doc

trine. In a discourse preserved to us by the Apostle John, Christ

himself has expressed with Divine confidence the consciousness of

his one-ness with God, an incomprehensible fact of his conscious

ness (Matth. xi. 27), without founding his declaration on any of

the then notions of his age, but rather in opposition to the limited

representations, current among the Jews, of the Messiah as a

man, who proceeded from the ordinary development of human
nature. But the Apostles Paul and John, united with the doc

trine of God revealed in Christ, the idea that was already in

existence in the Jewish theological schools, of a revealer of God
elevated above the whole creation, the perfect image of the

hidden Divine Being, from whom [the Word] all the communica
tion of life from God proceeded, the image of the invisible God,
the Word, in whom the hidden God reveals himself, the First

born before all creation and they confirmed and established this

idea and applied it to Christ. John, in particular, by the brief

introduction prefixed to his Gospel, induced those among his

contemporaries who sought after a knowledge of Divine things,
who busied themselves with speculations on the self-revelation of

God in his own express image the Word that expressed his

hidden nature, or the revealing and creating Reason to give a

lively, an historical and a practical meaning to this idea, by
applying it to the appearance of Christ, instead of constantly

restraining it to the regions of speculation. By this means,
the development of the doctrine of Christ s Divinity was placed
in connection with that speculative idea, which was already
to be found current, although under a different form, among the

Jewish Theologians, the Oriental Theosophists, and the Platonic

Philosophers.
But in the conception of this doctrine there existed already

among the Jews two different views. One party considered the

Divine Logos as a Spirit, which existed in an independent per

sonality, although in the most intimate union with the Divine

VOL. IT. s
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First Cause *, while another party rejected this notion of an Hy-
postasis, as inconsistent with strict Monotheism, and they con

ceived to themselves, under the name of Logos, nothing but the

Reason, which is either hidden in God and only engaged in con

templation
2

, or else reveals itself both after the manner of thought,

which manifests itself in human speech, and also by its efficient

operation in the work of creation
3

the Reason, which cannot be

divided from God, and which either concentrates itself in him or

beams forth from out of him *.

While the former was the predominant mode of conception [as

to the Logos] in the doctrines as exhibited by the Church, the

other mode of conception made its appearance not unfrequently

during this season in opposition to the Church doctrine, and this

opposition served again, on the other hand, to promote the sys

tematic formation and development of the former view.

Those who embraced the latter mode of conception, in their

controversy against the Church Doctrine of the Trinity, and in

their religious learning, were in agreement in one respect,

namely, that it was of the utmost importance to them, firmly

to maintain the doctrine of the Unity of God 5

, and to avoid

everything, which bore even the appearance of Polytheism
6
.

1
[Literally, Urwesen. Original Being.

It is impossible to express the idea with metaphysical accuracy ;
if we speak of

first, we give the idea of being prior to the Word, which is yet held to be eternal.

I use the word First-cause, therefore, relatively to other Beings, as it is used in

common parlance, not as expressing priority of existence in the Father relative to the

Son, or Word. H. J. R.]
2 The Xoyo evEtaQtrog.

[I recommend those English readers, who wish for clear statements on this subject, to

consult Newman s Arians of the Fourth Century, especially ch. ii. 3 and 4. H. J. R.]
3
Xoyog 7rpo&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;opi.Kog.

[The same Reason therefore was conceived under two different conditions. It

received the name of Aoyog tvdiaOtTog -when considered as residing in God, and

delighting itself in contemplation, and that of Xoyog TrpcxpopiKoe when considered as

emanating forth from Him and revealing God by spoken words or by the acts and the

works of creation. H. J. R.]
4 See Clementin. Homil. 16 c. xii. TTJ de

ffo&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;t$, wffirsp iiy irvevfian ati ovv-

e^ai^tv, r/vwrcu pfv wg ^X 7? TV f
V&amp;gt;

^Tfiverai e air avrov
u&amp;gt;f %ap Srjfiiovp-

yovffa TO Trav, Kara ficraaiv Kai avaro\i]v r] /Jiovag fivag eivai vopi^erai.
5 The fiovapxia, the doctrine of the p,ovr] ap%?7, whence this party obtained the

name of Monarchians.
6 It was their term of distinction, the watchword of their party. Tertullian c. Pra-

xeam, c. iii. Monarchiam tenemus. Origen, in Joh. t. ii. 2. TO iroXXovg &amp;lt;pi\oQtvvQ

tivat tu%o}if.vovQ Tapavaov, fv\aftovptvov^, avayoptwai
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But in the manner in which they applied this theory to

Christ, they varied widely from each other, according as they

happened to be peculiarly interested in maintaining merely the

principles of the Monarchia, or were at the same time filled with
a belief in the Divinity of Christ, and although they controverted

the doctrine of an independent personality of the Logos, yet had
a lively interest in maintaining the Divinity of Christ; in fact,

according as they were under the direction of a dialectic and cri

tical understanding, or of an inward and practical Christian dis

position. The former, together with the Church-doctrine of the

Trinity, controverted also that of the Divinity of Christ, though
they were nevertheless content to admit his godly nature [Gott-
heit, divinity; Gottlichkeit, godly nature or godliness] in a cer

tain sense; that is to say, they taught that Jesus was a man, like

all other men, but that from the very first he had been animated
and influenced, more than all other prophets and messengers of

God, by that Divine Power, the Reason or Wisdom of God, and

that, on this account, he was to be called the Son of God. They
were distinguished from those, who embraced entirely Ebionite

sentiments, by not admitting that this connection of God with

Christ began at any one definite moment of his existence, but

they conceived it to be coeval with the development of the

human nature of Christ.

The others, on the contrary, in regard to the doctrine about

Christ, were still more strongly opposed to this class of Monarch-
ianism than to the opinion adopted by the Church

; not only a

leaning towards the doctrine of the Monarchia, in which even a
Jew might join with them, but also a leaning towards some of

the peculiar features of
Christianity, made them hostile to the

doctrine of the Church. Not only did the manner, in which the

doctrine of the Unity of God was conceived in the Church doc

trine, fail to meet their Monotheistic views, but also the manner,
in which the Divinity of Christ was there understood, was tin-

suited to their peculiar Christian class of feelings and wants.
While the Logos, who became man in Christ, was usually repre
sented as a Being, different in person from God the Father and
subordinate to him, although in the most intimate connection with

him, they thought this a disparaging representation of Christ, and
such a distinction between Christ and the supreme God was
offensive to their belief about Christ; to them he was the one,
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supreme God himself, who in a way that he had never done be

sides, had revealed himself in human nature, and had appeared in

a human body. It was only inasmuch as God was to be named
after two different considerations [or relations, tTnvotat] the

hidden Being, as he was before the creation, the Father and in

so far as he revealed himself, the Son of the Logos it was only
in virtue of these considerations that Christ as the most perfect
revelation of God the Father, was called the Son of God. They
maintained that their doctrine was most eminently calculated

to dignify Christ l
. They were called Patripassians, because

they were accused of attributing the sufferings of Christ to the

Father \

The first name which occurs among the Patripassians is that of

Praxeas, of Asia Minor, the native region of the doctrine of the

Monarchia. Having made a confession of faith under torture,

during the persecution of Marcus Aurelius, he afterwards
3
tra

velled to Rome, where Eleutheros was Bishop (see above), and

there he brought forward his doctrine without receiving any
obstruction, which perhaps arose from the Church-doctrine not

having as yet been so accurately defined, that the contradiction to

it by the doctrine of Praxeas could at once make any impression ;

1 TI ovv KO.KOV TTOLd), do%awv Tov XpttfTov ;
said Noetus, an adherent of this theory,

when he was accused before a Synod. Hippolyt. c. Noet. c. ii. And Origen, in

Matth. p. 420. ed. Huet, says, ov
vop,i&amp;lt;TTfov

tivai virep avTov {TOV Xpicrrou) (that

they are on his side) TOVQ ra ^iiv^t] Trept avrov (ppovovvrag, fyavraffiq. TOV So%a-

%eiv avrov, OTTOIOI tlaiv oi avy%tovTtQ iraTpog KOI viov ivvoiav /cat Ty V

&amp;lt;m era SiSovreg eivai TOV irarfpa Kai TOV viov, Ty tirivoiq, povy Kai TOIQ

SiaipovvTtg TO tv viroKftf-ievov (the one Divine Subject). And Origen, probably, had

this in his mind, when, like the Gnostics, he separated those who knew no higher God

than the God of the Old Testament, the Demiurgos, from those, who elevated them

selves above him (the Demiurgos) to the knowledge of the Supreme God, arid like

Philo also, separated those who knew God only in his mediate revelation, the VWVQ
TOV Aoyou, from those who elevate themselves above all mediate revelation to the

intellectual perception of the Divine Being, who are the vioi TOV Qeov ;
and this is the

manner in which Origen arranges the two classes of men.

1. ol fiev Qeov t^ovai TOV ruv 6Xwv Qsov, avOpwxoi ouceiot Tip TTO.TOI, jwepi^og

6vTf O.VTOV, 2. oi iffTautvoi STTI TOV viov TOV Qtov, TOV Xptorov avTOV, oi tin TOV

awTijaa tyOaffavTeg Kai TO TTCIV ev CIVTQ IffravTEQ. In Job. t. ii. 3. [Ed. Kuer.

p. 49. In the above quotation fj,epi5og ought clearly to be /zfpifoij. The words are not

exactly copied throughout. H. J. R.]
2
Origen expressly distinguishes between these two classes of Monarchiani, particu

larly in Joh. t. ii. 2. and t. ii. Joh. 18. t. x. 21. c. Cels. 1. viii. c. 12. On the

obscure passage Commentar. in Tit. f. 695. t. iv. Ed. de la Rue, see below.

3 With regard to the chronological questions involved here see above.
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it may have been the case, that by his zeal for the Divinity of

Christ against the other party of Monarchiani, the Theodotians,

which had perhaps arisen at Rome by that time, Praxeas, who

must have been favourably looked upon in virtue of having been

a Confessor, won still greater favour for himself, and thence

therefore that men were more easily induced to overlook other

points of difference. He appears afterwards to have betaken

himself to Carthage, where he found followers, but where the

contrast between his doctrine and that which was predominant
attracted more observation. He wrote and published an explana
tion which was looked upon, at least by his opponents, as an ex

press recantation; but we cannot very accurately determine the

state of the case, because it may have happened that Praxeas

defended his doctrine only against consequences with which it

was unjustly charged, and misrepresentations of it. Tertullian,

who would not be favourably disposed towards Praxeas, as an

adversary of Montanism, wrote against him, and his book is the

only source from which we can learn the doctrine of this person
with any certainty.

But, if we take Tertullian as our guide, we might take two

different views of his doctrine. From some places it would

appear that Praxeas had taught the doctrine of the Patripassians,

in the manner in which we have before represented it. He

acknowledged tlie doctrine of a Divine Logos in a certain sense,

he applied the name of Son of God, not merely to Christ after

his appearance in the form of man, but he recognised from the

time of the creation of the world a difference between the hidden

invisible God, and that [God] who revealed himself outwardly
as well in the Creation, as in the Theophanise [appearances of

the Deity] of the Old Testament, and lastly in a human body in

Christ. In the latter respect he was called the Logos or the Son;

by extending his agency in a certain manner beyond himself and

thus begetting the Logos, he made himself into a Son to himself
1

.

On the contrary, in other passages, it appears as if he had denied

every distinction in regard to the Divine Being, and had applied

the name of Son of God only to the human nature of Christ
2
. We

may suppose, either that Tertullian has not always entered justly

into the tenour of the ideas of Praxeas, or else, that among the

1 See Tertullian, c. 10. 14. 26. See c. 27-
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adherents of this latter, different conceptions of his system had

arisen, because men of uncultivated understanding-, whom this

doctrine suited, could not enter into those subtle distinctions.

Noetus, also, who appeared at Smyrna during the first half of

the third century, and was excommunicated for his unchurchly

theory, belongs to this class of Patripassians. Theodoret gives,

as well as Hippolytus, the most characteristic traits of his

doctrine
!

, and he observes, with justice, that Noetus did not

bring forward any new-invented doctrine of his own, but that

others
2 had made up such a system before his time. According

to this system, there is one God the Father, who is invisible

when he will, and appears (reveals himself) when he will; he is

visible and invisible, begotten and nnbegotten
3
.

It might be asked whether Beryllus of Bostra ought not to be

placed in this class
;
and this question will be treated of here

after.

Of the other class of Monarchiani, the first traces are found in

the end of the second century, in the Roman Church, whither

however, as the very name of the founder of the sect indicates, it

must have come from some other place, and that too from the

Oriental Church. A worker in leather, who came from Byzan
tium, by name Theodotus, is named as the founder of this party.

Victor, the Bishop of Rome, must have excommunicated him at

the end of the second or the beginning of the third century ; but

still his party extended itself in a state of separation from the

predominant Church, and it endeavoured to procure itself respect
on the ground that it was inclined to maintain Natalius, a Con
fessor held in much honour, in the rank of Bishop. This man

appears, however, to have been thrown into a state of conflicting

feelings, by thus falling away from the faith, which at an earlier

period had enabled him to endure suffering for its sake. The
uneasiness of his heart showed itself in fearful visions and dreams,
and at last he returned in sorrow and penitence to the Catholic

Church.

1 Haeret. fab. iii. c. 3.

2 Among whom he mentions two men who are unknown to us, Epigonius and

Cleomenes.
3 Theodoret refers this latter expression to the birth of Christ, but one is inclined to

ask, whether he has properly understood the meaning of Noetus, and whether Noe tus

was not thinking of the
ytvvr)&amp;lt;ri TOV Aoyou, and under that phrase meant nothing

but the agency of God extending outwards beyond himself.
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One Artemon came forward also, from another point, as founder

of such a party, which were called Artemonites after his name,

and continued for a long time to spread themselves abroad. For

about the middle of the third century, Novatian, the Roman

Presbyter, considered it necessary, in his development of the

Doctrine of the Divinity of Christ, to take especial notice of the

attacks of that party, and in the later controversies, arising from

Paul of Samosata, this party was spoken of as one that still

existed
l

.

The Theodotians and the Artemonites are, no doubt, to be con

sidered as holding that Christ is a mere man, and as having looked

upon him as being in no peculiar connection with the Father; but

as far as Theodotus is concerned, his own words, which Epiphanius,

his adversary, himself quotes, militate against this supposition.

It appears that in the words of the Angel, Luke i. 31, he would

not find any proof that the Spirit of God itself had appeared in

an human nature ;
but he saw clearly enough, that they implied

that the man Christ developed himself under the peculiar influ-

i The relation between the Artemonites and Theodotus is involved in great obscu

rity. One naturally asks how the Artemonites could appeal to it as a fact, that their

doctrine had been the predominant doctrine at Rome down to the time of Bishop Ze-

phyrinus, who was the first to corrupt the doctrine of the Church, if a sect exi;

Rome at that time, whose founder, Theodotus, had been excommunicated by Victor,

the predecessor of ZephyrSnus, on account of professing that very doctrine. Although

one may imagine it likely enough, that where the maintenance of men s dogmas is

cerned they should be inclined to misrepresent facts, or to refuse to acknowledge them,

yet both of these cases must have something, at least, on which they may be supported.

We can then only imagine, that the Artemonites did not choose to acknowledge Theo

dotus as their predecessor, and that they thought they had reason to maintain, either that

Theodotus had been excommunicated for some other reason than his doctrinal opinions,

or that their doctrines were different from the i heodotion. Perhaps the following ac

count may be given. The ancient author of the additions to Tertullian de Prgescriptione,

says, 1. c. c. 53, that Theodotus brought forward his pestilent opinions, after he had

denied Christ during the persecution. Although this account, which is prejudicial to

the character of Theodotus, coming from the mouth of an enemy, cannot be acceptec

with confidence, yet it may be true, at least it is quite possible, that a man, who had

embraced Christianity more with the understanding than with the heart, should, for

that very reason, want the courage and the zeal to make a confession of it in th

of death. Perhaps he was excommunicated on account of this denial of the faith, and

then, when he had nothing more to fear from the dominant Church which would

not acknowledge him as one of her members, he brought forward his doctrines in

public for the first time. This piece of truth may form the foundation of the old

account of the matter, although it is to be looked upon as a fable after the fashion of

Epiphanius, if the latter has only invented the opinions of Theodotus about Christ

in order to excuse his denial of the faith.



264 THE ARTEMONITE VIEWS.

ence of that Spirit
l
. And as far as the Artemonites are con

cerned, they professed that theirs was no new doctrine, but the

old doctrine of the Church, and that Bishop Zephyrinus was the

first who taught a different one in the Church. Now if they
would acknowledge nothing whatever that is Divine in Christ,

and utterly denied the doctrine of a Divine Logos, they had far

too clear a testimony of facts against them when they maintained

the high antiquity of their doctrines. But, on the contrary, if

they belonged to the other class of the Monarchiani, they might

very well make use of the indefinite nature of many old expres
sions so as to favour their views, and they might perhaps find

some indefiniteness in a dogmatical point of view, in the state

ments of the Roman Church, which would also serve their pur

pose. And besides, the Samosatensians, who belonged to this

class of Monarchians, were afterwards classed together with the

Artemonites, a circumstance which favours the notion of a simi

larity of doctrine between the two parties.

As to the turn of mind from which the doctrine of these Ar
temonites proceeded, one of the accusations made against them

gives us some very instructive hints
; they busied themselves

much with mathematics, dialectics, critical inquiries, with the

philosophy of Aristotle and with Theophrastus
2

, and thus their

disposition was one, in which the reflecting, the critical, and

dialectic elements predominated, and which would diminish in

their case the inwardness and depth of the Christian feeling;

they wanted a Christianity, which the understanding could fully

comprehend, and that which exceeds the bounds of the under-

1 It is not said ytvi^fftTai kv aoi, but kTrtXtvatrai KTTI at. He set out with the

notion of an iTrtpxtoOai TOV Gsiov Trvtv^arog (or TOV Aoyov, if Theodotus admitted

the doctrine of the Aoyog in any shape whatever) tjri TOV XpKrrov. As it is clear from

this quotation, that Theodotus admitted the first chapter of St. Luke as genuine, the

account given in the additamenta prescript., and by Theodore!, that he acknowledged
the supernatural birth of Christ, is more probable than that of Epiphanius, that he

denied it.

2 Not with the Philosophy of Plato, which exciting more the heart and the powers
of inward perception, led to a conception of Christianity, more based on inward per

ceptions, and was exactly calculated to give a speculative form to the doctrine of the

Trinity. We here perceive the different influence, exercised by the different schools

of Philosophy, on the conception of Christianity by their adherents. The Neopla-

tonists, who were converted to Christianity, formed to themselves a speculative doc

trine of Trinity ;
the Aristotelian Dialecticians denied the doctrine of the Divinity of

Christ, and would represent the existence of God in Christ as something entirely capa
ble of being comprehended.
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standing, and must be assimilated into the life of man through
some other channel, found no place in their dialectic categories.

It was also made an accusation against them, that by means of a

system of criticism, which professed to restore the true text of the

Holy Scriptures, they allowed themselves to change at their own
will those passages of Scripture, which were opposed to their

doctrine. If we judge from their whole turn of mind, and from

the boldness, with which critical inquiries were often conducted

at this period so as to favour dogmatical prejudices, this accusa

tion is likely enough to be a just one
; and yet on the other hand

it cannot be denied, that men were then inclined at once to

accuse heretics of falsifying Scripture, when they only quoted a

various lection which was found in their manuscripts \

One is inclined to inquire whether we are to assign to this

class certain opponents of the genuineness of the writings of St.

John, whom we shall designate by the name of Alogi, after the ex

ample of Epiphanius, who has given them in one place this heretical

appellation, although the name is not particularly applicable
2
.

The first trace of such opponents of the genuineness of St. John s

Gospel is found in a remarkable passage of Irenseus
3
. He says,

1 An example of an unjust polemical argument may be found in what is said by the

writer against the Artemonites in Eusebius, v. 28.
&quot; Either they do not believe that

the Holy Scripture is inspired by the Holy Ghost, and they are unbelievers, or else they
consider themselves wiser than the Holy Ghost,&quot; as if those Artemonites, however

capricious their criticism might be, did not think that by it they were enabled to restore

the original, genuine text, just as it came from the inspiration of the Holy Ghost.
2

&quot;AXo^ot,
a word, which contains an allusion to their denial of the genuineness of

the Gospel which treats of the Logos, and thus contains a paronomasia on the word

Logos. aXoyot as denying the Logos, and as being unreasonable.
3 The passage is in Irenaeus, lib. iii. c. xi. [towards the end. H. J. R.] Jnfelices

vere, qui Pseudo-prophetae quidem esse volunt, propheticam vero gratiam repellunt ab

ecclesia : similia patientes his, qui propter eos, qui in hypocrisi veniunt, etiam a fratrum

communicatione se abstinent. Datur autem intelligi, quod hujusmocli neque Aposto-
lum Paulum recipiunt. In ea enim epistola, quse est ad Corinthios, de propheticis
charismatibus diligenter loquutus est, et scit viros et mulieres in Ecclesia prophetantes.
Per ha&amp;gt;c [igitur, Ed. Massuet. H. J. R.] omnia peccantes in Spiritum Dei, in irremis-

sibile inddunt peccatum.&quot; According to the common reading, the first part of this

would mean,
&quot; The truly unhappy persons, who wish themselves indeed to be false

prophets, but deny the grace of prophecy to the Church.&quot; And this would give a sense,
which in itself is quite good, and which suits the severity of the rest of the passage

tolerably well. But the reading which has been accepted by my friend Dr. Olshausen,
and is, if I mistake not, an emendation proposed by Grabe, viz. pseudo-prophetas, has
the advantage of conformity with the part of the context which follows it. The sense

would then be,
&quot;

They suppose, indeed, that there are false prophets in the Church, but
from fear of false prophets, they go to the length of acknowledging no true prophets
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that they rejected the Gospel of St. John on account of the pro
mise of the Paraclete, in order to cut off from the Montanists

(see above) their appeal to this promise as a means of rendering
credible the new revelations of the Paraclete. They maintained

as a general position that there are no gifts of prophecy in the

Christian economy, and they declared all that pretended to them

to be false prophets. It was probably these same persons, against

whom Hippolytus defended the genuineness of St. John s Gospel
and the Apocalypse. The same persons occur again in Epipha-
nius: he describes them as warm opponents of Montanism and of

the prophetical gifts of the Spirit, who thought that the Gospel of

St. John was contradictory to the rest of the Gospels; and he re

presents them, where he treats of them specifically, as orthodox

in other respects
1
. But he contradicts himself when he calls the

Theodotians an offset from them, and then at the same affirms

that they rejected the doctrine of the Logos. It may be said

indeed, and not without reason, that Epiphanius is more worthy
of credit, when he absolves from a charge of heresy, than when

he makes such a charge, but other grounds of judgment also

must be taken into the account. And, in fact, Epiphanius, when

he absolved them from the charge of heresy, may have had before

his eyes some writing of the Alogi, in which they had purposely
avoided dogmatical arguments.

If, in accordance with the expressions of Irenseus, we suppose

either, and they resemble those schismatics, who, out of fear of hypocritical Christians,

withdraw themselves also from intercourse with genuine ones.&quot; It is not necessary to

suppose that this passage must have proceeded from a Montanist, it is only requisite to

acknowledge as its author some person, who thought it of importance to maintain that

the out-pouring of the Holy Ghost revealed itself in the Christian economy hy pro*

phetica charismata and it is clear from many of the expressions of Irenaeus, that

such were his sentiments. And yet, nevertheless, the passage does bear rather a

Montanistic character. The latter part, especially, is wholly spoken in the tone of a

Montanist, who sees an adversary of the Holy Ghost himself, in every one, who will

not acknowledge the new communications of the Paraclete. One can hardly attribute

to a man of the moderation of Irenseus such violence in this matter, and one could

almost he induced to suspect, that the whole passage has been interpolated by a Mon
tanist. The context would hold together entirely, if the whole passage were wanting,

and there would be nothing in it except in reference to the Gnostics, to whom alone

the whole section relates.

1 Haeres. 44. 4. Soicovffi ra aura
rjjjiiv TTiarevfiv. The passage, where he says

of them TOV \oyov ov Sexovrai TQV Trapa loiavvov KUdipvypevov, does not make it

altogether certain that he meant here to charge them with a denial of the doctrine of

the Logos, because the word Xoyo is ambiguous.
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that the Aloyi were seduced into the rejection of the Gospel of

St. John merely in consequence of their controversy with Mon-

tanism, yet still it is extremely improbable, that they should have

rejected a book of so great value and importance to every believ

ing Christian, (arid which in its whole tendency is so Anti-mon-

tanistic) only in consequence of those few passages, the applica
tion of which is so easily wrested from the Montanists by a right

interpretation, and indeed may so easily be turned against them *.

The matter appears more capable of the following representation ;

when the Montanists appealed to that promise of the Paraclete,

the Alogi immediately answered that the whole Gospel was apo

cryphal [literally, not genuine], and from this their opponents

gathered that they denied its genuineness, only in order to avoid

recognising that promise. The case, indeed, we must confess is

possible, that the Alogi may have belonged to the class of those

who, whenever they believed that they perceived contradictions

between the Gospels, immediately rejected that Gospel which

appeared to them to stand in contradiction to the rest
2
. But

still it is not probable, that in this age, in which the dogmatic
influence was so powerfully predominant, any one, to whom the

doctrine of the Divinity of Christ was of importance, could have

determined himself, for the sake of some difficulties, which struck

him, to give up the very chief book for the maintenance of this

doctrine, especially in this youthful season of the Church, in

which the immediate feeling bore far greater sway than re

flection, and in which the immediate impression upon every one,

who was not just enslaved by a prejudice against the Christianity
of St. John, must have borne its testimony to the genuineness of

that Gospel.
On the contrary, everything is explained, if we abide by the

account of Epiphanius, which indicates a connection between the

Alogi and the Theodotians or Artemonites, although we would

not assert at once, that all the adherents of this party belonged
to the Alogi, and rejected the Gospel of St. John. Their prin

ciples made the latter course unnecessary, for, as they ad-

1 As for instance, if they said, as in fact the Church teachers did say, in answer to

the Montanists, that this promise had already been fulfilled in the case of the Apostles.
2

Origeri, vol. iv. p. 160. t. 10. Joh. 2. speaks of this capricious critical conduct

in certain people of this age. The exaggerated view of inspiration promoted this

hypocritical conduct.
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mitted a certain connection of God with Christ, they might also

admit the doctrine of a Divine Logos, who worked in him *, and

they might also explain the Gospel of St. John after their own

notions, as it is clear from Novatian, that they explained many
passages which did not suit their doctrine, as merely referring to a

previous destination of Jesus as the Messiah, in the counsels of

God. The unknown adversary of the Theodotians and Arte--

monites in Eusebius says, that they did not all misuse the Holy

Scriptures in the same way, and that, while some endeavoured

to bring it into accordance with their doctrinal opinions through
their own sort of criticism, others rejected whole books of Scrip

ture. The unnamed person here is certainly speaking, not of

the New, but of the Old Testament. He says, that while they

set the Gospel of grace in complete opposition to the Old Testa

ment, they had cast away the Divine authority of the Law and of

the Prophets, and had torn asunder all connection between Chris

tianity and Judaism 2
. But this account gives us reason to sus

pect that they indulged in a critical system which judged accord

ing to their dogmatical preconceived opinions, and which might
take different directions simply in consequence of their other dif

ferences. Thus it is by no means improbable that to many

among these people, all, which was said of a Divine Logos,

appeared to be something Gnostical or too mystical, as we learn

from Epiphanius, that they felt themselves peculiarly at a loss in

regard to the Prologue to St. John s Gospel ;
and the Gospel of

St. John, which, from its whole character, would probably cor

respond but little to their predominantly dialectic and reflective

cast of mind, and might appear to them too theosophical, was

declared by them to be a forgery of the Gnostic Cerinthus. It

will be seen also, that this cast of mind must have made them

enemies of the prophetic gifts of the Montanists. In the same

way, what we hear of the rejection of the Old Testament by one

portion of this party, agrees with their violent opposition to

Montanism, which was often inclined to mingle together too

indiscriminately what belonged to the Old and what belonged to

the New Testament, and it accords also with their rejection of

the Apocalypse, although this last circumstance may easily be ex-

1 As the Oeiov Trvfvfia, of which the Angel spoke to Mary, as at that time the ideas

of the Holy Ghost and the Logos were joined together by many persons.
2 rt7r\W apvrjffa^ievoi TQV re vopov KOI TOVQ 7rpo&amp;lt;pijTa

..
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plained on other grounds. That they attributed both the Gospel
of St. John and the Apocalypse to Cerinthus,shows, that, although

they ill understood the Gospel of St. John, because the sense for

its understanding was wanting in them, yet they knew Cerinthus

rightly for a Judaizing Gnostic. Nor can we leave it unobserved,

that the Montanistic prophetic spirit busied itself much with the

defence of the doctrine of the Trinity as received in the Church,

to which it may have been induced by the circumstance of the

Monarchians being violently opposed to it [i. e. this prophetic

spirit].

To this class of Monarchians belongs also Paid ofSamosata in

Syria, who became Bishop of the Church of Antioch at some time

between the years 260 and 270, A.D. The bishops, who con

demned his doctrines, make a very unfavourable report of his

character
1

, and represent him as a proud, vain, and avaricious

man, who was inclined to concern himself with worldly matters.

Men however, being but little able to distinguish between per
sons and opinions, opponents in faith, and more especially passion
ate opponents, as these men appear to have been, deserve but

little credit for their accusations ; but these accusations contain,

nevertheless, too many special traits to have been wholly without

foundation, and alas ! the picture drawn of him harmonizes well

with what we hear besides of the bishops of Antioch 2

, the great

metropolis of the Roman dominions in eastern Asia. The being
surrounded by earthly glory, pomp, and pride, has always been a

most dangerous circumstance to Christianity, and especially

dangerous to the clergy, if they allow themselves to be attracted

by the glitter and the show of the world, which they, of all men,

ought to despise in consequence of their elevated employment.
At that time Zenobia 3 had the sovereignty of those regions as

1 SeeEuseb. vii. c. 30.

2 See what Origen says in Matth. Ed. Huet. p. 420. &quot;

We, who either do not

understand what the doctrine of Jesus here means, or else despise such expressive

exhortations of our Saviour, are of such a kind, that sometimes we even exceed the

state of the wicked governors among the heathens, and want a body-guard like the

emperors, and make ourselves awful and inaccessible, especially to the poor. And in

many so-called Churches, and especially those of the greater towns, you may find

rulers of the Church of God ; such that they would hardly acknowledge the best

among the disciples of Jesus to be their equals.&quot; p,r)C/j,iav iVoXoyiav 7rir07rovra

icrO OTL Kai TOIQ KaXXioroic ruv Iqaov p.aBr]T(iiv elvai ?rpo UVTOVQ.
3 Wife of the celebrated Roman general, Odenatus, who had made himself inde

pendent of the Roman empire.
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queen of Palmyra, and appears always to have been friendly

towards Judaism l
. Paul has been blamed, on the ground that, in

order to obtain favour with this queen, he endeavoured to present

the doctrines about Christ in a form more agreeable to the Jewish

style of thought ; but there is no proof to warrant such an accu

sation, as it was unnecessary to resort to this mode of explana
tion

2

,
and as the firmness of Paul in this persuasion, even after

political circumstances had changed, does not appear to bespeak
the truth of the charge. But intercourse with the Jews, who

were around the queen, with whom Paul, as a courtier, had

much influence, may very probably have worked upon this

tendency of his doctrinal views, although even this supposition

is not necessary to be made. It may also be the case that

his peculiar doctrinal views contributed to procure him favour

with the queen. He now made use of his connection with this

powerful patroness, in order to obtain influence and authority in

worldly things, and to keep up considerable state. In flat con

tradiction to laws already publicly promulgated (see above) at

least in the western Church, he held a civil employment under

government
3

, which could scarcely be compatible with the epi

scopal office. At Antioch it seems that the profane custom of

testifying approbation to preachers, by waving of handkerchiefs,

exclamations, and clapping of the hands, which sets preachers in

the same class with actors and declaimers for effect, had already

passed into the Church from the theatre, and from the exhibition-

schools of the rhetoricians. The vain Paul saw this with pleasure;

but the bishops, who were his accusers, were well aware that this

custom was contrary to the dignity and order which ought to

prevail in the house of God. The Church hymns, which had

been in use since the second century, he banished as an innova-

i\v Zqvofiia KCII TlanXow Trpoeor?; TOV Sa/iotrarfwg. Athanas. hist.

Arianor. ad Monachos, 71-

2
[This expression is not entirely clear. I have translated it literally, and I suppose

it means that we need not resort to any supposition of a wish to procure the favour of

Zenobia, in order to explain the Judaizing form under which Paul presented Chris

tianity. H. J. R.]
3 The office of a ducenarius procurator (which is not to be confused with that of

ducenarius judex) ; so called because the pay amounted to two hundred sestertia [about

3000/. H. J. R.]. See Sueton. Claud, c. 24. Cyprian, Ep. 68. But it is also possible

that he was in possession of this office, when he was elected bishop ; and then of

course the bishops would have themselves to accuse for having suffered such an

infraction of the laws of the Church.
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tion, apparently proceeding on the principle which has been set up
by others in later times, that only passages out of the Holy Scrip
ture ought to be sung in the Church; and thus he probably suffered

nothing but Psalms to beused. There is no sufficient ground for

the suspicion, that Paul did this in order to pay court to his pa
troness Zenobia, as being a Jewess. It is more probable that Paul,

who might be well aware how deeply the import of Church hymns
impresses itself upon the heart, when he banished those old hymns
(which spoke of Christ as the incarnate Logos), might hope also

to banish the doctrines they contained from the hearts of men.

When we find it stated, that the man who thus carefully removed
the expressions used to designate Christ, was delighted to receive

the incense of exaggerated expressions about himself, in poems
and declamations in holy places, and to be called in bombastic

rhetorical phrases an angel sent down from heaven, we cannot

receive such an accusation from the mouth of violent enemies as

one on which we can entirely depend, but we have no reason

whatever, for declaring it to be false.

As far as the doctrines of this man are concerned, he appears
to have had but little that was peculiar to himself; in accordance

with his Judaizing notions, he compared the Divine Logos to the

reason of man *, either as the hidden contemplative reason 2

,

existing within the very nature of God, or as the reason that

reveals itself outwardly by word and by creation 3
. In the latter

sense, the Logos, as the reason of God, by its agency inspired
all the men of the Old Testament, who were enlightened by God,
and thus would also inspire Christ; and whereas he was the most

illuminated of all mankind, this Logos dwelt in him, as it dwelt in

none besides
;
but the difference of this indwelling was only in de

gree and not in kind *. It was in virtue of this pre-eminent degree
of illumination through the Divine wisdom, that the name of aSo?i

of God belonged to Jesus. When he used the phrase Jesus Christ,

who came from below, Irjo-ouc Xptaroe icarwfltv; he must have used

1
ujffirff) iv dvOpiuTTov jcapoi^i 6 u?iO Xoyo. ap. Epiphan. p. 67-

2
XoyO tvdiaOtTOg.

3
Xoyog 7rpo0opt/coe.

4
ivoLKt]ffai tv

avr&amp;lt;p ri]v (Totytav, w Iv ovfttvi dXXy. He taught ov

T(p avOpwTrn Q rr\v aotyiav ov&amp;lt;n&amp;lt;i)Sai, a\\a Kara TroiorrjTa. These words of Paul

are to be found in Leontius Byzantin. c. Nest, et Eutichen., a work which has hitherto

been known to us in a Latin translation ; but the fragment of Paul has been published
in Greek from the MSS. of the Bodleian Library at Oxford, by Erlich, in a Dissertatio

de erroribus Pauli Samosatensis. Lipsiae, 1745, p. 23.

7



272 THE LOGOS.

it to imply, that the Logos did not receive any human body, but

that the human nature, which had already an independent exist

ence, had been honoured by a peculiar influence and operation of

the Divine wisdom 1
. From the deficiency of authentic and accurate

information, it cannot be determined with certainty, but the point
is quite unimportant, whether he referred the name of Son of

God to Jesus only as a man, when he says of him, that, in

accordance with the Divine pre-determination, or the Divine

counsel, he existed before the creation
2

; or, whether, in the

sense which we have remarked above, he transferred the name of

Son of God to the Divine Reason also, inasmuch as it (the Divine

Reason) had equally called forth God out of himself into outward

activity in the creation of the world 3

;
for his adversaries accused

him of having maintained the existence of two Sons of God,
one properly so called, the other improperly, although this may be

regarded only as a consequence from his propositions drawn by his

adversariesfrom their own point of view., and then charged on him.

It is very probable that when he wished to hold more closely
to the doctrines of the Church, he spoke, in his own sense,

of a Son of God, whom God had begotten before the creation

of the world; but on the contrary, when he expressed himself

freely without any such intention, he spoke only of the man
Jesus as the Son of God, for he expressly says that he knew

nothing of two Sons of God*.

Many synods were held on account of the controversies with

the Bishop Paulus at Antioch ; but he probably availed himself of

1 See the Synodal Epistle in Euseb. vii. 30.

2 In the Synodal Epistle to Paul of Samosata, published by Turrian in Mansi s

collection of Councils, i. 1034, which is the only authentic document among those made

known by him which refer to these transactions, the following antithesis occurs j viz.

that the Son of God existed Trpo aiwvwv ov Trpoyvojcrd a\\ ovffig, KO.I vTroaraati ;

from which we might judge that Paul maintained the contrary, TOV vlov TOV QEOV ovx
vTroffTaffti a\\a Trpoyvwcru.

3 He might engraft his own opinions on the older expression in the Apologetic
writers sytvvrjaf TOV \oyov TrpoQopiKov, by understanding this, so as not to include the

notion of an emanation which had the attribute of personality. The antithesis in the

Synodal Epistle quoted above, seems to support this explanation : diet TOV \oyov a

TTCtrJJp TTCtVTCt TTtTTOltJKtV OV% &amp;lt;1)Q
Si* OpydVOV, Ol&amp;gt;5 W Si

tiriffTTjfJ.ljg aWTTOffTCtTOV,

yfvvrjffavTog pev TOV TraTpog TOV vlov WQ Zwcrav tvtpyeiav KO.I

From this it may be concluded that Paul spoke of a
ao&amp;lt;j)ia, e7riffTr)p.r)

and understood by the
yevvt]&amp;lt;7ig

TOV Xoyou nothing but an ivepyeia a

of God the Creator.

4
fir/

Svo sTTiaTctaQai viovg. Leont. Byzant.
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the indefiniteness of the ecclesiastical terminology, and the dif

ferent polemical views under which different expressions might
be used, in order to hide his own opinions under ambiguous ex

planations, so that no charge of erroneous doctrine could posi

tively be fixed upon him. In the last synod, A.o.265, an able dia

lectician, the Presbyter Malchion , succeeded at last in forcing
him to an open declaration of his opinion. He was deposed and
his office bestowed on another ; but as he was supported by a

party, and favoured by Zenobia, the matter could not be accom

plished before she was conquered by the Emperor Aurelius, A.D.

272. This prince left the decision to the Bishop of Rome. (See
part i. p. 145.)

Besides these two classes of Monarchians, we find also a third,
which stands in certain respects between the other two

; these

were such persons as approached the second class the most in their

theory of the Logos, as a power that beamed forth out of the Divine

nature, but receded from them again, and more nearly resembled
the Patripassians as to their representations of the humanity of

Christ. They were not satisfied with the idea of an influence

of the Divine Logos on Jesus as man, which differed only in

degree from the influence exerted on other enlightened and holy
men ; but, on the other hand also, they did not accept the Patri-

passian view of an indwelling of the whole Divine Being in an
human body. They agreed with the Patripassian theory, so far

as not to separate that which was Divine in Christ, from the

soul that resides within him. But they modified this view so far

that they supposed the Divine in Christ, the soul of his human
nature, not to be the Divine Being himself, but a certain emana
tion [streaming out] from him, which formed itself to an indivi

dual spiritual life.

Among the Patripassians, who will not admit of any distinction

in the Divine Being (see above, on Theodotus and Artemon,)
Beryllus, the Bishop of Bostra, in Arabia, comes the nearest to

this opinion. According to the theory of Beryllus, the personality
of the Son of God first arose through a beaming forth, or an
emanation out of the Being of God in to an human body

2
.

1 From the expressions of Eusebius, although Theodoret, to whom they appeared
very offensive, interprets them differently, we must conclude, that this clergyman also

practised the profession of a rhetorician, which was hardly compatible with his Spiri
tual calling.

2 From the deficiency of clear and accurate accounts, the development of the

VOL. II. T
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In the year 244 a Synod was held respecting the affairs of

Beryllus, which was attended by the great Origen, who lived at

that time at Csesarea Stratonis. He discussed matters with him

very much, and apparently by his superiority of mind, his ability

arid moderation, he succeeded in persuading him, that he had

erred. It is true, that in this case, we follow the account given

by Eusebius, an enthusiastic friend of Origen, and we have not

the means of consulting the document used by him, in order to

form an unprejudiced and independent judgment. And yet, we

doctrine of this man is one of the most difficult subjects of historical investigation, and

therefore we cannot expect to arrive at a perfectly certain result. The chief passage to

the point is in Euseb. vi. 33. TOV trwrrjpa \ut\ Trpovfytaravai tear iSiav oiicriag Trepi-

ypa^jjv ?rpo rr]Q ttQ avQpuTrovQ tTTidrip,ia.g, and in Origen iSta Trtpiypa^/j or ovffia

Kara Trspiypatyrjv means an individual, proper, personal existence, the same as viroara-

GIQ, to which is contrasted avvTroGTaroQ, dvai /car iirivoiav ertpou TIVOQ. See Origen.

t. i. Joh. p. 42. In this description of his doctrine two points are to be remarked :

(1.) Before the earthly appearance of Christ there was no Son of God, as a Being

personally different from God the Father, which is to be understood, either as assert

ing that a Son of God existed only in an ideal Being, in the idea or the fore-ordain

ing counsel [of the Father] (Kara Trpoyvaxriv, or Kara Trpoopicr/iov rou Ilarpog) or

else, that the Logos existed at first only as a dependant (unselbstandige, lit. not-inde

pendent) Power of God ; (2.) That contemporaneously with the incarnation of

Christ, an existence of the Son of God also began, which was independently personal,

and distinct from the Being of God (an ixpeffravai KO.T idiav ovcriag TTtpiypa^jjv). A

Patripassian could not assert the latter, for he could only speak of an existence of the

Father himself in the human nature, which existence was called the Son, from reveal

ing itself.

And now we must add the second part of the representation of Eusebius, jujjfc firjv

OeorrjTa ISiav ixeiv &quot;^- ^^o\tTevop,evrjV avry p,ovijv rr\v TrarpiKJjv. If what we

have above remarked is incompatible with the opinions of a Palripassian ; so, on the

contrary, this last says too much to suit the doctrine of a Monarchian of the second

class. At the same time an opponent of this doctrine would certainly have been

more ready to charge it with representing Christ as a mere man, than to make it say

more than it really did say, of the Being of God in Christ. There remains, in order

to reconcile these contradictory statements, only the representation given of the

doctrine of Beryllus. We must therefore here bring forward the fragment occurring in

the Commentary of Origen, on the Epistle to Titus. Origen, t. iv. p. 695.

Sed et eos qui hominem dicunt Dominum Jesum prsecognitum, et praedestinatum,

qui ante adventum carnalem substantialiter et proprie non extiterit, sed quod homo

natus Patris solam in se habuerit Deitatem, ne illos quidem sine periculo esse ecclesise

numero sociari. As in this passage Origen joins together two classes of Monarchians,

and in the other member of the sentence, which has not been quoted here, the

Patripassians ; it may be supposed, if we should compare this passage with that

above quoted (some pages back, on the subject of the Patripassians) from the

Tom. on St. John, that Origen, in the first member of the sentence was de

scribing the two classes of Monarchians, while in that passage from his writings on

St. John, he was opposing these two classes to each other. I was myself deceived

formerly by this comparison of passages ; but it will not bear being carried out fully.
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we must take into the account that as yet there was no state

Religion, and no state Church, which could compel Beryllus to a

recantation, although the authority of the Episcopal college had

already much, and indeed too much power over the Church.

But if the bishops had wished to overpower their colleague by
mere numbers, they would have had no occasion to call in the

services of a Presbyter who had been driven away and branded as

an heretic, and who had no other power than that which belongs
to knowledge. And besides, Origen was not the man to use the

weight of his name or of his superiority of mind for the purpose
of crushing an individual.

It is only among the men of the Alexandrian school that we

find instances of theological conferences, which, instead of intro

ducing still greater divisions, produced unity of mind. To what

else can we attribute this, unless it be, that these men were not

blind zealots for the letter, but men of a liberal spirit, and united

the spirit of love and moderation with that zeal for the truth,

which would not wish to triumph, except through the force of

truth !

Although in other respects the system which Origen opposed
to that of Beryllus was not free from error, and although per

haps, it was not merely the superiority of the system, but the

mental superiority of Origen himself that contributed to effect

this triumph ; yet still the system of Origen was in many points

of view when compared with the doctrine of his opponent, nearer

to a pure developement of the truth.

According to the account of Jerome , Beryllus thanked Origen

Origen ascribes to those, of whom he is here speaking, too high an idea of the

Divine in Christ, for us to suppose that he has in view the doctrines we have remarked ;

and he also expresses himself too mildly about their relation to the Church, to suit

that supposition. So that these words most strikingly agree with those of Eusebius,

and both passages are most naturally to be explained in the same way. We must

suppose that Origen here speaks of a doctrine, with which he was unacquainted

before, and with which he had first become acquainted by means of his trans

actions with Beryllus of Bostra. And then by comparing Origen with Eusebius we

find, that Beryllus, under the words Trpou^eoravat avvTroaTarwQ, understood a

TrpovQtffTctvai KO.TO. Trpoyvatffiv icai
7rpoopi&amp;lt;7/iov

rov Ilarpoc. And thus also it is ex

plained, why the Synod, as Socrates, b. ii. c. 6. informs us, should maintain against

Beryllus the doctrine of a reasonable human soul in Christ; because Beryllus supplied

the place of such a soul, by the special oucovo/aa rov Qtiov irvtv^aroQ, out of which the

proper, and God-allied personality of Christ was formed.
1 De Vir. 111. c. (10.

T 2
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by letter for the instruction he had received. We have no cause

to doubt this, but the account of Jerome is not so authentic as that

of Origen.
The next to Beryllus of Bostra, is Sabellius, who lived at

Ptolemais, in Pentapolis, after the middle of the third century ;

and who may probably have maintained a doctrine more curiously

developed and perfected, than any other of this class
;

but

unfortunately, we have only an imperfect acquaintance with his

system as to the internal dependence of its various parts. The

account of Epiphanius, that Sabellius borrowed the germ of his

doctrine out of Apocryphal Gospels, and especially from one 1

that was current in Egypt, and bore the stamp of the Jewish

Theosophy of Alexandria, is by no means to be rejected. In this

Gospel, Christ, as a teacher of Esoteric wisdom, communicated

this to his disciples, which entirely suited the Theosophic dispo

sition ofa certain class : If the multitude, which cannot raise itself

up to the perception of the Supreme simple Unity, hold God the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost for different Divine beings,

they must acknowledge that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are

only one ; that they are only three different forms, under which

the Supreme Unity is revealed
2
. As it is said in the Clementine 3

that God is either a juovac* or a Sime, just according as the

Divine wisdom is hidden within him, as his soul ; or as it works

1 From the evayyeXtov (car
5

2
Epiphan. Hares. 62. He says of this Gospel : iv avry yap TroXXa roiavra

a&amp;gt;e

iv 7rapa/3uar&amp;lt; fivffriripiwSwg l/c
7rpo&amp;lt;rw7rov

TOV fftoTtjpoQ ava^eptrai, a&amp;gt; UVTOV

r)\ovvTO TOIQ /ia0jrai, TOV O.VTOV dvat Ilarfpa, rov avrov tlvai viov, TOV avrov

dvai ayiovllvtvpa. This may be illustrated by apassage in Phil, de Abrahamo,f.367-

(Ed. Hoeschel.) where it is said, that the 6v, from which his two supreme Svvaptic;,

the TroiJjriK??, and the /3acriXtKJj proceed, appears either one, or threefold, according to

the greater or less purified condition of the souls which contemplate it. If the soul has

elevated itself above the revelation of God in the creation to the intellectual perception

(anschauung), of the 6v, then the Trinity glides into Unity to its view: it looks upon

one Light, from which at the same time two shades proceed, i. e. God s Being and

those two operative faculties [Wurkungsweisen. Lit. the modes of operation], are only

shades, that fall from his overpowering Light, rpirrjjv &amp;lt;j&amp;gt;avTaaiav
ivog VTTOKU^VOV

Kara\anf3avei, TOV ptv tog ovTog, TOIV 8 dXXoiv Svoiv, wg dv aKavyafyiitvuv atro

TOVTOV aKiuv. And then : ?rapx ry opariKy diavoigj. TOTS [lev kvoQ, TOTS de rpiwv

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avTaaiaV
tvog fiev, brav a*:pw KaOapQeiaa r) ^v^ri KCII firi povov ra 7r\nOr) ro&amp;gt;v

api0/*wv aXXa Kat TI\V yeirova povaSog Svada virt^aaa, &c. There is also a re

markable likeness between the mode of expression used by Sabellius, and that, which

is peculiar to the Clementine, a work which proceeded from a Judaeo-Christian

theosophist.
3 Clementin. H. 16. c, 12. Kara yap itcraaiv /cat avoroXrjv f\ povctQ Svas tivai
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actively, proceeding forth from him, as the hand that creates the

world 1

; so also Sabellius said that God before the creation had

been the pure Unity
2

,
as being entirely hidden within his own

Being, and not active through communication [of any of his at

tributes, c.] with anything beyond himself; and in this respect,

he called God the Father ; but, at the creation, this unity had

developed itself into a Trinity
3
. As, according to the apostle

St. Paul, there is one Spirit, and yet this one Spirit worketh se

veral ways through manifold gifts and graces; thus also, he says,

is God the Father one and the same, but he pours himself

abroad in the Son, and in the Holy Ghost, under which name
Sabellius means to designate only two different modes of ope
ration of the same Divine subject; namely, God the Father.

Therefore he says also, it is one Divine Being, as to its self-

existence, which is designated by two different names, according
to these two different modes of operation one Divine Subject,

which represents itself under different forms, according to the

necessity of each occasion, and sometimes speaks as the Father,

sometimes as the Son, and sometimes as the Holy Ghost . He
had therefore no scruple in using the language prevalent in the

Western Church, and saying that we must acknowledge one God
in three persons

5

; but then he understood under the word Per

son, nothing but different parts, different personifications under

1
According as it may be said either av0T\\ea9ai, or

2
i] drrvfnrXoKog fiovag, TO 6v, according to Philo.

3 See Athanas. Orat. iv. c. 13 : 17 novae TrXctTwOiiaa ytyove rpiac,. And yet, one

is inclined to enquire whether he supposed that the p,ovag unfolded itself immediately

at the Creation into a roiag, or whether it was not originally only into a Svag, so that

the Tpiag took its first origin from the emanation of the Logos into human nature. In

order to decide on this point, we must know more of the manner in which Sabellius

represented to himself the relation of the communication of the Holy Ghost to the in

carnation of the Logos, and how he viewed the relation of God s operation in the

New Testament, to that in the Old. It were much to be desired, that Origen had left

us more distinct accounts of those whom he accuses, in the above-quoted fragment of

his Commentary on the Epistle to Titus, of making the Holy Ghost as relates to the

Prophets, and the Holy Ghost as regards the Apostles, two different things, and

whom he expressly distinguishes from the Gnostics ; to whom one would at first be

inclined to apply this passage, were it not for that express distinction.

4
1. c. 25. wffTTfp diaiptatig xa9 L(r

l
JLaT(t)V l&amp;gt;(Tt

&amp;gt;

T0 ^t CIVTO TrvtvfjLa, OVTCJ KOI 6

TTorTjp 6 avTog eaTi, TrXaTWtTai fie tig Tlov KO.I ~nvev[ia.
5 Basil Ep. 210. rov avrov Qtov kva ry vironti^tv^ bvra Trpog rag iKaa-

TOTt TraoairnrTovaag ^pticiQ /^ra/iop^OD/uvov vvv }J.tv wt; Hanoa, vvv St wc

Tiov, vvv w TO ayiov TLvt vp,a
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which the one Divine Subject presented itself *. He made use

also of the following comparison : As in the Sun we must sepa
rate his proper substance (the 6v, the juovae), the round body,
from the warming and illuminating power that proceeds from it,

so also in God we must distinguish between his proper self-

existent Being, and the enlightening power, the Logos ; and the

Holy Ghost, the power that warms, glows through, and vivifies

the hearts of believers
2
.

Sabellius spoke in the sense above given, of a \oyog Trpo^opi-

Koe, and of a begetting of the Logos, which preceded the whole

creation, without which no creation could have taken place. No

Being could have existed, if the thinking Divine reason had not

become a speaking reason ; if the Divine Monas, wrapt up in

itself, had not unfolded itself in the words of creation. In this

sense Sabellius said,
&quot; God, being silent, is inoperative ; but God

speaking, is effectiveV He considered, however, human souls

to be a revelation or a partial out-beaming of the Divine Logos,
in which idea he followed Philo and the Alexandrian churchmen ;

reason in man, in this view, is nothing but a feeble reflexion of

that reason of God, which is active in communicating itself.

Therefore, Sabellius applied what he had said of the creation in

general to man in particular,
&quot; That we might be created, says

he,
&quot; the Logos proceeded forth from God (or was begotten),

and no sooner hath it gone forth from God, than behold ! we are

in existence
4

.&quot;

For the purpose of redeeming the souls of men that were akin

to it, the Divine power of the Logos let itself down into human

nature; and the whole Spiritual personality of the Logos was

considered by Sabellius, as a certain hypostatized out-beaming,
a peculiar modification of the Divine Logos. The doctrine of a

class of Jewish Theologians, that God sends forth his revealing

power, the Logos, from himself, and recals it to himself again, as

the Sun sends forth its beams ; that the appearances of angels,

1 tv rpiffi TTpoGwTToig.
2
Epiphan. Haeres. 62.

3 TOV Qfov (7iw7rwvra fitv avevtpyrjTov, \a\ovvTa t la^veiv. 1. c. Athanas.

iv. c. 11.

4 Athanas. iv. 25. iva
ri[j,eig KTiffOwftev, TrporjXOev 6 Xoyof, KUI TrpofXOovrog avrov

These words would take a different sense, if they are referred to the KCUVIJ

, and are understood of the incarnation of the Logos. But, both from the words

themselves, and from the context and the manner in which it is quoted by Athanasius,

the most natural interpretation is that given above.

7
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and the Theophanies of the Old Testament, are nothing else than

different transient forms under which this one power of God

appeared
1

; this theory he applied to the Theophany in the ap

pearance of Christ. He made use of the same metaphor, that

the Son was like a beam, that issued from the Sun, and returned

again into God, like the beam to the Sun.

It may be doubted, whether he used the name,
&quot; the Son of

God, &quot;merely
for the human form under which the Logos appeared,

or whether he applied this name to the Aoyof TrpotyopiKog on its

first origin. As he spoke of an original generation of the Logos,
and was generally willing to take up the expressions used in the

Church, it would suit well with his whole theory, to suppose that

he would have no scruple in applying this term, in the sense

which we have observed, to the Logos
2
.

It is further certain, that Sabellius ascribed to the Redeemer no

eternally-enduring personality ; but it might be doubtful, whether

he maintained, that God did not recal again into himself the

beam that had proceeded from him, until the whole work of re

demption with all its consequences (after the general resurrection)

was completed, or whether he supposed that God had taken back

to himself this beam immediately on the ascension of Christ.

The words of Sabellius support the first view:
&quot;just

as the

Logos was begotten for our sake, so also, does he return back

again after us, to that which he was before, so that he may be

what he was 3

, after we have attained to the union with God, to

which we are destined
;&quot; (that is to say, after man through him

shall have attained to a Being in God, analogous to the Being of

the Logos in God) ; on the contrary, the account of Epiphanius,
who appears also to have had the words of Sabellius before his

eyes, especially if we compare it with the doctrines of that Jewish

sect, rather supports the second supposition. And there is some

thing quite accordant with the whole Sabellian theory in the

idea, that after God, through the sinking down of this one perfect

1 Dial. c. Tryph. Jud. 358. As the Light proceeds from the Sun, and returns to it,

ovTwg o Harqp, OTO.V fiov\r)rai Swap-iv avrov TrpoTrTjdqv iroiti, Kai brav flovXrjTcti

ira\iv avaareXXiL tiQ tavrov. [p. 372. Ed. Jebb. H. J. R.]
2 He pronounced an Anathema against those, who did not believe in Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost, which he might do in his own sense of those terms. See Arnobii

conflictus cum Serapione. Bibl. Patr. Lugd. t. 8.

3 Lib. cit. c. 12. p,tQ )f*a&amp;lt;; avarpex fl
&amp;gt;

&amp;gt;iva



280 DOCTRINES OF THE CHURCH.

beam into human nature, had again restored this to himself 1

,

he should in its stead communicate himself to the individual souls

of the faithful through individual separate beams of the same
Divine Life, by means of the Holy Ghost. The words of Sa-

bellius in Athanasius might certainly refer to something else ;

namely, they might mean, that after every thing had been re

stored to unity with God, the whole Spiritual creation would
be in immediate connexion with God, and then the Trias would
also subside into the Monas, the Xoyoc TrpoQoptKog into the

Aoyo EvStaOtroc; : and then nothing else would exist than the

One 2

simple Divine Being, at repose within itself with the blessed

Spirits reposing within him. But what opinion Sabellius may
have held with respect to the enduring personality of souls, we
cannot state with any certainty from the deficiency of any au
thentic vouchers 3

.

The Church doctrine formed itself in opposition to both these

classes of Monarchians, and sought to maintain the substantial

[selbstandig] personal Being of the Logos. While those Monarch
ians considered the self-revelation of God in the Xoyoc TrpotyopiKog,
as only a certain activity of the Divine nature, in which the whole
creation was called into existence; the Church teachers, on the

contrary, supposed a self-revelation of God, preceding the whole

creation, and forming the foundation of it; which self-revelation

consisted in a Being, emanating from God with the attribute of

personality, representing the Divine Being of God, and realizing
his first conceived ideas; this Being was the substantial Word, in

1

[The word dieseIbe here translated this, grammatically considered, refers to

human nature with which it agrees ; but I apprehend it means the human nature of,

Christ, with its enlightening beam of Divine Light, H. J. R.]
2 In the ivayyi\iov KUT AiyviTTiovg also, which Sabellius used, the doctrine that all

opposites will at last be lost in unity, appears to be brought forward
; for there, in an

swer to the enquiry of Solomon, when the kingdom of Christ was to come; Christ

gives the answer,
&quot; when Two become One, and the outward like the inward, and

the male like the female ; when there is no further distinction of sexes.&quot;

3
According to this view, we can understand how Dionysius of Alexandria (Euseb.

vii. 6.) might accuse Sabellius of having spoken injuriously of God the Father (as the

expression of the evolution of the Divine Morias into a Trias must have appeared to

a follower of Origen), and of great unbelief in regard to the Logos, who became man
(inasmuch as he looked upon Him as only a transient manifestation of Divine power),
and of great insensibility (dvaivOr)&amp;lt;na) in respect to the Holy Ghost (because he
denied the reality, and the objectivity of the Holy Ghost, and understood under that

name only individual transient out-pourings of Divine power).
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which the Divine thought came forth into creative activity
l
. They

said,
&quot; While the word of man is only the transient expression of

his thought; on the contrary, out of the supreme and entirely

perfect Being, nothing can come forth as his self-revelation

(or the first act of the communication of Life from God), which

is not substantial, real, and
objective.&quot; They conceived to them

selves this Logos as the most perfect outpouring of the Divine

Being, and they made the doctrine of the unity of God (the

/uovapxm )
to consist in supposing the Divine Logos to be nothing

but an outpouring from the Divine First-Being [Urwesen], who

revealed himself through this Logos, and works by means of him.

But still by degrees this idea, in the conceptions formed of it, was

developed in two different and opposite ways ; the one prevailing

in the Western, the other in the Eastern Church.

In regard to the latter, the fashioning which this doctrine re

ceived from the philosophical spirit of the Alexandrian school,

and especially of Origen, had a very great influence upon it,

and we cannot fail to recognize the influence also, which the

system, from which his philosophical notions were derived, had

exerted upon him. Although the Christian spirit had leavened his

speculative ideas, although his &quot; God the Father&quot; is something
different from the supreme, simple principle of the Neo-Pla-

tonists, the 6i/, which was to them a mere abstract idea of per

fection, although his Logos is something different from the vovg

of the Neo-Platonist, absorbed in ideal contemplation of itself;

yet the speculative form, under which he had viewed things from

this philosophy had certainly great effect in modifying his con

ception of this doctrine. We shall now view the ideas of this

profound man, in their proper connection with each other.

That which is to be called God absolutely
2

, is the original

source of all being, the source of Divine life, and of blessed-

1
[Lest I should have failed to represent by a literal translation the meaning of my

author, I will merely state what appears to me to constitute the difference which he

wishes to establish between these two views. The first considers the creation itself to be

the act of this Divine energy of God set into activity, and thus the creation is the only

manifestation of the thought of God, and is the Xoyoc Trpo^opiKoe- The second, on the

contrary, maintains that, previous to the creation, and independent of it, there was a

manifestation of God, and a conversion of the Xoyoc IvdiaBtrog into the Xoyoc, Trpo-

QopiKog. This Aoyoc Trpo^opdcoc has a personal existence, and by means of him

God created the world. H. J. R.]
2 The &amp;lt; &amp;lt;7rXae Oeoc,
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ness for a blessed world of spirits which is akin to him, and

also elevated by communion with him above the bounds of

temporary existence, and thus rendered divine. The higher

spirits, in virtue of this Divine life, communicated to them by
means of their communion with that original Divine Being, may,
in a certain sense, be called Divine Beings or Gods 1

. [But as the

avroQtog is the original source of all being, and all Divine life,

so also is the \oyoz, the indispensable medium through which all

communication of life from him must flow. This is the collected

revelation of the glory of God, the universal all- embracing image
of that glory, from out of which the partial beams of the Divine

glory spread themselves over the whole world of Spirits
2
.

Now as there is only One Divine First Being
3

, there is also,

One Divine First Reason *, the Absolute Reason, through which

alone the eternal Supreme Being reveals himself to all other

beings, which is the source of truth to all them, the objective sub

stantial truth itself. With Origen it is a great point to maintain

firmly, that every particular class of reasonable beings has not its

own subjective reason, nor every separate intelligence; but that

there is one objective Logos for all, just as there is one objective

absolute truth for all, the one truth of God-consciousness, which

unites man with all classes in the world of Spirits.
&quot;

Every one,&quot;

he says, &quot;will concede that truth is One, and in respect of truth,

no one can venture to say, that there is one truth of God, ano

ther truth of angels, another of men; for in the nature of things

there is One truth only in respect to every single thing. But

now if truth is One, so must also the development of truth, which

is wisdom, if thought of properly, be thought of as One also ;

because every false appearance of wisdom embraces not the

truth, and does not deserve to be called wisdom. But if there

be then One truth, and One wisdom, the Logos, which reveals the

truth and wisdom to all who are capable of receiving it, will be

One also.&quot; But although the Logos as to his nature and being,

is absolutely One
; yet he presents himself under a variety of

forms and modes of operation, according to the different con

ditions and necessities of reasonable beings, to whom he is every

thing, which is needful for their salvation (see above). Where

the Gnostics, from the different modes of operation of the One

1
[itTOxy rt]Q IKEIVOV QtOTt]TOQ fooTToiow/iEVOi.

2 Job. ii. c. ii. 32; c. 18.

3 The avToQeoc. 4 The auroXoyog.
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Redeemer, and according to the different conditions of his opera

tions, supposed different hypostases, Origen reduced these differ

ent hypostases to different conceptions and relations ; but just

as he opposed this fashion of hypostatizing every thing, so he

opposed himself also to the Monarchians who reduced the whole

Trias (or Trinity) only to different conceptions and relations

under which the One Divine Being is viewed. Whosoever de

nied the substantial existence of the Divine Logos, appeared to

him to reduce every thing into that which is subjective, to deny
the existence of an absolute objective truth, and to make it a mere

abstract idea [abstractum]^ for he could not think of the Divine

Logos in any other way, than as he had been accustomed to think

of the vovq of the Neo-Platonists. &quot; None of
us,&quot; says Origen,

c. Cels. viii. 12. &quot; has so debased a mind, as to think that the

Being of truth
l had no substantial existence before the appear

ance of Christ on earth.&quot;

As Origen explained all designations of the Logos as symbo
lical, he looked upon the name Logos itself in this light, and he

spoke against those, who built exclusively upon this name, and

made the comparison with the AoyocTT/oo^opticoc always applicable,

which to him as a philosophical thinker, appeared too human, and

one which would not allow the Logos to be represented as some

thing having a substantial existence 2
. The representation which

up to this time had been current : that God before the creation

had caused the substantial Word to emanate from his Reason, in

which he had conceived the plan of the world, which was to be

executed by the Word, and that he had caused his thought to

become the Word, was banished, together with that comparison,

by the philosophical spirit of Origen ; because he could not allow

the propriety of transferring in this manner the relations of time

to the Eternal. Acknowledging no beginning of creation, but

supposing an eternal creation, he could still less acknowledge a

beginning in this case, and he endeavoured to remove every con

sideration of time from the idea of the generation of the Logos,
and to maintain that we must think of a &quot;

present,&quot; without any
determination of time [lit. a time-less present; an eternal now,]

2 ETTti
avvtx&amp;lt;G xi wvrcu TV if*ptt45W r} Kap3ta pov \oyov ayaOov, i//. 44. 1.

oi o/itvot Trpo^opav TrctTpiKTjv oiovii tv
&amp;lt;rw\Xtt/3tc KiifJLtvrtv tivai TOV Tiov rov
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which lie believed to be intimated in the &quot;

to-day
&quot;

of Psal. ii. 7.

What the Platonists said of the relation of the bv to the voue, that

the revelation of the former in the latter is contemporaneously
co-existent with the former, .he applied to the relation of God the

Father to the Logos, that the reflection of the glory of God in

the Son is co-existent with its own existence ; and thus, that

always this reflection had been present with the glory after a

manner, which is independent upon time
l
. And thus he was

peculiarly instrumental in establishing the notion of an eternal

generation.
While Origen endeavoured to conceive the idea of the genera

tion of the Son after the most spiritual manner possible, he de

clared himself strongly against all sensuous conceptions of it, arid

against all such expressions as might give occasion to, or favour

them at all. On this account he rejected the phrase of a genera
tion out of the substance of the Father 2

(which, on the contrary,

was used in the Western Church, in order to distinguish the Son

of God from all creatures), because this expression, it appeared
to him, might easily be used to favour the notion of a sensuous

partition of the Divine Being
3
.

As the idea of a generation out of the substance
(lit.

the Being)
of God appeared to Origen to be too sensuous, it was also a

concomitant of this caution on his part, that he thought it entirely

necessary to maintain strictly the absolutely superiority of God
the Father, the avrofltoe, in respect to his nature, over every
other Being, just as he had indeed been accustomed as a Platonist,

to consider the supreme bv as something incomparable with any

thing else, and as elevated in his nature, even above the
vov&amp;lt;?

itself. It appeared to him therefore, injurious towards the Great

1 Job. i. 32. T. ii. c. 1 ; ii. 9. in Jerem. iii. 181.

2
-yevvrjffig sic Tijg ovaiag TOV Qeov.

* 3 In opposition to those, who falsely explained the passage of St. John viii. 44 of

the generation of the Son. T. 20. Joh. c. 16. aXXoi de TO s%rj\9ov cnro Qeov, SiTiyr)-

aavTo dvn TOV yeyfwjjjuai cnro TOV Qeov, oig aicoXovQfi tie Tijg ovcriag tyaaiceiv TOV

Tlarpog ys.yevvr}GQai TOvYiov, oiovei peiofjievov KaiXtnrovTog Ty ovffiq,, rj irpoTepov

ei% (Joyjuara avOpioTrwv, [tr]B bvaa (pvyiv aoaaTOv KO.I affu)/j,aTov Tre^avTacrfievuiv.

In the report of a discussion between Origen and Candidus the Valentinian, a pas

sage occurred, in which the former attacked an expression made use of by the more

ancient Church-doctors, as Justin for example (viz. a 7rpoj3o\rj tic Trig ovaiag TOV

Trarpoe), without any scruple, ne Deus Pater dividatur in partes, and on the con

trary, in order to remove the idea of a necessity resulting from the nature of things,

he maintained that the Son of God had received his existence from the will of the

Father. Lib. ii. adv. Rufin. t. iv. 413.
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First Being, to suppose any equality of nature or unity between

him and any other Being
1

, were it even the Son of God him

self. As the Son of God and the Holy Ghost are incompara

bly elevated above every thing else, even above the highest

grades of the Spiritual world
;
so much, or more than this, is the

Father elevated above him 1
. This distinction between the nature

of the Son of God, and of the Father 2 would necessarily be

brought prominently forward by Origen against the Monarch-

ians, because they denied not only the difference of nature,

but even the distinction of the persons; and thus, on account of

the connected nature of his philosophical and Christian system
it was a point of practical importance to Origen to maintain

against them the personal substantiality of the Logos. Some

times, in the course of this controversy, he distinguishes be

tween unity of nature and a personal unity, or unity of substance

[subjects-einheit, lit. subject- or substance- unity] so that he only
undertakes to controvert the latter idea 3

. This was the matter

which was practically the most important to him to maintain, and

he must have been well aware that many Church-teachers, who
held a distinction of persons, at the same time maintained an unity
of nature *. But in virtue of the intimate connection of his own

system, as a system, both these opinions would give way toge

ther, and when he spoke as from the position taken by that

system, he maintained both the creporrjc rrje ovmag and the

tr|Oorj)c rrjc viroaracrttoG or row uTTOKftjuevou
5
.

From this doctrine he drew the practical consequence, that we
must pray to the Father and not to the Son, from which it is

clear, how much in a Christian and practical point of view, the

Patripassians (whom Origen accused of knowing only the Son,

and being unable to raise themselves up to the Father) must

have thought themselves obliged to exert themselves against
such a system. But still Christ was nevertheless to Origen, as he&quot;

himself declared, with full conviction from the connection of his

1 T. 13. Job. c. 25.

2 The doctrine of an ertporjj Ti\q ovffiag maintained in opposition to that of the

bfjioovffiov.
3 T. 10. Joh. against those who said Iv ov fiovov ovcfig, d\Xa Kai i

4
[Wesen-einheit, one-ness of being. See Wilson on the New Testament, p. 521.

H. J.R.J
5 In Joh. ii. t. ii. De Orat. c. 15. KO.T oixriav Kai KaO vTTOKtip.evov tanv 6 VIOQ

erepog TOV HaTpoQ.
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philosophical and Christian system, the way, the truth, and the

life
;
he knew no other way to the Father, no other source of truth,

and of Divine life for all creatures, than him,
&quot; the mirror, by

means of which Paul and Peter, and all who are like to them, be

held God 1
.&quot; He says, that in some respects, we may agree with the

Gnostics, that the Father was not revealed before Christ revealed

him, that men till that time, had known only the Creator and the

Lord of the world, and that it was through the Son that they had

first known him as their Father, and by the spirit of adoption re

ceived from him, had become capable of calling to him as to a

father
2
. He acknowledged him to be the mediator, a confidence

in whom must penetrate the whole inward life of Christians and

unite them with God, in his name and through him, Christians

must always pray to God the Father. Origen says,
&quot; How can

we in the sense of him, who said &quot;

why dost thou call me good,
there is none good, save only God the Father

;&quot;
avoid saying

also,
&quot; Why dost thou pray to me ? thou must pray only to the

Father, to whom I also pray ! As ye have learnt from Holy
Scripture, ye must not pray to him who is appointed by the

Father to be your high priest, and who has received from the

Father the office of being your advocate ; but you must pray

through your high priest and your advocate, through him, who
can have sympathy with your feebleness, who was in all things

tempted like unto you, but by the gift of the Father without sin.

Learn also what a gift ye have received from my Father, by

receiving through a new birth in me the spirit of adoption, so as

to be called the sons of God, and my brethren V And thus from

the grounds already pointed out, as we see, by Origen, a con

troversy arose against the doctrine, that the Son of God was

begotten of the substance of the Father, and against that of an

unity of nature between them both, from which controversy, an

opposition was afterwards to arise between the Eastern and the

Western churches ;
for in the latter of these churches, the doctrine

of one Divine Being in three numerically different persons, was

already become predominant.
When we compare Origen and Tertullian together, we learn

how the conception of the same Christian truth may be formed

differently in persons, according to the difference of their spiri-

1 T. 13. Job. c. 25. 2 T. 19. Job. 1. iv. 286. D. Orat. c. 15.
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tual character and education. Tertullian accustomed to sensible

representations of the Supreme Being, could not find the difficul

ties, which met the philosophizing Origen. With his sensuous

notions of emanation, he could easily make it clear to himself,

how the Divinity could cause a being to proceed out of his own

substance, which possessed this same substance, only in a smaller

degree, and bore the same relation to the Divinity that the sun

beam does to the sun. Hence, he acknowledged one Divine

Being in three persons intimately united together *.

The Son [according to this view] does not differ in number
from the Father in relation to the Divine Nature, inasmuch as

the same Nature of God is in the Son also ; but he differs in de

gree, inasmuch as he is a smaller portion of the common whole

of the Divine Being
2
. This became the prevailing view in the

Western Church
; viz. one and the same Divine Nature in the

Father and the Son ; but a subordination withal in the relation of

the Son to the Father. But while the interior Christian life

impelled men constantly to make the distinction between Christ

and all creatures, always more and more sharply defined, and
while on the other hand the idea of the Unity of God was con

stantly more and more definitely conceived, particularly by the

spirit of the western people ; so the notions of this subordination

would necessarily be more driven into the background.
The form of doctrine, which had formed itself in the Alexan

drian school, was now again brought more prominently forward
in the second half of the third century, during the controversy

against the systems of Sabellius, and of Paul of Samosata. In
the controversy against the latter, the expression o/moovmov was
condemned by a council at Antioch 3

, a circumstance which is of

importance as an introduction to the controversies of the next

century
4
.

1 Una substantia in tribus cohaerentibus.
2 Deus de Deo, modulo alter, non numero. Adv. Praxeam.
3 See e. g. Athanas. de Synod. 43. and Hilar. de Synodis, 8G.
4 As this may be explained so naturally by the doctrinal conceptions of the Alex

andrian school, and also the ground brought forward by the council against this

expression of the Church is quite in accordance with this, this account has hence, an a

priori probability. The Arians, from whom it comes, are, however, suspicious witnesses
in this respect ; but the circumstance that neither Athanasius, Hilary of Poictiers, nor
Basil of Caesarea, their bitter opponents, who quote from their mouths, contradict them
in the matter, may pass as a voucher for its credibility.
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We see already the seed of a controversy between the system
of Origen, and the system of the Unity

f

in Trinity, which was

constantly becoming more strongly defined in the Romish Church,

and a protype of the doctrinal controversies of the fourth century.

Dionysius, the bishop of Alexandria, issued a pastoral letter against

the doctrines of Sabellius
2

, which were spreading themselves

abroad in the province of Pentapolis, a district, the churches of

which were under the superintendence of the Bishop of Alex

andria. In this letter in contradiction to the Sabellian confusion

of persons [hypostases] he brought forward in consequence of that

heresy the difference between the Son of God and the Father

still more strongly, and made use of many inappropriate com

parisons, and hard expressions, which he would not probably have

used, if he had not been carried to extremes by means of this

contrast between the two systems, and which might be so under

stood, as if he acknowledged no essential difference of nature be

tween the Son of God arid created beings, and as if he ascribed a

temporal commencement of existence to the Son ; he declared

himself against the word Homousion. Many, who were offended

by the expressions he used, complained of them to Dionysius, the

Bishop of Rome, who thereupon issued a letter, in which he

contradicted those who denied the unity of nature in the Trinity

[Trias], who placed the Son of God in the rank of a creature,

and assigned him a beginning of existence in time, as well as the

Sabellians. If Dionysius of Alexandria (who would easily be

able to show that people had fastened too severely on single ex

pressions of his, instead of explaining these expressions according

to a general view of his ideas) had at once maintained obstinately

his opposition to the doctrine of the Roman Church, and had

proclaimed these points of difference more definitely, this would

have sounded a tocsin to a contest of doctrines, in which the

Eastern and Western church might possibly have taken part.

But Dionysius acted in the spirit of moderation, which held fast

what is material, and avoided contests on incomprehensible Divine

things; a moderation which had passed from the great Origen to

his worthy scholar. Without manifesting any resentment against

his accusers, who had appealed to a foreign bishop, who was glad

1
[Wesenseinheit. Literally, Unity of Being, or nature. H. J. R.]

2 The letter to Ammonias and Nicanor.
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enough to set himself up as a judge over other churches, with

out manifesting any resentment towards the latter himself [the

Bishop of Rome], who appears to have spoken more in the tone

of a judge, than in that of a colleague in the office of bishop,
he developed with composure and sound thought, the meaning of

his expressions which had been misunderstood, and endeavoured

while doing this, to avoid as much as possible any opposition to

the Roman doctrine. He supplied also, according to the mode of

Origen, what was requisite to complete the idea of the eternal

generation of the Logos. He was willing even to allow the va

lidity of the word bpoovvtov, as far as it was applied only to

denote the affinity of nature between the Father and the Son, and

to separate the Son from all creatures, although he might say

against it, that this word had hitherto never been in use in the

Church, and did not occur in the Holy Scriptures ; which, however,
it must be acknowledged, is not a satisfactory objection to make
to a doctrinal expression ;

because the changes which take place
in the general development of mind in a doctrinal point of view,
and new errors arising in it, may render new expressions neces

sary ; and because the only point of any importance here is,

that the idea, which the doctrinal expression is to denote, can be

deduced from the Scriptures. By this self-denial of Dionysius
(in which he showed more of the spirit of Christ, and did more to

honour him, than if he had maintained the unity of nature by
dialectic rules), the controversy was put aside, and a division, which

might have torn asunder the bond of Christian communion, was
thus avoided *.

It will appear from what we have remarked above, that the

development of the doctrine of the Holy Ghost is closely con

nected with that of the Son of God. We see also here, how com

pletely religion is a thing of life, before it can obtain for itself an

adequate form of development in definite conceptions, and we
see the want of correspondence which must arise between the

inward life and conscience, and the conceptions of the mind, until

Christianity has penetrated the whole of man s nature. In that

age of the first outpouring of the Holy Ghost on human nature ;

while the new life communicated by Christ to human nature, the

1 Seethe fragments of the letter of Dionysius to Ammonius and Euphranor, and of

the second letter under the title, IXeyx ? KaL aTroXoyja : in Athanasius de Sententia

Dionysii et de Decretis Synodi Nicenae.

VOL. IF. U
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life in communion with God, was felt so powerfully, and while its

operations against the corrupted heathen world were so strongly

marked, there were generally wanting ideas of it, corresponding
to the nature of that Spirit, whose power was felt to be Divine.

The Church-teachers, in virtue of the modes of mental con

ception in those days, could not (if we except the Monarchians

above mentioned and Lactan tius
J

)
maintain the reality and ob

jective existence of the Holy Ghost in any other way, than by

representing it to themselves as a personal substantial being.

They were therefore compelled by their system of subordina

tion, to consider the Holy Ghost as a being subordinate both

to the Father and the Son. Justin Martyr, for example, who

certainly spoke with a just interior experience of that, which

the Holy Ghost is for the interior life of the Christian; calls him
&quot; the angel of God, the power of God sent to us through Jesus

Christ, which defends them [Christians] from the assaults of the

evil spirit, and compels him to leave them 2
.&quot; With a just

Christian view [Anschauung] also, Origen calls the Holy Ghost

as the source of the Divine life communicated to the Christian,

which, penetrating and sanctifying the natures of men, although

according to its nature it be One, still reveals itself in manifold

ways in the manifold qualities of human nature, and shows itself

efficient in acting upon them &quot; the substance of all gifts and

graces effected by God, and communicated through Christ, as

something substantial in the Holy Ghost.&quot; According to his

system of subordination, which is of importance for the develop
ment of the doctrine of the Greek Church in the following

period, the Holy Ghost is in his view, the first Being [or nature,

Wesen} produced by God the Father, through the Son. In this

respect also the Unity-system was already brought more pro

minently forward in the Western Church during the last years of

1 Who appears to have declared the Holy Ghost to be the sanctifying power of the

Father and the Son,
&quot; eum vel ad Patrem referri vel ad Fiiium ; et sanctificationem

utriusque personse sub ejus nomine demonstrari. See Hieronym. ep. 41. ad Pamach.

et Oceanum.
2

Dialog, c. Tryph. Jud. 344. o ayyeXoc TOV Qeov, rovr kariv rj Swaftig rov

Qtov, rf 7T/z00i&amp;lt;7a r\\iiv Sia Irjaov Xpitrrou, kiriTi^q, airy Kai a^tcrrarat d(f&amp;gt;

Tjfidjv. This affords a key to the passage in the Apolog. ii. ed. Colon, p. 56. which is

often found difficult :
&quot; we reverence the Son of God, and all the host of the other

angels which follow Him, as especially the Holy Ghost
;&quot;

as this last is ranked among
angels, although considered to be elevated above all others.
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this period, especially in the letter of Dionysius the Bishop of

Rome to his namesake of Alexandria. (See above.)

From the Doctrines relating* to God (Theology in the more

confined sense of the word) we pass to the Doctrines which

relate to the nature of man (Anthropology) ; two classes of

doctrines which stand together in close connexion, when con

ceived after that mode of viewing them which belongs exclu

sively to Christianity, just as both of them receive their properly
Christian character and significance, by their peculiar relation

to the Doctrine of Redemption, the centre-point of Christianity.

The Doctrine of Redemption, while it is indissolubly connected

with one mode of viewing human nature, is essentially contra

dictory to other modes. It necessarily presupposes the recognition
of the truth, that human nature stands in need of redemption,
and hence, that there exists a schism and discord in it, and an

estrangement of it from God, through communion with whom
alone it can be rendered blessed. It stands in contradiction to

the stoic view of the moral self-sufficiency of man, as well as to

that heathen view of nature, which removed the opposition be

tween sin and the holiness of God and deduced evil from the

natural organization of man, or from the influence of a blind

destiny. Christianity therefore necessarily introduced with itself

a new point of view for the consideration of human nature, and

this point of view was to be maintained against those conceptions
of it previously in existence. Christianity directed the attention

of the thoughtful to the struggle [Zwiespalt, division] between

good and evil in human nature, from which that nature must be

set free, and to such inquiries as the following :
&quot; Whence this

struggle arose? whence did evil originally come? and how is it to

be considered in respect to the holiness of the Creator?&quot; And in

the case of many men (seethe Gnostics as described above), even

before this time speculation had taken the turn to these inquiries,

in consequence of the desire that had been awakened for some solu

tion of the enigmas of the course of nature ; and in consequence of

the perception of the dis-harmony that exists, and the feeling of

commiseration for man s misery, that had already been excited.

Christianity united Anthropology with the Doctrines that re

late to the nature of Spirits (Pneumatology), inasmuch as it

ascribed to man the same reasonable and moral nature, and the

same destination, as to all the spirits of a high order; it repre-

u2
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sented man, on the one hand, as the companion of a race of

holy and blessed Spirits in a world to which he belongs, even

while here below, in virtue of his inward life
; while on the other

hand, it threw back the origin of moral evil on this very world of

Spirits, by the doctrine of a fallen Spirit of a higher order, from

whom at first the origin of sin proceeded. This latter represent
ation was of practical importance, in establishing the doctrinal

view of sin, inasmuch as by means of it, a more express and direct

contrast might be presented against the important error of the

moral judgment, which deduced evil from the mere nature of the

senses, and from the natural organization of man.

The Gnostics, however, did not merely neglect the practical and
Christian view in their union between Anthropology and Pneu-

matology, but they rather lost sight of it entirely in their idle

speculations. We observed before (see above), how their theo

ries, intended to reconcile the holiness of God with the actual

presence of evil, necessarily disparaged alike the holiness and

the omnipotence of God, and tended altogether to remove the

notion of evil, which they traced finally up to a necessity arising
from the nature of things. The Christian doctrine of Satan s

influence, &c. lost with them its whole characteristic importance ;

because in their estimation, Satan was nothing more than a mere

natural power, the culminating point of the power of the YArj,

which resisted every Divine influence.

In contradiction to the Gnostics, the Church-teachers were

especially concerned to show, that evil was no necessary result of

the composition of nature, but had its origin in the free will of

beings, created by God for good, and also that there were no

natures either essentially wicked in consequence of their derivation

from one source, or essentially good in consequence of their de

rivation from another ; but that in consequence of their derivation,

equal moral capabilities were present in all, and the use or neglect
of them was wholly dependent on the free will of the individual.

There was no need, in arguing against the Gnostics, to prove, in

the first instance, that human nature had been defiled by some

element foreign to it; but on the contrary, the first point to make

good against them was, that this foreign admixture could not

have utterly destroyed man s free will. Upon the whole, the

Church- teachers agreed unanimously in maintaining both the

free will of man, as a necessary condition for the existence of any
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morality, without which there could be no righteous judgment on

the part of God, and also in maintaining, at the same time, the

necessity of Divine grace for the moral reformation of human

nature. The accurate investigation of the mutual relation between

these two things, was yet far from this period ;
but still, amidst

this agreement in essentials, two tendencies in the development
of the doctrines pertaining to these points, which recede from

each other, are nevertheless to be found, when we compare the

doctrines of the North-African and the Alexandrian teachers with

each other.

The formation of the North-African system of Church doctrine

proceeded from Tertullian. He received from the then-existing

Church-doctrines the idea, that the first man, as he was created

by God, had every capability of manifesting the image of God

through his spiritual and moral nature ;
but that these capabilities

were still undeveloped. Their development depended on the

free will of man. The nature of man was pure enough that no

obstruction was offered to the influence of God upon it; through
communion with God human nature would have been constantly
more and more ennobled and refined, and would have been enabled

to attain to a participation in a divine arid imperishable life, so that

it would have been for ever removed out of the dominions of

death. But, by means of the first sin, which consisted in man s

not subjecting his will to the will of God, but opposing it
1

, man

stepped out of this communion with God, and thus became sub

jected to the mastery of sinfulness and perishableness
2
. As

the harmony between the Divine and the human will entailed

as its consequence an harmony between all the parts of human
nature

; so the rent between the Divine and the human will

introduced a rent in the whole nature of man. Connexion with

an ungodly Spirit took the place of connexion with the Spirit of

God. The Father of the race of men communicated the Spirit
of this world [literally, the world- spirit] to all his descendants

3
.

But Tertullian s theory about the mode of propagating this

first element of destruction to the nature of man, was peculiar to

himself, and connected with his theory, of the propagation of souls.
1 Electio suae potius quam divinae sententise.

2 Among the Fathers of this period both of these notions were included in the idea

of $Qopa: just the opposite term atyQapvia with them signified divine, imperishable,

and holy life.

3
Spiritum mundi universe generi suo tradidit.
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In fact, he thought that original forefather of the race bore within

himself the undeveloped seed of all mankind ; that the soul of the

first man was the source of all other human souls, and that all

the qualities of human nature were only manifold modifications

of that one spiritual substance \ (This is a point of view, which,

although it was conceived in sensuous images by Tertullian, who

could not think of any thing except through the medium of images
drawn from the senses, was not necessarily connected with sen

suous views.) Hence, the whole nature of man became corrupted
in our first forefather, and sinfulness was propagated together
with the souls of men 2

.

Tertullian was, in like manner, imbued with the conviction of

the sinfulness that adhered to man s nature, and also the con

viction of man s nature being undeniably akin to God ; and that

it was expressly in contrast to this latter element of his nature,

that sin manifested itself as sin. &quot; The corruption of man s nature,&quot;

he says
3
, &quot;is a second nature, which has its own God and Father ;

namely, the author of this corruption himself; but still in such a

way that good is also present in the soul, that original Divine and

genuine [Good] which is properly natural to it. For that which

is from God is not so much extinguished as dimmed. For it may
be dimmed, because it is not God, but it cannot be extinguished,

because it is from God. Wherefore as Light, which is obstructed,

nevertheless remains, but does not appear, if the obstruction is

sufficiently dense, so also the good which is in the soul, being-

oppressed by the evil, in conformity to its own peculiar nature
4

,

either remains entirely inactive, whilst its Light remains hidden,

or when it finds its freedom, shines out where an opportunity is

given. Thus some are very good and some are very wicked, and

yet all souls are one race ; and also in the very worst there is

something of good, arid in the very best something of wickedness,

for God alone is without sin, and Christ is the only man wholly
1 De Anima, c. 10, and c. 19.

2 Tradux animae, tradux peccati.
3 De Anima, c. 41.

4
[Ita bonum in anima a malo oppressum, pro qualitate ejus, aut in totum vacat,

occultata luce, aut qua datur radiat, inventa libertate.

So auch ist das von dem Bbsen, wle es dessen eigenthiimliches Wesen mit sich bringt,

unterdriickte Gute in der Seele ganz wirkungslos, &c.

It would seem, although it is rather ambiguous, from this, that Neander refers pro

qualitate ejus to the nature of evil, as opposed to good, and oppressing where it can ;

but (if Kigali s reading is correct) it seems to me to belong to good, which being like

light in its nature, suffers either partial or entire obscuration.]
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sinless, for Christ is also God. The Divine nature of the soul

breaks forth into anticipations in consequence of its original good

ness, and its God-consciousness delivers a testimony

Therefore no soul is without guilt, because none is without the

seed of
good.&quot;

He considered every part and power of man s nature as the

work of God, as something intrinsically good ;
and hence, all that is

contrary to reason in it, only as the consequence of that first rent

produced in man by transgression; and he acknowledged the

justice of Plato s division of the soul into the \OJIKOV and the

aXoyov, not in reference to the original nature of man ; but only

in regard to it in a state of corruption \

With regard to the Gnostic doctrine of essential difference in the

natures of men, in consequence of which they maintained that no

Pneumaticus [or Spiritual man] could be formed from a Hylicus or

Choicus [a man of a low material or earthly nature] or vice versa

Tertullian contrasted with this doctrine the omnipotence of grace,

and the changeableness of the human will. When the Gnostics

appealed to the declaration of Christ, that no good tree brings

forth evil fruit, and no evil tree good fruit, Tertullian answered

them thus
2

,

&quot; If this be so, then God cannot raise up children to

Abraham out of stones, nor could the generations of vipers bring

forth fruits of repentance, and the Apostle was in error when he

wrote as follows : And we too once were darkness., and we also

once were the children of wrath, among whom ye were once also, but

ye are washed. But can the declarations of the Holy Spirit

stand in contradiction to each other ? No ! for the evil tree will

never bring forth good fruit, until it be graffed, and the good

tree will produce evil fruit, if it be not cultivated; and the stones

will become the children of Abraham, when they are fashioned

into the faith of Abraham, and the generation of vipers will bring

forth the fruits of repentance, when they have vomited out the

poison of wickedness. This, the grace of God may effect, which

is certainly more powerful than nature, and to which the free will

of man is subordinate in us But as this will is also a part

1 De Anima, 16. Naturale enim rationale credendum est, quod aninise a primordio

sit ingenitum a rationali videlicet auctore ; irrationale autem posterius intelligendimi,

ipsum illud transgressionis admissum atque (quod) exinde inoleverit in anima, ad

instar jam naturalitatis, quia statim in naturae primordio accedit.

2 De Anima, c. 21.
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of our nature, and changeable, whithersoever it turns, thither our

nature leads us also.&quot; This remarkable passage may be taken by
some, as if Tertullian ascribed to grace an irresistible and attractive

power in reference to the corrupted will of man ;
and it might be

said, that he maintained the free will of man only in opposition

to the doctrine of a necessity of fate, and against the opinion of

an entire moral incapacity in certain natures ; but that he did riot

maintain it in reference to the nature-reforming principle of

grace. Montanism might easily lead to this result, that the over

powering influence of the Divine nature should be exaggerated,

and the free will of man made only a blind passive instrument.

But still this view would be by no means supported by the con

text, according to which Tertullian only wishes to make out,

that grace by its Divine influence on our corrupted nature, in

virtue of its free will can communicate to it a higher power than

that which resides in itself; and we are bound to take that ex

planation, which best accords with the rest of Tertullian s decla

rations about free will. And even supposing that Montanism

necessarily exalts especially the doctrine of Divine grace, yet the

doctrine of an irresistible grace is anything but established by it

[Montanism], for the very circumstance that Montanism attributes

such an influence to the case of prophets only, proves that it

does not maintain it in ordinary cases.

The other disposition we find in the Alexandrian Church.

Clement, without intending it, opposed the North-African Church-

doctrine, while he had in view only the Gnostic doctrine, that

birth is a work of the evil Spirit.
&quot; As children may have sinned,

and fallen under the curse of Adam, while as yet they have never

done any action of their own 1
.&quot; Clemens was particularly anxious

to maintain this point ;
that all the Divine operations of grace

went on the condition of the independence [lit. self-determination,

self-choice] of the free will, as the ground of all moral develop

ment. No doubt he went too far, (as any man is likely to do,

who always follows a single point of view,) in endeavouring to

define too accurately the limits which separate [in these operations

of grace] the Divine from the human ; but at the same time he

did it only out of a wish to maintain the practical importance of

the moral independence of man ; though it is still quite certain that

1 III. f. 453. 469. [p. 541. 556-7- Ed. Pott. p. 194. 201. Ed. Sylb.]
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he was far from ascribing to the will of man, a self-sufficiency that

was independent of the reforming power of Divine grace. In one

passage he expresses himself thus, with respect to the mutual

relation of these two :
&quot; When man seeks to free himself from

passions by his own discipline and his own endeavours he does

not succeed. But if he shows a right earnest desire and endea

vour after this end, he will attain it by the assistance of God s

power, for God communicates his Spirit to those souls that desire

it. But if they relax from their desire, then also the Spirit of

God which had been bestowed upon them, withdraws itself

For the kingdom of God does not belong to those who sleep and

are lazy, but the impetuous seize upon it.
&quot;

The system of Origen in respect to this matter is altogether

peculiar to himself. We observed above, that he was attached to

an Emanation-scheme, spiritually conceived ;
but while the Gnos

tics tried to explain the difference between reasonable creatures,

partly by a natural law deduced from the gradual development of

life from God, and partly by their descent from two fundament

ally-different principles, Origen, on the contrary, endeavoured to

deduce all differencesfrom moral freedom. &quot;God,&quot;
he maintained,

&quot; as the absolute unity can be the source of nothing but unity ;

inasmuch as all being is derived from him, the unity of its nature

must be shown therein. From him no difference and no variety [lit.

multifariousness] can arise, and it would be contrary to his love

and his justice, not to bestow on all his creatures the same mea

sure of perfection and blessedness. Thus, God is to be conceived

originally as the first source of a spiritual world, allied to him, and

rendered blessed by communion with him, and the members of

this world were all similar to each other. In the second book of his

work irtfji a&amp;gt;x
wv he expresses himself as if he not only considered

all differences in the measure of powers and of blessedness, but also

generally all differences of proper and peculiar being, no original

difference, but as something which had proceeded in the first

instance from a difference in the moral direction of the will.

According to this, Origen will have considered the original cre

ation to have been only one that consisted of beings altogether

alike, but only numerically distinct, and all peculiarity to have

been the consequence of alienation from God. This was, to say

1 Quis dives salvetur ? c. 21.
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the truth, a very limited representation of the creation, in relation

to the infinite Being of God
; but, in contrast to Gnosticism and

to the Platonism by which Origen is usually directed, the pre
dominance of the Christian point of view in his mind (although
this was conceived by him in a one-sided way) is here shown in a

characteristic manner, because he opposes the moral view, as the

highest, and as that which shall determine everything, to the

scheme of a natural necessity or fate.

It may, at the same time, be the case that Origen in later

days retracted this notion, as he did many other crude ideas,

which he had brought forward in that work of speculative doctrine.

He says, nevertheless, in a passage of later date , that the Son of

God is the general reflection of the glory of God, but that in

part, the beams of this general reflection spread themselves over

the rest of the reasonable creation ;
for no created being can con

tain the whole of the glory of God, and the inference to which

this would seem to lead is, that what is One in the Logos, in

the rest of the spiritual world develops itself into a variety of

individual properties, of which every one reflects and represents
the glory of God in some mode peculiar to itself, and thus the

collected totality of these individualities, which mutually supply
the deficiency of each other, would correspond to the collected

revelation of the glory of God in the Logos. That would cer

tainly be a just conclusion, if Origen had unravelled to himself

with a clear consciousness the full meaning of the thought, which

he expressed ; but one is led to inquire whether this was the case.

He appears, in a passage of the same Commentary of St. John,
from which the first passage was quoted, to determine it as the final

aim of all this development, that all reasonable beings, in attain

ing to God through the Logos, might have only one employment,

[Thatigkeit, activity] namely, the employment of the contem

plation [Anschauung, perception or intuition] of God; and that

being fashioned through the knowledge of the Father, might thus

become perfectly, that which the Son is, as now none but the

Son hath known the Father 2
. As now according to this last

1 T. xxxii. Job. c. 18.

2 T. i. Job. c. 16. Also the passage in Matt. 207-
&quot; Then will the righteous no

longer shine after a different manner, as in the beginning, but all will shine as one

sun in the kingdom of their Father.&quot; Matt. xiii. 43. But still this passage of

Origen may be understood to apply only to an equality of moral condition and

blessedness.
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doctrine of Origen, by means of this last completion
l

, everything
will return again to its original condition, it appears also to follow

as a consequence that according to this same doctrine such an

equality and unity also originally existed.

Origen still further concluded that God alone is good by his

very nature ; but on the contrary, that all created beings are,

and remain good, only by means of their communion with the

original source of all good, the Logos. As soon as ever the

desire exists in any being gifted with reason, of being anything
for itself, there evil is sure to exist. &quot; The good, which has

become
so,&quot; says Origen

2

,
&quot; cannot be like that which is good

by its nature; this however will never be wanting to him, who
receives in himself for his own preservation the bread of life, as it

is called. But wherever it is wanting to any one, it arises from

his own fault ; because he has neglected partaking of the living
bread and the true drink, by which his wings being nourished and

moistened will growV Evil is the only thing which has the

foundation of its being in itself, and not in God, and which

is therefore founded in no being, but is nothing else than an

estrangement from the true Being, and has only a subjective and

no objective existence at all, and is in itself Nothing
4
. There

fore he says :
&quot; The proposition of the Gnostic, that Satan is no

creature of God 5

, has some truth for its foundation, namely this,

that Satan in respect to his nature is a creature of God, but not

as Satan
6

.&quot;

When the will of the Spirits, who were blessed in a Divine

1 The
2

c. Cels. vi. 44. [p. 305. Ed. Spencer. The two expressions are, TO oi/fftw^ttit,

ayaQov, and ayaQov TO Kara avpfitfiijKOG ayaOov KOLI t kTriytvvrjuaTOg dyaOov.
The &quot;

this,&quot;
in the text refers to this last; the adventitious good. H. J. R.]

3 An allusion to the Platonic myth, of the wings of the soul in the Phzedrus. [We
must observe that Origen himself continues the sentence by alluding to the wings of

the eagle, mentioned by Solomon, Prov. xxiii. 5. which Origen rather alters. But see

Plat. Phaed. 56. H. J. R.]
4

Origen gave a more ethical meaning to the metaphysical Platonic idea of the
JUTJ

6v (according to which [namely, the Platonic notion] if we make the idea clear to

our own minds, evil is necessary as the limit to the development of life, and therefore

the idea of evil according to its moral import is really superseded). With him [L e.

Origen] the
p.rj

6v is here rather a privative than a negative. See t. ii. Joh. 7.

v OVTOQ, ptTf%ovai dt oi ayioi, ivXoywg dv ovTtQ X9 tl^aTl^0itv 1 $

ri\v TOV OVTOQ pfToxqv, ry iffTtpqaOai TOV bvTog, ytyovaffiv OVK

OVTf.
5 See above in the account of the Gnostics. 6 In Joh. t. ii. c. 7.

7
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life, estranged itself from God, the original unity became dis

solved, there arose a Disharmony, which needed now again
to be brought to unity by means of a process of purification and

improvement. The soul of the world is nothing else than the

power and wisdom of God, who knows how to bind up these

great moral differences in one living whole; arid which, subjecting
all these dissonances to a higher law, penetrates and vivifies the

whole l
. We see before us only a fragment of the great course,

which the world will run, which embraces all moral differences

with all the consequences that develope themselves from them,
until their entire removal

; and hence our imperfect Theodicea 2
.

It follows necessarily from the doctrines of Origen, that even

human souls were originally altogether of a similar frame with all

higher Spirits, and that all differences between the former and
the latter, and between individuals of the former, proceeded only
from differences of the moral disposition of the will of all indivi

duals, and that consequently all souls are fallen heavenly beings.
The whole temporal conscience moving itself between opposites,
the understanding, directed to what is finite, proceeded only out of

estrangement from that unity of the Divine life, the life of im
mediate intuition, and it is the destiny of the soul that it should,

being purified, again raise itself up to that life, in the pure im
mediate intuition of God

; or that, just as through the cooling of

that heavenly fire, the life of spirit degenerated into the life

of the soul, so also the soul should again be elevated to the rank

of spirit
3
.

Origen set his theory of the pre-existence of souls in opposition
to Creatianism, which supposed individual souls to arise from the

immediate act of creation on the part of God ; for this theory

appeared to him irreconcileable with the love and justice of God,
which maintains itself equally towards all his creatures

; and also

in opposition to the Traducianism of Tertullian, for this theory

appeared to him too sensuous. Thus, as he in order to be able

1 n. ap%. 1. ii. c. i.

2 Homil. iv. in Jer. 1. [Theodicea is perhaps a new word in English, although
known as the name of the essay of Leibnitz. H. J. R.]

3
Ilapa TIJV aTroTTTiiMriv Kai rrjv fyvZ.iv TJJV djro TOV %yv TQ TrvsvfiaTi yeyovtv

rj vvv ytvoptvr) ^v%r} vovg TTIDQ oi)v ytyovs i//v%J?, feat t|/v%j; /carop0w0i&amp;lt;ra ytverai

vovg. Lib. ii. c. 8. Trepi ap^wv. Compare the similar view entertained by the Gnostics,

for which see the former part of this volume.
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to maintain his theory of a creation which preceded this temporal

world, without prejudice to the Church-doctrine, appealed to the

circumstance that the Church-doctrine defined nothing concern

ing this point ;
so also did he appeal to the same circumstance, in

regard to his own peculiar speculative theory of the origin of

souls.

In the doctrine, however, of a corruption and guilt that cleaved

to human nature from the beginning, he might, exactly as the

North-African Church-teachers expressed themselves, he might

speak of a mystery of birth \ according to which every one who

comes into the world needs purification, and he might quote

in favour of this view the passages of the Bible, which were

quoted by others in favour of the doctrine of original sin [Erb-

stinde inherited iniquity original, or birth-sin]. But he felt

himself obliged to deduce this condition of human nature from

another source ; namely, from the proper guilt of every individual

fallen heavenly Spirit, contracted in a former state of existence :

and hence, according to the theory of Origen, this corruption could

not be alike in all, but its degree would depend on the degree

of the former guiltiness. Although he accounted Adam as an

historical person, yet he could be nothing else in his view, than

the first incarnate soul that sunk down from the heavenly state

of existence : he must have looked upon the history of paradise,

like the Gnostics, as being symbolical, so that it [paradise] was

to him the symbol of a higher spiritual world, and Adam was to

him at the same time, the type [image, or form] of all mankind,

of all fallen souls
2
.

Origen in his work Trepi apxwv &amp;gt; agreeing also here with the Pla-

tonists, and many Gnostics, had considered
3 the doctrine, that the

fallen souls might, through entire decomposition, sink into the

bodies of animals, as at least something which was not to be ex

actly rejected. But as his system was essentially distinguished from

the Neoplatonic by the predominance of the Christian, morally-

teleological point of view ;
so this point of view, always becoming

more and more fully formed, necessarily would lead to thefollow-

TJJC yJ&amp;gt;&amp;lt;rW.

2
c. Cels. 1. iv. 40.

oi&amp;gt;x
OVTWQ 7Tpt ivos rivog, WQ TTfpt 6Xou rov yevovg TO.VTO.

QaaKOVTOQ TOV Qdov Xoyou. It is not inconsistent with this, that Origen should speak

of Adam, quite in accordance with the Church view, as in t. i. Joh. 22. t. xiii. 34
;

he might place his own sense upon this; especially in Homilies, where Gnosis was out

of place. H. 14. in Jerem.
3 See the Greek Fragment, ir. apxwj/

&amp;gt;

Kb. Origen. Ed. de la Rue, t. i. p. 76.
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ing result
; namely, at last entirely to throw away

f

the doctrine of
such an incorporation of souls, as inconsistent with the final pur
pose of the purification, which pre-supposes a continuity of con
sciousness. According to the same point of view, he opposed his

theory of the process of purification of souls, which was to con
tinue to the last limit of the restoration, to the doctrine of a cycle
in the wanderings of the soul.

Origen, like the Gnostics, supposed three principles
2
in human

nature in its fallen state, the aapKiKov, the ^V^IKOV, and the TTVCV-

JJLCLTIKOV, and also three different conditions of human nature,

corresponding to these principles. But he separated himself from
them in an essential point; namely, that as he recognised all

human souls as similar, he accordingly supposed the same princi

ples in every one of them, and that he therefore considered their

different conditions to proceed, not from an original difference of

nature in them, but from the predominance of one or other of

those [three] principles in them, dependent on the different

directions of their will. The irvevfia is that portion of man s

nature properly called the Divine, the power of the higher inward
intuition of that which is Divine, which originally formed the

essential nature of the Spirit, and is synonymous with vovg ; this

TTvevjua can have no connexion with evil, and nothing evil can

proceed from it
3
. But by the predominance of sensuousness,

and of the lower powers of the soul, which conduce to selfishness,
the activity of this Trvev/na becomes depressed. Those, in whom,
on the contrary, this highest principle of human nature is the

predominant and animating one, are the -rrv^vjuariKoi
4
. He by no

means, as follows immediately from his general ideas on the

relation of human nature to God, ascribed an independent self-

existence to this principle of human nature
;
but he considered it

as the organ destined to receive in itself the operations of the
5
. The Psychici are, in the view of Origen, the more

1 See c. Cels. iii. c. 75 ; ii. 16. in Jerem. where he speaks of a Metempsychosis in a

parabolic sense, and guards himself carefully against any misunderstanding, which
could lead to taking this literally.

2
[I have used the word

&quot;principle

&quot;

throughout this passage, as Princip is the word
in the original. Perhaps, to an English reader the word &quot;

element&quot; would better con

vey the idea intended. H. ,T. R.]
3 T. XXXii. Joh. C. 11. aVETTldtKTOV Td)V ^tlpOVUV TO TTVtVflCl.
4
Tlvivpa TO 9eioTepov, ov KOTU /jeTO^tjv iTriKpctTovvav ^pj/^iari^a

In Joh. t. ii. c. 15.

5
Origen Comment, in Matt. Ed. Huet. p. 30(5.
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refined egotists, the men-of-undcrstanding
1

, among whom a more

refined selfishness prevails, which does not manifest itself in open
outbreaks of sinful conduct and passions; who are, as he expresses

himself, neither hot nor cold ;
and he throws out the inquiry, whe

ther the
&amp;lt;rapKitco

cannot attain
a more easily than the ^V^MOS to a

consciousness of the misery of sin, and hence to a true conversion ;

an enquiry which may be changed into that other, whether the

publicans often might not be more easily converted than the

Pharisees. With this is connected the idea of Origen, that, just

as a skilful physician sometimes calls forth the sources of disease,

which are lying hid in the body, and produces an artificial evil,

in order that this source of disease which threatens to destroy the

whole fabric may by this means be driven forth out of the body ;

so also God places men in such a condition, that the evil hidden

within them is called forth into open activity, in order that they

may thereby be led to a consciousness of their moral guilt and

its destructive consequences ;
and then may be able to be healed

more easily and more completely
3
. And in this way he ex

plained the Scriptural phrase
&quot; God hardened the heart,&quot; and

others similar to it.

It is clear from the remarks we have made above on the An

thropology of the Church teachers of this period, that the need

of redemption for human nature was generally recognised in their

system, and thus the Doctrine of the Redeemer, which forms the

peculiar essence of Christianity found in it [their system, or an

thropology] a point on which it would naturally engraft itself.

As far as the development of this doctrine is concerned, its

essential import, the idea of a God-man, was deeply implanted in

the Christian conscience; but the different portions of which it

consists, which belong to the perfect development of the full con

tents of this idea, could not come forward at once and imme

diately with clearness in the Christian conscience. It was only

through the opposition called forth in controversy that the full im

pression of what was comprehended in this idea, could be obtained

in definite conceptions ; namely, the clear and definite conscious

ness of that, which we have to conceive in the assumption of human

1
[Verstandes-menschen ; where Versiand is opposed to Vernunft. H. J. R.]

2
Htpi apx*y, 1. iii. c. 4.

3 See de Orat. c. 29; and the fragment of the Commentary on Exod. c. 10. 27 ; in

the 26th chapter of the 0i\oicaXia, and in the 2nd Part [Band] of de la Rue s

Edition, p. 3.
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nature on the part of the Divine Logos. In the development of

this doctrine, realistic Christian views would be peculiarly called

forth by the opposition to all Gnostic attempts to set aside, or to

mutilate the one side of [the doctrine of] the God-man, that is

the human part of it, to do away with the human nature of

Christ, or, at least either more or less to deprive it of the proper
attributes of humanity, and especially by the opposition to

Docetism. The consciousness of the objective reality of the

human nature of Christ, and his appearance in the flesh, the

idea of the form of a servant taken upon him by Christ, was

declared during this opposition [to Gnosticism] strongly and

clearly. Thus, Ignatius of An tioch can find no words sufficiently

strong in his opinion, to express the confidence of the Christian

persuasion on this point, and he says in an original manner of the

Docetae, that they who would make Christ only an apparition,

were themselves only like apparitions
l
.

&quot; How comes it that

thou makest Christ half a lie ?&quot; says Tertullian
2
to a Docetist :

&quot; he was wholly truth !&quot; And the same writer in another place
3

,

&quot; It is offensive to you to think that the child is taken care of in

swaddling clothes and caressed ! Dost thou despise this reverence

shown to nature? and how wert thou born thyself?

Christ, at least, loved man born under these conditions [and

charged with these infirmities] For his sake he came

down, for his sake he let himself down to every humiliation, even

unto death he loved, together with man, both his birth

and his flesh.&quot; In opposition to Docetism, the idea of the form

of a servant, taken upon him by Christ, as it peculiarly suited this

primitive Christian spirit
4
, which opposed itself to heathenism

with all its rival show of beauty, was worked up so as to present

a contrast between the hidden Divine glory of Christ, and the

wretchedness of his outward form and appearance. Tertullian

says
5

,

&quot; This was the very thing which makes the rest about him

wonderful; for they said, Whence came this man to such wisdom
1 O.VTOI TO SoKlV OVTEQ afftofldTOl KCtl SaifiOVlKOl.
2 De Came Christi, c. 5.

3 L. c. c. 14. [c. 4. Ed. Rigalt. In the passage as it is found at length in Tertullian,

the infirmities attendant on the birth and infancy of a child are enumerated and

mentioned, as things which Marcion looked upon with horror or contempt ; and the

argument appears to be,
&quot;

though you consider these things derogatory to the dignity

of man s nature, our Saviour did not
;
he loved the race of man, though encompassed

with all these weaknesses,&quot; &c. In the portion selected by Neander, this, perhaps, is

not sufficiently apparent. H. J. R.]
4 See Part II. 5 De Carne Christi, c. 9.
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and such works ? That is the outcry of those who despised also

his form 1
.&quot;

In Clement of Alexandria, pure Christianity was on this point
disturbed by intermixture with Neo-Platonic ideas. The Neo-
Platonic philosopher wished to have a Christ, freed from the wants

and imperfections of sense, and utterly unaffected by it, and this

Christ was to represent to him the Ideal of cnraGtia ; and there

fore he must not be subjected to hunger and thirst, to the sensa

tions of pain, to pleasure or displeasure. But in this case, how
could the form of the historical Christ of Scripture be maintained ?

The forced explanation was to be used, that Christ, although
not subject to those affections by his nature, had subjected him

self to them voluntarily (KOT oiKovo^iav) with a peculiar view

to the salvation of man 2
. Nevertheless, Clement in a remarkable

manner with this view, which does not accept the servant s-form

of Christ in its full extent, united the other view, which carried

it to the extreme. But even this suited his philosophical ideas ;

&quot; the unsightliness and formlessness of Christ s appearance ought
to teach men to look upwards towards the invisible, incorporeal
and formless nature of God V

But while from the beginning, the true and real humanity of

Christ was maintained ; yet at first, the distinction between the

different parts which belong to the completeness of man s nature,

was either not brought forward at all, or only brought forward

in individual cases, and even then with only a dim consciousness

about them. Under the notion of an assumption of man s nature

nothing was thought of but the assumption of a human body, as

in Irenaeus we find this only clearly spoken of. Justin, on the

formation of whose mind the Platonic philosophy had some in

fluence, appears to have formed to himself the following peculiar
chain of ideas : Christ, as the God-man, consists of three parts,

like every other man of the body, the animal soul (the inferior

principle of life), and the thinking reason ; only with this differ

ence, that the place of the fallible human reason, which is only a

beam of the Divine reason, of the Aoyoe*, is supplied
5
in him by

1 Nee humanae honestatis corpus fuit, nedum coelestis claritatis.

2
Clemens, Strom, vi. C49-50. [Pott. 775- Sylb. 276. Klotz iii. 140.]

3 Strom, iii. 470. 6 Xpirrrog iv craftKi aijcfyc, Cit\T)\v9(ag Kai afJiopQog, tig TO

dti$t Kai dffw/iaroj/ rijg Otiag airing diropXtirtiv rlfiag dicaaicii. [Pott. 559. Sylb.
202. Klotz ii. 271.]

4 The ffTrrpfia XoyiKov, the Xoyog ffTTfp/iariiroc, the Xoyog Kara /i*pO.
5

Apol. II. 10. And yet one might suspect that the words KOI
crajfjia Kai \oyov

VOL. II. X
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the general Divine reason the \oyog itself ; and hence in Christ

ianity alone could the universal revelation of religious truth be

given, without being obscured by any one-sidedness 2
.

Tertullian was the first who definitely and clearly proclaimed

the doctrine of a proper human soul in Christ, being led to this

by his view of the relation of the soul to the body in general,

and by the direction taken by his controversy about the person of

Christ in particular. He did not assume, like others, that there are

the three above-mentioned parts in human nature, he only acknow

ledged two parts in it ;
he maintained that we must not consider

a mere animal soul distinct from the rational soul in man to be

the animating principle of the body, but that in all living beings

the animating principle [literally^ being] is one only, but in the

case of man s nature that this is furnished with higher powers, and

that the thinking soul itself is also the animating [soul] of the

human body
3
. When Tertullian acknowledged only one soul as

the means of communication between the Divine Logos and the

body in Christ, he must necessarily have thought here of a

proper reasonable human soul. And further, he was in con

troversy with a Valentinian sect, which taught that Christ, in

stead of investing his soul with a gross material body, had so

modified the
^vyr\-&amp;gt;

that it might become visible to the senses of

man {literally, to the sensuous man] like a body. Against this

sect he maintains, that we must necessarily, in the person of

Christ, as in the case of every other man, distinguish between

soul and body, and the attributes of each, and that he[z.e. Christ],

in order to redeem man, must place a proper human soul in union

with himself, and indeed so much the more, inasmuch as the soul

composes the proper nature of man 4
.

Origen, however, had greater influence than Tertullian on

the development and the settlement of this doctrine in the doc

trinal system of the Church. His struggles to attain an inward

living intuition into the doctrines of the faith, his peculiar philo

sophical education, and his spirit that longed after a systematic

connection of ideas, led him to an erudite and scientific develop-

Kai $vxnv were interpolated by a later hand, with the intention of making Justin

orthodox on this point, because this more precise determination on the matter does not

occur any where else in Justin, and does not seem altogether in its place here. But,

to say the truth, the first reason cannot be a very striking proof; nor indeed, the

second either, in the case of a writer, whose works are like those of Justin.

1
\oyiKOv ro o\ov. 2 Justin is the predecessor of Apollinaris.

s rje anima, c. 12. 4 De carne Christi, c. 11. et seq.
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ment of this doctrine. The communion of believers with Christ

afforded him an analogy for the union of the Divine Logos with

the human nature in Christ. From the derived Divine life of

believers, which is to appropriate to itself and penetrate by degrees
more and more their whole human nature, even to the comple
tion [of this process] at the general restoration, from this Origen
reverted to the original source of this Divine propagation of life

in man s nature, which, in his view, was Christ as the God-man.

If, as St. Paul says, believers become one spirit with the Lord
;

this has happened [according to the view of Origen] in a far

higher manner with that soul, which the Logos has received into

an indissoluble union with himself. According to the theory of

Origen, it is the original destination of the soul, to be wholly

spirit (vouc)j and to find its life only in communion with the

Logos. That which happened with other souls only in the

highest concerns of the inward life, namely, that they enter

wholly into communion with the Logos, and wholly forget them

selves in the intuition of the Divine, this had become with that

soul something constant and uninterrupted, so that its whole life

had passed into the communion with the Logos, and it had be

come itself entirely made Divine *.

As Origen, still further, in every man distinguished the Trvcvjua

from the ^U\T? in the stricter sense of the word; so also he applied
this distinction to the human nature of Christ. Christ [in his

view] represents the Ideal of human nature in the very circum

stance., that all activity, all conduct, and all suffering in him pro
ceeded from, and was surrounded in, that supreme [source],

which was in his whole human nature the animating principle.
&quot; As

the holy man,&quot; says Origen,
&quot; lives in the TTVEU^O, as that from

which his whole life, every action, every prayer, and the praise of

God proceeds, thus he does all which he does, in the Spirit; yea,
when he suffers, he suffers also in the Spirit. If this be so in

the case with the holy man, how much more must we affirm this

of Jesus, the fore-runner of all holy men, with whom, when he

took upon him the whole of man s nature, the Trvevjua set all the

rest of his human qualities into movement 2
.&quot;

1 ov [Aovov Koivtoviai aXX&quot; fj wdic. KOI ai a/cpatric., TIJQ tKtivov OEOTTJTOQ

Ktvai, IIQ Qeov /xra/3f/3qcvai.
2 T. 32. Job. c. xi. This is a just doctrinal remark, but it is one which Origen,

with whom this often happens, when he inserts his own doctrinal distinctions of ideas

x2
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But as we observed, it was a chief point in the system of

Origen, that all in the world of Spirits must be limited and sub

jected to conditions dependent on the differences of the moral

direction of the will. From this general law of the order of the

world he was able to allow of no exception in the case of

this supreme dignity, to which a soul attained. That soul,

through the faithful direction of its will towards the Divine Logos,
and by aifection to him, through which it had always remained

united with him, had deserved that it should after such a manner

become altogether One with him . Thus all here corresponds
with the destination conformable to his nature ; the soul, which

the Logos received into personal union with himself, has obtained

the highest destination attainable by any Spirit, and it is there

fore become the instrument, through which the communication of

Divine Life by inward communion with the Logos, shall extend

itself also to all other souls. And again it suits the nature of the

soul, that it should unite itself with a body, and become the inter

mediate connecting principle between this and the Logos.
As Origen supposed a peculiar connection to exist between

every soul, and the body which serves it as an instrument (con

sidering that every soul does receive such a body, which corre

sponds to its condition as derived from a former state, either an

instrument which will willingly lend itself to spiritual activity ;

or such an one, as will specially impede and oppose it) thus he

applied this principle to the relation between that soul and the

body which was bestowed upon it as an instrument. The noblest

soul was to appear in the noblest body, which was the purest and

most free instrument of the Spirit. But this dignity of the body
of Christ s was, like the glory of the Logos at his appearance here,

a hidden glory. Here also the earthly life of Christ is an image
of the spiritual activity of the Logos. As the Logos (see above)

reveals himself in different ways to men, according to their

different capabilities; thus Christ appeared to the greatest num-

into Scripture, wishes to support by a passage to which it is altogether foreign, if we

look at the meaning of the words : viz. Joh. xiii. 21. kra^a^Qr] T(p irvtvjJiaTi.
1

TTfpi apxwv &amp;gt;

L - &quot; c - 6- c - Gels. 5 L. ii. c. 9. and c. 23; L. iii. c. 41. In Joh.

t. i. 33 ;
t. xix. 5.

; where he says altogether after a Platonic fashion, 17 ^X*! TOV

Iqaov ip,Tro\iTtvo}ji(.vr] rig 6\^t KOffp,^ tKiivy the Kocr/iog VOTJTOQ, ro&amp;gt;v idtwv being

synonymous with vovq, or the \oyoe itself Kai iravra avrov inTTtpiepxoptvr) KO.I

%tipaywyovffa &TT avrov TOVQ naQi]TtvontvovQ, In Matth. 344. 423. H. 15. in

Jerem. f. 147-
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her in the unattractive form of a servant, but to those who had

eyes to perceive it, he showed himself in an ennobled form. Thus

Origen was able to unite with his theory of the correspondence
between the soul and body of Christ, even the common repre
sentation of the unattractiveness of the outward appearance of

Christ, in fact, to reconcile Ps. xliii. 2. [xlv. 2 ?] and Isaiah liii.

3
; the passage on which that common representation was founded.

This glory of the body of Christ, which was usually hidden here

below, and only shone forth on particular occasions to those who
were worthy of it, was to come forth fully after his glorification,

the body was then to be freed from the imperfections of sense,

and be ennobled into an etherial nature, more analogous to the

spirit. This change would be entirely conformable to the nature

of matter, which in its own nature is wholly indefinite, and

capable of receiving different forms and qualities \

By means of Origen, who wrought out this doctrine so system

atically, the idea of a proper reasonable soul in Christ received

a new dogmatical importance. This point, which up to this time

had been altogether untouched in the controversy with the Patri-

passians, was now for the first time expressly brought forward in

the Synod held against Beryllus of Bostra, A.D. 244; and the

doctrine of a reasonable human soul in Christ settled as a doctrine

of the Church. But as Origen was the first who so completely
carried out the theory of this distinction, as he found in the spiri

tual communion of believers with the Redeemer an analogy for

the union of that soul with the Logos in Christ, so he drew upon
himself from those, who maintained the old mode of conceiving
the matter, the reproach that he, like many Gnostics, made a dis

tinction between a higher and a lower Christ, or between a Jesus

and a Christ; or that he made Jesus to be a mere man, who only
differed from other holy men by a higher degree of communion
with the Logos, that is, differed from them only in degree

2
. Thus,

we perceive also here the germ of a difference, which entered

into the following period of the Church.

As far as relates to the work of redemption itself, we find

already existing in this period all the fundamental elements of

1 See c. Cels i. 32; iv. 15; vi. 75. et seq. ; ii. 23; iii. 42. On the Ubiquity of the

glorified body of Christ, see in Matt. iv. Ed. de la Rue, p. 887.
2 See many of the passages cited and referred to, and the Apology of Pamphilus for

Osigeii, t. iv. p. 35.
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the development of this doctrine as held in the Church ; only,

however, not so precisely defined and not so sharply separated.

For the most part the Church-teachers spoke, without striving

after any very sharp distinction of doctrinal conceptions, out of

the fulness of the Christian feeling, and the Christian intuition,

which had accrued to them from the lively appropriation of the

doctrines of the Bible. The Doctrine of Redemption has two

sides, a negative and a positive side, in relation to the condition

from which mankind was set free, and in relation to the new con

dition into which it is to be placed the assumption of man s

nature with all the consequences of sin, which had hitherto pre

vailed in it, and with the guilt which burdened it [thus making]
a communion with sinful humanity, weighed down with a con

sciousness of its own guilt and the perfection of an ideal holiness

[literally, of the Ideal of holiness], in this human nature, hitherto

under the dominion of sin, [thus effecting] a communication of a

Divine life to this nature and ennobling it. Both these important

points, although at first they were not so sharply separated from

each other, were to be especially maintained against Docetism

and similar Gnostic views, through which Christ was more or

less withdrawn from communion with the real and true nature of

man. Irenseus brings forward especially the latter point of view

with great strength, although the first is not wholly wanting [in

him]. We will now present a connected view of his ideas on this

subject
1

:
&quot;Only

the Word of the Father could reveal the

Father to us, and we could not learn from him unless the Teacher

himself had appeared to us. Man must accustom himself to re

ceive God into himself, God is to accustom himself to dwell in

human nature. The Mediator between the two must restore the

communication between them, by means of his affinity to both,

and he must pass through every age of life, in order to sanctify

every age (i.
e. human nature according to all its several degrees

of development) [by means of] the perfect likeness of God, which

is perfect holiness
2
. In an human nature, which was that very

1
[Literally, we will represent his ideas according to their inward connection.

H. J. R.]
3

6/zoiw(Ttc TOV Qtov according to the views [literally, the connection of ideas] of

this Father is different from the KIKWV TOV Qeov, which latter expression denotes only

the frame-work [Anlage] for a likeness to God, which has its foundation in the reason

and in the free-will. [N.B. In the text I have supplied the words [by means of] which
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nature that was bound captive by sin, he condemned sin, and

banished it, as now being condemned, out of human nature,

Rom. viii. 3. but he required of man to become like him. Men

were the prisoners of evil, and of Satan, Christ gave himself up

for the redemption of the prisoners.
Evil reigned over us, who

belonged to God, God redeemed us not with might, but in a man

ner consistent^yitU justice, as he redeemed those who were his .

Ifhe had not, as man, conquered the adversary of man, the enemy
would not have been conquered in a right manner ;

and on the

other side, if he had not, as God, given this salvation, then we

should not have it in a secure manner. And if man had not been

united with God, then he could not have participated in an in

corruptible life
2
. Through the obedience of one man, must

many be made righteous, and obtain salvation, for eternal life is

the fruit of righteousness. What that means, that man is created

after the image of God, was hitherto not revealed
3

,
for the Logos

was still invisible ;
and therefore, man easily lost even the like

ness to God. But when the Logos became man, he sealed both.

He revealed truly the image, while himself was that which his

image was, and he represented in a secure manner the likeness of

man to God, while he made man like the invisible GodV The

other side is brought forward by Justin Martyr, when he says
5

,

seem to be necessary, from Irenaeus, lib. ii. c. 22. Ed. Massuet. (39, in other editions)

which appears to me the passage referred to here. H. J. R.]
1 This thought often occurs in the Church-teachers [the Fathers ?] under different

forms. The just notion, which is the foundation of it, is this, that redemption is no act

of caprice ; but a method consonant to law and order, and answering the conditions

required by the moral order of the world, a method, by which God freed the beings,

who belonged to him by their original nature, from the dominion and consequences of

evil, and led them back to himself.

2 The communication of a Divine Life to man through Christ, the ivoxne irpog

3 Two ideas are here to be taken together, which were already in existence in

Philo, that man, as the image of God, had been created after the image of the Logos,

and that God had already had for his aim as the original form of human nature, the

Ideal of the whole nature of man, represented in the person of the God-man. Limus

ille jam turn imaginem induens Christi futuri in carne, non tantum Dei opus, sed et

pignus filii, qui homo futurus certior et verier. Tertull. de carne Christi, c. 6. adv.

Praxeam, c. 12.

* See Iren. lib. iii. c. 20. Massuet. (al. 22.) lib. Hi. 18. (20.) 31 ;
v. 16. [I have

not been able to verify and compare all these quotations, and I think there is some

error in the references. H. J. R.J
5 Dial. c. Tryph. Jud. c. 30. p. 322. Ed. Col.
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&quot; The law pronounced the curse upon all men, because no man
can fulfil it in its whole extent, Deut. xxvii. 26

; Christ freed us

from this curse, by bearing it for us.&quot; The author of the Letter

to Diogiietus joins the two together :
&quot; God, the Lord and

Creator of the universe, is not only full of love to man, but also

full of long-suffering. He was, and always is such a one, and

always will be such a one, the benevolent, the angerless and the

true, the only good ! He made a great and inexpressible resolu

tion, which he communicated only to his Son. As long as he

kept this resolution, as a secret one, to himself, so long he

appeared to have no care for us. During the time past, he suffered

us to follow our own lusts, as we chose, not as if in general he had

any pleasure in our sins, but in order that we, after we had proved
ourselves during that time through our own works unworthy of

life, might now become worthy through the grace of God, and in

order that we, after we had revealed our own inability to enter

into the kingdom of God, might become capable of that through
the power of God. But when the measure of our sins had become

full, and it had been fully revealed, that punishment and death

were before us as our recompense, he hated us not, but he proved
his long-suffering. He himself took our sins upon him, he him
self gave his own Son as the ransom-price for us, the Holy one for

sins, for what else could our sins discover, but his righteousness?&quot;

Now Origen, according to the exposition of his views, given
above, considered that the highest object of the appearance and

operations of Christ on earth, was the following: to setforth the

Divine operation of the Logos, limited neither by time nor space,
for the healing and purification of the fallen beings, in order that

sensuous men, who were unable to lift themselves up to the

intuitive perception of the everlasting spiritual operation of the

Logos, might be able to raise themselves to [the consideration

of his] spiritual nature from his appearance in the flesh ]

; but

according to his theory, the individual actions of Christ, besides

this object of setting forth [these truths] have also, considered in

themselves, a special and salutary operation. And thus, also,

about the relation of the passion of Christ to sin, he might ex

press that, which was acknowledged in the common consciousness

1
[Literally, from the sensuous appearance to the spiritual Being, von der sinn-

lichen Erscheinung zum geistigen Wesen. This appears ambiguous. I have therefore

supplied what is requisite in English. H. J. R.]
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of Christians, although he might point it out in a manner pecu
liar to himself.

Thus, he says
1

,

&quot; He took upon himself our transgressions, and

bore our diseases, the transgressions of the soul, and the diseases

of the inner man ; on account of which transgressions and diseases

which he bore away from us, he said his soul was troubled and dis

turbed
;&quot;

and in another place he says
2

,

&quot; This man, the purest

among all creatures, died for mankind
; he, who took our sins and

diseases upon himself, as he was able to take upon himself and

abolish the sins of the whole world. His passion was the means of

purification for the whole world, which would have gone to de

struction if he had not died for it.&quot;

As far as relates to the particular opinion of Origen, he thought,
that according to secret causes in the nature of things, the suffer

ing of a holy Being for the guilty had a sort of magic power, in

crippling the power of evil spirits, and freeing the former [the

guilty] from the evils that impended over them, and he appealed
to the belief existing even among the heathen, that innocent

individuals by a voluntary sacrifice of themselves had saved

nations and cities from heavy calamities
3
.

As the whole nature of Christian life depends upon a living

appropriation of the redemption through Christ, as all depends

upon this, viz. that Christ should through faith become in man
all in all, a life-giving and a forming principle for his whole

nature
; as therefore in Holy Scripture, the whole life of the

Christian is set forth as a fruit of faith, a superstructure raised

upon the foundation of faith in Christ, as the whole of practical

Christianity is nothing else than faith working by love, so every

thing required for the genuine conception of practical Christ

ianity, both in theory and in Life, depended on this circum

stance, that the right relation of Life to the appropriation of the

work of redemption in faith should be set forth in a clear manner.

It had, for the essential nature of Christian doctrines, and for the

true power of Christian morals, and thereby, at least in its con

sequences, for the Christian life itself, the most prejudicial con-

1 In Job. torn. ii. c. 21. 2 Job. torn. 28. c. 14.
3 See Origen, in Job. t. vi. c. 34; t. 28. c. 14. Origen was certainly right in one

respect; that is, instead of deducing for himself a system of religious truth a priori
from abstract conceptions, be inquired after the voice of the universal religious con

science of man, and quoted this as a witness for the Christian doctrine, although he did

not understand this testimony rightly in one of its bearings [literally, on one side].
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sequences, when this intimate connection between the objective
and subjective in Christianity was not rightly brought forward.

It is therefore of great consequence, that, while we observe, how
that intimate connection was bestowed upon the original con
dition of the Christian conscience, we should also recognise the

seed of the errors of later times, adhering to this connection, and

troubling this conscience. The whole mode of conception of the

doctrine of redemption in this period, pledges for the recognition
of this intimate connection. Men recognised Christ as him who
had communicated an inward Divine Life l

to human nature ;

through faith in Christ this Divine Life was to be received by
man into himself, and to be appropriated to himself, and his whole
nature to be constantly more penetrated by it. (It is only un

fortunate, that men bound this belief up too much with the out
ward things, which Christ, in consideration of the necessities of

the mixed nature 2
of man, had appointed as tokens to represent

the Invisible and the Divine, which faith apprehends, and it is

unfortunate also that men did not sufficiently separate from each
other the operations of faith, and of those outward things.)
Men acknowledged Christ as the destroyer of the kingdom of

Satan, and they assigned all evil to this kingdom, and through
communion with Christ, by means of faith every one also was to

appropriate to himself the victory of Christ over the kingdom
of Satan; the Christian must therefore (see above), from a
miles Satance, become a miles ChristL The idea, also, of the

general calling of all Christians to a priesthood, has its root

here.

We might here bring forward separate living [contemporary]
witnesses to the original Christian conviction and conscious

ness of the intimate connection between redemption and sancti-

fication, Faith and Life. A man, of whom it cannot be said,

that he distinguished himself by any peculiar power of mind in

the elaboration of Christian doctrine, viz. Clement, the bishop of

Rome, after he had strongly expressed that no man could be

justified by his own righteousness and his own works, but

that all could be justified only through the grace of God and

faith, says,
&quot; And what shall we do then, Brethren ? Shall we

1 The
a&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;9ap(ria,

about which see above.
2

[Literally, the spiritually-sensuous nature, i, e. a nature consisting partly of

spiritual, partly of sensuous elements. H. J. R.]
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be slack in doing good, and neglect love ? The Lord would in

no wise suffer this to happen with us, but he induces us to

endeavour to fulfil all goodness with unabating zeal, for the

Creator and Lord of all delights himself in his works 1
.&quot; The

author of the Epistle to Diognetus, after the beautiful passage

quoted above [vol. i. p. 61], says of the redemption :
&quot; With what

delight wilt thou be filled, when thou recognisest this ; or how

wilt thou love him, who hath first loved thee so much? But if

thou lovest him, thou wilt be a follower of his
goodness.&quot; IrenaBus

thus contrasts the free-obedience that flows from faith with the

servile obedience under the Law :
&quot; The Law given to servants

formed the soul through that which is outward and sensuous, by

attracting it to obedience to the commandments, as it were by
chains but the Word, that makes free, taught a free purifi

cation of the soul, and through that of the body. After this had

happened, it was necessary that the chains of slavery, to which

man had become accustomed, should be taken away, and he must

follow God without chains. The requirements therefore of liberty

must be extended more widely
2

, and obedience towards the king
must become greater, that no one may turn back and appear

unworthy of his liberator for God hath not set us free, in

order that we may run away from him, as no one, who severs

himself from the source of all goodness in the Lord, can find the

nourish of salvation for himself, but in order that we should love

him the more
;
because we had obtained more ....... To follow

the Saviour, is to partake of salvation ; and to follow the Light,
is to partake of the LightV

It cannot, however, be denied that the genuine Pauline notion

of faith was soon obscured. In the stead of faith, in that peculiarly

Christian sense (viz. the living appropriation of that, which

Christ has effected for human nature, as a fact of the inward Life,

by means of which something altogether different results from

that [Life],) men placed the notion of a mere belief-upon-

authority, which could only mediately introduce a new direction

of Life, but could not immediately produce it. And from this

1 See Ep. i. ad Corinth. 32. and 33.

2
[That is (see the context in the original), the law of freedom must even require

more of man than that of servitude, e. g. where the latter forbids murder, the former

must prohibit even malice, &c. H. J. R.]
3 Lib. iv. c. 13. 14. [In the last sentence Massuet reads percipere lumen, instead of

parlicipare lumen. H. J. R.]
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error, the second necessarily followed, that men, instead of con

sidering all good as the necessary revelation of the new Divine
Life planted with faith, spoke of good works which were to be

added to faith, and that they added to that belief-upon-authority,
the doctrine of a moral law that incited man to good ; both of

these being more Jewish than Christian. Here, also, as well as

in the history of the formation of the Church, and of Christian

worship, a great source of the corruption of Christianity appears
in the intermixture of the Jewish and the Christian position, and
the Apostle Paul cries out to all ages, &quot;Ye have received it

in the spirit, will ye fulfil it in the flesh ?&quot;

The Gnostics, and in part, the Alexandrians had that false

notion of faith before them, when they overprized Gnosis in

respect to it. Marcion (see above) appears here clearly and

deeply to have conceived the Pauline idea of faith, and on this

side, not without reason, to have fought against the intermixture

of Jewish and Christian things ;
we may here cite the heretic as

a witness for Catholic truth.

The idea, indeed, of that Divine communion of Life with

Christ, as is clear from what has been said above, was a funda
mental idea of the whole Church system of doctrine ; but the

right point of view was thrown into the back- ground by the cir

cumstance, that men were accustomed to annex this Divine com
munion of Life, not to the inward facts of faith, but to the out

ward things, which were meant to be for faith, only the outward

tokens of that which was present in the inward Life a confusion

between the Inward and the Outward, of which we have already
had occasion to speak several times.

This shows itself particularly in the doctrine about the Church
and the Sacraments.

In the doctrine concerning the Church, we have nothing to add
to that which we have said in the history of the formation of the

Church
;
we have already there pointed out the origin of the

confusion of the ideas and the predicates of the invisible and the

visible Church, and its prejudicial practical consequences. But
in regard to the doctrine of the Sacraments, as standing in close

connection with the history of the doctrine of the Church, we
have still much to add to that which we have already said in the

history of the Christian worship.
The source of the interchange between the Inward and the
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Outward 1 was here the same as in the case of the doctrine con

cerning the Church. Of that, which is the Divine matter in the

Sacrament, the teachers of the Church had a lively perception

from their own Christian experience; but the relation of this

Divine matter to the outward token was not so clear to them, and

with most of them the Spiritual and the Sensuous easily glided

into each other.

At first, as far as Baptism is concerned, the predominant idea

with most of them was this the idea of a spiritual and sensuous

communion with the whole Christ, for the salvation of the whole

spiritual and sensuous nature of man. &quot; As out of the dry wheat,&quot;

says Irena3tis,
&quot; neither one mass of dough, nor one mass of bread

could be made without moisture, so neither could we all become

One in Christ without the water, which is from heaven. And as

the dry earth brings forth no fruit, if it receives no moisture
; so

neither could we, who are at first dry wood, ever bring forth

the fruit of Life, without the rain, which sheds itself freely from

heaven, for our bodies by Baptism, but our souls through the

Spirit, have received that communion with the incorruptible

Being
2
. Tertullian says, beautifully, in respect to the operation

of Baptism
3

,

&quot; If the soul comes to faith, and is formed again by

regeneration from the water and the power from above, there she

beholds, after the scales of the old corruption are removed, her

whole light. She is received into the communion of the Holy

Spirit, and the soul which unites itself with the Holy Spirit, is

followed by the body, which is no longer the servant of the soul,

but the servant of the
Spirit.&quot;

But even Tertullian here

was unable rightly to distinguish between the Inward and the

Outward. While he defends the necessity of outward Baptism

against the sect of Caians (see Sect. II.), he ascribes to the

water a supernatural sanctifying power. And yet, even in the

case of Tertullian, we see the pure evangelical idea making its

way through the midst of this confusion of the Inward and the

Outward, and standing forth in contradiction to it when he says,

1 See the section relating to the Sacraments in the history of the Cultus (or worship),

Section IT.

2 Iren. iii. 17. The Divine principle of Life, for soul and body in Christ, the cvwffif

3 De Anima, c. 41. Compare the passage above cited on the corruption of human

nature.
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that Faith receives the forgiveness of sin in Baptism, and when

he says, while combating against haste in Baptism, that, where a

right faith is present, that faith is sure of salvation
l
.

We have observed already in the history of the Christian

worship [Cultus], the practically injurious consequences of that

confusion between the Inward and the Outward in Baptism.
While by a confusion between baptism and regeneration, re

generation was considered as a magical thing completed at once,

and while a magical purification and abolition of sin was supposed
to take place at Baptism, it became usual to refer the forgiveness

of sins obtained through Christ, only especially to sins committed

before baptism, instead of maintaining, as they ought to have

done, that, as that which is objective in baptism retains its power

during the whole life of man ; so also, the subjective appropri

ation of it, by means of penitence and faith, must, as well as re

generation, continue to develope itself more and more through the

whole life, until the Objective, and the Subjective, justification

and sanctification have become wholly blended into each other

(which does not happen in our life below). But according to

that false conception, since it could not fail to be remarked

that even in Christians the old corrupt nature preserved its power,
the question would necessarily arise : Whence do we obtain for

giveness of sins committed after baptism ? And the answer was :

{ Since we have once for all obtained a satisfaction for the sins

committed before baptism, in the merit of Christ, so in order to

obtain satisfaction for those after baptism, voluntary penances

[exercises of repentance], and good works must be added 2
.&quot;

This point of view is clearly presented to us in the following

words of Cyprian
3

,

&quot; When the Lord came and healed the wounds

1 Fides Integra secura de salute.

2 See Tertullian s Book de Pcenitentia. This writer introduced the expression,

satisfactio, into the doctrine of repentance from his system of jurisprudence ; but we

must not on that account ascribe so great an influence in the formation of the Church

doctrinal notions on this point, to his mode of representing the doctrine derived from

his jurisprudence nor indeed, generally ought we [to ascribe so great influence]

to the idea of any individual for when once the Trpwrov tytvSoc; was in existence,

all the consequences contained in it would necessarily, of their own accord, develope

themselves ; and more especially, as these consequences find so many points in human

nature, on which to attach themselves.
3 De Opere et Eleemosynis. [This passage is found, though not quite continuously,

in the first two pages of the Treatise. To judge, however, quite accurately of the

force of this passage we must compare it with the context. H. J. R.]

7
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of Adam, he gave to the convalescent a law, and he commanded
him to sin no more, lest something worse should befal him. By
the condition of innocence being prescribed to us, we were limited

to a narrow range; and the infirmity of human weakness knew
not what it should do, if the grace of God had not come again to

its assistance, and showing to it the works of mercy, had opened
to it a way for the preservation of its health, so that we might
hereafter cleanse ourselves by alms from all the uncleanness

that afterwards cleaved to us. Since the forgiveness of sins has

once been bestowed in baptism ; so also, by the constant per
formance of good, which is like the renovation of baptism, man
obtains anew for himself the Divine forgiveness.&quot;

With regard to the doctrine of the Lord s Supper, upon the

whole, the same remark may be made, as those made above upon
the doctrine of Baptism, only with the difference, that here, in

reference to the relation between the thing represented and the

outward sign, three different gradations may be observed in the

representations made of it. The most predominant representation

was that, which we find as early as the time of Ignatius of An-

tioch, as well as in Justin M., and in Irenseus ; namely, that of a

supernatural penetration of the bread and wine, by the body and

blood of Christ, in virtue of which, those who partook of the

Lord s Supper were penetrated by the Divine principle-of-life of

Christ in their whole nature, so that their body even then, became

thereby even now, a partaker of the power of an imperishable

life, and hence was prepared for the resurrection
1
. In the North-

African Church, on the contrary, in Tertullian and Cyprian we

find no representation at all implying such a penetration. Bread

and wine are represented rather as the symbols of the body and

blood of Christ, but not as symbols without efficacy ; a spiritual

communion with Christ in the holy Supper of the Lord is brought

forward, and at the same time a certain sanctifying association

with the body of Christ is also supposed
2
. The practice also of the

North-African Church proves that the belief in a supernatural

sanctifying power in the outward tokens of the Holy Supper

1 Therefore in Ignatius, Ep. ad Ephes. c. 20. the Holy Supper is called,

aQavaaiag, avndoTov TOV firj cnroQavtiv, a\\a yi/ iv Irjaov Xpiory dicnravrog.
2 Tertull. c. Marcion. iv. 40. corpus meum, i. e, figura corporis inei. De Res. Cam.

c. 8. anima de Deo saginatur. De orat. c. 6. The perpetuitas in Christo, is a constant

spiritual communion with him, and individuitas a corpore ejus.
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prevailed in it, and hence came the daily communion l

, and hence

also, together with infant-baptism, came infant communion 2
. While

Joh. vi. 53 was improperly understood, of the outward [sinnlich,

corporeal, or sensuous] participation in the Holy Supper, it was

concluded that no one could attain to salvation without such a

participation in it
3

, just as it had been concluded from a mis

understanding of Joh. iii. 5, that no one could be saved without

outward baptism.

Among the Alexandrians, and especially in Origen, the distinc

tion is brought forward, even in his doctrine about the Sacraments,

as well as in his whole system of doctrine, between the inward

Divine thing, the invisible spiritual operation of the Logos
4

, and

the sensuous sign
5 which represents it.

&quot; Just as the miracles

of Christ,&quot; says Origen, &quot;as far as their highest object is con

cerned, represent the healing power of the Logos, which operates

invisibly, but also at the same time an utility was annexed to the

outward deeds as such, because they led men to believe
;
so also,

is outward baptism, in regard to its highest object, a symbol of

the inward purification of the soul through the Divine power of

the Logos, which is the preparation for the general restoration ;

by the beginning of that in enigmas, and in a mirror, which

will be perfected face to face; but at the same time, in virtue

of the words of consecration then uttered, there is united with

the whole transaction of baptism, a supernatural healing; it is

the beginning of the operations of grace, which are bestowed

upon believers ; but nevertheless, this is only for those who

through their disposition of heart are capable of receiving such

operations V
The same distinction he also makes in respect to the Lord s

Supper. He distinguishes between that which in a metaphorical

sense is called the body of Christ
7

, and the true spiritual eating

of the Logos
8

;
between the more Divine promise and the more

common understanding of the Lord s Supper, as it was suited to

1 See above Vol. i. p. 387.
2 See Cyprian, Sermo de Lapsis.

3 See Cyprian, lib. iii. testimon. c. 25.

* Compare what is said above of the ETriSrjp,ia aiff9r]Tr], and the eTTiSijfiia vorjTtj.

5 The VOIJTOV, or irvevfictTiKov, and the

6 See in Joh. vi. c. 17- and Matth. xv. c. 23.

7 TO (TWjLtfl XplOTOU TVTTIKOV KCtl ffVfJlf3o\lKOV.

* The dXrjQivr} /Spwo-ig row Aoyov.



DOCTRINE AS TO THE LORD S SUPPER. 321

the more simple *. The first bears reference to the spiritual

participation in the Logos that became flesh, who is the true

heavenly bread of the soul. The outward supper of the Lord
can be enjoyed by the unworthy and the worthy, but not that

true heavenly bread, for it could not otherwise have been said,

that he who eats that bread will live eternally. Origen there

fore says, that Christ in the true sense has designated as his

flesh and blood the word which proceeds from the Word, and the

bread from the heavenly bread, the living word of truth, through
which he communicates himself to the soul, just as the breaking
of the bread and the division of the wine is a symbol of the mul

tiplication of the word, through which the Logos communicates

itself to the soul. Even in the outward supper of the Lord, as

well as in the outward baptism, he supposes a higher sanctifying

efficacy in virtue of the words of consecration then uttered, but

in such a manner that with the earthly elements considered by
themselves nothing Divine can unite itself; and, as in baptism,
no one without the inward capability of heart can become par
taker of this higher efficacy. As it is not that, which enters into

the mouth, that can defile a man, although it might be held to

be unclean by the Jews, so also nothing, which enters into the

mouth, sanctifies the man, although by the simple the bread of

the Lord, as it is called, is held to be something that sanctifies.

Nor indeed, considered by itself, is any thing wanting to us by
the not eating the bread consecrated by prayer, and yet by the

mere eating it, considered by itself, we have somewhat more ;

but the cause of our receiving less is the evil heart of each indi

vidual [partaker], and the cause of his receiving more is his good
heart and disposition. The earthly bread, in itself, is nothing
different from all other food. Origen was, however, desirous

only of contradicting in particular the fanciful notions of some

magical advantage in the Lord s Supper, independent on the

heart of the recipient, which also the other Church-teachers were

far from maintaining; and yet his contradiction touches every

representation which supposes any higher signification and efficacy

whatever of the outward token, even such an one as that which

was received in the North African Church 2
.

1 The KOivoTtpa Trept TT] tvxa (&amp;gt;

lffTiaS tKdoxn TOIQ cnrXovaTtpoig, and that Kara

TTJV dtiOTtpav iirayytXiav, which correspond to the two conditions of yVIOOIQ and TTIOTIQ.

3 The passages in Origen are found in t. xi. Matt. c. 14 ; t. 32. Joh. c. 16. In

Matt. 898. v. iii. Opp.
VOL. II. Y
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As the Old Testament contains a forecast of the things of the

New, so Christianity also gives hints of a higher condition of

things, which is to be prepared by means of Christianity itself;

but faith must necessarily be inferior to actual knowledge and

perception of that condition. The Divine revelations permit us

only to catch some isolated glimpses of that higher state of

things, which do not present a complete picture of it. As prophecy
is always obscure before its fulfilment, so also the last prophecies
of Christ about the fate of his Church must be obscure, until the

introduction of that higher condition of the world. Although so

many indications were made by our Saviour as to the gradual

activity and efficacy of Christianity in penetrating human nature,

yet these could not be understood by the first Christians. They
had no presentiment of the different kinds of contests, which the

Church had yet to encounter, before it could attain to its victorious

completion. They were accustomed to consider the Church only
in its opposition to the heathen state, and it was far from entering
their thoughts, that by the natural development of circumstances

under the guidance of Providence, this opposition should here

after cease. They believed that the struggle of the Christian

Church with the Heathen state would continue on, until the

victory should be conceded to it through the immediate inter

position of God, and through the return of Christ. It was

natural enough that the Christians should willingly employ their

thoughts on the prospect of this victory, during the seasons of

persecution. It was thus that many formed a picture to them

selves, which had come to them from the Jews, and which

suited with their then condition. This was the idea of a mil

lennial reign, which the Messiah should establish on earth as

the close of the whole career of the world, during which all

the saints of all ages were to live together in holy communion

with each other. As the world was created in six days, and

according to Ps. xc. 4, a thousand years in the sight of God is

but as one day, so the world was supposed to endure six thousand

years in its present condition ; and as the Sabbath-day was the

day of rest, so this millennial reign was to form the seventh thou

sand-year period of the world s existence as the close of the

whole temporal dispensation connected with the world. In the

midst of persecution it was an attractive thought for the Chris

tians to look to a period when their Church, purified and per-
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fected, should be triumphant even on earth, the theatre of their

present sufferings. In the manner in which this notion was con

ceived by many there was nothing unchristian in it. They
imagined the happiness of this period in a spiritual manner, arid

one that corresponded well with the real nature of Christianity ;

for they conceived under that notion only the general dominion

of God s will, the undisturbed and blessed union and intercourse

of the whole communion of saints, and the restoration of harmony
between man as sanctified, and all nature as refined and enno

bled l
. But the gross images, which the carnal sense of the Jews had

made to itself of the delights of the millennial reign, were trans

ferred in part also to the Christians. Phrygia, the dwelling-place
of a spirit

2

, which took a fanciful turn, and would embody religi

ous ideas in sensuous images, was also inclined to the propagation
of this gross Chiliasm. In that region, in the first half of the second

century, Papias was living, as the Bishop of the Church at Hiero-

polis, a man of plain piety, but, as the fragments of his writings
and historical notices tend to prove, of a very limited mind, and

a very uncritical credulity. He collected together, out of oral

traditions, certain notices about the lives and sayings of Christ

and the Apostles
3

;
and among these he received much which was

misunderstood and false, and thus he was the means of propagat

ing many unfounded notions about the enjoyments of the millen

nial reign. The injurious consequence of this was, that a relish

for sensual enjoyment, which was in contradiction to the Gospel,
was furthered, and that much prejudice against Christianity might
be engendered by it among educated and civilized heathens 4

.

In the mean time we must also be very careful not to pro
nounce sentence about the Divine life itself from such isolated

representations, which are, perhaps, nothing but isolated admix
tures of the carnal and sensuous mind, not thoroughly penetrated
and ennobled by the hidden Divine life. If we find in an Ire-

nseus vital Christianity, and an elevated idea of blessedness, which

he made to consist in communion with God, notwithstanding the

accompaniment of those rash and speculative representations, we
must conclude that such sensuous representations might very

1 So Barnabas, c. 15.

2
[Lit. of a religious-sensuous fanciful spirit: where fanciful is used for indulgence

in the dreams of an uncurbed imagination Schwarmerische. H. J. R.]
3 In his book entitled Xoywv KvpiaKa)v
4 See Orig. Select, in

i//. p. 570. vol. ii.

Y2
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well exist in conjunction with, and be engrafted upon, an essen

tially Christian habit of thought in those times, when the new

creation of Christianity had not yet been able thoroughly to

penetrate and imbue all things. With IrenaBus the millennial

kingdom was only a stage of preparation for the saints, who were

thus to be adapted gradually to a higher state of heavenly exist

ence, and to the perfect revelation of the Divine glory *. It was

also exactly under this form that Christianity might be able to

find access to a class of sensuous men, whose habits of religious

thought would afterwards gradually continue to be more and more

spiritualized, by the practical influence of the Gospel, and the

inward change constantly produce in them its outward effects.

If we find, that Millenarianism [Chiliasmus] was then exten

sively propagated, and are able to explain this by the circum

stances of that period ; yet, we are not to understand by this, that

it ever belonged to the universal doctrines of the Church. We
have too scanty documents from different parts of the Church in

those times, to be able to speak with certainty and distinctness

on that point. When we find Chiliasm in Papias, Irenseus, J.

Martyr, all this indicates that it arose from one source, and was

propagated from one spot. The case is somewhat different with

those Churches which had as for instance, the Romish Church

(see above) an Anti-Jewish origin. We find, afterwards an Anti-

Millenarian feeling in Rome ; and might not this feeling have

existed from the very first, and only been called into greater

publicity in the opposition which was made against Montanism ?

The same may also be said of an Anti-Millenarian feeling, which

Irenseus combats, and which he expressly distinguishes from the

common Anti-Millenarian feelings of Gnosticism. But it was

natural enough that the zealots for Millenarianism should at first be

willing to represent every opposition to it as a Gnostic feeling
2
.

Two causes co-operated together in causing a more general

repression of Millenarianism ; on the one hand, the opposition to

Montanism, and on the other, the influence of the spirit, which

proceeded from the Alexandrian school. As the Montanists laid

much stress on Millenarian expectations, and, although they did

1 Iren. v. 35. Crescentes ex visione Domini, et per ipsum assuescent capere gloriam

Dei et cum sanctis Angelis conversationem Paullatim assuescent capere Deum.

cap. 32.

2 Iren. v. 32. Transferuntur quorundam sententise ab hsereticis sermonibus.
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not entirely conceive them after a gross and sensuous manner 1

,

still propagated in accordance with their fanciful dreams,

many extravagant representations
2 of what should take place

during the millennium, the whole doctrine of Chiliasm lost all

respect and authority. An anti-Millenarian party, which had

been in existence considerably earlier, obtained an opportunity

by this means of attacking Chiliasm more violently; and the

most vehement opponents of Montanism appear to have com

bated Millenarianism as one of the Montanistic doctrines. The

Presbyter Caius, at Rome, in his treatise against the Montanist

Proclus, endeavoured to brand Chiliasm as an heretical doctrine,

propagated by the abominable Gnostic, Cerinthus; and it is not

improbable, although not quite certain, that he declared the Apo

calypse to be a book forged by Cerinthus for the promotion of

that doctrine.

The more spiritual and more learned character of the Alexan

drian school, which had so great a general influence on the

spiritualization of the doctrines of our faith, would &quot;also tend to

further the spiritualization of the ideas about the kingdom of God
and Christ. Origen was a peculiarly zealous opponent of the

sensuous representations of the millennial kingdom, and endea

voured to give a different meaning to the passages of the Old and

of the New Testament, on which the ChiUasts relied, and in which

they understood every thing quite literally. And besides this,

the allegorical interpretation of Scripture in vogue among the

Alexandrian school, was in general very widely opposed to the

literal and sensuous interpretation of the Chiliasts. The more

moderate Alexandrians, who were not inclined to extreme opinions

in criticism, did not reject the Apocalypse at once, as altogether

an unchristian book, in order to take away this support from

the Chiliasts ; but they only combated the literal interpretation

of it. At the same time, it was natural that the spirit of the

Alexandrian school should not extend itself very easily from

Alexandria into the other regions of Egypt, which were so far

behind this flourishing seat of learning, as to spiritual advance

ment and culture. A pious bishop of the Arsenoite Nomos,

1 Tertullian at least places the happiness of the millenarian kingdom in the enjoy

ment of all spiritual goods spiritalia bona.

2 Such as that in Tertullian, of the wonderful city, the heavenly Jerusalem which

was to descend from Heaven.
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in Egypt, named Nepos, was a zealous partisan of the sensuous

Millenarianism, and he wrote a defence of it against the Alex
andrian school, under the title, a Refutation of the Allegorists

(IXey^oc Tk)v aXXrjyoptarwi/), in which he appears to have thrown

out a theory of Chiliasm, according to his own anti-allegorical
mode of deciphering the Apocalypse. This book appears to have

been very popular among the clergy and laity of this region, as it

usually happens that men are better pleased to apply themselves

to things which busy and charm the powers of the imagination,
than to those, which sanctify, warm, and animate the heart, and

take the will into their government. They expected to find here

great mysteries, and explanations relative to the future, and many
occupied themselves more with the book and theory of Nepos,
than with the Bible and its doctrines. As it usually happens, by
their zeal for such favourite opinions, which had no connection

with the true nature of the Gospel, men became led away very
far from that which is the chief business of practical Chris

tianity ; that is, the Spirit of Love. Those who would not enter

into these opinions, were denounced as heretics, and things went
so far, that whole regions separated themselves from communion
with the mother church of Alexandria. After the death of Nepos,
Korakion, the pastor of a country place stood at the head of this

party. If Dionysius, the Bishop of Alexandria, had now chosen

to exert his ecclesiastical authority, and condemned these erro

neous doctrines by an authoritative decree, the seed of a lasting
schism would have been sown, and the Chiliasm, which they

hoped to subdue by decrees, would probably have become only
more wild and fanatical in consequence of such a proceeding.
But Dionysius, the worthy disciple of the great Origen, showed

here, how charity, moderation, and true freedom of spirit, which

cannot consist except with charity, may attain, what cannot be

effected by any power, or any law whatever. As he did not,

like others, forget the Christian in the Bishop, his love for souls

induced him to repair in person to those Churches, and to call

the clergy, who defended the opinions of Nepos, together to a

conference, and he permitted all the laity of those Churches, who
were desirous of instruction in these subjects, to be present at

the conference. The book of Nepos was laid before them, and

the Bishop discussed its contents with those clergy for three days,
from morning to evening; he listened quietly to all their objec-
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tions, endeavouring to answer them out of Scripture, and con

ducting the discussion by quoting fully from Scripture on every

point; and the consequence was a result which seldom indeed

proceeds from theological disputes ; namely, that the clergy were

thankful for the instruction they had received, and Korakion

himself, in the presence of them all, honestly retracted his

former opinions, and declared himself persuaded of the truth of

the contrary to them, A.D. 255 l
.

After Dionysius had thus restored unity of faith among his

Churches, he wrote his work about the Promises (yrcpt fTrayye-

Afwv), for the confirmation of those, who had been persuaded by
his arguments, and for the instruction of others, who still held

the opinions of Nepos. Here also the Christian mildness and

moderation with which he speaks of Nepos deserves to be

remarked. He says,
&quot; In many other respects I reverence and

love Nepos, for his faith, his diligence, his intimate acquaintance

with Holy Scripture, and on account of the many hymns com

posed by him, in which many of the brethren still delight
2

, and

I honour the man the more, because he is already entered into

his rest. But the truth is dearer and of more value to me than

ought besides : we must praise him, and agree with him, when he

says anything which is right ;
but we must examine and set him

right, when he writes what does not appear to be true.&quot;

In respect to the doctrine of the resurrection, the teachers of the

Church had to defend this doctrine especially against the Gnostics,

who, in part, explained the passages of Holy Scripture relating

to it in a very arbitrary manner, and made them mean only the

spiritual renovation effected by Christianity. In this controversy

they felt strongly how essentially this doctrine was bound up
with Christianity, inasmuch as Christianity brought with it, not

the annihilation, but the ennobling and the glorifying of that

which peculiarly belongs to human nature; and the de-human

izing idealism of the Gnostics was wholly incompatible with this

fundamental principle of Christianity. But the opposition be

tween these two often seduced them into conceiving this doctrine

1 Euseb. vii. 24.

2 DJQ 7roX\jj \^a\p,(i&amp;gt;oiaQ, y /tXP4 vvv T^ l T(̂ v
aSe\&amp;lt;jnttv ivOvpovvTai. This

passage may be taken in two ways ; either as it has been translated above, which suits

well with the custom of those times (see Part ii.) ; or else it may be translated,
&quot; in

consequence of the constant custom of Psalmody diligently introduced by him into the

Churches,&quot; &c. ; the first appears the most natural.
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of the resurrection after too carnal a manner, and into making to

themselves too confined a representation of the identity between

the body after the resurrection, and the earthly body. Origen
endeavoured here also to find out a middle way between these

two opposite tendencies, by making more use of what St. Paul

(1 Cor. xv.) says of the relation between the earthly and the

glorified body, and by distinguishing the proper essential sub

stance of the body [das eigentliche Grundwesen des Korpers],
which remains the same during all the changes of earthly life,

and is not annihilated even in death, from the changeable form

under which it appears at different times. This essential sub

stance of the body was to be awakened again by the influence of

Divine Omnipotence to a new and glorified form, such as would

be answerable to the glorified quality of the soul ; so that, as the

soul had communicated its own peculiar impress to the earthly

body, it should communicate it to the glorified one also
l

.

It follows from what we have said above of the doctrine of the

Alexandrians about the Divine justice, that the Alexandrian

Gnosis must have considered, as the final aim of all things, a final

general redemption, the removal of all evil, and a general return

o the original unity of the Divine Life, from which all proceeded.

(This would be the general aTroKaraarao-te.) But Origen, in con

sequence of his theory about the necessary changeableness of the

will in created beings, was seduced into supposing, that evil,

which is for ever sowing new seeds, would render necessary new

processes of purification, and new worlds destined for the purifi

cation of fallen beings, until again all shall have returned again
from multiplicity to unity : and thus, that there would be a con

tinual alternation between fall and redemption, unity and multi

plicity. To such a comfortless system did a notion, carried to

the extreme, lead this profound man ! This doctrine he has

expressed with confidence in his work
Trept apxwv 5 DU ^ ^ill it is

open to question, whether this be not one of the subjects on

which he afterwards changed his views ; but still there are even

1 The eu?o %apaKTr]ptZov in the (rwjua Tri/eujuariKov, as in the tro^ia I^V-^IKOV. In

part, he here made use of his doctrine of an v\ij [or substance ; matter] which, un-

determinate [as to form and qualities, &c. Transl.] of itself, was capable of receiving

higher or lower qualities through the fashioning power of God ; and in part he makes

use of the doctrine of a dynamical essential substance of the body, a\oyo (nrep/jLaTiKOQ

(ratio ea quae substantiam continet corporalem, quse semper insubstantia corporis salva

est.) See TTtpi apx- 1. ii. c. 10. c. Gels. iv. 57.
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in his later writings traces of this opinion, though not perhaps

any which are altogether certain and definite
l
.

III. The history ofthe most celebrated Fathers.

THE next ecclesiastical writers who come after the Apostles,

are the so-called Apostolical Fathers (Patres Apostolici), who

come from the Apostolic age, and must have been the disciples

of the Apostles. The remarkable difference between the writings

of the Apostles and those of the Apostolical Fathers, who are yet

so close upon the former in point of time, is a remarkable pheno
menon of its kind. While in other cases such a transition is

usually quite gradual, in this case we find a sudden one. Here

there is no gradual transition, but a sudden spring ; a remark,

which is calculated to lead us to a recognition of the peculiar

activity of the Divine Spirit in the souls of the Apostles. The

time of the first extraordinary operations of the Holy Spirit was

followed by the time of the free development of human nature in

Christianity; and here, as elsewhere, the operations of Chris

tianity must necessarily be confined, before it could penetrate

further, and appropriate to itself the higher intellectual powers
of man.

The writings of the so-called Apostolic Fathers are, alas !

come down to us, for the most part, in a very uncertain condition ;

partly, because in early times writings were counterfeited under

the name of these venerable men of the Church, in order to pro

pagate certain opinions or principles ; partly, because those

writings which they had really published were adulterated, and

especially so to serve a Judseo-hierarchical party, which would

fain crush the free evangelical spirit.

We should here, in the first place, have to name Barnabas, the

well-known fellow-traveller of St. Paul, if a letter, which was

first known in the second century in the Alexandrian Church

under his name, and which bore the inscription of a Catholic

Epistle , was really his composition. But it is impossible that

1
Origen, TT. px- ^ &quot; Ct * c. Cels. iv. c. 69. He says merely, ti \JHTO. rov

d&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avia-

pov TtjQ KdKiciQ \oyov i\fl
&amp;gt;

T0 TO^W avTijv v^iaraaQcu 17 juj;,
tv Trpojjyov/iti/y Xoy^&amp;gt;

TO. Toiavra tZtTcurOrjfftTai. There is an obscure expression in Matth. f. 402. to this

effect,
&quot; After the cnroKara&amp;lt;TTa&amp;lt;n(; is fulfilled in certain JEons, TraXiv a\X?j apx 7

/-&quot;

2
ETTtoroXjj KciOoXiKt), that is to say, an epistle general in its destination and con-
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we should acknowledge this Epistle to belong to that Barnabas,
who was worthy to be the companion of the Apostolic labours of

St. Paul, and had received his name from the power of his ani

mated discourses in the Churches J

. We find a different spirit

breathing throughout it, than that of such an apostolic man. We
perceive in it a Jew of Alexandrian education, who had embraced

Christianity, who was prepared by his Alexandrian education for

a spiritual conception of Christianity ;
but who set too high a

value on his Alexandrian and Jewish Gnosis, who looked for

especial wisdom in a mystical and fanciful
2

interpretation of the

Old Testament, more resembling the spirit of Philo than that of

St. Paul, or even that of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and who

indulged himself in such interpretations in a silly manner. We
cannot at all find in this epistle that view of the Mosaic ceremonial

law, as a means of religious education for man in a certain stage of

his development, which we perceive in Paul; but such a view, as

gives evidence altogether of an Alexandrian turn of mind, such a

view as does not meet us again in the later Fathers, and which pro
ceeds from the most extravagant idealists among the Alexandrian

Jews 3

;

c Moses spoke every thing ti Trvaujuart, that is to say, he

has only enveloped general spiritual truths in a symbolical form ;

but the carnal-minded Jews, instead of penetrating into the

meaning of the symbols, had understood every thing literally, and

believed that they must obey it to the letter; and thus the

whole ceremonial religion had proceeded from a misconception of

the carnal-minded multitude. It is said
4

, that an evil angel

guided them to this misunderstanding, just as we find in the

Clementine, and other similar writings, the supposition that the

original Judaism had been adulterated by foreign admixtures,

introduced by evil spirits. The writer of the Epistle will not

allow it to be true, that circumcision is a seal, or token of a

covenant ; because, he says, on the contrary, it is found among
the Arabians, the Syrians, and an idolatrous priesthood (in

Egypt). -But he argues that Abraham, by the circumcision of

the 318 men (Gen. xvii. and xiv. 14.), had prefigured the cruci-

tents, an hortatory piece, destined for many Churches ;
a description, which corre

sponds to the contents of this letter.

1
vloQ Trapa/eXjjcrftog, viog 7rpo&amp;lt;pi]TiaG.

2
[Spielenden, literally playing ; a mode of interpretation, which caught at fanciful

resemblances, &c. and plays on words, &c. H. J. R.]
3 See above, vol. i. p. 50. 4 c. 9.
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fixion of Jesus, and makes it out thus, IH (18) the beginning
of the name of Jesus, and T (300), which stands as the token of

the Cross
;

an explanation founded on Greek letters and nume

rals, which can only suit some Alexandrian Jew, unaccustomed to,

perhaps unacquainted with, the Hebrew language, who was only
at home in the Alexandrian translation, but certainly cannot

suit Barnabas, who assuredly was not such a stranger to the

Hebrew language, even if we could attribute such a spiritless

play on words to him. And yet the man, who could fall into

such trifling, held it for something extraordinary? and he adds

these pompous words, which are characteristic of the mystery-

mongering of the Jewish Alexandrian Gnosis :
&quot; No one hath

received a more authentic doctrine from me, but I know that ye
are worthy of it V
The prevailing tendency of the Epistle is directed against carnal

Judaism, and carnal Judaism in Christianity. We recognise a

controversy against the latter, which had extended its doctrinal

influence even to the views entertained of the person of Christ,

when in chap. xii. it is particularly insisted upon, that Christ is

not only the son of Man, and the son of David, but also the

Son of God.

We find also nothing to induce us to believe, that the author

of the Epistle was desirous of being considered Barnabas. But

since its spirit and its mode of conception corresponded to the

Alexandrian taste, it may have happened, that as the author s

name was unknown, and persons were desirous of giving it au

thority, a report was spread abroad in Alexandria, that Barnabas

was its author.

After Barnabas, we come to Clement, perhaps the same whom
Paul mentions (Phil. iv. 3.) ;

he was at the end of the first

century, Bishop of Rome. Under his name we have one Epistle

to the Church of Corinth, and the fragment of another. The
first was read in the first centuries aloud at divine service in

many churches, even with the writings of the New Testament ;

it contains an exhortation to unity, interwoven with examples
and general reflections, addressed to the Church at Corinth, which

was shaken by divisions. This letter, although, on the whole,

1
ovdeig yvrjffHjjrepov tp,aOfv CITT t/zov Xoyof aXXa oiSa on aioi tare vpiig.

[On the subject of this interpretation of the number 318, the reader is referred to the

Rev. S. R. Maitland s
&quot; Letter to a friend on the Tract for the Times, No. 89.&quot; 1841.]
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genuine, is nevertheless not free from important interpolations ;

e. g. a contradiction is apparent, since throughout the whole

Epistle we perceive the simple relations of the earliest forms of a

Christian Church, as the Bishops and Presbyters are always put

upon an equality, and yet in one passage (
40 and following)

the whole system of the Jewish priesthood is transferred to the

Christian Church. The second Epistle, as it is called, is evidently

only the fragment of an homily.
Under the name of this Clement, two letters have besides

been preserved in the Syrian Church, and they were published

by Wetstein in an appendix to his edition of the New Testament.

They are two circulars, especially addressed to Christian men

and women living in celibacy. It cannot be adduced as a proof

against the Clementine origin of these Epistles, that this state of

life is held in special esteem in them, because this high estima

tion of celibacy found admittance in early time l
. The high

antiquity of these Epistles is in some degree testified by the

non-appearance of any endeavour to support the pretensions of

the hierarchical party ; and by the circumstances, that the ideas

of the priesthood belonging to the Old Testament are not here

introduced into the Christian Church, as is the case in similar

writings of this kind ; that neither the separation of the priesthood

from the laity, nor the distinction of Bishops and Presbyters

occurs here ; and that the gift of healing the sick, and especially

demoniacs, is considered as a free-gift, and not as a gift belonging

to one peculiar office. And yet this is no certain proof of the

high antiquity of the Epistles ; because, even if it were of later

origin, all this might be explained from the idiosyncrasy of

certain regions of the East.

As these Epistles must have been admirably suited to the

ascetic disposition of the Western Churches, especially the North-

African, and as in similar writings of practical import (against

similar abuses to those which are censured in these Epistles)

occasion to make use of them must often have arisen, it is the

more remarkable that they were never quoted before the fourth

century
2

, which certainly must create a suspicion against their

genuineness.

These Epistles altogether bear the character of having been

1 See Part ii.

2 The first traces of them are in Epiphanius and Jerome.
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counterfeited in the latter years of the second, or in the third

century, partly in order to enhance the value of celibacy, partly

in order to counteract the abuses which rose up under the cover of

a life of celibacy, especially the introduction of the vvvtiaaKroi l

(see above).

Many writings were counterfeited under the name of this

Clement, to serve an hierarchical or a doctrinal purpose ; such,

for instance, are the writings which relate the history of Clement

himself, who is supposed there to be converted by the Apostle

Peter, and meets again with his father whom he had lost
2

, the

Clementine, the peculiar Ebionitish character of which we have

before remarked, as well as the collection of the Apostolic Con

stitutions (Stara^Et?) or Smrayat ATroaroXticat), and the

The same thing may have occurred in regard to the origin of

these two collections, as took place with regard to the origin of

the Apostles Creed, as it is called. As it was usual originally to

speak of an apostolical tradition, without its being supposed, that

the Apostles had published a confession of faith ; so in the same

manner, in regard to the constitution and customs of the Church,

an apostolical tradition was spoken of, without its being thought

that the Apostles had given laws in writing on the subject. And

when people had once become used to the expressions,
&quot;

Apos

tolical traditions,&quot;
&quot;

Apostolical ordinances,&quot; the pretence, or the

belief, at last attached itself to them, that the Apostles had written

down a collection of ecclesiastical laws, as they had a confession of

faith. And hence, under the influence of different interests, differ

ent collections of this kind may have existed, as those, which Epi-

phanius quotes in many places, are evidently not identical with

our Apostolical Constitutions. These latter appear to have arisen

gradually in the Oriental Church, out of different pieces, whose

ages extend from the latter part of the second to the fourth century.

Hernias would follow here, if he, as many of the ancients

thought, were the same with the Hernias mentioned in the 16th

chapter of the Epistle of the Apostle Paul to the Romans. We
have a work under his name, which bears the title of the Shep-

1 This abuse had spread itself in the Antiochian Church, as well as in the North-

African. See the Synodal Epistle against Paul of Samosata. Euseb. vii. 30.

2 Hence comes the name of the edition of this work, preserved to us in the trans

lation of Ruffinus, aVayvwpKT/ioi, Recognitiones.
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herd
(Trotjurjv), so called, because in the second book, an angel is

represented as a shepherd, to whose guidance Hernias is en

trusted.

It cannot be ascertained with certainty, whether the author

really .believed that he had the visions, which he represents, or

whether he supposed them, in order to gain a more ready entrance

for the doctrines, especially those of a practical kind, inculcated by
him. The work was originally written in Greek, but it is preserved
to us in great measure, only in a Latin translation

;
and it was

held in great reverence by Greek writers of the second century,
to which the name of Hermas and the renowned visions may have

deeply contributed. Irenseus quotes the book under the name of
&quot; the Scripture:&quot; and yet there are strong reasons to doubt of its

being derived from that Apostolic Hermas, although the other

tradition, (supported by the poem against Marcion ascribed to

Tertullian, and the fragment on the canon of the New Testament

published by Muratori 1

,) that the brother of the Roman Bishop
Pius, who obtained this office about the year 156, was the author,

is also very doubtful, because we cannot determine what credit

is due to these two writings, and because the high reverence

entertained for the book in the time ofan Irenseus and a Clement
of Alexandria, can hardly be reconciled with so late an origin of

the work 2
.

Ignatius, Bishop of the Church at Antioch, in the time of the

Emperor Trajan, it would appear, was carried as prisoner to

Rome, where he expected to be exposed to wild beasts. On the

journey, it would seem, he wrote seven Epistles, six to the

Churches of Asia Minor, and one to Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna.
Certainly, these epistles contain passages which at least bear

completely upon them the character of antiquity. This is par

ticularly the case with the passages directed against Judaism and

Docetism ; but even the shorter and more trustworthy edition is

very much interpolated.

The epistle to Polycarp the Bishop of Smyrna appears the

most like a diligent compilation ; and that to the Church of

Rome bears, the most, the stamp of individuality upon it.

1 Murat. Antiq. Ital. Jud. ^Evi, t. iii.

3 It may be the case, that the Roman Bishop Pius really had a brother of this

name ; and that those, who wished to destroy the reverence paid to this work, for that

very purpose assigned to it so late an author.
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We have already spoken before of Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna.
An Epistle to the Church at Philippi is ascribed to him, the

genuineness of which there are no sufficient grounds to deny.

We shall now, after considering the Apostolic Fathers, notice

the Apologists, who follow immediately after them in chrono

logical order. The defence of Christianity against the heathens

first led the way to an union between Christianity and the know

ledge and cultivation of those days. As under the government
of Hadrian, Christianity began to extend itself more among the

more cultivated classes, as heathens of a certain philosophical and

literary character came over to the Christian Church, they felt

themselves obliged to defend their faith against the accusations

which were spread abroad against it by false reports, and they used

their comprehensive and scientific education and knowledge in

order to represent the Christian doctrine to the more cultivated

heathens in a point of view more agreeable to their turn of mind.

Among these we must first name Quadratus, who was known
as an Evangelist

1

, and celebrated for his prophetic gifts. We
must not confound him, as Jerome has done, with a Quadratus
who was Bishop of a Church at Athens in the days of Marcus
Aurelius. His Apology, alas ! has not reached us, and Eusebius

has preserved to us only the following remarkable words :
&quot; The

works of our Saviour were always present, because they were real

and true; those who were healed by him; those, who were raised

from the dead, who were to be seen, not only when they were

being healed and raised, but constantly; not only during the life

time of our Saviour, but after his departure they were present
a considerable time, so that some of them have reached even

to our time 2
.&quot;

The second Apologist, Aristides, even as a Christian still re

tained the gown of the philosopher (r|0t|3wv), in order to be able

to represent Christianity to the educated classes as the new

heavenly philosophy
3
.

1 We must understand this word in a sense agreeable to the New Testament, i. e.

a teacher, not appointed to one particular church, but a missionary travelling for the

purpose of propagating the Gospel.
2 Euseb. iii. 37 ; iv. 3 ; v. 17.
3
Hieronym. de Vir. Illust. c. 20. Ep. 83. ad Magnum : apologeticum coniextum philo-

sophorum sententiis. The traveller de la Guilleti&re says, that in a convent about six

miles from Athens they profess to have a copy of this Apology.
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Justin Martyr is remarkable, as the first among these apolo

gists whose writings have reached us, and as the first of those

better known to us, who became a teacher of the Christian

Church, in whom we observe an approximation between Christ

ianity and the Grecian, but especially the Platonic philosophy ;

and in this respect he may be considered as the precursor of the

Alexandrian Fathers. We can obtain, for the most part, only
from his own writings any account of his life and education ; and

here also we feel most certainty at first, by restricting ourselves

to his two Apologies, because these are the undoubted work of

Justin, and bear upon them the stamp of a peculiar character

of mind which cannot be mistaken ; and the rest of his writings,

on the contrary, must in the first place prove their genuineness by
a comparison with these.

Flavius Justinus was born in the town Flavia Neapolis, for

merly Sichem, in Samaria ;
it was then a Roman-Greek colony,

in which the Greek language prevailed. It was probably not a

predominantly speculative character of mind, which was not the

case with him, but an endeavour after a satisfactory religious

persuasion, which led him, as well as so many others of those

days, to the study of philosophy; and for this very reason, the

Platonic philosophy would have peculiar attractions for him.

Since it was rather a religious than a speculative interest which

led him on, it is possible, although some isolated and elevated

Platonic notions, like those of the relationship of the human

soul to God, and of the intuition of Divine things, animated him,

that he was not so taken by the system of the school, that his

heart should thence become incapable of those higher impres

sions, which passed the bounds of the empire of this system.

How he became a Christian he relates himself
l

:
&quot; While I still

found my delight in the doctrines of Plato, and heard the Chris

tians calumniated, but yet saw them fearless towards death, and

all that men account fearful ;
I learnt that it was impossible,

that they should live in sin and lust
2
. I despised the opinion of

the multitude ;
I was proud of being a Christian, and I endea

voured with all my powers to remain one.&quot;

Justin retained as a Christian, the philosopher s cloke
3

, which

he had borne as a heathen philopher and ascetic ; and he used

1
Apolog. i. p. 50, 51. 2 See Parti. 3 See Part ii.



JUSTIN MAUTYU. 337

this garb and mode of life, in order easily to be able to introduce

conversations on religious and philosophical subjects, and thus to

prepare a passage for the Gospel into the hearts of men ; and he

was, as it were, a travelling Evangelist in the philosophic garb
1

.

It has been unsoundly concluded 2
that he was ordained to the

priesthood, from his own language in his representation of the

Christian faith in the second Apology,
&quot; We conduct the con

vert, after we have baptized him, to the assembled brethren.&quot;

There was at that time no such separation of the clergy from the

laity, that Justin might not have been able to say this from his

position, as sharing the priesthood common to all Christians.

But whether he was solemnly ordained to the calling of an

Evangelist in the name of the Church or not an inquiry of no

importance it is hardly to be supposed that his gifts were left

idle, whether for the propagation of the Gospel among the

heathen, or for the instruction of the Churches themselves. If

the account of the martyrdom of Justin were worthy of credit, it

would prove, that when he was resident in Rome, a part of the

Church, which understood the Greek language, used to assemble

in his house, in order to hear his discourses.

We observed in the first part of this history
3

, that after the

death of the Emperor Hadrian, persecutions arose against the

Christians in the beginning of the reign of Antoninus Pius.

Thereby Justin, who was then resident at Rome, was induced to

address a writing in defence of the interests of the Christians to

the emperor. Since, however, in the superscription of this work,
he does not give the title of Caesar to M. Aurelius, it is probably
to be inferred, that it was written before his adoption into that

dignity, which took place A.D. 139 4
.

1 Even if the Dialogus cum Tryphone were not genuine, we might nevertheless use

the account given in it; for we might presuppose that the author of it had an accurate

knowledge of Justin s life.

2
By Tillemont. [The conclusion of Tillemont may be unwarranted by the ex

pression of Justin, but surely at that time there was a separation of clergy and laity.

See note, vol. i. p. 180. H. J. R.]
3 See vo j j. p- 99

4 The superscription is Avrofcparopi Ttry AtXiy Aopiavy Avrovivqt Evffffiei

Stpacrry Kaitrapi KO.I Oi fjpKrcriju.y vi^i &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;i\offo&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;&amp;lt;i)

KO.I Aoinciy &amp;lt;hiXoao&amp;lt;b(ft (according to

Eusebius ^iXoero^ou) Kaiaapog tjtvoti v\t# Kai ~EvatftovQ taTTroi^ry tpaary iraidttaQ

ifpq, Tt
&amp;lt;JvyK\r)T&amp;lt;p

KCLI Stjp,^ iravn Paytaiwv. The first-named is Augustus Antoninus

Pius, who had then entered on his reign, the second M. Antoninus, philosophus, to

whom the Emperor Hadrian (in compliance with whose wishes Antoninus Pius

adopted him) had given the name Annius Verissimus, the third is Lucius Verus

Antoninus, afterwards the associate of M. Aurelius in the government, the son of

VOL. II. z
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There are greater difficulties in the determination of the time,

at which the first Apology, as it is called, was written. The occa

sion, which moved him to write for the Christians (an occasion

full of instruction, with regard both to the history of the active

efficacy of Christianity, and to that of the persecutions) was this,

a woman in Rome, who had led a vicious life with her husband,

was converted, and refusing any longer to share the vices of her

husband, endeavoured to bring about his reformation. As, how

ever, she was unable to effect this, and was unable, if she re

mained any longer in union with her husband, to withdraw herself

from participation in his sins, and as she had, according to the

doctrines of our Lord, grounds sufficient to justify a separation,

she separated herself from him. In order to revenge himself,

the divorced husband accused her as a Christian. The accused

woman presented a petition to the emperor, that she might be

allowed first to arrange her family concerns, and then she was

willing to undergo her judicial trial. When her husband found

his revenge against his wife thus delayed, he turned his rage

against her instructor in Christianity, named Ptolemseus. He was

arrested by a centurion, and carried before the Prsefectus urbis.

As he openly declared before him, that he was a Christian, he

was condemned to death. Another Christian, by name Lucius,

who heard this sentence, said to the Prsefect,
&quot; Wherefore have

you sentenced to death this man, who has committed no murder,

no theft, no adultery ;
but only because he is a Christian ? You

are acting in a manner, which is not becoming either to the

pious emperor, or the philosopher the son of the emperor
1

.&quot;

The Prsefect concluded from this declaration that he was a

Christian, and when he confirmed this, the Prsefect sentenced him

in like manner to death. A third person shared the same fate.

Lucius jElius Verus, whom Hadrian had adopted and nominated as Caesar
;
after the

early death of the latter, he (the son), as Hadrian wished, was adopted in the same

manner by Antoninus Pius, who had stepped into the place of his father. The reading

found in Eusebius is most likely the true one, for it is hardly to be supposed that

Lucius Verus should have had two epithets. The name of Philosopher is utterly out

of character for a boy of nine years of age, who might yet very well be called Ipaorjjf

TraiStiaQ. It is more likely that the name of Philosopher should have been given to

jElius Verus, who was dead, whom Spartianus calls
&quot; eruditus in literis.&quot;

1 ow irpeirovra Ev(T/3 avroKparopi ovSe QiXocroQq) (according to Eusebius, the

common reading is 0i\offo0ov). [N.B. This expression is ambiguous, the meaning

is, that Eusebius reads ^tXotro^y, and the common editions of Justin read

See the note of Valesius. H. J. R.]
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The question is therefore, Whether this event suits best with the

reign of Antoninus Pius, or that of M. Aurelius ? We find here

nothing that would be absolutely inconsistent with the former ;

for, as we remarked 1

, the law of Trajan was by no means abolished

by the rescripts of Hadrian and of Antoninus Pius, in accord

ance with which law, the open avowal of Christianity might be

punished with death, although the mildness of the emperor per
mitted a governor favourably disposed to Christians, to pass over

a great deal. But is it probable that a Christian should have

spoken thus to the Prsefect, if the reigning emperor had himself

issued a severe law against the Christians, as Christians ? Even
in the Apology itself, there is no trace of the existence of a new
law against the Christians, for the abolition of which Justin

entreated the emperor. It may be said, that it suits only the time

of M. Aurelius; for Justin says, that confessions had been extorted

from the servants, women, and children of the Christians, by which

the popular reports about unnatural practices in the assemblies

of Christians were declared to be true. It is certainly
2
in the

reign of M. Aurelius that we first find examples of such conduct

towards the Christians quoted ; but as popular fanaticism had,

ever since the reign of Nero, spread abroad such reports against
the Christians, that fanaticism may easily have found at an earlier

time many magistrates who gave credit to it, and ministered to

it. Even in the Apology, which according to the common sup

position is placed in the time of Antoninus Pius, Justin at that

time is anxious, that people would only not give credit to the

blind reports of the people against Christians. But he says, that

the same things which happened at Rome under Urbicus, com

monly took place elsewhere also ; that the other Governors acted

as unreasonably ; that everywhere, if any one was improved by

Christianity, one of his nearest relations or friends came forward

as his accuser ; and this seems to agree better with the general

persecutions under M. Aurelius. But even in the time of

Antoninus Pius, many violent popular assaults had taken place

against the Christians, which moved him to issue the rescript,

which was calculated to allay the irritations of men s minds.

This is also still further remarkable in the above- quoted desig
nation of the reigning princes through Lucius, that the title of phi

losopher, peculiarly appropriated to M. Aurelius, is not bestowed

1 See vol. i.
a See vol. i.

z2
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upon him, but transferred to Verus, whom it does not suit,

and to whom it is not elsewhere attributed, while the title of

Antoninus Pius is bestowed upon M. Aurelius, who is nowhere

spoken of during his life-time by this name. Even if we throw

away the reading of Eusebius we have quoted, the difficulty is

not removed, for the same titles are attributed at the end of

the Apology to both the emperors
1
. These grounds are an

argument to place this Apology, not according to the common

belief, which has however great names, e. g. Pagi, Tillemont,

Mosheim, in its favour, but with Valesius and Longuerue in the

time of Antoninus Pius.

It is also a striking circumstance 2

, that Justin, twice
3
in this

Apology, appeals to that which he has before said, which yet does

not occur in this Apology, but in the first. He uses the same

formula, we Trpoe^rjjuev,
which he uses in other places, where

he quotes passages out of the same writing.

We do not, however, wish to deny, that the authority of

Eusebius is opposed to our supposition, because he certainly

appears to consider the first-mentioned Apology as written in the

reign of Antoninus Pius, and to place the second in that of M.
Aurelius 4

; but still the authority of this historian is not decisive

here, for the proper relation of the second Apology, as it is called,

to the first, might be lost and forgotten in the time of Eusebius.

An idea, which afterwards re-appears among the Alexandrians,

is altogether peculiar to these two treatises ; namely, that in

Christianity there is to be found the unclouded and unbroken

revelation of Divine truth, while on the contrary, in all human

systems, there are only to be found fragments of a revelation of

truth, clouded through the partial views of man. What Clement

says of the revelation of the Logos, torn in pieces like the body

IJJ ovv KO.I vpaQ aZiwQ t va t (Btiag KO.I
(pi\o&amp;lt;ro 0iag TO. Sucata vTrep t

That in the beginning of the Apology of Athenagoras the title of

is attributed, whether it be to L. Verus, or to Commodus, cannot be alleged to remove

this difficulty, because it is easy to understand that the titles, properly belonging only

to one emperor, should be attributed to two in common, as is the case here.

2 As the Benedictine Editor has already observed.

3 In the Benedictine Edition, 4, where he speaks of the enmity with God ; 6,

where he speaks of the incarnation of the Logos ;
and 8, where he speaks of

Heraclitus.

4 If we compare ii. 13. and iv. 16. (for iv, 11. is somewhat obscure,) and ch. 17.

with the preceding, we cannot doubt, that either the reading Trporepa is faulty, or

that Eusebius himself has only written thus from some oversight.
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of Dionysus (see above), had already been said by Justin in

other words. He supposes that there is in human nature some

thing akin l
to the Divine Logos, that universal and absolute

Divine reason, from which the partial recognition of religious

and moral truth in the heathen philosophers proceeded. The

revelation, however, of truth, which here is in broken fragments,

and is disturbed by the intermixture of what is human, was first

shown in its clearness and perfection, by the appearance of the

Logos itself in human nature. The same relation which exists

between it and the clouded, partial reason of man, exists also

between Christianity and all other systems of religious truth,

Certainly, this was an idea, extremely calculated to seek for

points in the common religious conscience of man, for Christ

ianity to attach itself upon, as well as to set forth the elevation of

the Gospel above all previous systems containing religious matter.

He hence says
2

, that all good, which has ever been spoken by

any, belongs to Christianity. He hence concludes, that in all

times those who have followed the inward revelation of the

Logos, and lived in accordance with it, were Christians ; although

they were called Atheists, as Abraham and Socrates, and that

such men were always persecuted by the enemies of the Logos
(those who live without reason). We certainly need not suppose
that Justin delivered these notions at Alexandria, and that they
have passed from him to the Alexandrian Fathers, or on the other

hand, that Justin has borrowed them from a previously-existing
Alexandrian theology. For certainly, every Platonist, accus

tomed to the ideas of the relation of the votpov in man to the

supreme vovg, who was converted to Christianity, while he was

seeking for some medium between his former Platonic notions

and his newly acquired Christian ones, might easily be led to

these notions.

But it is indeed remarkable, that in the other writings of

Justin, we find no trace of the notions, which prevail so com

pletely in the Apologies, as to the relation between that which is

divine in man to the self-revelation of the Divine Logos, and the

notions that are connected with these ; namely, in regard to the

1 The &amp;lt;T7Tf pjua TOV Xoyov, or the \oyog ffTrfp/iarucog.
2
Apolog. ii. (commonly called i.) Oaa Trapa iraai *aXw aprjrai, ))^wv TCJV

Xpmava&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;
JOT i. [In Grabe s Edition [Oxford. 8vo. 1700 1703.] this is printed

as the second Apology.]
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relation between the scattered traces of truth found among- the

heathen and Christianity. It may indeed be said, that he has

attributed these notions to himself only in furtherance of his

object, that by this means he might dispose the philosophical

emperor to be favourable to his proposals; but this is, neverthe

less, not a natural supposition. We may especially remark, that

judging of Justin from his writings, we can hardly give him

credit for the adroitness of moving so freely in a circle of ideas,

taken up by him in appearance only. And besides, in his Apo
logies he makes no scruple of blaming the religious doctrines of

the Stoics, although the stoicism of M. Aurelius was well known.

We may thence conclude, that he pretended also to no milder

opinion of the Grecian philosophy in general, than he really

held. And in other writings also, intended to facilitate the con

version of the heathen, he might just as well have used this

method, as in the Apologies. Why therefore does he never use

it in those other writings ? This circumstance would be still more

striking, if we suppose, according to the common view of the

matter, that Justin wrote these Apologies at such different

times.

We have under the name of Justin a treatise, with the title

of&quot; An exhortation to the heathen&quot; (TrapatvErtKOCTTjOOc EXArjva?),

the object of which is, to persuade the heathen of the unsatis

factory nature of their popular religion, and their philosophical

doctrines of religion, as well as of the necessity of some higher and

Divine instruction. It is most probably the same writing, as that

which is quoted by Eusebius and Fhotius, under the title of &quot; The
Confutation&quot; (iXty^oc)? which suits its contents well enough.

In this treatise we find no trace of that mild and liberal

thought, which we remark in the Apologies, and no trace of that

peculiar circle of ideas, but far rather a contrary mode of thinking.
All knowledge of God is here deduced from outward revelation

only ; but there were many misunderstood accordances with truth,

recognised among the heathen ; but these are all deduced from a

misunderstood and falsified tradition, according to the Juda?o-Alex

andrian notion, that a knowledge of the doctrines communicated to

the Jews by Divine revelation, was conveyed to the Greeks from

Egypt. While in the Apologies men are acknowledged to have

existed among the heathen, who, following the revelation of the

cnrtp/uaTiKog, were witnesses of the truth before the appear-
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ance of Christianity; here, on the contrary, it is said: &quot; Your
teachers also are compelled to say much for us about Divine

Providence, even against their will, and especially those who
dwelt in Egypt, and have received benefit from the religion of

Moses and his ancestorsV
It is impossible to suppose, that this treatise can have pro

ceeded from the same cast of thought, as the two Apologies of

Justin. But if it is determined to attribute it to him, then we
must at least not consider it, in accordance with the common

supposition, as the first of his writings after his conversion ; but

far rather as one of the later. We must suppose that his ori

ginal more liberal and milder habits of thought had latterly

become narrower and harsher, that the views which originally

prevailed with him, and proceeded from his own disposition,

those views of the connection between the revelations of the

Aoyoe (nrtpiuaTtKOQ to the revelation of the absolute Aoyoe, which

we find as the predominant views in tke Apologies, were latterly

entirely driven into the background by the views imparted to

him by the Alexandrian Jews, of outward Revelation as the

source [of this knowledge among the heathen]
2
. Such a change

is no doubt possible, and examples of such changes are certainly

to be found, but one is led to inquire whether this treatise con

tains sufficient evidence of the authorship of Justin, to drive us

to this explanation.

We have also under the name of Justin a short address to the

heathens (Aoyoe Trpoc EAArjvae), which none of the treatises enu

merated in the list of Justin s writings among the ancients suits,

but which, even if it does not proceed from him, as the style is

somewhat more rhetorical than his, yet bears the stamp of that

time upon it. It is a rhetorical exposition of the untenableness

of the heathen doctrines about the gods, in which the most

beautiful part is the conclusion :
&quot; The power of the Logos

1 Cohortat. p. 15.

2 It cannot be denied, that this view occurs even in the Apologies, only that it is

more in the background, while the other is the predominant view. Apol. ii. p. 81.

&quot;All which, philosophers and poets have said of the immortality of the soul, of the

contemplation of Divine things, or of doctrines like these, they may have learnt and

developed, while they received the first hints from the Prophets. There seems there

fore to be amongst all a Sun of truth, and it is clear, that they have not understood it

properly, because they contradict themselves.&quot; So also, p. 92, Plato s doctrine of the

Creation is deduced from Moses.
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makes neither poets, nor philosophers, nor accomplished orators ;

but, while it forms us, it turns mortal men into immortal, mortal

men into gods. It lifts us from the earth above the bounds of

Olympus. Come, suffer yourselves to be formed. Become as I

am, for I was also like you ;
for this, even the divine nature of the

doctrines, the power of the Logos, has overcome me ; for as a

skilful serpent-charmer entices and frightens away the terrible

animal from its lurking-place, so the Word banishes the terrible

passions of sensuality out of the most hidden corners of the soul.

And after the desires are banished, the soul becomes tranquil

and cheerful, and turns back to its Creator, freed from the evil

that adhered to it.&quot;

We have also under the name of Justin, a treatise on the

unity of God
(Trtpt juovap^m?), containing, for the most part,

passages collected from the ancient literature of the Greeks,

especially from the poets; the object of the treatise is to convert

the heathen by means of their own literature. This writing is

perhaps only the fragment of a larger work, as the work which

Eusebius knew by this name contained more, and consisted of

arguments for the unity of God, taken partly from the Holy

Scriptures, and partly from Greek literature.

The greatest and most important work of Justin s, which we

possess, after his Apologies, is his Dialogue with Tiypho the Jew,

the business of which is to prove, that Jesus is the Messiah pro
mised in the Old Testament, and to confute the then usual accusa

tions of the Jews against Christianity. Justin meets, apparently
at Ephesus, with Trypho a Jew, whom the war, undertaken by
Barchochab, had driven out of Palestine, and who was travelling

about in Greece, and had there studied the Grecian philosophy,
and was much beloved. The garb of the philosopher, worn by
Justin, induces Trypho to address him in a retired walk, and a

conversation arises between them about the knowledge of God,
which conversation Justin turns to Christianity, and the treatise

consists of this conversation set down in writing.

The concordant testimony of antiquity assigns this piece to

Justin ;
the author gives himself out as Justin, who wrote the

Apologies, for he quotes a passage from the second (as it is

called), as coming from himself
1

. The author describes himself

in the introduction, as one who had left Platonisrn for Chris-
1 S. Simon Magus in Dial. Tryph. 349,
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tianity, which exactly suits Justin. No unprejudiced man can

deny that the treatise must have been written by a contemporary
of Justin, or at least by a man, the time of whose life approached

nearly to that age ; now one cannot imagine any reasonable

cause, why a man, who could bear so much weight by his own per
sonal qualities, as Justin could, if we judge of him from this book,

instead of writing it in his own name, should have allowed this

book to appear under the mask of a contemporary. Besides, we
find in this book no trace of the endeavour, elsewhere so apparent
in such counterfeited pieces, to bring certain favourite notions into

vogue. Its principal feature is controversy against the Jews arid

Judaists, and this could obtain no new support with either

party by the name of the heathen from Samaria, the former

Platonist
l
.

The same circumstance will perhaps strike us here, as in the

above-mentioned controversial treatise against the heathen
; but

the case is altered here. We saw there that Justin was endea

vouring to show on the one hand, the affinity between Chris

tianity and the best of Grecian philosophy; and on the other,

the unsatisfactoriness of the latter in regard to religion. If

therefore, the former point of view was likely to be most pro
minent in the Apologies addressed to the philosopher M.

Aurelius, it would on the contrary, be wholly suppressed in a

treatise directed against the Jews, who sought in Grecian philo

sophy a completion of the religious instruction of the Old

Testament. There appears also, nevertheless, an affinity of

ideas between the Dialogue and the Apologies, even in the

favourite notion of the Apologies, that of the Xoyoc ffTrepfiaTiKOQ.

As he says in the first Apology, that men would have been able

to excuse themselves in their sins, if the Aoyog had revealed

himself to human nature, for the first time, only an hundred

and fifty years ago, and if he had not been in operation in all

ages by means of the Xoyoc cnrep/jiaTiKog ; he says the same thing

1 The reasons against the geuuinenessof this work are given by Wetstein, Prolegomena
in Nov. Test.; and Semler in his Edition of Wetstein, 1764. p. 174 (see an answer to

their arguments from the mode in which the Alexandrian version is cited, in Stroth

Repertorium fur bibl. und Morgenland. Literatur. Bd. ii. 74,) and Koch in his Justhii

Martyris dial, cum Tryphone secundum regulas criticas examinat. et voOtvatioQ

convictus, 1700 (;i
work which I have never seen); and Lange in the first book of his

History of Opinions. There is an admirable confutation of them by Miinscher. See

Commentalionea Theologicae, Kd. Rosenmiiller, Fuldner and Maurer, t. i. pt. ii.



346 RELATION OF THE DIALOGUE TO OTHER WORKS.

here in regard to the moral ideas (QvaiKai Ivvoiat) inseparable
from human nature, which compelled man universally to acknow

ledge sins as sins
;
and which might have been extinguished and

overwhelmed rather than annihilated by the operations of the

evil spirit, and by bad education, customs, and laws. What he

here says of that, which has revealed itself in all ages, and in

accordance with its own nature, as Good, by which alone men
could please God, is said in opposition to the Ceremonial Law,
which was only calculated as a means of discipline and education

for the hard-heartedness of the Jews; or as a system of typical

prophecy
l
. This leads us to the idea of that Xoyoc crTrepjucmKoe,

through which a moral conscience was given to all mankind.

There is, indeed, in the Apologies no trace of Chiliasm (Mille-

narianism), but the spiritual ideas of eternal life, and of the reign
of Christ, which shine forth in the Apologies, are by no means

contradictory to this doctrine (see above) ; but we must certainly

consider, that the Chiliasts themselves, only considered the reign
of a thousand years as a point of transition to a higher grade of

life. It may easily be explained, why he should not quote this

doctrine, which was peculiarly offensive to the heathens ; be

cause, although important in his estimation, it did not belong to

the chief and fundamental doctrines of Christianity, which latter

he certainly brought forward without disguise, even when they
were offensive to the heathens. In a dialogue, intended to justify
the doctrines of Christianity against the reproaches of the Jews,

he had, on the contrary, particular occasion to bring forward this

doctrine, in order to show that Christians were orthodox, even in

this point, according to the Jewish notions. In both these works

an Anti- Gnostic and Anti-Marcionitish spirit is prominent, on

which Chiliasm would in those times easily be engrafted.

In the doctrine of the Logos, and the Holy Spirit, (see above,)

there is a striking similarity between the Dialogue and the two

Apologies. There are exhibited besides in thoughts and ex

pressions, which occur in both works, even more significant

marks of the identity of the author
2
.

1 TO. tyvati KUI aei KO.I Si 6\ov Ka\a icai SiKaia Kai ayaQa. See ? p. 247-

264. 320.

2 See the mystical explanation of the Messianic passage, Gen. xlix. 11, in Apol. ii.

74. &quot;TO yap TT\VVIV rr\v &amp;lt;JTo\r)v avrov iv aifiari &amp;lt;rra&amp;lt;}&amp;gt;v\r]&quot; Trpoay-

yt\Tiicov r}v TOV nadovz, ov iraaxtiv fyitX\, Si
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We cannot at all determine with certainty whether Justin

really held such a disputation with a Jew named Trypho ; but at

least it is most probable, that many disputations with Jews gave
him an opportunity of writing such a dialogue, as he would by
that means have acquired such an acquaintance with the Jewish

theology of that day. He was always ready to give a reason of

his faith, both to Jews and to heathens. As we cannot ascertain

what is mere ornament, and what is real fact in this dialogue, we
cannot find any sufficient marks in it for a chronological decision ;

but it is certain, by the quotation from the first Apology, that

this dialogue was written later than that work, and apparently,
from what we have above said, than both the Apologies.
Justin in this dialogue speaks of the power of the Gospel from

his own experience, as he does in the Apologies :
&quot; I found in

the doctrines of Christ,&quot; he says,
&quot; the only sure and saving phi

losophy, for it has in itself a power which commands reverence,
which restrains those, who depart from the right path, and the

sweetest tranquillity is the lot of those who practise it. It is

clear that this doctrine is sweeter than honey, because we who
have been formed by it, even to death, never deny his name.&quot;

We have to lament the loss of a work of Justin against all the

heretical sects of his own day, as well as of his work against
Marcion. It is a matter of very great doubt, whether the frag
ment of a work on the resurrection, which John of Damascus,
in the eighth century, has imparted to us under the name of

Justin, really belongs to him
; Eusebius, Jerome, and Photius

knew nothing of such a work by him.

Among the most beautiful remains of Christian antiquity, is a

letter which is found among the works of Justin, on the charac

teristics of Christian worship in relation to heathenism and

j yap KticXjj/zevjj VTTO TOV Otiov jrvtvp.arog dia TOV
irpo&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;T]Tov aro\r), 01

TTHJTtVOVTlQ ClVTlp IIGIV dv9p(i)TTOl, tV Oig OIKtl TO TTapO. TOV QfOV (TTTepfla, 6 XflyO, TO

St tlprj^itvov aifia Tt] &amp;lt;TTct&amp;lt;pv\r], ai^iavTiKov TOV t^tiv fitv aifia TOV ^av^aofitvovy
dXX OVK e avBaatTTtiov ffirtpfiaToc;, dXX tK Quag $uvff/iu&amp;gt;. Compare with this

the passage in Dial. Tryph. 273, which betrays the same author, who only in that pas

sage made use of such expressions, which were rather borrowed from the language of the

Platonic philosophy, as his object required. TO
Tq&amp;gt; ai/iart OVTOV a.7ro7r\vveiv peXXttv

TOVQ iriGTtvovTaQ avTtft tdrjXov OToXrjv yap O.VTOV sKaXecre TO ayiov Trvtvfjia TOVQ
Si UVTOV aQtffiv d/iaprtwv Xa/3ovra iv oig an dvvap,ei p,ev irapfffn Kai ivapyuQ

iraptffTai ev Ty BfvTfpq O.VTOV Trapoima. TO fit al/ui rrTa^v^rjQ tnrnv TOV \oyov,
fv, OTI aifjia p,tv g%t o Xpiorot; OVK

i%&amp;gt; dvOpwirov &amp;lt;77Tfpjuaro, dXX ii

TOV Beov
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Christianity. It contains that splendid portraiture of the Chris

tian life, from which we have already quoted some passages. Its

language and thoughts, as well as the silence of the ancients,

prove that the letter does not proceed from Justin. But the

Christian simplicity which reigns in this letter bespeaks its high

antiquity, which is further supported by this circumstance, that

the author classes Judaism and heathenism together, and does not

appear to deduce the Jewish cultus from a Divine origin, and yet
there is nothing properly Gnostic in the treatise, a phenomenon
which could only exist in a very early age.

We cannot, however, from the author s speaking of the sacri

fices of the Jews as an existing thing, show that he lived before

the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem ;
for in a lively

description he might very well present in such a manner what

really did not exist any longer. Nor does his calling himself the

disciple of the Apostles, give us any sure chronological mark,

because he might name himself thus as a follower of their

writings and doctrines
;
even if this passage in the beginning of

1 1 really belongs to the genuine letter.

The part which follows it is clearly from another hand
; that

which is there said of the Jewish people, of the Divine authority

of the Old Testament, and of orthodoxy, which fixes itself on the

(!eterminations of the Fathers, by no means corresponds with the

character of mind and thought, which prevail in this letter.

Justin, as he himself says in the last-quoted Apology, expected

that his death would be compassed by a person, from one of the

then notorious classes of hypocritical professors of holiness, a

Cynic, as he was called, named Crescens, who was much esteemed

by the people, and excited them against the Christians ;
for he

had peculiarly attracted the hatred of this man to himself by

exposing his hypocrisy. According to Eusebius, Crescens really

accomplished the purpose, with which he had threatened Justin ;

but Eusebius in support of this quotes a passage from Tatian *,

the scholar of Justin, which can by no means be used to prove it;

for Tatian there says only, that Crescens had endeavoured to

compass the death of Justin, from which it does not follow, that

he succeeded in that endeavour 2
.

Eusebius may, however, be quite right in affirming, that Justin

i

li^orat. contra Graecoo. 2 Qavary TTtpifiaXtiv
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suffered martyrdom during the reign of M. Aurelius. This

account is in accordance with the relation of the martyrdom of

Justin and his fellow-traveller, which, although it does not come

from a source entitled to our confidence , yet bears upon it many
internal marks, which speak more in favour of, than against its

authenticity
2
.

The next to Justin in order of time is Tatian of Assyria, his

disciple, of whom we have already spoken in the history of the

Gnostic sects
3
. He himself in the only writing which we have

of his, which we are about to mention, gives an explanation of

the progress of his religious development. He was brought up in

heathenism
;
and frequent travels gave him an opportunity of

learning the multifarious sorts of heathen worship, which at that

time were existing together in the Roman empire. None, among
them all, could recommend itself to him as reasonable : not only
did he observe how religion in them was used to the service of

sin ; but even the highly-wrought allegorical interpretations of

the ancient myths, as symbols of a speculative system of natural

philosophy, could not satisfy him, and it appeared to him a dis

honourable proceeding for a man to attach himself to the popular

religion, who did partake in the common religious belief, arid

who saw nothing in its doctrines about the gods, but symbols of

the elements and powers of nature. The mysteries into which

he suffered himself to be initiated, appeared to him also in the

same manner, not to correspond to the expectations, which they

awakened, and the contradictory systems of the philosophers
offered him no sure grounds of religious faith. He was rendered

mistrustful of them, by the contradiction, which he often observed

in those, who gave themselves out as philosophers, between the

seriousness which they exhibited for the sake of appearances in

their dress, mien, and language, and the levity of their conduct.

While he was in this condition, he came to the Old Testament,
to which his attention was drawn by what he had heard of the

1 In the collection of Symeon Metaphrastes.
a These marks and grounds are the following : that it contains no miraculous tales,

and nothing exaggerated, nothing that contradicts the simple circumstances of

Christian Churches in those days, and that one reads nothing at all about Crescens in

it ; for one would expect a Graeculus, who invented the history of such a martyrdom,

setting out from the supposition, that Crescens compassed the death of Justin, would

have made him an important personage, and told many tales about him.

3 See above, vol. ii. p. 108.
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high antiquity of these writings, in comparison of the Hellenic

religions, as might easily be the case with a Syrian. He himself

says of the impression which the reading of this book made upon
him :

&quot; These writings found acceptance with me because of the

simplicity of their language, the unstudiedness of the writer, the

intelligible history of the creation, because of the prediction of

the future, because of the wholesomeness of their precepts, and

because of the doctrine of the One God which prevails throughout
themV The impression which the study of the Old Testament

made upon him, would appear from this to have been with him

the preparation for a belief in the Gospel
2
. Coming in this

state of mind to Rome, he was converted to Christianity by
Justin, of whom he speaks with great reverence.

After the death of the latter, he wrote his &quot; Address to the

heathen,&quot; in which he defends the 0tXoao0m rwv
j3apj3apo&amp;gt;v

against the contempt of the Greeks, who had, nevertheless,

received the seeds of all knowledge and arts originally from the

Barbarians. In his view of the relation of the philosophy as well

as the religion of the Greeks to Christianity, we recognise far

more the later than the earlier Justin. We have already observed

(page 108), that even as early as in this treatise, the seeds of a

speculative and ascetic turn of thought are to be seen, which he

probably brought from Syria with him, as also its obscure style

betrays the Syrian. He says to the heathen :
&quot; Wherefore will

ye excite your state-religion to battle against us ? And where

fore should I be hated as the most godless of men, because I will

not follow the laws of your religion ? The Emperor commands
taxes to be paid, I am ready to pay them. The Lord commands
me to serve him ;

I know how I have to serve him, for we must

honour men as becomes men, but fear God alone, who can be

seen by no human eye, and comprehended by no human art. It

is only when I am commanded to deny him, that I refuse to obey,
but prefer to die, that I may not appear ungrateful and a liar.&quot;

Next to Tatian comes Athenagoras, who addressed his Apology

(7r/o&amp;lt;r|3aa Trept Xpttmavwv), to the Emperor M. Aurelius, and

1 Tatian had already learnt the untenableness of Polytheism, and was already come

to the persuasion that none but a Monotheistic religion could be a true one.

2 It would in this case be remarkable, that Tatian should afterwards have become

an Anti-Jewish Gnostic ; but we have remarked above, that we are by no means

justified in this supposition. See p. 109.
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his son Commodus . We have no distinct account of this man s

personal history. Only two among the ancients mention him,
Methodius and Philip of Sida, who was the last president of the

school of Catechists at Alexandria, the only person who relates

any thing of the history of the life of Athenagoras
2

; which, how
ever, deserves no credit at all, because this writer is known to be

undeserving of our confidence, and because it contradicts other

creditable documents, and because of the suspicious circumstances
under which the fragment from him has come down to us. Neither
what Athenagoras (see above) says of a second marriage, nor
what he says of the ecstacy of the Prophets, who served as the

unconscious instruments of the operations of the Holy Spirit,
suffices to prove him a Montanist; because, as we remarked

above, the Montanists in this case said nothing altogether new,
but only carried an already existing mode of thought on religions
and moral matters to the extreme.

We have also a writing in Defence of the Resurrection, by the
same Athenagoras.

Together with the Apologists we may mention a writer who
is not otherwise known to us, Hermias, who wrote a short treatise

in ridicule of the heathen philosophers (eWup/xoc rwv tw
0&amp;lt;Xo-

&amp;lt;ro0wv).
He seeks to collect together a multitude of foolish and

mutually contradictory opinions of the Grecian philosophers, with

out advancing anything positive himself, a proceeding, which
could scarcely be of any utility ; for in order to persuade those who
had received a philosophical education, more would be required
than this declamation, and with the ignorant there was no need
either of such a caution against the errors of the philosophers, or of

such a negative preparation for the Gospel. We see in this Her
mias, an example of one of those passionate enemies of the Grecian

philosophy, against whom Clement of Alexandria contends (see
above), who in accordance with Jewish fables, deduced the
Grecian philosophy from the communications of fallen angels.
This Hermias is called a philosopher in the superscription of his

book; it maybe the case, that before his conversion he went
about in the garb of the philosopher, and then after his conver-

1 See the essay of Mosheim on the time at which this Apology was written, in the
first part of his Commentationes ad hist, eccles. pertinentes.

2 Published by Dodwell (Dissertt. in Irenaeum). He relates that Athenagoras lived in
the time of Adrian and Antoninus Pius, to whom he presented his Apology, and that
he was Catechist at Alexandria, before Clement.

7
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sion he passed over from enthusiasm for the Grecian philosophy

to passionate hatred against it. According to the different con

stitution of men s minds, on a change of opinions, their new

habits of thought may be engrafted on their former, as in the

case of Justin and Clement of Alexandria, or they may produce a

violent and harsh abomination of their former sentiments.

The Church in the great metropolis of the Eastern part of

Roman Asia a flourishing seat of literature could not be at

a loss for teachers gifted with a learned education, and their

intercourse with well-educated heathens and Gnostics would

evidently spur on their activity as authors. Theophilus was

Bishop of this Church in the time of M. Aurelius. After the

death of this Emperor, he wrote, during the reign of Commodus,

an apologetic work in three books, addressed to Autolycus, a

heathen, through whose reproaches against Christianity he

was induced to write this work, in which he shows himself a

thinking man, and full of knowledge. We have already quoted

some parts of this work. It is remarkable that this Theophilus,

who wrote against Marcion and Hermogenes, composed also a

commentary on the Holy Scripture. We see here the seed of

that exegetic disposition of the Antiochian Church, of which

we shall speak again at the end of this section \

During the course of the second century a peculiar turn of

mind in theology was formed in the Church of Asia Minor. It

was here that the Anti-Gnostic, practical and realistic spirit

(which we have described in the general introduction to this

section) first took a definite form. The practical Christian

spirit, which had resulted from the long activity of the Apostle

John in these regions, often alloyed here, we freely confess with

1 Jerome c. 25. de vir. ill. quotes a commentary of his in evangelium (which may

denote the whole corpus evangeliorum), and on the Proverbs, but he adds :
&quot;

qui mihi

cum superiorum voluminum elegantia et phrasi non videntur congruere.&quot; But in his

preface to his Commentary on St. Matthew, he distinctly quotes Commentaries of

Theophilus ;
and in his letter to Algasia, t. iv. p. 197, he quotes, as it appears, an

explanatory harmony, or synopsis of the Gospels by him (qui quatuor Evange-

listarum in unum opus dicta compingens). All this may certainly be only notices of

the same work. We have nothing more of his (as the Latin fragments under the

name of Theophilus do not belong to him) unless the Catenae contain fragments of his.

The specimen which Jerome gives of his mode of interpretation is far from the

spirit of the late Antiochian school, for it shows a fanciful mode of allegorizing,

which might suit well enough with the Alexandrian cast of mind, which betrays

itself in the work first quoted.
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a mixture of a carnal tendency, opposed itself to the speculative

caprice and licence of the Gnostic sects and schools, which made

especial progress in these places. A firm dependence on the

doctrines and declarations, which the oldest of the leaders of the

Church remembered to have heard from the mouth of St. John

himself, opposed a counter-balancing weight to Gnosticism ; and

these men, of simple spirit and childlike piety, performed this

service towards the development of the Church, that through
them the extension of the pure fundamental principles of the

Gospel was secured, and the practical spirit of Christianity pre
served unalloyed, although from the impure source of tradi

tion, in which the Divine and the Human were often mingled

together, they received and attached importance to many ac

companiments which were foreign to the essential nature of

Christianity. But then, if only the fundamental doctrines of

Christianity, and the genuine documents of the original, pure
communication of the word of God, were propagated, provision

was by that means made, that Christianity should be able to

cleanse itself by its inward divine power from such dross, as in the

stream of its temporal development it must constantly contract.

But could the spirit of Gnosticism have obtained the victory;

then, inasmuch as it destroys the essential foundations of Chris

tianity, the collection of the holy original documents would have

been sacrificed to caprice, and the possibility of such a process

of purification would thus have been cut off.

It was the endeavour of these teachers of the Church to oppose
to the caprice of the Gnostics the concordant tradition of the

Christian Churches, especially of those of Apostolical origin.

From this endeavour, apparently proceeded the first beginning
of an Ecclesiastical History, the work of Hegesippus, a Jew of

Asia Minor, converted to Christianity, who lived during the

reigns of Hadrian and the Antonines, and who, perhaps in order

to reconcile differences between the usages of the Jewish and

heathen churches, or to persuade himself by ocular demonstra

tion of the harmony of all old Churches in the essentials of

Christianity, undertook a journey to Rome in the days of Anto

ninus Pius, and remained there for a season. The result of his

enquiries and collections was his Five Books of Ecclesiastical

Events (irtvre uTTOyUvt/juara ljojcAr]&amp;lt;rm(mcwv Trpa^cwv). He may
perhaps here have inserted much impure tradition of Jewish

VOL. II. A a
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origin, and have been influenced by many errors, proceeding
from a Judseo-Christian carnal mode of thought. The picture of

James, who was called the brother of the Lord, is painted by
him entirely in the taste of the Ebionites 1

. From a quotation,

however, made by Stephanus Gobarus 2

, a monophysite writer of

the latter part of the sixth century, it may be concluded, that he

was, as a proper Ebionite, an opponent of the Apostle Paul ; for

in the fifth book of his Ecclesiastical History, after citing the

words of ] Cor. ii. 9. &quot; That which no eye hath seen, no ear

heard, nor hath it entered into the heart of any man;&quot; he says

that this is false, and that those who said such things belied the

Holy Scriptures and the Lord, who said,
&quot; Blessed are your eyes,

for they see, and your ears, for they hear,&quot; Matth. xiii. 16 3
. If we

refer these words of Hegesippus to the above-cited passage of

St. Paul, it appears to follow, that he accused him of false doctrine ;

nay, accused him of having quoted something under the name
of Scripture, which is not to be found there. But tliQ content

ment of Hegesippus with the general tradition of the Church,

and his connexion with the Church of Rome, oppose this suppo
sition. According to this supposition, he must have been an

opponent of both. As far as we can judge (without knowing the

context that belongs to these words of Hegesippus) we should,

therefore, far rather conjecture, that he said this not in opposition

to St. Paul, but in his angry zeal against the opponents of

carnal Chiliasm, who might probably enough quote the above

passage of St. Paul, and similar ones, in order to oppose sensual

representations of the happiness of the world to come.

The contests about the time of Easter (see above), and con

cerning the Montanistic spirit of prophecy, gave afterwards, as

well as the controversies against the Gnostics, and the Apologies

against the heathens, another circumstance to exercise the activity

of these Church-teachers, as authors. The list of the writings of

Melito, Bishop of Sardis, whom we have already mentioned as

the author of an Apology addressed to the Emperor M. Aurelius,

shows with what matters the Church-teachers of Asia Minor then

occupied themselves. We find among them the following treatises :

on Right Conduct, on the Prophets, of Prophecy, of the Church, of

1 Euseb. ii. 23. 2 In Photius, Cod. 235.

3
p.aTf]v fitv fipj(T0ai ravTct, Kai Ka.Ta\l/v8r9ai TOVQ TCIVTCI tyafjitvovc TWV re

Otiwv ypa^iov Kai TOV Kvpiov Xtyovrof , &c.
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the Revelation of St. John (-which writings may collectively refer to

the circumstances of the Montanistic controversy), the Key (17

cAe), (perhaps this also refers to the keys of the Church *, in

reference to the controversies about penitence,) a treatise on

Sunday (perhaps in reference to the controversies between the

Jewish and heathen Christians about the festival of the Sabbath,

or Sunday), on the Corporeality of God, a defence of that sensuous

Anti-Gnostic conception
2
. The contents of the following treatises

may also refer to the controversies against Gnosticism: on the

Nature ofMan, on the Creation of the Soul, or on the Body, or on

the Spirit, on the Birth ofChrist, on Truth, on Faith, on the Senses,

of the obedience of Faith
3
. The importance of the subjects, and

their deep hold upon the life of the Church in those times, make
us regret the more the loss of these writings.

Claudius Apollinaris, whom we mentioned above, Bishop of

Hierapolis, in Phrygia, was a contemporary of Melito ;
his

1

[The Power of the Keys is the more usual English phrase, but this would

include more than the subject of penitence. H. J. R.]
2

Trepi ivffw/j,aTov Qeov. These words might be taken to mean, concerning the

appearance of God in the flesh ; or, concerning the incarnation of God. But a com

parison with the account of the trustworthy Origen, on the contents of the book

(fragment. Commentar. in Gen. vol. ii. Opp. fol. 25.) compels us to the explanation we
have given.

3 The list of writings is to be found in Eusebius, iv. 26. [The expression in

Neanderis, von den Sinnen des gluubigen Gehorsams ; which appears to me to be only

capable of the above translation, or of this, about the senses of faithful obedience
;
L e.

about the senses, by which we perceive and accede to the doctrines of the faith ; mean

ing, perhaps, our inward means of perception, &c. On referring, however, to Eusebius,

I see that the title of the work is 6 Trepi viraKor^ iriffTewg ai&amp;lt;jQr]Ti]piuv,
on which

in Heinichen s edition, I find the following note extracted (I believe) from Valesius.
&quot; O Trtpi viraKotiQ, &c. Apud Nicephorum legitur 6 Trepi VTTCIKOTIQ Tri&amp;lt;ma&amp;gt;e

KO.I u iripi

aiaOqrTjpiujv, ut duo fuerint Melitonis libri ; alter de obedientia fidei, alter de sensibus,

idque confirmant Hieronymus et Rufinus. In omnibus tamen nostris codicibus legitur

/cat 6 Trtpi vira.Kor}Q irtuTtujQ aiff9r)TT)piti)v absque distinrtione, quam R. Stephanus

post vocem 7ri&amp;lt;rrewc. addidit. Fuit igitur hie Melitonis liber ita inscriptus : De
obedientia sensuum fidei ; seu quod idem est, de obedientia fidei, quae fit a sensibus.

Quidam enim haeretici aiebant, animales quidem seu psychicos sensuum opera,

spiritales vero per rationem. Ita Heracleo explicabat locum ilium ex Joannis evangelio :

Nisi signa et prodigia videritis, non credetis. Quae Christi verba aiebat Heracleo dici

proprie ad eos, qui per opera et sensus naturam habeant obediendi, non autem credendi

per rationem. Refert haec Origenes enarrationum in Joannis Evangeliiim tomo xiii.,

ubi id refutat, docetque tarn spiritales quam animales non posse nisi per sensum
credere.&quot; This title is therefore differently understood by others, and made to mean
on the acceptance of the faith by means of the senses. On Heracleon, see Grabe Spicil.

vol. ii. p. 80. N.B. The titles of the works are altogether uncertain, from the various

lections in this passage. H. J. R.]

A a 2
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writings, although not so numerous, were occupied with several

similar matters
l
.

From the school of these Church-teachers of Asia Minor, pro
ceeded Irenseus ; who, after the martyrdom of Pothinus, became

Bishop of the Church of Lyons and Vienne (see above). He
remembered, even in his advanced age, what he had heard in his

youth from the mouth of Polycarp, about the life and doctrine of

Christ and the Apostles. In a piece, addressed to Florinus, an

heretical teacher, with whom he had been in his youth with

Polycarp, he says,
&quot; These doctrines, the Elders, who preceded

us, and were in habits of intercourse with the Apostles, have not

delivered to you ;
for when I was a boy, I saw you

2 with Polycarp
in Asia Minor, for I remember what then happened better than

things of the present day ; what we have learnt in childhood

grows up with the soul, and becomes one with it, so that I could

describe the place in which the holy Polycarp used to sit and

talk, his out-going and his in-coming, his mode of life, his per

sonal appearance, the discourses he addressed to the multitude,

and his own account of his intercourse with John, as well as with

the rest of those who had seen the Lord
;
and how he remembered

their conversations, and the account they gave of the Lord s

miracles and doctrines. While he related all from the accounts

of eye-witnesses of his life, he related it in entire accordance with

the Scripture. This I heard at that time with earnestness by
reason of the grace of God imparted to me, writing it down, not

on paper, but on my heart, and I am able by the grace of God,

constantly to bring it with freshness into my memory. I can

also testify before God, that if that blessed and apostolic Pres

byter had heard any such thing, he would have cried out at once

and stopped his ears, and have said according to his custom,
&amp;lt; Oh !

good God ! for what a time hast thou preserved me, that I should

endure this ! and he would have left the place, where he was

sitting or standing, when he heard such language
3

.&quot; The spirit,

1 If in the Catenae, especially in the Catena of Nicephorus on the Octateuchus,

published at Leipzig, 1772, the fragments which belong to this Apollinaris were

properly separated from those which belong to Apollinaris of Laodicea, and the

fragments in Eusebius, and the Chronicon Paschale Alexandrinum, were compared
with them, the character of this Church-teacher might be drawn more definitely.

2
[Neander has here omitted a part of the sentence. Xayu7rpa;e TrpaTrovra iv ry

(3aoi\iKy ctvXy, Kai ireifxapevov tvdoKifieiv Trap avrt^. H. J. R.]
3 Euseb. v. 20.
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which here speaks out, was inherited by Irenseus. We have

already spoken of his peculiar practical disposition in his con

ception and mode of handling the doctrine of Faith, his zeal for

the essentials of Christianity, and his moderation and liberality in

controversies about external, non-essential things. We observed

above (see p. 193), that he apparently came forward as a peace
maker between the Montanists and their most violent adversaries.

This supposition suits best with the spirit of his writings; for his

having many opinions and dispositions, which agreed with the

spirit of Montanism, and which would therefore contribute par

ticularly to endear him to a Tertullian, cannot, after the ob

servations we made above, about the relations of Montanism

and the opinions of the Church, at all serve as a proof that

he was a Montanist. Had he been a zealous Montanist,

whenever he touched upon a darling theme of Montanism, he

could scarcely have omitted to appeal to the new explanations

communicated by the Paraclete ; but he always appeals only to

Scripture, or to the traditions of those elders of Asia Minor.

But we cannot possibly suppose, that where he speaks of the

condemnation of false prophets, he means by that the Montanistic

prophets, for he was probably too favourable to the Montanists

for this; but as a zealous Montanist, he would hardly have

omitted to mention, with the false prophets, also the opponents
of the true prophets ; because he is here reckoning up everything

deserving of condemnation. Instead of this, a passage follows,

which far more characterizes the peace-loving spirit of Irenseus,

which endeavoured to prevent a schism between the Montanistic

and other Churches, as it made peace in the controversies about

Piaster: &quot;The Lord will also judge those, who create schisms,

who have not the love of God, and seek their own advantage,

not the unity of the Church; who, for slight reasons cut in pieces

the great and glorious body of Christ, and, as much as in them

lies, destroy it, who really do strain out a gnat and swallow a

camel. But no advantage which they can offer, can counter

balance the evil of schism
1

.&quot; These were the principles on which

he acted also in the controversies about Easter (see above)
2
.

1 L. iv. c. 33. 6. [L. iv. c. 62. Ed. Bill, and Feuard. Paris, 1675.]
2 It may be concluded also, from the manner in which Tertullian adv. Valentinian.

c. 5. speaks of Irenaeiis, that he was no Montanist, for otherwise he would have called

him &quot; nosier
&quot;

as he does call Proculus immediately after.
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The chief work of Irenseus, which for the most part has only

descended to us in the old literal Latin translation, with important

fragments of the original Greek, is his Confutation ofthe Gnostic

Systems, in five books, which has preserved to us the most graphic

picture of his mind.

Many of the writings of Irenseus we know only by name.

He himself cites a writing in which he has treated of a matter,

which seems to be quite foreign to this Father s turn of mind;

viz. of the peculiarities of St. Paul s style, the hyperbata which

so often occur in his writings
1

. It is probable that this treatise

was not expressly upon the peculiar language of this Apostle,

but that Irenseus incidentally touches upon this subject, while he

is combating the capricious nature of the Gnostic exegesis, which,

no doubt, despised with theosophic contempt (see above) the

simple rules of all just interpretation. He justly observes, that

the origin of this peculiarity in St. Paul s style lies in the over

whelming press of thoughts that arise in his ardent spirits
2

; a

remark which, as it pre-supposes a recognition of the natural

peculiarities of man s character while under the influence of the

Holy Spirit, is founded upon a more liberal and just concep

tion of inspiration, although Irenasus may not have been aware

of it.

It will besides be seen by this example, as we have before ob

served, that the opposition to Gnosticism promoted the growth of

sound hermeneutical principles, although they were not always

justly used, but their application was sometimes led astray to serve

the purpose of a moment in regard to some doctrinal controversy,

as was the case with Irenseus in the passage we have quoted.

Among the writings of this Father, which we find named by
the ancients, we shall only mention two letters, which have an

historical importance in consequence of their subject, because

schisms in the Romish Church were to be healed up by them.

One is addressed to Blastus, who was probably a presbyter of the

Romish Church. The account in the additions to Tertullian de

Pr&escriptione
3

is likely enough to be true, viz. that Blastus had

1 L. III. c. 7. quemadmodum de [ex al. edit. II. J. R.] multis et alibi ostendimus

eum utentein.

2
Propter velocitatcm sermonum suorum et propter impetum, qui in ipso est, spiritus.

[Ita Neander. I find the passage he alludes to in the addition found in the MS.

of Agobaulus to the treatise de Prresciiptione Haereticorum, liii.]
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introduced a schism into the Romish Church by his adherence

to the usage of Asia Minor in regard to the time of the Paschal

festival. This suits perfectly well with the time of Victor, Bishop

of Rome ; and perhaps also many other Jewish notions were

interwoven with this opinion about Easter.

The other letter was addressed to a presbyter, named Florin us,

with whom Irenseus in early youth had lived with the aged Poly-

carp ;
and who, it would seem, carried Moriarchianism, or the

doctrine of one God, as the Creator of all Being, to such an

extreme, that he made God the origin of evil
l
.

Hippolytus is named as a disciple of Irenseus by Photius
2

,
and

took a prominent place among the ecclesiastical writers of the

1 Jt 5s difficult to judge from the title of the book, as it is quoted by Eusebius, v. 26, in

what the peculiarity of the opinions of Florinus consisted. The title is Trtpi fiovapxtctQ

TI Trepi TOV
p,ij

dvai rov Qtov TTOUjTrjv KOKWV. The first part of this title may be taken

to mean that Florinus, as a Gnostic Dualist, had denied the doctrine of the fiovapxia ;

but then this will not suit the second part, for this cannot be understood as if Florinus

had maintained the existence of an absolute evil principle [i.
e. an independent one,

H. J. R.] or aDemiurgos, as the author of an imperfect universe, for in this case the title

must have run thus, TTtpi TOV ^ tivai Qeov TOV TroirjTrjv KO.KWV l
. It can therefore

only be understood to mean, that Irenaeus wished to show how we must maintain the

doctrine of the Unity (the Monarchia), without making the /aa dpxn the
&quot;PX9

T&amp;lt;t)V

KUKRIS, and also that Florinus had made God the Creator of evil, whether it was in

accordance with a doctrine of absolute predestination, which many uninformed Chris

tians had imagined from passages of the Old Testament, which they understood too

literally, (according to Origen, Philocal. c. i. p. 17- Toiavra V7ro\a/i/3avovre Trepi

TOV Qeov, oTToia ovde TTfpi
TOV wpoTctTov Kai adi/cwrarou av0pa&amp;gt;7rov, forming such

opinions of God as they would not of the most unjust and cruel of men), or whether

it was, that he made God the Creator of an absolute evil principle, whether a con

scious or an inconscious one (an vXq). But further, had Florinus only held one of

the common Gnostic doctrines about the origin of evil, Irenaeus would not have said,

that no heretic even had ventured to bring forward such a doctrine. Sinee Euse

bius says, that Florinus afterwards allowed himself to be carried away by the Valen-

tinian doctrines, and that Irenaeus was in consequence induced to write his book Trtpt

oydoadog against him (see above, in the account of the Gnostic systems), it would

seem to follow from this, that the earlier doctrines of Florinus were no Gnostic doctrines.

One is inclined therefore to think that, while Florinus acknowledged the untenableness

of a theory, which placed the cause of evil in God, he fell into the opposite extreme,

and supposed a self-existent independent principle of evil out of God.

2 Cod. 121.

1

[See Middleton on the Greek Article, p. 50, in the edition of 1833, by my late

brother. This is only in accordance with the well-known rule, that in such propositions

the subject has the article, and the predicate has not. The translation of the first title

would be on the Unity of God, or an essay to show that God is not the creator of evil.

Of the second it would be to show that the creator of evil (i.
e. the Demiurgos, or

whosoever it may be whose existence is assumed as creator of evil) is not God. H. J. R.]



360 HIPPOLYTUS.

first half of the third century ; but unfortunately only a very
small portion of his works has remained to us. The testimony,
however, of Photius taken by itself, is not sufficient to establish

the account, that he was a disciple of Irenseus; but since, as

appears from his quotation, expressions of Hippolytus himself

about his connexion with Irenseus lay before his eyes, and since

in the turn of mind of Hippolytus, so far as we can judge of it

from the fragments and titles of his works, (inasfar as these

give us any means of drawing conclusions as to their contents,
and the tendency of his exertions as an author,) there is nothing
to oppose such a supposition, but rather, on the contrary, much
to favour it, we may fairly give credit to this account.

Hippolytus was a bishop. But since neither Eusebius nor

Jerome were able to indicate the city in which he was bishop,
we cannot state any thing definite on the subject, nor do the

later accounts, which place his see in Arabia l

, nor the others,

which place it in the neighbourhood of Rome 2

, deserve con

sideration. Certainly there is much to prove that the sphere of

his exertions was in the East, and much, on the contrary, to fix

it in the West. Both these points may be reconciled by intro

ducing the supposition of different times; and this very circum

stance, that he was occupied at different times in different coun

tries, may have given rise to the indistinctness of the ancient

accounts of him.

We may obtain a perfect catalogue of his writings, by com

paring together the citations of Eusebius and Jerome, the specifica
tion of his works found upon the marble statue

3
to his memory,

which was dug up at Rome, on the road to Tivoli, A.D. 1551, the

account of Photius, and the catalogue of Ebedjesu
4

, the Nestorian

writer of the thirteenth century. We see from these indications,

that he wrote various exegetical, doctrinal, polemico-doctrinal and

chronological works, and homilies.

1
According to one supposition it was Porus Romanus, or Aden, in Arabia, to which

report perhaps only a misunderstanding of the passage in Eusebius, vi. 20, may have

given rise.

2 Portus Romanus Ostia.

3 In which he is represented as sitting on his Episcopal seat, the KctOtSpa or Qpovog,
and underneath him is the sixteen-year Cycle of Easter prepared by him, KO.VWV

iKKaiSfKafTrjptvog, of which there is a full investigation in the second part of Ideler s

Handbuch der Chronologic, p. 214, &c. The monument itself is published in the first

part of the edition, by Fabricius, of the works of Ilippolytus.
* In Assemani Bibliotheca Orientalis, t. iii. p. 1.
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We shall mention only those of his writings, the subject of

which gives them an historical importance. In regard to Exe

gesis, Jerome hints that he preceded Origen in giving an example
of an accomplished interpretation of Scripture, and that Ambro-

sius (see below), the friend of Origen, had urged him to follow

this example. He must somewhere, whether it was at Alex

andria, in Palestine, or in Arabia, have met with Origen, because

Jerome cites an homily by Hippolytus in praise of our Saviour,

which he had delivered in the presence of Origen *. His exe

gesis, judging from the few fragments that remain, was of the

allegorizing kind.

In the enumeration of his writings on that old monument, a

work occurs uTrcp row Kara Iwavvrjv tvayyE\iov KCIL cnroKaXv^ecj^.

This can hardly be a commentary on these two books of the

Bible, although Jerome seems to quote a commentary of Hippo

lytus on the Revelations
;
but this title would far more indicate

a piece written in defence of those two books. This is also in

accordance with the title, which Ebedjesu gives to this work.

We must therefore suppose it a defence of the genuineness of

these scriptural books, and a justification of them from the

reproaches of the Alogi. If Hippolytus in this appears as an oppo
nent of the Ultra Anti-Montanists, this agrees with the feet, that

he wrote a book on the Charismata 2
. We may here refer to the

circumstance that Stephanus Gobarus, in Photius, 1. c., opposes to

each other the opinions of Hippolytus and Gregory of Nyssa,

about the Montanists, from which we may conclude, that the

former belonged to the defenders of the Montanists. We have

no means of determining with certainty whether the KtfyaXata

Trpoc Fatov, which Ebedjesu ascribes to him, are to be brought
into the account in this matter. (If, in fact, this Caius was the

violent opponent of Montanism.)
A work of Hippolytus is quoted against the two-and-thirty

heresies, which (according to Photius) closed with the heresy of

Noetus. He declares, as Photius has quoted him, that he has in

this work made use of the contents of a series of discourses by

1 Had this discourse been preserved, it would perhaps have given us a great deal of

information on the history of the festivals of the Epiphany and Christmas.

2 It cannot be entirely ascertained with certainty whether this work bore the title

cnro(TTo\iK&amp;gt;i 7rpc&amp;gt;o&amp;lt;r/ TTtpi \a^ia^iaTii)V, or whether the work on the Charismata,

and the exposition of the Apostolical Tradition, were two separate works.
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Irenseus against these heresies l
. We have already quoted his

writing against Noetus, which is still preserved, which probably
formed the conclusion of this work.

We have also an unimportant piece by him on the Antichrist,

which was also known to Photius. The same writer mentions a

commentary on Daniel by him, out of which he quotes the remark

able circumstance 2

, that he placed the end of the world at 500

years after the birth of Christ. His placing this event later than it

was usual to represent it in the earliest ages of the Church, may
be attributed to the season of tranquillity, which the Church was

then enjoying, under Alexander Severus.

In the list of the writings of Hippolytus on the monument, a

TTjOor/ofTrriKOv TTpoQ StjSrfjOHvav occurs. It is hardly to be doubted

that this is the very treatise, from which Theodoret, in his tpa-

vttrrrje, quotes several passages under the title of a Letter to the

Queen or Empress (trpos j3a&amp;lt;r*Afa),
which Fabricius has collected

in his edition of Hippolytus. Its contents answer to the title,

which the writing mentioned in the monument bore ; it is a dis

cussion of the doctrines of the Christian faith, for the advantage
of a heathen woman. That Severina must also have been a queen
or an empress. But the name Severina can hardly be correct; it

must be Severa, and it is in the highest degree probable to

suppose it addressed to Severa, who was wife of the emperor

Philippus Arabs. (See above.)

An entirely peculiar character marks the theological develop-

ment of the North-African Church, whose theological spirit was

constantly taking a more definite form from the time of Tertullian

to that of St. Augustin, and afterwards obtained the greatest
influence over the whole Western Church, by means of St.

Augustine.
Tertullian is a writer of peculiar importance, both as the first

representative of the theological character of the North-African

Church, and as the representative of the Montanistic opinions.

He was a man of ardent mind, warm disposition, and deeply

1 The words of Photius areas follows: ravrag (raff alpftrag) Ss Qrjffiv

viro(3\r]9rfvaL ofiiXovvroQ ~Elpt]i&amp;gt;aiov.
wi/ /cat

&amp;lt;TVVO-JJIV
6

ToSt TO flifiXiov (pij

2 Cod. 202.
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serious character 1

, accustomed to give himself up with all his

soul and strength to the object of his love, and haughtily to reject

all which was uncongenial to that object. He had a fund of great

and multifarious knowledge, but it was confusedly heaped up in

his mind, without scientific arrangement. His depth of thought
was not united with logical clearness and judgment; a warm

ungoverned imagination, that dwelt in sensuous images, was his

ruling power. His impetuous and haughty disposition, and his

early education as an advocate or a rhetorician, were prone to

carry him, especially in controversy, to rhetorical exaggerations.

When he defends a thing, of the truth of which he is persuaded,

one often sees in him the advocate who only collects together all

the arguments, by which his cause may be advanced, both just

arguments and sophisms, that deceive by a mere dazzling appear
ance ; his very richness of fancy at times leads him astray from

the perception of the simple truth. The circumstance which

renders this man a phenomenon of so much importance to the

Christian historian, is this, that Christianity is the soul of his life

and thought, that by Christianity there was opened to him an

entirely new and fertile interior world, but not until the leaven

of Christianity could wholly penetrate and ennoble his ardent,

powerful, and somewhat rugged nature : we find the new wine in

an old cask ; so that the taste, which it has received in that cask,

might easily deceive one that is not a connoisseur. Tertullian

had often more within him, than he could express; an adequate
form was wanting to the overflowing spirit. He was compelled
first to create a language for the new spiritual matter (and that,

too, out of the rough Punic Latin), without the advantage of

a logical and grammatical training, and to create it just as he

was carried on in his ardour by the stream of his thoughts
and feelings. Hence come the difficulties and obscurities to be

found in his mode of writing, but hence also come its originality

and liveliness. Hence, this great Father, who united great gifts

with great faults, has been often misunderstood by those who
could not acquaint themselves with his spirit through the rough
and uncultivated unassisted form in which it is presented to us.

Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus, was born in the latter

years of the second century, probably at Carthage, and was the

1

[Literally, of a fiery and deep spirit, of a warm and deep disposition. H. J. II.]
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son of a centurion in the service of the Pro-consul at Carthage.
He was at first an advocate or a rhetorician, and arrived at man
hood before he was converted to Christianity; and he then

obtained, if the account given by Jerome is correct, the office of

a Presbyter. It is doubtful, however, whether it was at Rome
or Carthage. The latter is, in itself, the most probable ; because

in different writings, composed at different times, he speaks as if

he were settled at Carthage; although
l
the accounts of Eusebius

and Jerome may be taken to favour the former supposition. The
accession of Tertullian to Montanisrn may be sufficiently ex

plained from its affinity to the early character of his mind and

disposition. His writings relate to the most varied points of

Christian doctrine and of Christian life : it is here a matter of

great importance, to separate those among them, which bear the

stamp of Montanism, from those which contain no trace of it
2
.

1 The words of Eusebius, ii. 2. rwv /uaXtffra S.TTI Pw/ijjg Xa/iTrpwr, do not exactly

assert, that as a Christian he obtained an important place in the Roman Church, but

taken in conjunction with the context they may very well imply, that before his con

version to Christianity he was in great estimation at Rome, as a Juris-consultus (for

the arbitrary translation of Rufinus, inter nostros scriptores admodum clarus, must

at all events be rejected) ; but we might then also conclude, that if Tertullian lived at

Rome as an heathen, and was so much esteemed, it is also probable that he was there

also first invested with a spiritual office. Jerome says that the jealousy and injuries of

the Romish clergy moved him to change to Montanism. But such stories, which the

ancient Church-teachers used to set about, are always very suspicious, because men
were universally too much inclined to attribute to external causes a conversion from

the Roman Church to heretical opinions, and Jerome in particular, although he

reverenced the Catheda Petri in the Roman Church, was notwithstanding, inclined to

speak evil of the Roman Clergy, who did him so much injury during his residence at

Rome, especially after the death of Damasus, and to accuse them, in particular, of

jealousy against great talents.

2 I have given a more elaborate investigation of this subject in my treatise on

Tertullian. [Anti-Gnostikus, Geist des Tertullian. Berlin, 1825. H. J. R.] I shall

here only add something in regard to the objections made by Dr. Colin to my con

clusions. He finds a mark of Montanism in what Tertullian says, de Patientia c. 1.

&quot; bonorum quorundam, sicuti et malorum intolerabilis magnitude est, ut ad capienda
et prsestanda ea, sola gratia divinae inspirations operatur.&quot; I must here certainly

retract the declaration made in my Tertullian, p. 161, that there is nothing con

tained in this passage but the common Christian doctrine, which attributes to the

Holy Spirit the operation of all good in believers. The following is the idea contained

in the passage : But for all good, we need not only human exertions, but the commu
nication of the Holy Spirit. The higher the grade of goodness is, the more man needs

the operation of the Holy Spirit. But there are grades of goodness so exalted, qualities

and gifts of such elevation, that man can do nothing whatever towards attaining them.

They are entirely the free gift of the Holy Spirit, and man in these cases is only

passive, in regard to the work of the Holy Spirit. Such are the Charismata, which
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It is difficult to decide the question, whether Tertullian re

mained always in the same connexion with the Montanistic

party; or whether he afterwards again inclined more to the

Catholic Church, and endeavoured to form a middle way between
the two parties. The narratives of Augustine

1

, and of Prsedes-

tinatus
2

, as well as the account given by the latter
3
of a Montan

istic work of Tertullian, in which he endeavours to lessen the

number of the points of difference between the two parties, are

favourable to the latter notion, and on this supposition, many of

are to be separated from the common Christian virtues. I acknowledge that there is

something here besides the doctrine, which every Christian must deduce from the

Bible; but it need not therefore be called Montanistic. Such a view might proceed
from the original character of Tertullian s mind. We have already observed above,
that the Montanistic notion of certain operations of the Holy Spirit, under which
man is only passive, was by no means a new view ; but that it engrafted itself on a

mode of representation which had long been in existence.

The passage about fasts and abstinence cannot in any way be looked upon as a proof
of Montanism, for a voluntary dffKrjviQ had already found acceptance with many, who
were no Montanists (see above). The words, jejunia conjungere, might indeed,

although not necessarily, be understood of a sttperpositio, by no means Montanistic

(superpositio is a continuation of the Friday s fast to Saturday, on which day no
Montanist fasted. See above, vol. i. p. 339). And besides, the whole manner in

which penance is here treated, the whole spirit of mildness which breathes here, is not

Montanistic.

As far also as regards the work de Prsescriptione, I find myself by no means induced
to change my opinion of its non-Montanistic origin. The words alius libellus hunc
gradum sustinebit, contr. Marcion. 1. i. c. 2. might be used by Tertullian of a piece

already written, whether by himself or another, by representing it (the book) person
ified as a defender. It does not at all follow, from his particularly bringing forward the

doctrine of a creation out of nothing, in his quotation of the Creed, c. 13, that he had

already had to sustain a contest with Hermogenes ; because even in the controversy
against the Gnostics this definition must have been brought forward

;
and the connexion

in which these words there stand, far more favours the supposition that he was think

ing of the Gnostics, than that he had Hermogenes in his thoughts. It is, indeed,

quite certain, from c. 30, that before Tertullian wrote this book, Hermogenes had

brought forward his peculiar views; but it cannot at all be proved, that Hermogenes
had not already published his doctrines a long time before Tertullian wrote his book

against him. From the very cursory manner in which Tertullian mentions him in

the treatise de Praescriptione, we might be inclined to suspect, that Hermogenes was,
at that time, by no means a person of such importance in his eyes, and that it was his

additional interest in the matter as a Montanist in later times, which moved him to

enter into an elaborate refutation of the doctrines of Hermogenes. The manner in

which he speaks of the emanation of the Logos, cannot be called Montanistic, for he

represents it in the same manner in the Apologeticus, c. 21, a treatise acknowledged
not to be Montanistic. [Those who are desirous of seeing a condensed statement of

Neander s views on Tertullian s writings may consult the able preface to Bp. Kaye s

work on Tertullian, 2nd Edition, 1826. H. J. R.]
1 Hseres. 86. Haeres. 86. 3 Hseres. 26.
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the writings of Tertullian, which are moderately Montanistic, or

border upon Montanism, might be assigned to a different epoch.
But these accounts are not sufficient to challenge our belief in

them. From the disposition of Tertullian one is led to think,

that he was not unlikely to keep to his opinions, when they were

once formed, and when opposed, constantly the more to harden

himself in them. The peculiar sect of the Tertullianists, which

is found at Carthage in the fifth century, is no proof of the

supposition we have mentioned
; because it is possible, that this

sect, which adhered closely to the peculiar opinions of Tertullian,

was first formed in later times, when it was cut off from communi

cation with the Montanistic Churches in Asia.

The study of the writings of Tertullian had plainly a peculiar

influence on the doctrinal development of Cyprian. Jerome

relates, after a tradition, supposed to come from the secretary of

Cyprian, that he daily read some part of Tertullian s writings,

and was accustomed to call him by no other name than that of

Master 1
.

We have already spoken sufficiently in various places of the

character, the activity, and the most important writings of

Cyprian. We shall here mention only one more remarkable

writing of Cyprian, his three books of Testimonia, a collection of

the most important passages of Scripture, to prove, that Jesus is

the Messiah promised in the Old Testament, and to form the

foundation of Christian faith and morals. The collection was

destined for a certain Quirinus, who had entreated the Bishop to

make him such an abridgment of the essential contents of the

Bible in regard to faith and morals, for his daily use and for the

assistance of his memory. Since Cyprian addresses him as * my
son, he cannot have been a Bishop or a Presbyter, for whom

Cyprian threw together this collection in order to assist him in com

municating religious instruction 2
. By comparing the introduction

1 He would say to his secretary, Da mihi magistrum. Hieron. de Viris illustribus

c. 53. In order to see how he used the writings of Tertullian, the treatises of Cyprian

de Orations Dominica, and de Patientia, in particular should be compared with those

of Tertullian on the same subjects, and that de Idolorum vanitate with the Apolo-

gelicus.
2 It might be concluded that this was the case, from the words at the beginning :

quibus non tarn tractasse, quam tractantibus materiam prsebuisse videamur. We
could then only suppose, that he had composed this book as an aid to a Deacon, or a

Catechist, a doctor audientium. But the words which follow show, that the collection

7
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to the second and third books, it will appear extremely probable,
that the person, to whom Cyprian wrote, was a layman belonging
to his Church, to whom he wished to give the means of making
his own the important practical truths, and the most important
rules for all the chief relations of Christian life

1
. This collection

then will give us a proof of the intimate union subsisting between

the Bishop and the members of his Church, who were troubled

about the salvation of their souls, and show how much he had it

at heart, to lead every individual to an intimate acquaintance
with the Divine Word, a wish, which peculiarly breaks forth in

the beautiful words with which he closes the preface to the first

book: &quot; More strength will be granted to thee, and the view of

the understanding will constantly be more and more fully formed,
if thou searchest more perfectly the Old and the New Testament,
and runnest through every part of the Holy Scripture; for I

have only poured out a little to thee from the Divine fountains,

in order to satisfy thee for a time. Thou canst drink more

plentifully and satisfy thyself, if thou also comest with us to the

same fountains of the Divine fulness, in order to drink as we
do.&quot;

The particular rules, which Cyprian brings forward and sup

ports by passages from the Bible, show how anxious he was to

counteract the notion, that a mere outward confession, and a com

pliance with the forms of Christian worship, would satisfy the

demands of the Gospel, and serve to obtain salvation ; but at the

same time, we freely acknowledge that they show also, how im

portant he thought it, to impress upon the laity a veneration for

the priesthood, according to the notions of the Old Testament.

We must here cursorily mention a person, who is of importance
in many respects for the history of Christian morals and worship ;

particularly in the North-African Church, that is to say Commo-
dianus, who is known by his Instructions adapted for heathens,
and all classes of Christians (Instructiones. Exhortations and

Reproofs), and written in verse. He was born of Christian

parents, who troubled themselves but little about giving him a

was also intended to infix upon the memory the chief passages and doctrines of the

Bible, by constantly reading them over. The collection must, therefore, in this case

have been intended at the same time as a guide for the teachers of religion, and a book
of aid for the Catechumens ; but the view taken above is more natural.

1 Quae esse facilia et utilia legentibus possunt, dum in breviarium pauca digesta et

velociter perleguntur et frequenter iterantur.
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Christian education, and hence he joined in the heathen worship,
without their being aware of it, until he was led away from

heathenism and to Christianity, by means of reading the Bible

(Ego similiter erravi tempore multo
|

Fana prosequendo, paren-
tibus insciis ipsis |

Abstuli me tamen inde, legendo de lege.

This passage would, no doubt, bear another interpretation, if we
were to put a stop after prosequendo, and connecting the words

immediately after it with what follows ; but this is not so natural

a supposition as the other.

In his Christian notions, arid the picture of manners painted by
him, as well as in his latinity, we recognise a North-African who
lived not long after the time of Cyprian. The Christians at that

time, after some persecutions that had taken place (apparently
under Decius and Valerianus), were enjoying a state of outward

prosperity under Gallienus; but outward prosperity had also

exercised again a prejudicial influence on the inward life, both

among the clergy and laity. The Christians participated in the

pleasures of the heathens, and many teachers of the Church gave
in too much to them, being influenced by presents, or by fear of

giving personal offence. (57. Si quidam doctores, dum expectant
muuera vestra

|

Aut timent personas, laxant singula vobis.)

Commodian shows great zeal for the strictness of Christian

morals, and he speaks against the delusion of a false estimation

of martyrdom, as of an opus operatum ; he declares, on the con

trary, that every man might become a martyr, even in a season

of peace, by genuine Christian virtue ; and that on the contrary,

many, who were proud of having vanquished Satan by their

blood, and did not remember that Satan is always Satan had

afterwards suffered themselves to be conquered by him. But

with all this, Commodian held a very gross system of Chiliasm,

which bears upon it the colouring of carnal Judaism. The
chiefest princes of the world were, in the first place, to become

the slaves of the pious in the kingdom of the Millennium ; and all

the vanity of the world under the influence of an unchristian

imagination is transferred to that kingdom. (See Instruct. 80.)

We have here also to mention Arnobius, as belonging to the

same Church, although he showed a more peculiar doctrinal

turn of mind, and the spirit of the North- African Church appears,

at least in the time that he came forward as a Christian writer, to

have exerted no influence upon him, a fact which is apparent,
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from the liberal and independent manner in which he seems to

have come to Christianity through the reading of the New Testa

ment, especially the Gospels. He was a rhetorician at Sikka, in

Numidia, during the reign of the Emperor Diocletian
l
. His

writings give testimony to the literary acquirements, which a

rhetorician in so respectable a town would be required to have.

Jerome, in his Chronicle, relates that Arnobius, who had pre

viously always opposed Christianity, was moved by dreams to a

faith in it, but that the Bishop, to whom he applied, did not

trust him, because he knew his former enmity against Chris

tianity ; and that Arnobius, in order to prove the sincerity of his

intentions, wrote his Apologetic work (the septem libros dis-

putationum contra gentes). This narrative has been suspected

of being a mere interpolation by another hand, for it is, at all

events, not in its proper place ;
it is an evident anachronism to

suppose that all this should have taken place in the twentieth year
of Constantine, A.D. 326. And further, Arnobius appears to have

been a man who would be led to believe by a detailed examina

tion, and not one who would have been thus influenced by the

sudden impression made by dreams. In his work, we recognise,

not the novice who was still a Catechumen, but the man already
matured in his conviction, although not one who was orthodox in

the sense the Church would affix to that word.

And yet one is not led by these arguments entirely to reject

the narrative. We have already observed (p. 67 et seqq.), how

the conversion of many was facilitated by such impressions; but

in saying this, it is not declared, that his whole conversion pro
ceeded from these impressions, for his work would certainly

contradict such a supposition. But if Arnobius, as will clearly

appear from a passage we are about to quote, was devoted to

blind heathenish superstition, it is on that account less unlikely
that many more outward impressions were needed, to lead the

zealous heathen to an inquiry into Christianity. It may, indeed,

have been the case, that he had been convinced some time before

he offered himself for baptism, which is easily to be explained by
the circumstances of those times. His Apologetic work, however,

appears certainly to have been written in compliance with some

inward impulse, and not in consequence of any external excite^

1
Hieronyraus de vir. illustr. c. 79-

VOL.11. Bb
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ment. But it may also be the case, that his determination to

make a public confession of Christianity, and to come forward as

a public defender of it, were formed at the same time in his soul

and that he then went with this resolution to the Bishop. In after-

times, the Bishops were often inclined to be too little suspicious

towards those, who became Christians from external motives.

But it is by no means so improbable, that a Bishop in these

unhappy times of the Church, when he saw before him a man
who had been so violent an enemy to Christianity, should fear in

him an evil-minded informer. And then, in order to destroy his

doubts at once, Arnobius shows him his writing in defence of

Christianity. He himself thus speaks of the change that was

effected in him by Christianity
l

: &quot;Oh, blindness ! it is not long

ago, that I worshipped even the images that came from the forge,

the gods that were made on the anvil and by the hammer ; when I

saw a stone that had been polished and besmeared with oil, I

testified my veneration, I addressed it as if a living power had

been there, and I begged for benefits for myself from the insen

tient stone, and I even did the gods, whom I took to be gods,
the injury of believing them to be wood, or stone, or bones, or I

thought that they dwelt in such things. Now, as I have been led on

the way of truth by so great a teacher, I know what all that is.&quot;

As far as relates to the period, at which Arnobius wrote his

book, he himself determines it, when he says
2

, that Rome had

been built 1050 years, or not much less. According to the eera

Varroniana then in vogue (Rome built, 753), this would tally

with the year A.D. 297. But this is not entirely satisfactory,

because there are in the work, evident traces of those persecu
tions under Diocletian, which did not break out (see above)
before the year A.D. 303. We must therefore suppose, either

that Arnobius has made use of an sera different from the usual

one of that day, or that the exact number did not occur to him 3

,

or that he wrote the work at different times. He says to the

heathen 4
:

&quot; If a pious zeal for your religion animated you,

you would far rather have long ago burnt those writings, and

1 Lib. i. c. 39. 2
Lib&amp;gt; ^ c&amp;gt; 7L

3 This is the most natural supposition, for the chronology of Arnobius is certainly
not very exact ; for in I. i. c. 13. he says : trecenti sunt anni ferme, minus vel plus

aliquid, ex quo ccepimus esse Christian!.
4 Lib. iv. c. 36.
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destroyed those theatres, in which the disgrace of the gods is daily

published in scandalous plays. For, wherefore have our writings

deserved to be delivered up to the fire? wherefore have our

assembling-houses deserved to be destroyed, in which the Su

preme God is adored, peace and grace are implored for governors,

for the armies, for the emperors, joy and peace are implored for

the living and for those freed from the fetters of the body, in

which nothing is ever heard, but what tends to make men

humane, mild, discreet, modest, generous in giving of their own,

and akin to all those, whom the one bond of brotherhood em

braces ?&quot;

The objection also of the heathen against Christianity, which

moved Arnobius to write (as he himself says), indicates the time,

at which he wrote ; for it was the very accusation which had

occasioned the persecutions under Diocletian ; namely, the public

calamities which took place, because the reverence for the gods

had been supplanted by Christianity, and hence protection and aid

were no longer afforded by these gods. Arnobius justly says in

reply to this charge :
&quot; If men instead of trusting to their own

wisdom and following their own opinion, would only endeavour

to follow the doctrines of Christ, which bring salvation and peace,

how soon would the form of the world be changed, and iron, instead

of being required for war, would be used in peaceful works !&quot;

However important the Roman Church became by its outward

ecclesiastical influence, and by the influence of the element of the

Roman political spirit upon the progress of the Church, it was

proportionably poor from the beginning in regard to theological

attainments. The anxiety for the outward existence of the Church,

which predominated here, appears early to have depressed the

scale of theological knowledge. Only two distinguished writers

appear among the Roman clergy, neither of whom, perhaps, can

be compared with a Tertullian, a Clement, or an Origen ; they

are the Presbyter Caius, whom we have already named as an

opponent of the Montanists, and the Presbyter Novatian, also

mentioned before. Of the writings of the first, nothing has been

preserved to us
;
of the second, we have only short expositions of

the essential meaning of the Christian doctrines
; especially of the

doctrines of the Divinity of Christ, and of the Trinity. Accord-

B b2
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ing to Jerome, 70, this work was an extract from a greater one

of Tertullian. But at all events, this writer was something more

than a mere copyist of another man s mind, we should far rather

say that he showed a character of his own; he had not the power
and depth of Tertullian, but a more spiritual disposition

l
.

We have also a treatise by him on the Jewish laws aboutfood, a

paronomastic allegorical interpretation of them, intended to show,

that they are no longer binding upon Christians
2
. We see from

this treatise, that it was written by a Bishop separated from his

Church by the persecution, who maintained a constant inter

change of letters with this Church, and endeavoured to preserve

it from the seductions offered to it by heathens, Jews, and

heretics : every thing about it answers well to a Roman Church,

for many Jews dwelt at Rome. Only then, this treatise can

hardly have proceeded from a Presbyter ; the author speaks, as

only a Bishop could have spoken at that time to his Church.

And we know also from the letter of Cornelius, that Novatian

did not remove from Rome during the persecution under Decius.

We must therefore call to mind the relation between Novatian

and the Church which recognised him as its Bishop, and we

shall naturally suppose that this piece was written under the

first persecution of Valerianus (see above), during which so many
Bishops were separated from their Churches.

There belonged also to the Roman Church a man, who de

serves a conspicuous place among the Apologists of this age for

his sensible, ingenious, and graphic dialogue, animated throughout

by genuine Christian feeling, and taken from the life, I mean

Minucius Felix, who, according to Jerome, was celebrated as an

advocate at Rome, before his conversion to Christianity ; he lived

apparently in the first half of the third century, but before Cyprian,

who made use of his writings. We have already quoted some

portion of this Apologetic dialogue under the name of Octavius.

We now pass to the teachers of the Alexandrian school, of

whose influence over the progress of the development of the

1 Novatian s opponent Cornelius, the Bishop of Rome, appears evidently (in Euseb.

vi. 43.) to allude to this treatise, when he calls Novatian, 6
tfoy/iari&amp;lt;rr?j,

6 TTJ(; tKK\rj-

oiaariKriQ 7rior??/i?je virtpaffTriffTqg. This is certainly a hint, that such a phenomenon
was not common among the Roman clergy.

2 Jerome mentions this as one of his writings, as well as two others, on the Sabbath

7
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Church we have already spoken. We have no written monument
of him, who is named to us as the first teacher of this school who
was held in much estimation, Pantsenus (Ilavratvoe), the Philo

sopher, who was converted to Christianity. We know him only

through his scholar, Clement.

Titus Flavius Clemens was arrived at the age of manhood
before he became a Christian; for he numbers himself among
those who came from the service of sin in heathenism to the

Redeemer, and received from him forgiveness of their sins
l
. He

persuaded himself of the truth of Christianity by a free inquiry,
as he was one who had attained a great knowledge of all the

systems of religion and philosophy about Divine matters, that

were known to the more cultivated world of his days
2
. This

free spirit of inquiry, which had brought him to Christianity,

impelled him also, after he became a Christian, to seek out dis

tinguished Christian teachers of different characters of mind in

different countries. He himself says
3

, that he had several dis

tinguished men for his teachers ;
in Greece an Ionian

;
in Magna

Grsecia (the lower part of Italy), one from Coelesyria, and

another from Egypt; in the east of Asia (probably Syria), an

Assyrian, and in Palestine a person of Jewish origin. He
remained at last in Egypt, where he found the greatest Gnostic,

who had penetrated most deeply into the spirit of Scripture.

This last was no other than Pantsenus. Eusebius does not con

fine himself to this statement, but he appeals* to a passage also in

the Hypotyposeis of Clement, where he calls him his teacher.

Perhaps, when PantaBnus entered upon the missionary journey
mentioned above, Clement followed him in the character of a

catechist, and at the same time, or later, was a Presbyter
in the Alexandrian Church. The persecution under Septimius

Severus, A.D. 202, probably compelled him to absent himself

from Alexandria 5
. But great obscurity envelopes the history

of his life, and the place of his abode at this period. We only

know, that in the beginning of the reign of the Emperor

and on Circumcision, which Novatian quotes as two letters, that had preceded this letter

to his Church, in which he had been desirous of showing quae sit vera circumcisio, et

quod verum sabbatum.
1

Paedagog. 1. ii. c. 8. p. 176. [Pott. 205. Sylb. 76.]
2 TTCIVTMV dia TTtipac, s\9wv avqp. Euseb. Praeparat. Evangel. 1. ii. c. 2.

3 Stromat. 1. i. 274 [Pott. 322. Sylb. 118.]
* vi. 13. 8 Euseb. vi. c. 3.
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Caracalla he was at Jerusalem, whither at that time many
Christians, especially clergy, had been accustomed to betake

themselves, partly in order to become eye-witnesses of places

sanctified by religious remembrances, and partly in order to make

use of a more accurate knowledge of these places for the better

understanding of Scripture. Alexander, the Bishop of Jerusalem,

who was then imprisoned for the faith, commended him to the

Church at Antioch, whither he was travelling, by a letter, in

which he called him a virtuous and approved man, and took it

for granted, that he was already known to the Antiochians l
.

We have three works written by him, and dependent in some

sort on each other; because he sets out from the idea, that the

instructor of mankind, the Logos, first leads the rude heathens

sunk in sin and idolatry to believe, then continually improves

their lives by moral precepts, and lastly, elevates those who had

been purified in morals to a deeper knowledge of Divine matters,

i. e. to Gnosis. Thus the Logos appears, as first exhorting the

sinner to repentance and converting the heathens (TrporpeTmicoe),

next as forming by his discipline the conduct of the converted

(TrmSaywyoc), and then as the teacher of the Gnosis to the

purified
2
. His three works, which we still have, are formed on

this fundamental notion, the apologetic work, the Protrepticos,

next the ethical work, the Pa3dagogus, and then the work con

taining the elements of Gnosis, the Erpwjiiarae (Sr/oa^uara)
3
.

Clement was not a man of a systematic mind ; many multifarious

elements of mind and ideas, which he had received from his

intercourse with minds of varied character, were heaped up in

him, as one sees at times in his Stromata, and as must have been

shown still more strongly in his Hypotyposeis, which we shall

have to mention hereafter, if Photius has understood him properly.

It is beyond doubt that by isolated flashes of mind he must have

exercised an animating influence on his disciples and his readers,

as we see particularly shown in the case of Origen. Many ideas

unconnectedly thrown out by him, in a manner full of the loftiest

conceptions, ideas which contain the germ of a complete and

1 Euseb. vi. c. 11.

2
KaQapav Trpog yvwaewg 7nrj/&iiorjra evrpf-TTiZuv TIJV ^i xnv Svvap.fvi)v

Xioprjaai rrjv cnroKaXvfyiv row Aoyov. Psedagog. 1. i. c. 1.

3 Just like the KWTOQ, a word of similar import, which was commonly used to

denote a work of mixed contents.
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systematic theological course of thought, are found in him

scattered among a multitude of insignificant discussions.

As far as regards his Srpwjuara, it was here, nevertheless, his

intention, as he testifies in many places, to place together con

fusedly truth and error from the Greek philosophers and the

systems of Christian sects, as well as fragments of the true

Gnosis. Every one was to find out that which was adapted to

himself; he wished rather to excite than to teach, arid often

purposely only to give a hint in those cases where he might fear

to give offence to the WKJTLKOL^ who were as yet unable to com

prehend these ideas. The eighth book of this work is lost
;
for

the fragment of dialectic investigations, which now goes under

the name of the eighth book of the Stromata, evidently does not

belong to this work. Indeed the eighth book was lost as early

as the time of Photius
1
.

We have to regret the loss of the YTroruTrwtrae
2 of Clement, in

which apparently he gave doctrinal and exegetical investigations

and views on the principles of the Alexandrian Gnosis. Frag

ments from this work, the short explanations of some of the

Catholic Epistles, which have descended to us in the Latin trans

lation
3

,
and perhaps also the fragment of the EicXoycu lie rwv

Trpo^TjrtKwv, belong to this class. The fact is, that people made

for themselves extracts out of the larger work for common use on

different parts of Scripture, and some of these extracts have been

preserved to us, while this very custom may have contributed to

effect the loss of the whole work.

Obscure as it is in its nature, the fragment of the extracts from

the writings of Theodotus and of the SiSaa-KaXia avaroXt/o] (that is,

of the Theosophic doctrines of Eastern Asia), which has remained

to us among the works of Clement, is of the highest importance

for the knowledge of the Gnostic systems. It is perhaps a

fragment of a critical collection, which Clement had made during

his sojourn in Syria. We have already spoken of the treatise of

Clement on the time of Easter
4

, and of his work rtc o O-WOJUEVOC

1 See Cod. 111.

2 This word would probably be best translated thus : sketches, shadows, general

outlines. Rufinus translates it, adumbrationes.

3 See the second volume of Potter s Edition.

* The writing also which Eusebius quotes under the title, Kavuv fKK\r)inaoTO(; r}

Trpoc TOVQ lovdagovTciG, was on a similar subject.
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which is of importance in regard to the history of

Christian Ethics.

Clement, in his Stromata 1

, intimates his intention of writing a

work
TTfjOi TTjOo^rjreme, in which he would treat of the nature of the

Holy Spirit, and on the mode of his communication, as well as of

the proper judgment to be made about the Montanistic prophets.
As the subject of this work involves so important and interesting
a portion of the doctrinal controversies of his day, and as we

might expect from Clement, a more unprejudiced and moderate

judgment of the Montanists than from any other man of those

times, we have had a very great loss in losing this work, if he

really carried into execution his intention of writing it
2
.

Origen, who bore also the additional name of Adamantios 3

,

was born at Alexandria, A.D. 185. It is of importance, in regard
to his education, to remark, that his father Leonides, a pious

Christian, and probably a rhetorician, was in circumstances to

give him a good literary, as well as a Christian and pious educa

tion. Both had an abiding influence on the disposition of his

interior life, the development of his intellect and of his heart went

side by side with him, and progressed together, and the longing
after truth and holiness remained as the influential dispositions of

his life. We have before observed, that the Bible then was not

reserved exclusively for the study of the clergy, but that it was

used also as a book for family edification ;
and we see in the case

of Origen, that a judicious use was made of it also in education,

as well as the wholesome consequences of such a custom. Leo
nides taught his son daily to learn by heart a portion of the Holy
Scriptures. The boy took great pleasure in this, and his deeply-

inquiring spirit soon showed itself. Not contented with the

explanation of the literal meaning, which his father gave him, he

desired to have his inquiries about the intention of the passagesJ. 4 O

1 L. iv. 511. [Pott. 605. Sylb. 219.] v. 591. [Pott. 699. Sylb. 252.]
2 If vi. 681. a. [Pott. 808. Sylb. 289.] Sta rjjc. iriffreug Trpoffyevoptvov ayiov

xapaKTrjpiffriKov idiwfia, be compared with iv. 591, it might be con

cluded, although not with certainty, that Clement in the work which is lost denied the

personality of the Holy Ghost.
3 If this name was given to him after his death, yet we must not follow the forced

interpretation of it in Photius, c. 118, because the proofs of Origen were like bonds

of adamant, but far rather that of Jerome, that it was given to him from his iron

industry, as we often say, and thence he was also named CVVTCIKTV}^ and xaX/eevrepoc..

Eusebius, however, appears to quote this name as one which Origen bore from his

birth.
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he learnt by heart resolved ; so that his father often found him

self in difficulties from this, cause. He blamed, however, his

curiosity, and advised him to content himself, as it became his

age, with the literal sense; but in secret he delighted himself

with the promising abilities of his son, and thanked God with a

grateful heart, that he had given him such a son. Often, when
his son lay asleep with his bosom bare, would he kiss that breast,

as a temple in which the Holy Ghost was willing to prepare
himself an habitation, and he thought himself happy to possess
such a son.

The trait, which we have mentioned, of the early life of Origen,
teaches us to recognise in him, even at that age, the mind that

sought the overpowering spirit in the earthly guise, a mind
which afterwards plainly showed itself in his allegorical mode of

Scripture interpretation, and which, had it been accompanied by
sound and well-informed judgment, and been an enlivening spirit

grafted on a grammatical education, might have made of him a

well-grounded and profound interpreter of Scripture. This mind

was rather repressed than encouraged by his father. But if

Origen had been early determined by the influence of the theo

logical school of Alexandria in regard to his intellectual and

spiritual character, this mind must soon have found encouragement,
and have completed its own formation. As we afterwards learn to

know Origen from his own writings, the influence which Clement

had exerted on his theological development is undeniably shown
most conspicuously; we find in him the predominant ideas of the

latter systematically developed. Now it is certain
l

that, as a boy,
he was at least a scholar of Clement as a Catechist

2
. But a youth

ful impatience in Origen (on which we shall hereafter touch),

1
According to Eusebius, vi. 6. Alexander, the Bishop of Jerusalem, who either

originally came from Alexandria, or had been thither in his youth, in order to receive

the instruction of the Catechists there, appears in his letter to Origen to hint that he

had been in the habit of intercourse with Pantaenus, although he does not directly say
that he was his disciple: &quot;We acknowledge as our Fathers those blessed men, who
have gone before us, Pantaenus and Clement, who was my master, and was of service

to me, and who belongs to these men, through whom I became acquainted with
you.&quot;

Euseb. vi. 14. Unfortunately, however, there is an obscurity spread over the early
influence of these men on the formation of Origen s character, which, from a deficiency

of documents, we cannot remove.
2 We may conclude from this passage of Eusebius, that the Alexandrian Catechists

not only gave private instruction in religion to heathen adults, but also public religious

instruction to Christian children.
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proceeding from a carnal and literal interpretation of Scripture,
shows that in his youth he was yet far from that, his later theo

logical turn of mind
; and he himself says of himself, while he

calls to mind this fault of his youth,
&quot; I who once knew Christ,

the Divine Logos only after the flesh and the letter, now know him
no longer in this way V It is clear from this, that the education

of his father had more influence on the first religious character of

Origen, than the instruction of Clement
; and that the influence

of the Alexandrian theological spirit on him belongs to a later

period of his life, when his character was more developed. We
freely confess, that in the history of the formation of his mind
there is much obscurity, which we are unable entirely to dissipate,
from want of historical documents. The religion of the heart

was at first the predominant one with Origen.
The persecution which raged against the Christians in Egypt,

under the emperor Septimius Severus (see above), gave an oppor

tunity to him, then a stripling of sixteen, of showing his faith and
zeal. The example of the martyrs carried him away, and induced

him to wish to declare himself a Christian before the heathen

governor, and thus expose himself to death. Such was the feeling
of the high-spirited and ardent young Christian

; but the reason

able and soundly-informed man, who better understood the spirit
of Christianity, and the docrines and example of Christ, judged
otherwise 2

.
&quot; A temptation, which comes upon us without our

own
co-operation,&quot; he says,

&quot; in touching on this matter, we must
sustain with courage and with patience, but it is useless, when
we can avoid it, not to do so.&quot; As the father of Origen was

thrown into prison, the son felt himself still more strongly urged
to join his father in death 3

. As all arguments and entreaties

had proved fruitless, his mother was unable to retain him in any
other way than by hiding his clothes. The love of Christ now
so completely overwhelmed all other feelings within him, that

when he found himself prevented in his first intention, of sharing
the imprisonment and death of his father, he wrote to him thus :

&quot; Take care that thou changest not thy mind for our sakes.&quot;

Leonides suffered martyrdom ;
and his property being confis

cated, he left behind him an helpless widow with six children, none

1 T. xv. Matth. Ed. Huet. f. 369. 7/m Se Xptorov Qeov rov Aoyov TOV Qtov Kara

pKa KO.I Kara TO ypafifia TTOTE vorjaavTeg, vvv ovicen ynxjMTKovTtg.
2 He appeals to Matth. xiv. 13; x. 23. 3 In Matth. f. 231.
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of whom, except Origen, were grown up. He found a friendly

reception in the house of a rich and well-esteemed Christian lady

of Alexandria. A characteristic trait here showed his firmness in

that which he acknowledged as the true faith, and how he prized

it above all besides. His patroness had devoted herself to one

of those Gnostics, who came so commonly out of Syria to Alex

andria, and there propagated their systems, dressed up after the

Alexandrian fashion, one Paulus of Antioch. She had received

him as a son, and allowed him to deliver lectures in her house,

which were frequented not only by the friends of Gnosticism in

Alexandria, but also by those of the orthodox, who were con

stantly desirous of learning something new. The young Origen,

however, did not allow respect for his patroness to withhold him

from speaking out freely his abhorrence of the Gnostic doctrines,

and nothing could induce him to frequent these assemblies,

because he would then have been obliged to join in the prayers

of this Gnostic, and thus to testify his concurrence with him in

matters of faith.

He was soon able to release himself from this state of depend

ence ; his knowledge of the Greek language and literature, which

he had improved still more after the death of his father, put him

into a condition at Alexandria, where such knowledge was pecu

liarly prized, to gain his livelihood by instruction in these subjects.

As he had made himself known even among the heathens by
his knowledge and intellectual endowments, by his zeal for the

things of the Gospel, and by his pure and strict life, and as

the office of a Catechist was vacant at Alexandria in consequence
of the persecution, many heathens who were desirous of instruc

tion in Christianity applied to him, and by this stripling those

were brought to Christianity, who afterwards distinguished them

selves as martyrs, or as teachers of the Church. By this activity

of his in the propagation of Christianity, he must have constantly

attracted to himself more and more the hatred of the fanatical

multitude, especially as he, without regarding his own danger,

showed such sympathy towards those who were imprisoned for

faith, that he not only visited them frequently in their dungeons,
but accompanied them to execution, and even in the face of

death encouraged them by the strength of his faith and his love.

Providence often saved him from imminent danger of his life,

when soldiers had surrounded the house in which he was dwelling,
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and lie was obliged to betake himself secretly from one house to

another. Once a crowd of heathens seized him, put upon him

the dress of a heathen priest of Serapis, and led him in this

dress to the steps of the temple, and then gave him palm-branches,
that he might distribute them, after the usual manner, to those

who were entering into the temple. Origen said to those, to

whom he offered the palm-branches,
&quot; Receive, not the palm of

the heathen gods, but the palm of ChristV
These effective exertions of Origen in the communication of

religious instruction called the attention of Demetrius, Bishop of

Alexandria, to him, and moved him to bestow on Origen the

office of a Catechist in the Alexandrian Church. At that time, how

ever, no salary was attached to this office
;
and as he now wished

to be able to devote himself entirely to the duties of his spiritual

calling, and his theological studies, without being interrupted and

called away by other employments, and as he was nevertheless

desirous that he should be dependent on no one for his support,

he sold a collection of beautiful manuscripts of old authors, which

he had been at much pains to make for himself, to a lover of litera

ture, who was to pay him for this library four oboli daily for many

years. This must have been sufficient for the very limited personal

wants of Origen, for he led the same kind of life as the strictest

among the ascetics. He was, as we before observed, then devoted

to a literal interpretation of Scripture ; and, as he was actuated by
a serious and sacred zeal to act up to the Ideal of holiness set forth

by our Saviour, and endeavoured with conscientious fidelity to

apply to himself all the words of that Saviour, he must, in the

warmth of his youthful ascetic zeal, which was not accompanied by
a sound and judicious interpretation of Scripture, have been led

into many practical errors, where he understood literally the figu

rative expressions of Christ, or maintained as applicable to all

times and circumstances, that which Christ had said only in refer

ence to particular circumstances. The most remarkable error of

this kind, which afterwards attracted much odium to him, was

that he was induced, by a literal interpretation of the passage in

1 See Epiphan. H. 64. This narrative may certainly, taken by itself, appear to be

improbable when we remember how such an address must have excited the fanatical

rage of the Alexandrian multitude, and when we take into account the untrustworthiness

of Epiphanius. But the first of these circumstances, although it may excite a doubt, is

no decisive argument, and Epiphanius is entitled to more credit when he repeats any

thing which tells to the advantage of one reputed to be an heretic.
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Matth. xix. 12, to practise in his own case what he believed pre

scribed by these words to those, who wished to be quite certain

of admission into the kingdom of heaven. It was a mistake

which might easily arise from the partial views of asceticism, and

from this kind of scriptural interpretation, and which was encou

raged by many writings then in circulation
l
. But through this

error there still shines forth conspicuously the earnest desire of

this young man, so ardent in his zeal for holiness, as well as his

intimate love for the Redeemer, whose every hint he wished to

follow so literally. Although, however, such an error, proceeding

as it did from that which is most holy in man, ought always to be

judged most mildly ; yet there are at all times many, who, having

only one measure for all things, judge all eccentric excesses of

this kind the more harshly, the further that principle, from which

alone such enthusiastic exaggeration could proceed, lies from their

own carnal feelings, or their own sobriety of intellect. Origen

speaks from his own experience when he speaks of those, who

by such mistakes and errors have got to themselves shame and

reproaches, not only among unbelievers, but with those who

would pardon every thing human, rather than such errors as

proceed from a misinformed fear of God, and an immoderate

desire after holiness
2
. When the Bishop Demetrius was first

made acquainted with this circumstance, he honoured the intention

even in the error, but he afterwards used this false step of Origen
to his prejudice.

It would be of great importance if we could accurately deter

mine the time when, and the mode in which, (to use the language
of the Alexandrian school) the point of transition from irumg to

yvwdtf was effected in Origen. According to what we have

above remarked on the peculiar character of Clement s mind, we

1
Philo, Opp. f. 186. i%tvvovxi&amp;lt;r9r]va.i afieivov, 77 Trpof ovvovviag iKvofiovQ\VTTy,v.

Again, one of the sentences (Gnomai) of 2roe then very current among the Alex

andrian Christians, No. 12. (according to the translation of Rufinus), omne mem-
brum corporis, quod suadet te contra pudicitiam agere, abjiciendum. These Gnomae

certainly are neither the production of a Roman Bishop Sixtus (neither the first nor

the second), as Rufinus thought them, nor, as Jerome believed, (v. ep. ad Ctesiphon.)

of an heathen Pythagorean, but they are the work &quot;of some person, who out of the

Platonic and Gnostic sentiments, and by putting together detached passages of Scrip

ture, had formed his own moral code, the highest aim of which was a-jraOtia. A moral

code interpenetrated by the essential principles of the Gospel is not to be found in

them ; they consist of many elevated sentiments, joined with many distorted notions.
2 T. xv. Matth. 367-
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cannot doubt, that if Origen had been a scholar of Clement himself,

as a Theologian, he would have been incited by him from the first

to make himself accurately acquainted with the systems of the

Hellenic philosophers, and of the different heretics, as the liberal

spirit of Alexandrian theology would require. But apparently

Origen had originally a far more uncouth and a narrower turn.

A literary education indeed accompanied his ascetic zeal and his

inward Christian life, but it was unconnected with that which was

the animating principle of that Christian life. He himself says,

that he was first induced by an outward necessity to busy him

self with the Platonic philosophy, and generally to acquaint
himself more accurately with the systems of those who differed

from him, namely, because heretics and philosophically educated

heathens, attracted by his reputation, sought him for the purpose
of conversation on religious subjects, and he was compelled to

give them a reason of his faith, and to refute their objections to

it. He expresses himself on the subject in the following manner

in a letter, in which he justifies himself for being occupied with

the Grecian philosophy :
&quot; When I had entirely devoted myself to

the preaching of the Divine doctrines, and the reputation of my
ability in these things had extended itself widely, and sometimes

heretics, sometimes persons, who had pursued the Hellenic sciences,

and especially men from the philosophical schools, came to me,
then it seemed necessary for me to investigate the doctrinal

opinions of heretics, and what the philosophers pretended to know
of truth.&quot; He adds, that he then frequented the lectures of &quot; the

Teacher&quot; of philosophical sciences, with whom Heracles, a convert

made by Origen, had passed five years. As he here indicates

the person, who was commonly known at Alexandria by the name
of &quot; the Teacher of Philosophy,&quot; chronology naturally leads us to

think of the celebrated Ammonius Sakkas, through whose means

the chaotic neo-platonic eclecticism, formed out of a mixture of

Greek and oriental elements, obtained a more defined and settled

form, the master of the deep-thinking Plotinus. We may add,

that Porphyry, in his work against Christianity, expressly calls

Origen a scholar of this Ammonius J
.

1 For there can be no doubt that Porphyry, in Euseb. vi. 19, speaks of no other than

this Ammonius Sakkas, although Eusebius confounds him with Ammonius, teacher of

the Church, who wrote an harmony of the Gospels, which has been preserved, and a

book on the Agreement between Moses and Jesus. At nearly the same period there
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From this time the great change in the theological character

of Origen unfolded itself. It was now his endeavour to seek out

the traces of truth in all human systems, to investigate every

thing, in order universally to distinguish falsehood from truth.

His life at Alexandria, where so many sects of various kinds met

together, his journey to Rome (A.D. 211), his journeys to Pales

tine and about it, to Achaia, and Cappadocia, gave him an oppor

tunity, as he himself says *, every where to seek out those who

pretended to any peculiar knowledge, and to attain a knowledge
of their doctrines, and a means of investigating them. It became
his principle, not to allow himself to be governed by the tra

ditional opinion of the multitude, but to hold fast as truth that

only, which he found to be truth after an impartial investigation.
He expresses this in the following manner, in a practical applica
tion of Matth. xxii. 19, 20. &quot; We learn here from our Saviour

not to stand under a pretence of piety upon that which is said by
the multitude, and is held therefore in great esteem, but upon
that which proceeds from investigation, and from the internal

connexion of truth ; for we must remark, that when he was
asked whether it was lawful to give tribute to Cassar or not, he
did not simply express his opinion, but saying, Show me the

tribute-money/ he inquired whose the image and superscrip
tion was ; and when they said that they were Caesar s, he

answered, that they must render unto Cassar the things that

are Csesars, and not defraud him, under the pretence of piety, of

that which was his due Y &quot; Hence comes the mildness with which
he could judge of those who are in error, as he expresses himself

in this beautiful remark on St. John xiii. 8. &quot; It is clear that,

although Peter said this with a good and reverential feeling
towards the Master, he said it still to his own shame. Life is full

of this kind of sins, which happen to those who wish indeed to

were in Alexandria an heathen Ammonius, distinguished among the learned, a Christian

Ammonius, and Origen. When Porphyry elsewhere says of Origen : EXXrjv iv EXXrjvi
7raiSev6fi Xoyoig, Trpog TO /3ap/3apov sgwKEiXe roXfirj^a (he became a renegado, and

joined the religion of the barbarians), one part alone of this account is true, namely,
that Origen had, from the first, an education in Hellenic literature ; but Porphyry is

wrong in stating further that he was brought up in heathenism, which is notoriously
false. We cannot suppose that Porphyry, who knew both the persons who bore the

name of Origen, should have made a confusion between the two.
1 C. Cels. vi. 24. 7roXXov tK7rfpit\9ovTt TOTTOVQ rijg yr]Q KO.I

iirayyt\\ontvovQ TI tidevai
2

c. Matth. f. 483.
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be right in their faith, but out of ignorance say, or even do, that

which leads to the very contrary. Such are those who say
touch not, taste not, handle not 1

. Coloss. ii. 21, 22

But what shall we say of those, who in sects are driven about by

every wind of doctrine, who call that which is destructive holy,

and who make to themselves false representations of the person
of Jesus, in order, as they think, to honour him ?

2 &quot;

By means of this liberality Origen succeeded in bringing back

many heretics, whom he met at Alexandria, especially Gnostics,

to the simple doctrines of the Gospel. A remarkable instance of

this is furnished by the case of Ambrose, a rich man at Alex

andria, who, being dissatisfied by the manner in which Chris

tianity was presented to him in the ordinary expositions of the

doctrines of the Church, had sought and fancied that he had

found a more spiritual conception of Christianity among the

Gnostics, until he was undeceived by the influence of Origen,
and rejoiced to find in that teacher the true Gnosis joined with

faith
3
. He became now the most zealous friend of Origeri, and

endeavoured particularly to forward his literary labours for the

advantage of the Church.

If Origen, after having learnt from his own experience the

errors of a carnal and literal interpretation of Scripture, and the

disadvantageous consequences resulting from it, passed over to

the other error of an arbitrary allegorizing mode of explanation,

he deserves on that account the greater esteem for his earnest

and conscientious endeavours to use all the means of assistance,

which could serve to restore the letter of Holy Writ to its original

condition, and to understand it accurately. For this purpose, after

arriving at the years of manhood, he learnt the Hebrew language,

which must have been difficult to a Greek ; he undertook a cor

rection of the MSS. of the Bible by means of a collation of

them ; and he is the founder of a learned and scientific study

of the Bible among Christians, although his arbitrary herme-

neutical principles do not allow all the fruits, which otherwise

might have been produced, to arise from it.

As now the number of those who sought religious instruction

at his hands was constantly increasing, and at the same time his

1
[There is an omission here of two or three lines of the original. H. J. R.]

2 In Joh. xxxii. 5. [vol. ii. p. 380, 381. Ed. Huet.]
3 See the words addressed to Ambrosius, Tom. Evang. Joh. p. 99, as cited above.
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labours in biblical literature which became continually more

extensive, laid more and more heavy demands upon him, in

order to obtain more time, he shared his office of catechist with

his friend Heraclas ;
he transferred to him the duty of giving the

preparatory instruction in religion, and reserved for himself the

more accurate instruction of those who were further advanced
!

,

apparently with respect to both the classes of catechumens men

tioned above. (See above
2

.)

The division of the duties of his office in this manner ena

bled him to enlarge the sphere of his exertions in public teaching
with advantage to the Church. Persuaded of the utility of a tho

rough education in general knowledge for the right understanding
of the Scriptures, and the right application of their contents, and

persuaded also that this enlarged education would be the best and

most efficacious antidote, as well to a too sensuous belief, as to

the capricious and fantastic theosophy of the Gnostics, he endea

voured to spread such an education among the young men who

joined themselves to him. He delivered lectures as well on that

which the Greeks called Encyclopedic education, as on philo

sophy. He explained to his scholars all the old philosophers, in

whom there were moral and religious principles ; and he endea

voured to form them to that freedom of mind, which should enable

them every where to separate truth from the admixture of false

hood, and to preserve them also from becoming the slaves of a

school or a system
3
. And in all that he did his ultimate aim was

to point out to his scholars how they ought to use every thing to

the service of Christianity, and consider every thing with refe

rence to that which is Divine ; and he endeavoured to instil into

them the mind to do this. By these means he did great service

towards promoting a more free and enlightened Christian educa

tion, as the school which originated from him will prove. He
succeeded also in leading many, whom the love of learning alone

had first brought to him, more and more to faith in the Gospel,

by first raising up in them a longing after divine things, then

proving to them the incompetence of the Greek systems of

1 Euseb. vi. 15.

2
[I apprehend Neander here alludes to a note a few passages back. The two classes

of catechumens are adult heathen converts, and Christian children. H. J. R.]
3 His scholar, Gregory Thaumaturgus, has painted to us, in this point of view, the

method of instruction pursued by Origen in an oration of his to be quoted hereafter.

VOL. II, C C
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philosophy to satisfy the religious wants of man, and by present

ing to them last of all the doctrines of Scripture about Divine

matters, and comparing these with the doctrines of the old philo

sophers. The completion of his instruction was thus his lectures

on the explanation of Scripture, with which in his case the whole

range of theology, and all Christian philosophy, all in short,

which he understood under the name of Gnosis, was connected
;

by which means we must allow, although he awakened in his

scholars reverence and love to that which is Divine in Scripture,
and preserved them from a mere dead knowledge of Scripture,
he introduced much foreign matter into Scripture, and in part
led his hearers away from its proper, simple, and at the same
time profound, meaning, rather than conducted them to it. Many
of those whom Origen was able to lead thus gradually to the

knowledge and the love of Scripture, afterwards became zealous

and successful teachers in the Church.

Ambrose, the above-named friend of Origen, took peculiar
interest in his learned labours, and Origen used to call him his

task-master. Not only did he, by his inquiries and demands,
drive him to many investigations, but he made use of his own

large fortune, in order to buy for his friend the means of pursuing

many of them that were expensive ; as, for instance, in those

where the purchase and comparison of manuscripts was necessary.
He gave him seven rapid writers, who were to take turns with

each other in writing down from his dictation, and making a

clear copy of all that was written. Origen, in a letter, says of

this friend
1

9
&quot; He who gave me credit for great diligence

and thirst after the Divine word, has, by his own diligence and
love of holy learning, convinced himself of the contrary

2
. He

has so completely surpassed me, that I am in danger of being
unable to meet his demands. The comparison of manuscripts
leaves me no time to eat, and after my meals I cannot go out,

nor rest myself, but even at that time I am compelled to insti

tute philological inquiries, and correct manuscripts. Even the

night is not allowed me for sleep, but my philological inquiries

occupy a considerable portion of it. I will not mention the time

from early in the morning till the ninth, and sometimes even the

1 T. i. Opp. Ed. de la R. f. 3.
2
[This is not quite an exact translation of the original, which rather means, has

put me to shame, r)\eyt, coarguit me. H. J. R.]
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tenth hour 3

, because all who have pleasure in such employments
use this time for the study of the Divine word and

reading.&quot;

Ambrose urged Origen, by making known his theological

labours, to extend their utility to the whole Church, and thus to

counteract the Gnostics, who had at first excited deeper inqui

ries after Divine things among the Christians, and then were

enabled, under the pretext of a more profound interpretation of

Scripture, to introduce their philosophy into the Holy Scriptures

by means of arbitrary and allegorizing explanations. Origen

himself attributes this latter object to his labours in the end of

the fifth tomus of his Commentary on the Gospel of St. John,

which was in part directed against the Gnostic Heracleon. &quot; As

now,&quot; he says, the &quot; heterodox under the pretence of Gnosis,

rise up against the holy Church, and propagate works consisting

of many books, which promise explanations of the evangelic and

apostolic writings, they will, if we are silent, and set forth no

true and sound doctrines, get dominion over the hungry souls,

who, for want of wholesome food, run to that which is forbidden.&quot;

He finished at Alexandria his Commentaries on Genesis, the

Psalms, the Lamentations of Jeremiah (of which writings only

fragments have been preserved), his five first Tomi [i. e. sections]

on the Gospel of St. John, his Treatise on the Resurrection, his

Stromata, and his work irtpi apxwv * e - probably not about the

fundamental principles of the Christian faith, but about the origin

of all Being *, a subject of which the controversies with the

Gnostics particularly treated. The last-mentioned work became

of especial importance by the struggles between opposite theo

logical dispositions which it set on foot, and by the influence

which it exerted over the fate of Origen and of his school. At

that time, even more than at a later season, Platonic philosophy

and the doctrines of the Christian faith were in him intermingled

together ; his caprice of speculation was afterwards more mode

rated by the influence of the Christian spirit, and many notions

which he (although more in a problematic than a decisive man

ner) had thrown out, he afterwards retracted, although the prin

ciples of his system remained always the same. He himself

afterwards declared, in a letter to Fabianus, the Bishop of Rome,

1 Till three or four o clock in the afternoon, according to our reckoning.
2
Xoyoc apxiKOg, in the language of Clement, means a discourse which relates to

the doctrine of the ap\ai - See Strom. I. iv. 510, a. [Pott. Sylb.]

c c 2
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to whom his system had probably been denounced as heretical,

that in this book he had brought forward much, which he now no

longer considered true, and that his friend Ambrose had made

the book known against his will *.

And yet, as it often happens, the dispute between Origen and

the party of the Church zealots would not have come to an open

rupture so soon, without an external occasion, and without the

accession of personal and improper passions, especially as Origen
was far from having the pride, which commonly so easily attaches

itself to a theological turn of mind like his, and as he always

shows so much tenderness towards those whose religious and

theological views and condition are different from his own. The

authority of his Bishop Demetrius was a great support to him
;

but this man, who was animated by the hierarchical pride, which

we find subsisting at this age, especially among the Bishops of

the great Metropolitan sees, was excited to jealousy against him,

by the great reputation of Origen, and the honour which he

obtained on particular occasions.

One especial cause of this jealousy was the honour showed to

Origen by his two friends, Alexander, the Bishop of Jerusalem,

the friend of his youth, and Theoctistus, the Bishop of Csesarea,

in Palestine. It had already much embittered the proud Deme
trius against them, that they had permitted Origen, as a layman,
to preach in their Churches. (See Part I.

2

) As, however, in

obedience to the call of his bishop, he returned to Alexandria,

he was enabled to renew his former friendly relations with him.

But in the year 228 it happened that he travelled into Hellas
3

, on

account of some ecclesiastical matters, of which we have no exact

1 See Hieronym. ep. 41. t. iv. opp. ed. Martianay.
2 There were apparently, in the year 216, hostile incursions upon Alexandria

(according to Euseb. vi. 19) which made then an abode there no longer safe for

him perhaps, when the fanciful Caracalla, departing for the Parthian war, gave

up this town to plunder and to slaughter at the mercy of his soldiers (JEl.

Spartian. vi. 6) ;
and one is inclined to think, that the rage of the heathen soldiers

would peculiarly attack the Christians. Origen then betook himself to Palestine, to

visit his old friends ; and, as he himself says (Joh. t. vi. 24.), to investigate the spots

which had been trodden by Jesus, by his apostles, and by the prophets. (ETTI

iffropiav TWV l^vtov Irjffov KO.I TCJV fiaQriTwv avrov icai TWV Trpo^Jjrwv.)
3
Perhaps he was called into these parts in order to dispute with the Gnostics who

were spread about there, because it was known how much he was an adept in this

business. His disputation with Candidus, the Valentinian, the Acts of which Jerome

quotes, might lead us to this conclusion.
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statement. On this journey he visited his friends in Palestine,

and they ordained him a presbyter at Csesarea in the year 228.

Demetrius could not forgive the two bishops and Origen for

this transaction. After the return of Origen, he assembled

a synod, consisting of the presbyters of his diocese, and of

other Egyptian bishops, in which he used against Origen that

extravagant act of his youth, by which he was, undoubtedly,

according to the letter of the laws of the Church, excluded from

the clerical profession
1
. But they ought to have considered,

that he had become a different man since that time, and that he

had long condemned the step, to which his youthful enthusiasm

had led him. And yet he was for this deposed from the dignity

of presbyter, which had been conferred upon him, and the

administration of the office of public teaching in the Alexandrian

was forbidden to him 2
. After he had once so strongly attracted

to himself the jealousy and hatred of the pharisaical bishop, he

could no longer find any peace in Alexandria. Demetrius did not

content himself with this single attack upon him, but he began to

cast the imputation of heresy on the doctrines of Origen ; to

which imputation perhaps, the expressions of the latter in his

disputes with the Gnostics had given some new occasion
3
.

Yet that which animated him, gave him tranquillity of mind

enough to finish his fifth torn us on the Gospel of St. John,

amidst the storms of Alexandria (for, as he says
4

, Jesus com

manded the storms and waves of the sea), until at last he thought

it advisable to leave Alexandria, arid to betake himself to his

friends at CaBsarea, in Palestine. But Demetrius pursued him

1 It is in the highest degree probable that the ecclesiastical regulation which we find

in xvii. of the Canones Apostolici, was then in existence. It was there, however, by no

means unconditionally forbidden, in accordance with the law of the Old Testament,

Deut. xxiii. that any eunuch should enter into the clerical profession, but it was

expressly appointed that one, whom such a misfortune might have befallen without his

own instrumentality, might be allowed, if he was in other respects worthy, to become

a clergyman ; it was only 6 iavrov afcpwrijotaffag pn yivtaQu K\i]f&amp;gt;iKOQ.
It was

only to put a stop to such ascetic enthusiasm.

2
Photius, however, says that this synod had already forbidden Origen, not only to

exercise the office of a teacher, but even to remain at Alexandria. And yet it is

difficult to see, how a bishop at that time could effect the latter of these two

things. He could only exclude him from the communion of the Church, and it was

not until the second synod that this was done. Nor does the language of Origen

appear to hint, that he was compelled to leave Alexandria.

3 As we may conclude from the disputation with Candidus the Valentinian.

Ilieronym. adv. Rufin. f. 414. vol. iv.
4 T. vi. Joh. . 1.
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even thither with his persecutions; and he laid hold of a matter

as a pretext, wherein he could easily find associates, both in

Egypt and out of it, since the prevailing doctrinal spirit in many
parts of the Church was altogether hostile to the idealistic

tendency of the school of Origen, and since the book TT^L ap^wv
was calculated to give occasion to so many accusations of heresy.
In a more numerous synod of Egyptian bishops, Demetrius ex

communicated Origen, as an heretic, and the synod sent forth a

violent decree against him. It is in reference to this, that when
he began again at Ceesarea to continue his commentary on the

Gospel of St. John, Origen says, that &quot;

God, who once led his

people out of Egypt, had saved him also out of Egypt; but that

his enemy had assailed him with the utmost bitterness by his

recent letter, so utterly opposed to the Gospel, and that he had

raised up all the pestilential winds of evil in Egypt against
him 1

.&quot;

1 We are without connected and trustworthy accounts of these important trans

actions. We can only endeavour, by means of combining particulars, to trace

the real progress of the matter. From the indications which Eusebius gives, and

from the above-quoted words of Origen about the rash act of his youth, it is

certain, that this was then used against him ; but it could have been used as a

ground only for excluding him from the clerical office. The other proceedings

against him must have arisen from another accusation against him. Photius, who
had read the Apology of Pamphilus for Origen, says Cod. 118, that Demetrius

made it a matter of reproach to him, that he had travelled to Athens without his

permission, and during this journey, undertaken without his permission, had allowed

himself to be ordained, which would certainly on the part of Origen, as well as of

the bishop who ordained him, have been a violation of the laws of the Church.

But supposing that Demetrius did make this accusation against Origen, we have

still to inquire, whether he had the right to do so. We see from the quotation of

Jerome de Vir. illustr. c. 62, that Alexander, the Bishop of Jerusalem, in reply to

Demetrius, might allege, that he had ordained Origen on the strength of an epistola

formata, brought by him from his own Bishop. The laws of the Church about these

circumstances were then perhaps so indefinite, that Alexander might believe himself

fully justified in ordaining a man, who was recommended to a foreign Church, and

yet that Demetrius might see in this an invasion of the rights of his episcopal office.

Be this as it may, even this could not be a sufficient ground for excommunicating
Origen. The sympathy, which the attack upon him found in other churches the

accusations of heresy against Origen which continued after his death what he said

afterwards in his own justification to Fabianus, the Bishop of Rome, in the letter we
have already cited (as he had also written to other bishops in defence of his orthodoxy.
See Eusebius, vi. 3G.) All this points out, that his opinions [seine Dogmatik], were
the cause of his excommunication. We see also from what Jerome

(1. ii. adv. Rufin.

f. 411.) quotes out of the letter of Origen against Demetrius, that errors in the doctrines

of the faith had been charged against him, as he defends himself against the accusation

that he had maintained, that even Satan would hereafter be in bliss ; although one
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This personal contest became now a contest between the

opposite opinions of two parties. The Churches in Palestine,

in Arabia, Phoenicia and Achaia declared themselves for Origen,
while the Roman Church declared herself against him l

. The

judgment which Origen himself formed of those who branded

him with the name of heretic, will be seen from his expression
in the following passage

2

, where, after quoting 1 Cor. i. 25. he

says,
&quot; Had I said, the foolishness of God, how would those

who love to accuse men of heresy
3

, have accused me! how should

I, who had said a thousand things, which they themselves approve
of, have been assailed for having said this one thing,

6 the foolish

ness of God ?
&quot;

In his defence against the synod, which had

excommunicated him, he quotes the denunciations of the prophets

against wicked priests and rulers, and then says,
&quot; We must pity

them rather than hate them, pray for them rather than curse

them, for we are created for blessing, and not for cursing
4

.&quot;

cannot well perceive, how he could deny this conclusion, which is grounded by a

necessary consequence on his system. Rufinus quotes passages out of a defence of

Origen s, addressed to his friends at Alexandria, from which we see that a falsified

report [protokoll] of a disputation held between him and the heretics, had excited

astonishment in Palestine, even among his friends, at the opinions he expressed. They
had sent a messenger to him at Athens, and begged him to send them the genuine

original report. Even at Rome these adulterated copies had been propagated. See

Rufm. de Adulteratione Librorum Origenis, in opp. Hieronym. t. v. ed. Martianay, f.

251. Even if Rufinus is not really a faithful translator, this cannot have been

wholly invented by him. The disputes with the Gnostics would easily give an

opportunity of bringing forward the peculiar religious opinions of Origen, and to

those who had in him so powerful an antagonist, an opportunity of rendering his

orthodoxy suspicious in his own Church, would be welcome enough.
1
Hieronym. ep. 29. ad Paulam. Damnatus a Demetrio episcopo, exceptis Pales-

tinae, et Arabiae, et Phoenicia, atque Achaiae sacerdotibus. He certainly adds, non

propter dogmatum novitatem : non propter hseresin, sed quia gloriam eloquentia? ejus

et scientiae ferre non poterant. But this is not a fact, it is only a subjective interpre

tation of motives, according to the bias which Jerome was under at that time. Comp.
also the remark made on the case of Tertullian.

2 Horn. viii. in Jerem. 8. 3 oi
&amp;lt;pi\aiTioi.

* See 1. c. Hieronym. iv. f. 411. Compare what Origen says against the importance

[z. e. validity, the German is Bedeutung. H. J. R.] of unjust excommunication. See

above, vol. i. p. 245. Comp. also on Matth. f. 445, where Origen, applying the passage

in Matth. xxi. 16. to the bishops of his own time, says :
&quot; As these priests and scribes

areblameable according to the letter of this history, so according to spiritual applica

tion, are also many high priests worthy of blame, who adorn not the name of the

episcopal rank by their lives, and have not clothed themselves with light and truth.

(Exod. xxviii.) These, while they behold the wonders of God, despise the little

ones and babes in the Church, who praise God and his Christ, and they are

angry at their advances in godliness, and they accuse them to Jesus, as doing
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The enemies of Origen were destined to contribute to the
further extension of the sphere of his exertions ; his change of
residence to Palestine was assuredly followed by important con

sequences ; because an opportunity was thus afforded to him, of

effecting also from that point the propagation of a liberal and

enlightened spirit in the Church
; and the traces of his exertions

are to be found for a long time in these regions. Here also he
collected a body of young men around him, who educated them
selves for theologians and teachers of the Church under his

influence ; among whom was Gregory, who afterwards became so

remarkably active in the preaching of the Gospel. (Of him we
shall afterwards speak more particularly.) He continued here also

his literary labours. Among other works he composed here his

already mentioned treatise on the use of prayer and on the

explanation of the Lord s Prayer, which he addressed to his

friend Ambrose. He was here in a personal communication with
the most distinguished teachers of Cappadocia, Palestine, and

Arabia, and was constantly called upon to give his advice in

deliberations on any novel circumstances in the Church.

As, under the persecution of Maximinus Thrax, the friends of

Origen, the Presbyter Prototectus of Csesarea himself, and
Ambrose, had much to suffer; he addressed to these men, who
were as confessores, in prison awaiting the termination of their

sufferings, his treatise on Martyrdom, in which he exhorts them
to steadfastness in their confession, and endeavours to hold them

up by the promises of Scripture, and to refute the sophistry
of which many Gnostics, as well as heathens, who considered

wrong, while they really do no wrong ; and they say to him, Hearest thou what these

say ? And we shall understand this the better, if we consider, how it often happens
that men of an ardent spirit, who brave imprisonment by their bold confession
of faith before the heathen, who despise danger, and resolutely lead a strict life

of abstinence and celibacy ; how it happens such men, being rude in speech
*

(ifliwrai

Ty \ea), are calumniated by the blame-worthy high priests as disorderly, and
how they are accused by them before Jesus, as if their own conduct was better than
that of these zealous and simple children ! but Jesus gives his testimony to the children,
and, on the contrary, accuses the high priests of ignorance, when he says, Have ye
not read this, out of the mouth of babes and sucklings thou hast prepared praise?

&quot;

Well might Origen here set before his mind the image of Demetrius, and other

bishops like him, who were inclined to judge the errors of a pious enthusiasm with
extreme severity.

*
[In literisvero ignari. Lat. translator. H. J. R.]
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religion as an affair of state, made use in order to persuade the

Christians that, without any prejudice to their belief, which no

man wished to take from them, they might satisfy the demands of

the laws of the state, in regard to the external things of religion.

But in this book the prevalent tone is at times more the spirit of

that philosophically ascetic, and dehumanizing morality, than

the spirit of that evangelical morality, which sanctions all that

is pure in human nature, and unites the consciousness of God s

quickening power with the feeling of human weakness 1

;
and

we find also in the same work the false notions of the opus ope-
ratum of martyrdom, to which we have before alluded ; and yet

with all this the force of his faithful confidence and his evangelic

zeal for the faith is beautifully expressed in it. He says to the

two confessors
2
:

&quot; I desired also, that, during the whole of the

present struggle, you should rejoice and be glad, when you
remember the great recompense, which is laid up in heaven for

those who suffer persecution and shame for righteousness sake,

and for the sake of the Son of Man, as the Apostles of old

rejoiced, that they were counted worthy to suffer shame for the

name of Christ. But if at any time you feel anxiety in your

soul, let the Spirit of Christ, that dwells in you, speak to it

thus, when she for her part would trouble him,
*

Why art thou

cast down, O my soul ! and art so disquieted within me. Trust

in God, for I will give thanks to him, forasmuch as he helps me
with his countenance. Ps. xlii. 6. . . Let it [never] be troubled !

but even before the tribunal itself, and while the naked sword

impends over the neck, let it be guarded by the peace of God,

which passeth all understanding
3

.&quot; He says to them in another

passage
4

,

&quot; Since the Word of God is lively and powerful, and

sharper than any two-edged sword, and penetrates even to the

dividing asunder soul and spirit, marrow and bone, and is a judge
over the thoughts and the faculties of the heart, Heb. iv. 12;

this Divine Word now bestows on our souls the peace which

passeth all understanding, which it once shed over the souls of

1 In proof of this assertion we may particularly appeal to the manner, in which

Origen explained so artificially the simple sense of those words of Christ, which he

spoke in his agony, and which the spirit we allude to would not allow him to conceive

in their natural meaning, . 29. [pp. 189 191. in Wetstein s Edition of the Dial,

cont. Marcion. et alia opuscula. Basilese, 1673. H. J. R.]

2 4. [p. 165. Ed. Wetstein.]
3

37- [p. 201. Ed. Wetstein.j
4 He applies this passage to the Logos.
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Apostles, but it has thrown the sword between the earthly and
the heavenly form within us, in order that, for the present, it

may take our heavenly man to itself; and hereafter, when we are
so far advanced, as to need no further dividing

l

; it may make us

altogether heavenly. And he is come also, to bring not only a
sword on earth, but thejire also, of which he says,

&quot; I would that it

were already kindled,&quot; Luke xii. 49. Let then this fire be kindled
also in you, and let it consume all your earthly thoughts, and
be ye baptized with the baptism, whereof Jesus spoke

2
. And

thou also ! (Ambrose) who hast both wife and children, and
brethren and sisters, remember the words of the Lord : if any
man cometh to me, and hateth not father, mother, wife, children,

brethren, sisters, he cannot be my disciple. But both of you
remember also the words,

&amp;lt; If any man cometh to me and hateth
not also his own life, he cannot be my disciple.

&quot;

It was, perhaps, this very persecution, which moved Origen to

leave for a time the place, which hitherto had been his abode.
Since the persecution, as we have before remarked, was only
local, it was easy to obviate it by a flight to regions where tran

quillity at that moment prevailed. Origen betook himself to

Csesarea in Cappadocia, to his friend, the Bishop Firmilianus,
with whom he was in the habit of communicating on subjects of

theological learning
3
.

But, probably exactly about the time that he had settled

there, the above-mentioned persecution (see above) in Cappa-
docia broke out, and he was induced by it, to withdraw into the
house of Juliana, a Christian lady, who for two years kept him
hidden in her house, and maintained him. He there made a

discovery of great importance to his literary undertakings. For
some years he had already busied himself with a work, the object

of which wa?, as well to correct the text of the Alexandrian
version of the Old Testament (which was then the translation

prevalent in the Church, and was looked upon by many Chris

tians, in consequence of the old Jewish legend, as inspired, and
the MSS. of which differed very much from each other in their

1 No separation of holiness from ungodliness.
2 Luke xii. 50.

3
They used sometimes to visit each other, in order to converse on theological

subjects. Euseb. vi. 27.
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readings), as also to promote the improvement of the translation

itself, by comparing it with other old translations, and with the

Hebrew original. Origen, who constantly disputed much on

religious subjects with heathens and Jews, had learnt, as he him

self says, how necessary a knowledge of the original text of the

Old Testament was, in order not to give openings to the Jews,

for they were in the habit of ridiculing the ignorance of the

heathen converts, who disputed with them, when they quoted

such passages from the Alexandrian version, as did not exist in

the Hebrew, or when they knew nothing of those, which were

only to be found in the Hebrew !

. He had therefore made use

of the fortune of his friend Ambrose, and of his own frequent

journeys, in order to collect different manuscripts of the Alex

andrian version and other old translations, wherever he could

find them. He had for instance, in rummaging everywhere,

found at Jericho in a barrel, an old translation of some books of

the Old Testament, which was elsewhere unknown. Now it

happened that his protectress Juliana had inherited the writings

of the Ebionite Symmachus, who possibly lived about the

beginning of that century, and he found in her house a com

mentary by this writer on the tvayyt\iov icaO ifipaiovg
2

, and a

translation made by him also of the Old Testament 3
. He was

now enabled to complete his great work of a collection of the

1
Origen. Ep. ad. African. 3. TOiavrrjQ ovffrjg rifiuv Trpoe O.VTOVQ tv rai

//TJ7&amp;lt;T(Ti 7raptt(ncv7, ov
K-ara0povj;&amp;lt;Tou&amp;lt;nv,

ovo MQ iQoq O.VTOIQ, ytXacrovrai TOVQ

CITTO TUV iQvuv TTiffTtvovrag, we T a\jj0/j KM Trap avroig avaytypa/^Ltti/a

dyvoovvraf.
2 The following words of Eusebius, vi. 17, on the work of Symmachus (which he

afterwards reckons among his ipfirjvtiag c, rag ypaipac.)
&quot; tv oig SoKti Trpog TO Kara

MarOatov diroruvo^tvos ivayyt\LOV TI\V StdrjXiofievnv alptffiv (TWV Efinovaiwv)

Kparvvtiv ;
from the context can hardly be taken to mean, as Valesius makes them,

that Symmachus endeavoured to maintain the Ebionitish doctrines against the Gospel

of St. Matthew ;
but they must be understood to mean, that he wrote a commentary

on the Gospel according to St. Matthew (that is to say, probably, on the tvayyeXiov

KaQ E/3paiovc. which resembled St. Matthew s) from which he endeavoured to establish

the Ebionitish doctrines.

3 Palladius (in the beginning of the fifth century) relates in his history of Mona-

chism (Xavcriaica), ch. 147, that he had found in an old manuscript which had descended

from Origen, the words written by Origen himself, in which he narrated the circum

stance mentioned in the text. This Palladius, however, in consequence of his

credulousness, is a very suspicious witness, but in the present case we have no grounds

to suspect his evidence, especially since it harmonizes well with the account given in

Ktisebius, vi. 17-
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then existing translations of the Old Testament, and a com

parison of them with the Hebrew text
l
.

After the murder of the Emperor Maximinus, Origen was

able under Gordianus, A.D. 238, to return again to Csesarea, and

there again to begin his former course of activity.

As he had once before, on account of some ecclesiastical

affairs, been sent for from Alexandria by the Churches of Greece,
which esteemed him most highly, the same thing apparently took

place again. His way led him through Nicomedia in Bithynia,
where he staid some days with his old friend, Ambrose

; who, if

the account of Jerome is correct, had in the mean time become a

deacon, although it does not appear whether Ambrose had em

ployment in the Church of that city, or had only come thither

in order to meet Origen. He there received a letter from one of

his friends, Julius Africanus
2

, one among the distinguished Chris-

1 The Hexapla. It would be foreign to our purpose to enlarge on this and similar

works of Origen, for information on which we must refer to the Introductions to the

Old Testament. We only quote here the words of Origen himself on the comparison
instituted by him between the Alexandrian version and the other old translations of

the Old Testament. After he has spoken (Comment, in Matth. f. 381. Ed. Huet.)
of the differences between the copies of the New Testament, which had arisen,

partly from the negligence of transcribers, and partly from their boldness in

assuming a critical liberty of correcting the text, he adds the following words :

&quot; As far as relates to the difference between the copies of the Old Testament,
we have found by God s assistance a mode of remedying this inconvenience, by

using the other translations as a criterion. Wherever any thing was doubtful in

the version of the LXX. by reason of a difference in the manuscripts, we have

constantly retained that which agreed with the rest of the translations, and we have

marked a great deal, which was not found in the Hebrew, with an obelus (the critical

mark to denote an omission) because we did not venture to leave it out entirely. We
have added also some passages with the mark of an asterisk, to denote, that we have

added these passages, which are not found in the LXX. from the other translations, in

accordance with the Hebrew, and that he, who is inclined to do so, may receive them

into the text (I think we must read Trpofferai *), but he, who is offended at them,

may receive them or not, just as he
pleases.&quot; [Comp. Ep. ad African, p. 226, Ed.

Wetstein. H. J. R.] From these latter words we see how much Origen had to fear

those, who were ready to charge every one, who deviated from that which had been

received, with falsification of the Holy Scriptures.
2 He was a man far advanced in years, as will appear immediately from his being

able to address Origen, at that time a person of fifty years of age, by the title of my
son. He seems to have fixed his usual residence in the old decayed town of Emmaus,
or Nicopoli, in Palestine (as it was afterwards called by the Romans, in order to

distinguish it from the Emmaus of the New Testament, it being more distant from

Jerusalem than the latter; namely, about 1?6 stadia). The inhabitants of this

*
[The common reading is Trporyrcu. H. J. R.]
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tian men of learning of this period. It appears that Origen, at a

conversation which took place in the presence of Africanus, had

cited the history of Susannah on the authority of the Septuagint

version, as a genuine piece belonging to Daniel. Africanus

expressed to him his surprise at this in a letter, distinguished

alike by the moderate, delicate, and learned tone of its argu

ment, and by its unprejudiced criticism, and he begged him to

enter into a further discussion of the subject. Origen answered

him from Nicomedia, in a very elaborate writing. Not so unpre

judiced as Africanus, he endeavoured to defend the authority of

the Alexandrian version and collection of the Holy Scriptures.

It is remarkable to observe how the free, inquiring spirit of

Origen, from a mistaken piety, and perhaps also from being

made fearful in consequence of the troubles which he had in

voluntarily caused in the Church, fell back upon the authority

of a Church tradition, which was supposed to be under the guid

ance of God ;
he says *,

&quot; But hath not that Providence, which

has given edification in the Holy Scripture to all the Churches

of Christ, taken care also for those who have been bought with

a price, for whom Christ died, whom [i. e. Christ] though he

decayed place chose him as their delegate to the Emperor Heliogabalus, to effect the

restoration of their town by this emperor, which he obtained for them. Hieronym. de

Vir. Illustr. c. 63. He is known as the first Christian compiler of a history of the

world (his xpovoypa^ia in five books, see Eusebius, vi. 31.) This work, which is

only known to us by the quotations of other writers, and fragments, proceeded from an

intention to compose something of an apologetic nature. He is known also to us, by
his letter to Aristides on the solution of the difference between the genealogies of

Jesus as given by St. Matthew and St. Luke, of which a portion is preserved by

Eusebius, Hist i. 7 Another remarkable fragment of this letter has been published

by Routh, Reliquiae Sacrae, vol ii. p. 115. In that he combats those, who maintained

that these different genealogies were given, in order to show clearly in this way the

truth, that Jesus is both a King and an High priest, as being descended from a royal

and a priestly race. He here also declares himself expressly against the theory of a

fraus
pia.&quot; May such an opinion never prevail in the Church of Christ that a falsehood

has been invented for the glory of Christ!
fir] Si) icparoir) TOIOVTOQ Xoyof, Iv

kKK\tjffia Xpiorou, on \^tv8o(; vvyKeirai eig alvov icai do%o\oyiav Xpiorou. Eusebius

ascribes a work to him, which, under the name of KHJTOV, contains a kind of literary

miscellany, according to the then mode of unscientifically mingling together a variety of

historical materials. And yet among the fragments of this work, which are ascribed

to him, there is much which does not suit the views and principles, which we are

accustomed to ascribe to this man, from what we learn of him elsewhere. The most

natural supposition is, that he wrote that work before his habits of thought had

become decidedly Christian.

i C. 4. [p. 227. Ed. Wetstein.]
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was his own Son, God, being love itself, spared not ; but gave
him up for us all, that with him he might give us all things

1
.

Consider, therefore, whether it is not good to remember these

words,
&amp;lt; Remove not the boundaries which thy fathers have

made V &quot;

(Prov. xxii. 28.) He says then, that although he has

not neglected the other old translations, he has yet bestowed his

chief industry upon the Alexandrian version, in order that it

might not seem as if he wished to introduce a spurious innovation
into the Church, and in order that he might give no handle to

those who sought for opportunities, and who desired to calum
niate those men, who were well known, and had obtained stations

of eminence in the Church 3
.&quot; Athens was the point to which

the journey of Origen tended
; he staid there some time, finished

his commentary on Ezekiel, and began that on the Song of

Solomon *.

Till the end of his life he busied himself in theological labours;

1 These are arguments by which a free investigation of the canon of Scripture, an

inquiry, I freely grant, which ought, like all theological inquiries, to be animated by
a spirit of piety, has often been opposed. But the arguments of Origen only prove
that God, who revealed in Christ his unspeakable love to man, without doubt must
have provided for all the wants implanted by himself in human nature. But the mode,
in which he has provided for them, must not be determined a priori in accordance with

the prejudices of any existing system of opinions (einer stehenden dogmatik), nor ac

cording to the measure of the limited faculties, the little faith, or the dulness of man.

Nay, after all, a mode by which truth comes forth victorious from the contest with

error, after a free inquiry, may be the mode most consonant to human nature itself.

It may be the plan of Providence, that Faith should fight the battle out herself without

any external support, by means of its own inward and Divine power, by means of its

own attractive power over the inmost heart of man. The incorrect conclusion, drawn
from these correct premises, would, if consistently carried out, lead to the supposition
of an outward visible Theocracy constantly guiding mankind, as in a state of infancy,
as alas ! in after times the conclusion was pushed to this point. But it is far rather

true that human nature, in consequence of having had every thing given to it in

Christ, has grown up to the maturity of the years of manhood.
2 These words, which, taken as an unconditional and unlimited rule of life, have

so often since those times been used in support of old errors to the prejudice of

pure evangelical truths, contain the same principle, which the religio a majoribus
tradita of the heathen at first opposed to the new Gospel. See the First Part of this

work. The truth victorious through her Divine power the answer, that could not be

refused, to inquiries based on the inmost being of human nature, the satisfaction of
undeniable wants, required by human nature itself, this needed no prejudice for its

support, no prejudicium, no praescriptio antiquitatis.
3 iva

firj TI Trapaxaparreiv SoKoiijfJitv TO.IQ viro rov oupai/ov KK\r)&amp;lt;nai KCII

Trpo(f&amp;gt;afffiQ Sidufiev TOIQ ZrjTovmv dtyopfiag, WeXovffi TOVQ iv /icry WKoQavTSiv KUI
Thiv ^lafjtaivofitvMV tv

r&amp;lt;ft KOIV&amp;lt;^ KctTrjyopeiv.
* Euseb. vi. 32.
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and during the reign of Philip the Arabian, with whose family he

was connected, he wrote the work against Celsus, which we have

already mentioned, his Commentary on St. Matthew, &c. He
now permitted for the first time, being sixty years of age, his

sermons to be taken down by short-hand writers. In what reve

rence lie was held we may see clearly from the fact, that he was

called into council by synods of bishops in weighty ecclesiastical

affairs, on which people could not come to a decision ; and we
have already spoken of the manner in which Beryllus, the Bishop
of Bostra, in Arabia, received instruction at his hand. We must,

however, still mention, that among the Christians of Arabia at

that time a party had caused a controversy, by maintaining that

the souls died with the body, and that they would be raised again

only at the general resurrection at the same time with the bodies.

It was an old Jewish notion (see above) that immortality was

not founded upon the nature of the soul, but a peculiar gift of

Divine grace ;
a representation which had been transferred from

Judaism to Christianity, traces of which we find in the theory
of the Gnostics about the nature of the Psychici, in the doctrine

of the Clementine, and in the opinions of Justin and Tatian.

Perhaps also in this district, the position of which placed it in

close connection with Jews, it was no new doctrine, but the pre
dominant one from ancient times ; and perhaps the influence of

Origen (in whose system the doctrine of the natural immortality
of the soul necessarily obtained a place) first effected the change
that this latter should obtain universal acceptance among the

Church-teachers of that district ; and that the small party, which

still maintained the old opinion, should appear heretical, although
the predominant opinion had previously really pronounced itself

against it
1

[the new opinion]. Hence we may understand, how
the convocation of a Great Synod was considered necessary, in

order to allay these controversies. When they were unable to

agree, Origen was invited by the synod, and his influence pre
vailed upon the opposers of the doctrine of the natural immortality
of the soul to acknowledge their error, and renounce it.

Origen, who on account of his individual opinions was consi-

1 Eusebius (vi. 37) may perhaps judge the controversies of this period too much

according to his own subjective doctrinal system, and according to the Church-ortho

doxy of his own times, when he represents the maintainers of this opinion as generally

acknowledged teachers of heresy, and propagators of a new opinion.

7
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dered as an heretical opposer of the evangelical doctrines of

the Christian faith, was destined in the last days of a life, conse

crated to labouring- and struggling for that which he believed to

be the cause of Christ, to confute by facts the accusations of his

enemies, and to show how he was ready to sacrifice every thing
to his faith, and how he belonged to those who are ready to hate

even their own lives for the sake of the Lord.

As the fury of the enemies of Christianity in the Decian perse
cution fell chiefly upon those persons, who were distinguished

among the Christians by their offices, their virtues, or their know

ledge, and their activity in the propagation of the faith *, so it

was natural that a man like Origen, should be especially a mark
for fanatical cruelty. After a stedfast confession he was thrown

into a dungeon, and it was endeavoured, according to the plan

pursued in the Decian persecution, to triumph over the weak

ness of age by refined and gradually increasing tortures. But the

faith, which he bore in his heart, supported the feebleness of his

age, and enabled him to bear all the trials to which they put him.

After he had endured so much 2

, he wrote from his prison a

letter full of comfort and encouragement for others. The circum

stances already related (see above), which in part softened this

persecution, and in part entirely put an end to it, obtained at

last for Origen also freedom and tranquillity. And yet the suffer

ings undergone by him, perhaps, contributed to hasten his death.

He died about the year 254, aged sixty-nine
3
.

The influence of Origen on the formation of a theological

system did not continue bound up in his own person, but re

mained and developed itself independently of him, by means of

1 The personae insignes.
2 Euseb. vi. 39.

3 Euseb. vii. 2. According to Photius, cod. 118, there were two accounts of the

death of Origen, which differed both as to its circumstances, and the time of its occur

rence. Pamphilus and many others, who had been personally acquainted with Origen,
related that he died at Caesarea as a martyr in the Decian persecution. Others related

that he lived to the times of Gallus and Volusianus, and then died at Tyre, and was

buried there ; and the truth of this latter account was testified by the letters written

by Origen after the persecution, of the genuineness of which, however, Photius was

not decidedly convinced. But after that, which Eusebius, who certainly followed the

account of his friend and instructor Pamphilius, says in the above-cited passage of his

Church History, it can hardly be supposed that Pamphilius really gave the account al

luded to by Photius. Perhaps Photius may have misunderstood Pamphilius, when by
the term martyrdom he meant only a confession under torture, or when he spoke of

the consequences of those sufferings as affecting Origen.
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his writings and his disciples, but not without a continuing con

test with the opposite dispositions of the human mind. The
friends of Chiliasm, of the carnal and literal interpretation of

Scripture, and the anthropomorphical and anthropopathical mode
of representing Divine things connected with such a system of

interpretation, and the zealots for the letter of the doctrinal tradi

tion of the Church, were enemies of the Origenistic school. The
contest between these opposing principles is the source of the most

marking phenomena for the theological development of the latter

portion of this period. We shall here first throw a glance upon
the Church, which was the original scene of the activity of

Origen, namely, the Alexandrian and the Egyptian Church.

Origen had left behind him disciples in this district who con

tinued to work on in his spirit, although with a greater degree of

speculative moderation. The Bishop Demetrius, as is shown by
what precedes, was rather a personal enemy to Origen than an

enemy to his theological opinions. The opposition made by him

to these was apparently, in his case, only a pretext. He there

fore allowed the disciples of Origen to continue their operations

undisturbed, and he himself died soon after the breaking out of

these controversies in the same year, 231.

Heraclas, the friend and scholar of Origen already mentioned,
who after his [Origen s] departure had become the head of the

Catechetical school, was made successor to Demetrius in the

Episcopal office. In the year 247, Heraclas was succeeded in

his office of Catechist, and afterwards as Bishop, by Dionysius,
another worthy disciple of Origen, who constantly retained his

love and reverence for his master, to whom when in prison (see

above), during the Decian persecution, he wrote a letter of con

solation. This man, as he himself says, had come to a belief in

the Gospel through the method offree investigation, by giving an

unprejudiced and thorough examination to all systems; and hence
he remained true to this principle, even as a Christian and a

Church-teacher. He read and examined in an unprejudiced
manner all writings of the heretics, and rejected their systems,

only after having learned to know them accurately, and after

having placed himself in a condition to confute them on just

grounds. A Presbyter of his Church warned him against the

evil, which might happen to his soul from his employing himself

so repeatedly with these godless writings. But the Spirit of God
VOL. IT. D d
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gave him confidence enough not to allow himself to be frightened
at this danger. He believed that he heard a voice which said to

him,
&quot; Read all that falls into your hands, for you are able to

judge, and to examine every thing, and this has been to you from

the very beginning a source of faith.&quot; Dionysius was strength
ened by this encouragement in his resolution, and he thought it

corresponded with that precept of the Lord to those who are

strong, which is found in an Apocryphal Gospel,
&quot; Be ye able

money-changers :&quot; (yivtaOe (W/K&amp;gt;t rpaTrt&ra*) that is to say, be

capable of distinguishing genuine from counterfeit coins *.

We have already on different occasions given examples of the

liberal mind and moderation of this man, and of the blessed effects

produced by it. His Christian moderation and mildness are

shown also in his Letter to an Egyptian Bishop, named Basilides,

which contains answers to inquiries concerning circumstances

relative to the discipline, and the rites of the Church 2
. The

Letter of Dionysius to this Bishop, who was subordinate to him,

concludes thus :
&quot; Thou hast not laid these inquiries before me,

as if thou wert ignorant in the matter, but in order to do me

honour, and that I might be of the same mind with you, as indeed

I am. I have stated and explained my opinion to you not as a

teacher, but in all the openness with which we must speak to

each other. But it is now your business to judge about the

matter; and write to me then what seems to you better, or

whether you are also yourself satisfied that this is right
3

.&quot;

1
Dionysius, in his Letter to the Romish Bishop Philemon (Euseb. vii.

7)&amp;gt; appeals to

an heavenly vision and to a heavenly voice. He speaks of the thing so simply, and betrays

so little design, that we should do him an injustice to charge him with what is called

a fraus pia, although the somewhat lax principles of the Alexandrian school in this

respect (a laxity which is connected with their distinction between two different con

ditions with regard to religion) might favour such an accusation ; but we must here

take into the account also, that these pious men certainly were better guided by the

Christian spirit, which animated them, than by their theoretical principles. It may

easily be explained in a psychological way, by supposing that the truth, which the

Spirit of God caused him to acknowledge, presented itself again to his imagination in

this form, perhaps in a dream. The manner in which he speaks of it seems, however,

to indicate that he himself was not so firmly convinced of the Divine nature of the

vision, as of the truth of its purport, and of the declaration of Christ, his words being

these : aTreS^afjiijv TO bpapa, wg airoffToXiicy tydivg ffvvrpexov &amp;gt;

TV ^yovay, &c.

2 Which Letter maintains, in the Greek Church, a lawful reverence as an sTricrroX?;

Ka9o\iKr]. The fragments which remain of it were last published by Routh, Reliquiae

Sacrse, vol. ii.

3 A larger fragment of the work of this Dionysius
&quot; On Nature,&quot; in which he defends
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Afterwards also in the last period of the third century, Pierius

and Theognostus distinguished themselves as teachers of the

Alexandrian Church. In the fragments of their works (pre

served in Photius) we recognise the peculiar doctrines of Origen.
We have already remarked, that in Egypt itself an opposition

existed between an Origenistic and an Anti-Origenistic party.

We find this opposition in the fourth century, especially among
the Egyptian monks, occurring again, and the parties named

Anthropomorphites and Origenists. Perhaps also this opposition,

among the Egyptian monks is to be derived from the time of

which we have just been speaking. There were, indeed, at this

time no monks ;
but as early as the end of the third century there

were in Egypt assemblies of ascetics, who lived in the country *.

Among these Egyptian ascetics there appeared a man at the end

of this period, by name Hieracas, who was reckoned among the

heretics in the times that followed, because men judged of him

from the position assumed by the Church system of doctrine, as

this had formed itself in the fourth century, but who, during his

lifetime, would hardly have been considered as an heretic
2
. As

far as we can become acquainted with his turn of mind, and his

doctrines, from the fragmentary accounts preserved of him, for

which we are chiefly indebted to Epiphanius
3
, he had in his

peculiar views much that was akin to the Origenistic school, and

it may be the case that he himself was originally of that school ;

but we nevertheless find no such similarity of doctrines, that it

cannot be explained any other way. Views similar to these

might easily be formed also in other parts of Egypt.
Hieracas lived in the town of Leontopolis

4
, in Egypt, as an

ascetic; and, according to the practice of ascetics, he procured for

himself what was necessary for his livelihood, and means for the

exercise of his benevolence, by an art which was much prized,

faith in Providence against the Atomic theory of the Epicureans, is preserved to us by
Eusebius in the xivth Book of his Praeparatio Evangelica, and it is printed in Routh,

1. c. vol. iv.

1 As we may perceive from the Life of Antony in Athanasius. More will be said on

this subject in the following period.
2 On this account as in this work we can conceive the notion of heresy only in

its historical signification, we have not reckoned Hieracas among the heretics, as is

usually done.
3 Hares. 67.
4

Unless, perhaps, he was at the head of an ascetic body in the neighbourhood of

that town.

D d2
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and much used in Egypt, that of fine penmanship, in which he

was skilful, both as regarded the Greek and the Coptic character.

He must have lived to beyond the age of ninety years, which

may easily be explained from his simple mode of life, and to his

very end was in possession of his faculties, and therefore was

able to exercise his art to the latest hours of his life. He was

equally acquainted with the Greek and the Coptic literature;

and from this very cause it may have happened, that he mingled
with Christianity many elements foreign to it, drawn from both

those classes of literature. He wrote Commentaries on the Bible

both in the Coptic and the Greek language, and composed many
hymns for the Church.

He was addicted to the allegorizing interpretation of Scripture,

which was closely connected with a certain theosophical dispo

sition. Like Origen he explained the account of Paradise in an

allegorical manner, and denied a material [sinnliches, sensuous]

Paradise. Probably, like Origen, he considered Paradise as the

symbol of a higher world of spirits, from which the heavenly

Spirit sunk down through an inclination for earthly matter. But

as men were by no means of one mind as to what was to be under

stood symbolically in that narrative, and what literally, and also

as nothing had been finally settled (see above) in the prevailing
doctrine of the Church on the origin of souls, and, besides, as the

peculiar opinions of Origen had at that time in the Egyptian
Church many considerable advocates, he could not have been

generally set down as an heretic on that account.

From that theory of his concerning the incorporation of the

heavenly Spirit, which sunk down to an union with matter, it

may easily be explained how Hieracas must have despised the

earthly material body, and have made its renunciation and morti

fication
x the chief business of Christian morality, and how he

must have contended against the doctrine that the soul once

freed, should again at the Resurrection become enclosed in this

prison-house of the body. In regard to the last subject, he may
very possibly have held that the soul would become enveloped
with a higher organ of ethereal matter (a orw^ua TrvsvfjiaTiKov).

And this opinion also he might dress up in such a manner that

1
\_Entausserung. Perhaps a stronger phrase would more nearly translate Neander s

word. It seems to express such a system of self-denial as would almost free us from

the body, even while we are in it. H. J. R.]
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lie could not be said exactly to reject the doctrine of a resur

rection of the body, but only to explain it after his own views.

As far as regards the first point, he pronounced that an unmar
ried life of continence was an essential element in true Christian

perfection. In the recommendation of celibacy he placed the

characteristic difference between the moral position of the Old

and of the New Testament. Hieracas discovers the traces of

those false views of the nature of morality, and of the require
ments of the moral law from human nature, (according to which

it might be supposed that this moral law could be so easily fulfil

led, and men could do even more than it required, viz. the opera

supererogationis,) when he inquires, What new thing, then, has

the doctrine of the only-begotten One introduced ? what new

good hath he planted in mankind ? The Old Testament has

already treated of the fear of God, of envy, of covetousness, &c.

What new thing then remains, if it be not the introduction of

celibacy ? This inquiry, we must acknowledge, shows that

Hieracas had no right conception either of the requirements of

the moral Law, or, which is closely connected with it, of that

which Christ is as the Redeemer of mankind, and of the nature

of redemption. From the view of human nature, and of the

requirements of the moral Law upon it, which we find here set

forth, a doctrine might easily be deduced, according to which

man has no need of a Redeemer. But it would be unjust on

that account to ascribe to Hieracas the doctrine that Christ was

only the founder of a more perfect moral system, and not the

Redeemer of mankind. A zealous Montanist might have said

something similar to what Hieracas advanced. And traces of

these false ethical and anthropological views, are besides found

also at this season, and particularly among the Alexandrians.

By means of passages, detached from their context, in the

7th chapter of the first Epistle to the Corinthians, he endea

voured to prove that St. Paul had permitted marriage only out

of a regard for the weakness of men, and only to avoid a worse

evil in the case of those who were weak. In the parable of

the virgins, Matth. xxv., he neglected the rule of interpreta

tion, which indicates that we are not to seek a resemblance in

every particular, but only in the points of comparison ; and he

concluded from that parable that here virgins only were named,
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and that only unmarried persons could attain to a participation
in the kingdom of heaven. In his application of the passage,
in which it is said, that &quot; without holiness no man can see God,&quot;

Heb. xii. 14, he sets out from his presumption that the nature of

holiness consists in a life of celibacy.

As Hieracas himself admits, that St. Paul permitted marriage
to those who are weak, it follows, that he by no means uncon

ditionally condemned married Christians, and excluded them from

the number of Christians. It may be the case, that persons
drew too large conclusions from many of his exaggerations in his

recommendation of celibacy. Or else, when he said that only
those who lived in celibacy could attain to the kingdom of

heaven, he must by that expression have understood not the

blessedness of heaven generally, but only the highest grade of it;

which doctrinal expression, as peculiar to himself, appears likely
to have been thus used, from what we are now about to observe.

In virtue of his ascetic disposition Hieracas laid particular

stress on this point, viz. every one was to obtain for himself a

participation in the kingdom of heaven by his own moral endea

vours, and his own ascetic strictness. This point, the laying

particular stress on man s own endeavours, was also altogether
in accordance with the Alexandrian views. Now Hieracas, setting
out from the principle :

; that participation in the kingdom of

heaven being only the recompense of a combat, he who has never

fought cannot attain the victor s crown, came to this conclusion,

children who die before they attain to knowledge and con

sciousness, do not enter into the kingdom of heaven. He could

hardly have intended thus to express an unconditional sentence

of condemnation upon them, but only to exclude them from the

highest grade of blessedness, which proceeds from communion

with God, and from the ennoblement of human nature by its

union with God in Christ : for the participation in this is only to

be attained by man through his own moral endeavours, when he

does more than the Law requires. He supposed a middle state

for these children, as was afterward supposed in the case of

unbaptized children by many Orientals and by Pelagius. If

Hieracas maintained this with regard to all children, even those

that were baptized, it follows from this that he denied a super

natural operation, as existing in infant-baptism. Perhaps also
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in accordance with this principle he opposed infant baptism itself,

and pronounced it to be a rite of later origin, which was con

trary to the intention of baptism and the nature of Christianity.
What we have here observed, serves also to the confirmation of

what we have said above, that Hieracas by no means reverenced

Christ merely as a moral teacher; it is clear from it, that he

recognised him as an ennobler of human nature, the obtainer of

the highest grade of blessedness, to which men could not have

attained by their own powers.
In the view of orthodoxy maintained by the Church in later

days, errors would be charged on Hieracas in regard to the

doctrines of the Trinity. He must have used the comparison
that the Son of God emanated from the Father, as the light of a

lamp is kindled from another lamp, or as a torch is divided into

two 1
. Such sensuous comparisons were, it must be granted,

contrary to the spiritual disposition of Origen ; but the older

Church-teachers, Justin and Tatian, had been fond of them. He
maintained further, that the Holy Ghost was represented under

the image of Melchisedec, for he [the Spirit] is set forth both as

the advocate for men, Rom. viii. 26, and as a priest. He

represents the image of the Son, subordinate indeed to him, but

the most like to him among all beings, which representation was

entirely conformable to the Origenistic theory of subordination,

which maintained itself for a long time in the Oriental Church a
.

The influence of Origen extended itself through the influence

of his friends and scholars from Palestine, as far as Cappadocia
and Pontus, as the three great Church-teachers of Cappadocia give

testimony to it even in the fourth century. We must here mention

particularly his great scholar Gregory, on whom the veneration

of Christians has conferred the name of wonder-worker (Qavfj.a-

1 w \v%vov CLTTO \v\vov, rf w XapTrada tig Svo. Arius ad Alexandr. apud

Epiphan. Haeres. 69. 7- Athanas. t. i. p. ii. 68.

2 He appeals to a passage of an Apocryphal writing, which is of importance for the

illustration of the doctrinal history of the earliest times, the avafiaTiKov Haaiov ;

that is, the narrative of the ascension of Isaiah into different regions of the heaven, and

of what he saw there. After the accompanying angel has shown Isaiah the Son of God,

who stands at the right hand of God, the a-yaTrrjTog, Isaiah inquires KO.I TIQ kariv o

d\\0 6 0/j.otos avTip, i% dpicrrepoi^ i\9&v ; Kai siirf av yivuaKiiQ, TOVT tori TO

ayiov Trvtvfia TO \a\ovv iv ffoi, Kai iv Totg TrpoQijTais KO.I i\v, $T]&amp;lt;n, 6/toiov ry

dya7Tf;ry. The passage is found in this work which has now been published in a

complete manner from the old Ethiopia translation, by R. Laurence, Oxford, 1819,

pp. 58, 59, v. 3236.
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His original name was Theodoras. He was descended

from a respectable arid wealthy family at Neo-Csesarea in Pontus ;

his father, a zealous heathen, educated him in the principles of

heathenism. But when he was fourteen years of age he lost his

father, and now he was first gained to the cause of Christianity,

as it often happened (see above, vol. i.) that the Gospel first

found entrance into families by means of children and women. He
however still knew Christianity only from the tradition of others,

he still remained unacquainted with Holy Scripture, his interest

in religion was still a subordinate feeling, and the endeavour after

a splendid career in the world was of more value in his eyes.

His mother used every means in her power to enable him to

learn whatever in those days would serve to promote the object

of his wishes in this respect. He therefore received a good
rhetorical education, so as to be able to advance himself, either

as a rhetorician or an advocate ; and he also learned Latin, the

language both of the governing power and of the courts of

law. His instructor in the Roman language showed him, how

very necessary to him a knowledge of the Roman law would be

for the attainment of the object he had in view. He began this

study, and had already formed a scheme to visit Rome, in order

to increase his acquaintance with the Roman jurisprudence. But
Providence had selected him for an instrument in a work of

higher importance, and as he himself remarks in his portraiture
of the events of his life, without his own desire or will, he was

prepared for that work.

His brother-in-law had been called to Cresarea as law-adviser

(assessor) to the Prases of the province of Palestine. He had

left his wife at Neo-Csesarea, but she was now to follow him.

They requested his brother-in-law, the young Theodorus, to

conduct her to him, as he might then with great facility put in

execution his plan of studying Roman law, by going from

Csesarea to the celebrated neighbouring school of Roman juris

prudence at Berytus in Phoenicia. Theodorus accepted the

offer; but this journey was attended by consequences different

from those which he had expected. He became acquainted
with Origen at Ca3sarea

; Origen soon remarked the powers of

the young man, and endeavoured to win them to the service of

something higher than that which then animated him. Theo
dorus felt himself attracted by Origen, as he worked upon his
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spirit and his heart, exciting, warming, and encouraging them.

In spite of his own will he felt himself detained there
;
he forgot

Home, and Berytus, and the study of the law. Origen led him to

perceive the nothingness of his former endeavours and pursuits, he

lighted in the soul of the young man the holy fire of love to

truth and to godliness [lit. the Divine]. The noblest effort of

Origen, as Theodorus himself represents it in his farewell

address, was to excite in him a spiritual activity of his own,
and an unprejudiced spirit of inquiry and examination. After

he had allowed him to seek for the scattered beams of truth in

the systems of Greek philosophy he showed him the higher

thing which Revelation bestowed on him; he led him now to

the study of Holy Scripture and explained it to him. Theodorus

says of Origen s exposition of Scripture :
&quot; I think he spoke this

in no other way than by the communion of the Holy Spirit, for

to be a prophet and to understand a prophet requires the selfsame

power. And none of the prophets can understand it, to whom
the Spirit himself, from whom the prophecies come, has not

given the understanding of his words. This man has received the

greatest gift of God, to be the interpreterfor men, of the words of
Godt to understand the word of God, as God speaks it, and so to

preach it to men, that they can understand itV
After he had passed eight years with Origen, and apparently

received baptism also at Csesarea, and assumed also here the

name of Gregorius, he returned to his own country. It was

with sorrow that he left his instructor, on whom his whole soul

hung : he compared the bond, which knitted him to Origen, with

the bond of friendship between a David and a Jonathan. He
testified his thankfulness to Origen, and to Providence, which had

conducted him to Origen without his knowledge or will, in his

farewell oration, in which he describes the events of his life, and

the methods of instruction and edification employed by Origen
2
.

1
Panegyric, in Orig. c. 15.

2 We have followed this oration, as the most trustworthy source, for the history of

the early life and education of Gregory. The accounts given by Gregory of Nyssa, in

his life of this Gregory, are in open contradiction to the narrative of this Gregory him

self; and as Gregory of Nyssa dressed up rhetorically what he had taken from unau-

thentic inaccurate accounts, it would be an useless trouble to endeavour to reconcile

the contradictory narratives with each other. The Panegyricus of Gregory maybe
found in the fourth volume of the works of Origen, by de la Rue, and in the third

volume of the Dibliotheca Patrum of Galland.
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While he tears himself away with pain from intercourse with

his dear instructor, and from an unmixed employment about godly

things, and with sorrow and fear prepares to meet the occupations
of so different a character, to which he must devote himself in his

own country, he speaks thus: &quot;But why should I lament this?

We have, we know, a Saviour for all, even for those who are

half-dead, and fallen into the hands of robbers
; One who cares

for all, and is a physician for all, the watchful protector of all

men. We have also the seed within us, of which, as bearing it

about within us, we became conscious through thee (Origen), and

the seed which we have receivedfrom thee, those glorious doctrines.

With this seed we depart, in tears indeed, because we are leaving

thee, but taking this seed with us. Perhaps the heavenly Pro

tector will join himself to our company, and save us, but perhaps
we shall return to thee, and bring to thee also from that seed

fruits and grain, not ripe ones, indeed, (for how can that be ?)

but such as can grow up amidst civil employments.&quot; And turning
himself to Origen, he addresses him thus :

&quot; But thou, dear head !

stand up ! and dismiss us with thy prayer ; as thou hast led us
*
to

salvation by thy holy doctrines, while we were with thee, so lead

us, now that we are departing from thee, to salvation by thy

prayer. And transfer us and commend us, or rather only give
us back again to God, who led us to you. Thank him for that

which he has hitherto done for us, but call upon him also, that

he may engraft his commands upon our Spirit, that he may pour

upon us the fear of God, and that this may serve as our best

corrector. For at a distance we can no longer hearken to him

with that freedom, with which we have done so, as long as we

have been with you. Pray to him to send us a good angel to

accompany us, as a consolation for our separation from you. But

entreat him also to conduct us back to you, for this alone will be

our chief consolation.&quot;

After his departure also Origen retained him in his heart. We
have still a letter full of fatherly love, which he addressed to

him. (Philocal. c. 13.) He here says to him, that his distin

guished qualities might make him an able Roman jurisconsult,

or a respected teacher of one of the celebrated philosophical

1 He speaks here in the plural number, because he probably had in his mind at the

same time his brother Athenodorus, who came with him to Origen, and also after

wards became Bishop of the Church of Pontus. See Euseb. vi. 30.
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schools
; but he wished that Gregory should propose to himself

Christianity alone as his aim and object, and use his talents only as

means to the one great end. According to his principles, which
we have before detailed, as to the relation of different depart
ments of knowledge, and especially of Philosophy, to Chris

tianity, he incites him to appropriate to himself from the whole
circle of human knowledge, [lit. from the Encyclopedical sci

ences] and from philosophy, every thing, which he might be able

to use for the advantage of Christianity. By many beautiful alle

gorical explanations of the narratives of the Old Testament he
endeavours to make it clear to him, that we must use every thing
to the service of godliness [lit. the Divine], and sanctify every
thing else by referring it to that; but not, as often happens,

forget godliness itself amidst these elements which are foreign to

it, and thus desecrate it by the admixture. He then addresses

him thus: &quot;Do thou then, my son! above every thing study
the Holy Scriptures; but let it be a serious study to thee, for

Scripture requires a very serious study, in order that we may not

too hastily pronounce or judge any thing out of it. And if with a

believing heart, and a mind well pleasing to God, and pre-occu-

pied with him *, thou studiest the Scripture, then knock, where

any thing in it is shut up to you, and it will be opened to you
by the porter, of whom Jesus speaks, John x. 3, To him shall

the doorkeeper open. Seek with immoveable faith in God, the

sense of Holy Scripture which is hidden from the multitude.

But let it not be enough to thee to knock and to seek, for prayer
is especially necessary for the understanding of holy things, in

exciting us to which the Saviour has not only said, Knock, and
it shall be opened to you, and seek, and ye shall find, but also,

pray, and it shall be given to you.
&quot;

He answered the expectations of his great teacher. While he
found in his native city, of which he became bishop, seventeen

Christians, the major part of the inhabitants was converted by
him, and Christianity extended far into Pontus. It is a matter

1 The Greek 7rpo\jji//t can hardly be rendered into German, for the German,
&quot;

vorurtheil&quot; [prejudice], according to the usage of our language, is generally taken

in a bad sense. We should rather use the word voraussetzung [presumption, or

presupposkion]. Origen means that the reader of Scripture ought beforehand to be

filled with the persuasion, that the Holy Scripture is embued with a Divine spirit, and
cannot lead him astray, even when in single passages its Divine nature does not make
itself apparent to him.
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of regret, that we have no more accurate and authentic accounts

of the efficiency of this remarkable man, than the fabulous and

rhetorical life written by Gregory of Nyssa, a century after

wards. Perhaps, while he followed the principles of the Alex

andrian school in regard to the condescension to the weakness of

the many, and to the gradation in religious education, he was

nevertheless too yielding, in order to convert the heathen in greater

numbers ; perhaps he thought, that if once they only belonged
to the Christian Church, the spirit of the Gospel and the increas

ing activity of their teachers might gradually carry them further

on. As he observed that many of the people, out of attachment

to their former festivities, which were interwoven with heathen

ism, remained fettered to the religion of their ancestors, he wished

to give the newly-converted something to supply their place.

After the Decian persecution, during which many in this region
had died as martyrs, he appointed a general festival in honour of

the martyrs, and suffered the rugged multitude to celebrate this

with the same sort of feasts as those, which were usual at the

heathen commemorations of the dead (Parentalia), and other

heathen festivals. He thought that thus one obstacle to conver

sion would be removed, and that if they had once become mem
bers of the Christian Church, they would by degrees voluntarily

renounce sensuous indulgences, after their minds should have

become spiritualized through Christianity
x
. But he forgot what

an intermixture of heathen and Christian views, and rites, might
arise from this acquiescence in heathen customs, as really did

happen afterwards, and how difficult it is for Christianity to pene
trate properly into the life, when it is debased from the begin

ning with such an admixture
2
.

We have a simple and clearly written paraphrase of the Preacher

ofSolomon [i. e. Ecclesiastes], by Gregory. A confession of faith

in regard to the Trinity, which he was supposed to have written

in consequence of a special revelation, was used in opposition to

the Arians in the fourth century. The circumstance that it was to

1 Vita Gregor. c. 27-
2 The canonical letter, which we have, of this Gregory, shows well that in the con

version of large masses of people much may have been merely something external ;

for he speaks here of persons, who made use of the confusion which arose from the

devastations of the Goths in the regions of Pontus, in order to reap advantage from

the general calamity, and even to plunder their own countrymen. This letter at the

same time gives evidence of Gregory s watchful zeal for morality.
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be found in the Church of Neocsesarea in his own handwriting,
was appealed to in proof of its genuineness. But although the first

part of the confession, in which the peculiar characteristics of the

Origenian doctrines appear, might be genuine, yet the second part
is clearly a later addition, for it contains decisions, which were

thoroughly foreign to the school of Origen, and which first pro
ceeded from the controversies with the Arians in the fourth century.

Among the violent opponents of the Origenistic school we have

already mentioned Methodius, at first Bishop of Olympus in

Lycia, and afterwards of Tyre, a martyr in the persecution of

Dioclesian ; but still he appears not to have conducted himself

towards that school always in the same manner. Eusebius of

Csesarea, in his continuation of the Apology of Pamphilus, was

able to appeal to the circumstance, that Methodius contradicted

what he had formerly said in praise of Origen
l
. The ecclesiastical

historian Socrates, on the contrary, says
2

, that Methodius, who
had formerly declared against Origen, in his dialogue, entitled

eva&amp;gt;v,
had revoked it all, and had testified his admiration of him.

There must be some foundation in truth for this two-fold story.

Eusebius and Socrates deduced their judgment about Methodius

from his own expressions; but their chronological determinations

in regard to these writings apparently did not rest on historical

facts, but they here followed only their subjective notions, and in

such matters the ancients were not accurate. In the Symposion
of Methodius, which we are just about to mention, he appears by
no means an adherent of the letter of the Church-doctrine, but

there is shown in that work an inclination to theosophical views,

and a predominant aifection for the allegorical interpretation of

the Bible, and there appears also much that is congenial to the

turn of Origen s mind
; there are certainly expressions which at

least favour the doctrine of the pre-existence of souls
3
. Much also

appears, which is altogether at variance with the doctrines of

Origen; as, for example, a certain Chiliasm
4
. It may easily be

imagined, that Methodius, a man of no systematic habit of thought,
was attracted at first by many of the views and the writings
of Origen, which corresponded to his own favourite opinions and

1 Apud Hieronym. 1. i. adv. Rufin. Hieron. opp. Ed. Martianay, t. iv. f. 359.

Quomodo ausus est Methodius nunc contra Origenem scribere, qui haec et haec de

Origenis loquutus est dogmatibus ?

2 Lib. iv. c. 13. 3 Orat. ii. Theophil. 5. 4 Orat. ix. 5.
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to his own taste, but was afterwards on that very account, the

more shocked by that, which in the system of Origen was con

trary to his own disposition and his own doctrinal principles.

The most important and the most authentic written monument
of this Methodius is his Feast of the ten Virgins., in eleven

dialogues, containing a commendation of single life, which is often

highly exaggerated.
That treatise, however, which we have under the name of

Methodius on the freedom of the will (irspi avrt^ovmov), belongs
rather to the Christian teacher Maximus, who lived in the time

of Septimius Severus
1

, than to Methodius 2

; it is an attack on the

Gnostic dualism.

The presbyter Pamphilus, a man of Ca3sarea in Palestine

distinguished by his zeal for piety and knowledge, came forward

as a defender of Origen against the charges of heresy brought

against him by Methodius. He founded at CaBsarea an Eccle

siastical library, which, as late as the fourth century, contributed

much to the promotion of learned studies. Every friend of

knowledge, and especially every one to whom the thorough and

fundamental study of the Bible was an object, found with him

every kind of assistance, and he endeavoured to multiply
3

, to

extend, and correct the manuscripts of the Bible. He made pre

sents of many Bibles, even to women, whom he saw much busied

in the reading of Scripture
4
. He established a theological school 5

,

in which the study of Scripture was carried on with great earnest

ness 6
. The learned Eusebius, who was indebted for every thing

to Pamphilus, and looked upon him as a friend, and almost as

a father, probably came forth from this school. Pamphilus

imparted to his scholars his own veneration for Origen, as the

promoter of Christian knowledge ; and he endeavoured to oppose

1 Euseb. v. 27. Hieronym. de Vir. Illust. c. 47. This Maximus can hardly be the

same as the Bishop of Jerusalem of the same name mentioned in Euseb. v. 12.

2 See on this subject my
&quot; Genetic Development of the Gnostic Systems,&quot; p. 206.

3 See Montfaucon. Catalog. MSS. Bibliothec. Coislinian. p. 261.

4 Eusebius says of him in life of him, ap. Hieronym. adv. Rufinum, 1. i. p. 358,

359. vol. iv. :
&quot; Quis studiosorum amicus non fuit Pamphili ? si quos videbat ad victum

necessariis indigere, prsebebat large quse poterat. Scripturas quoque sanctas non ad

legendum tantum ;
sed et ad habendum tribuebat promptissime. Nee solum viris, sed

et feminis, quas vidisset lectioni.deditas. Unde et multos codices prseparabat, ut,

quam necessitas poscisset, volentibus largiretur.
5 Euseb. vii. 32. avviaTr)ffa.TO Siarpifliiv.

6 Eus. de Martyr. Palaestinae, c. 4.

7
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the narrow-minded spirit, which proceeded from those who
branded Origen with the name of heretic. While the blind zeal

of these people, as Pamphilus says, went so far, that they pro
nounced sentence of condemnation at once on every one, who

only so much as busied himself with the writings of Origen,

Pamphilus during his imprisonment in the persecution of Dio

cletian in the year 309 *, wrote in common with his scholar

Eusebius 2

, a work destined to the defence of Origen, and this

defence was addressed to the confessors condemned to labour in

the mines. After the martyrdom of Pamphilus, Eusebius added

a sixth book to the five already existing of the uncompleted work.

The first book of this Apology, with the exception of some Greek

fragments, we have in the free translation of Rufinus 3
.

The example of Pamphilus shows us, how, from one like

Origen, who embraced and united so much together, not only
a speculative spirit in doctrinal matters proceeded, but also a

profound study of the Bible and a careful treatment of the letter

of the word, however much this letter may appear to be opposed
to his licentious method of allegorizing. Apparently also, the

instance of the Egyptian bishop Hesychius is to be traced to the

same source, who set on foot a new and corrected recension of

the text of the Alexandrian version, the prevalent one in Egypt
4

,

and who suffered martyrdom
5

, probably in the persecution of

1 A proof of the influence of Pamphilus on the neighbourhood around him is given

by the case of his slave Porphyrius, a young man of eighteen years of age, whom
he educated with parental affection, and for whose religious, moral, and spiritual

edification he provided in every way ; and he had communicated to him an ardent

love for the Redeemer. When Porphyrius heard the sentence of death pronounced

against his beloved master, he prayed that it might be conceded to him to show the last

proof of love to him, by burying his corpse after the execution of the sentence had

taken place. This request at once excited the wrath of the fanatical governor. And
as he now stedfastly avowed, that he was a Christian, and was anxious to sacrifice

himself, he was most cruelly tortured, and at last, with his flesh entirely torn from his

bones, he was led to the stake. He bore every thing with firmness, after he had only

once, when the fire touched him for the first time, called to Jesus, the Son of God, for

help. Euseb. de Martyr. Palaestinae, c. ii. p. 338.

2 The accusation of the passionate Jerome, that Rufinus falsely attributes such a

work to Pamphilus, deserves no credit.

3 The loss of the Biography of Pamphilus by Eusebius is deeply to be lamented.

[N.B. The German word here translated free, is willkurlich arbitrary, or capricious.

H. J. R.]
4
Hieronym. adv. Rufin. 1. ii. 425.

s Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 1. viii. c. 13. f. 308.
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Diocletian, A. D. 310, or 311; and lastly, in part also to the

influence of Origen was owing the seed of a new theological
school at Antioch, which received its full development only in

the course of the fourth century, from which is derived the sound

hermeneutical and exegetical direction properly balanced between

the opposite extremes of a carnal and literal, and a capricious and

allegorizing, interpretation of the Bible. Learned presbyters in

the Antiochian Church, who busied themselves with particular

zeal in the study of Biblical interpretation, may be looked upon
as the first promoters of this school, especially Dorotheus and

Lucian, of whom the latter suffered martyrdom in the persecu
tion of Diocletian, early in A. D. 312 \

Thus we see here, as the result of the historical development
of this period, the formation, the transition into one another, and

the oppositions, of different theological dispositions, from the

co-operation and opposition of which with each other, the further

development of the Christian doctrine, as the leaven for the

whole nature of man, was destined to proceed ; a development
and purifying process which passes on from one generation to

another, and which can be brought to its destined end by nothing
but the everlasting wisdom, which alone searches the depths of

the free spirit, and which alone the free spirit follows without

prejudice to its freedom.

1 Lucian made a new recension of the corrected text of the Alexandrian version,

and apparently also of the New Testament. The manuscripts prepared according to

this text are called AovKtiaveia. Euseb. [Hieronym. ?] de Vir. Illustr. 77- adv.

Rufin. 1. ii. 425. vol. iv. We are unable to determine with certainty what is to be

believed about the early connexion between Lucian and Paul of Samosata, as the

account of it which we have, Theodoret. Hist. Eccles. 1. i. c. 4. from Alexander, bishop
of Alexandria, is suspicious on account of party-prejudices from controversial motives.

[In regard to Lucian, I find in the edition ofJerome by Victoriuslhe following passage,

vol. i. p. 373, in the Catalogus Script. Eccles.: Lucianus, vir disertissimus, Antio-

chense ecclesise presbyter, tantum in Scripturarum studio laboravit, ut usque nunc

qusedam exemplaria Scripturarum Lucianea nuncupentur. This treatise is also cited

as Hieron. de Vir. Illustribus. H. J. R.]

THE END.
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